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urıng the Second Pelagıan Controversy, ulıan of Aeclanum accused
Augustine of avıng invented the doctrine of or1ginal SIN. Julıan consıdered
thıs doctrine Manıchaean, orth Afrıcan invention that threatened the
0)  OdOoXy of the Church and miısled the al en, ulıan complaıned
about the fact that the dıscussıon al stake had Geve een the ubject of
councıl, consisting of erudıte and ell nformed people

In h1s reply, Augustine made ample uUse of his predecessors, both
from the ast and the West, In order show that the doctrine he eiende:
W as ın Iıne wıth what had een taught by the atholıc Church always and
everywhere throughout ıts history. Especılally In the 00 11 of hıs Contra
Iulianum he triıed er extensive dossıier ın order to the objec-
t1ons made by Juhan Iso In hıs other works agaılnst Julıan, Augustine
WOU appeal hıs predecessors but he dıd ıt in such efaıle!«
WaYy

Augustine first and foremost emphasızed the absolute prlor1ty of
Scripture, the SOUTCE of truth excellence. The predecessors AICc esCcCr1De:
dal interpreters of Scripture and people wh: ave taught what they
ave earne: in the Church they ATIC first chıladren of the Church and then
teachers ın the Samne Church

Thıs artıcle further offers of the WaYy ın JC Augustine
hIis predecessors, showıng Augustine’s strateg1c cho1Cces, hIs mot1ves,

and hıs unequal famılıarıty wıth hıs predecessors. Augustine POSSCSSCS less
than basıc owledge about bıshops such Reticıus of Autun, but shows to
be ell nformed about people lıke yprıan and Ambrose Much attention 1S
pald the WaYy In T Augustine tries refute Juhian aCccusatlions Dy
eıther eferring of hıs predecessors 0)18 theır authorıty. Augustine
SSES that these predecessors defend the Samnle al al least wıth regard to
the essentials of the truth All WO: be members of the Oar of
Judges, Julıan W as askıng for. Ihey held theır pos1ti1ons long before the Out-
break of the CONTLTOVeETrSY and they In WaYy be accused of Manıche1ism.
Indeed, SUOTIIC already held these posıtions before Manıchei1sm Calllec into
ex1istence. He regularly makes clear that these authorıities WEITIC held In hıgh
esteem by elagıus, the ° tTather” of the heresy. Further, he repealts time and
agaln that accusat]ıons agalnst Augustine in fact should be read ACCUSa-
t1ons directed agamınst hıs predecessors.

Finally, the artıcle DayS attention o the WdYy Augustine epliıed the
critique that he misled the on people the on people, better than
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ulıan, AdIiIC famılıar wıth the truth taught by the Church At the time
he W arlls the reader that these sımple althful Can easıly become victims of
elagıan tactıcs.

Augustine’s UuUsec of tradıtion in the elagıan CONLrOVeETISY 1s
ell tudied subject and the lıterature thıs OpP1C 1S abundant.‘!
Moreover, the Pelagıan CONtroversSYy 15 not the fırst sıtuation where
Augustine referred tradıtion. the debate ıth the Donatists,
ugustine W ds confronted ıth the question whether the Catholıc
Church Was Nal lıne ıth tradıtion. It W ds challengıng question
for hıs adversarıes maılntaıned that they WEeIC the legıtımate eIrs of
Cyprian  2

However, ıt W as especlally In the debate ıth the Pelagıans that
Augustine W ds urge: by hıs opponents make ample uUscC of hıs pred-

the beginnıng of the ControversSy, ugustine lımıted hım-
self 18 Cyprıan and Jerome.? When ugustine W as confronted ıth
the fact that Pelagıus hıs De natura not only made UuUse of eXTIs of
Lactantıus, Hılary of Poitiers, Chrysostom, S1xtus and ugustine

See Kı- LÜTCKE, Auctoritas hei Augustin, tuttg  9 1968; ID $ Auctoritas,
L, Basel, 498-510; O’ DONNELL, The Authority of Augustine, ın

Augustinian Studies (1991) 7-35, CSD q  &> For the Pelagıan CONtroversy
general: M  ÄRTIL, tradıcıon San Agustin traves de la Controversia pelagı-
UNAd, Madrıd, 1943; REBILLARD, Augustin el Ses autorites: l’elahboratıion de
l’argument patristique OU)| de la CONLFOV! pelagienne, Studia Patrıstica
38, Leuven, 2001, 245-263 For slıghtly changed vers10n, SC L New Style
of rgumen In Christian Polemuic: Augustine and the /se of Patrıstic Citations,
Journal of Early Christian Studies (2000) 550_5/8 For the fırst per10d of the Pela-
glan CONntroverSYy: REUTER, Augustinische Studien, Gotha, 1887, 4-46; 163-
230; BATIFFOL, Le catholicisme de saınt Augustin, arls, 1920, CSD 473-508;

HOFMAN, Der Kirchenbegriff des HI Aug2ustinus In seinen Grundlagen Un In
seiner Entwicklung, Münster, 1978 (:  ==  =  1935); 425:485: WERMELINGER, Rom und
Pelagıus. Die theologische Posıtıon der Römischen Bischöfe Im pelagianischen Streıt
In den Jahren 4114537 (Päpste und Papsttum, T Stuttgart, 1975, CSD

MASCHIO, L’argomentazione patristica di Agostino nella prıma Jase della CON-

ftroversia pelagıiana Augustinianum (1986) 459-4 79; REBILLARD,
Sociologie de la deviance el orthodoxıe. Le Cas de la CONLroverse pelagienne SUr la
a  » ELM, REBILLARD OMANO (Kds.) Orthodoxie, Christianisme,
Histoire/Orthodoxy, Christianity, Hıstory (Collection de 1’Ecole francaıse de Rome,
&. 7Ü), Rome, 2000, 271200

‚ANCEL ÄLEXANDER, Donatistae, 1L, Basel,S606-638
(wıth further lıterature); MERDINGER, Rome and the Afrıcan Church INn the Time
of Augustine, New Haven London, 1997, CSD I’ ILLEY, Cyprıian,

FITZGERALD, Augustine through the Ages. An Encyclopedia, Grand Rapıds,
Michigan Cambrıdge, Ü 1999, LANCEL, Saıint Augustin, Parıs, 1999,

388-403; REBILLARD, Augustın el AYEAN autorıites, 2747-249
De pecCCatorum mert1ıtis el remLissiOneeSEL 6 E 135-140
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himself, he evıdently had 18 deal ıth hıs antagon1st’ UuUsc of tradı-
tion.

The CONtroversYy ıth Julıan W as the beginnıng of 191  S phase
the debate ıth ulıan ugustine had already appeale fo Ambro-

De NUDILLS el CONCUPLSCENNA De NUDULLS el CONCUPLSCENLA
I1 51 reference to yprıan apPpCArs for the first time the debate
In Contra UaAS epistulas pelagianorum 31 ugustine PTC-
sented substantıal doss1ier mostly ase Cyprıan and
Ambrose who both had specıal place ugustine lıfe and th

Contra TIulianum I1 Can be consıdered continuatıon and
further elaboratiıon of thıs dossıer ee ONMNC 197018 only SCCS that the
number of quotations from the works of Ambrose STOWINS, but
several er authors 111 be sed both from the ast and the West

thıs contrıbution ll CONCcentrate the WaY 1C
Augustine presented hıs AaucCtorılates the debate ıth Juhan and
how they functioned hıs polemics ıll not deal ıth the content
of the eX{Is quoted 1NOT ıth the theologıcal 155Uues aft stake the

See De nalur«a el gralia 71 SEL 286-2923
For the second per10d of the Pelagıan COI‘ItI'OVCI‘8y‚ SCC ERAGO Il valore
tradizıone nella polemica Ira sant Agostine Giuliano Adi Eclano Annalı

della Facoltäa di Lettere 1L0SONA di Napoli 143 160 DASSMANN
“Tam Ambrosius qQUAM Cyprianus (C Tul Imp PF2) Augustins Helfer pelagi-
aniıschen Streıt PAPANDREAOU, BIENERT SCHÄFERDIEK (Eds eCU-
MeniCca el patrıslıca Festschrift für iılhelm Schneemelcher ZU.: Geburtstag,
Stuttgart 1989 259 2768 Needless repeal that ugustine cons1ıdered himself

of the Afrıcan Church and had faıthful thıs tradıtiıon Yıra the still pert1-
nent remarks of ONNER Les afrıcaines de la doctrine SUur la chute el le
peche originel Augustinus (196’7) 116 (reprint God Decree and
Man Destiny Studies the I’hought of Augustine of Hippo London 198 / 116
cf also DE SIMONE Modern Research the Sources of Saint Augustine Doc-
rTıne of Original Sın ın Augustinian Studies 11 (1980) 205 D7 VE crıtical TIEVICW
of EATRICE, Tradux peccalı Ile fonti della dottrina ag0ostinıana del pPeCCalo
originale (Studıa Patrıstica Mediolanens1a Mılan 1978

See the pertinent remarks of DASSMANN Tam Ambrosius GUUFN Cyprianus
259 10 thıs OTMIC should adı that Cyprıan lıved before Manıcheism amec Afrıca

Ambrose before Pelagıanısm appeared SO REBILLARD Augustın el AYSAN auforıtes
259 261

Contra Tuliıanum 1E do nOot have equıvalent Turbantium thıs
regard SCC WEBER Some Literary Aspects of the Dehbhate hbetween Julian of Ccla-
/Ü and Augustine Studia Patrıstica Leuven Parıs udley 7006

289 302 293
It wıll evıdent that ugustine - appeal the authorities of the past must

ıtuated wıthin long Roman tradıtıon of appealıng the pastl; SCC, thıs regard,
RING, Auctorıitas hei Tertullıan, Cyprıian Un Ambrosius (Cassıc1acum, 29),;

Würzburg, 197/5, 3
thıs regard, SCC LÖSSL Intellectus graliae Die erkenntnistheoretische und

hermeneutische Dimension der Gnadenlehre Augustins VO.  - Hippo (Supplements
Vigiliae Christianae 38) Leiıden New York Cologne 99 / 3372 346
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debate between ulıan and Augustine es such dıscussıon WOU
exceed the length of thıs artıcle Moreover far Cal SCC the
presentatıon of the auctorılates and the WaYy IC they functioned

the polemi1cs WeIC the subject of sSystemaftıc Fırst
ıll present ulılan complaınts and Cr1 IThen ll er SUT-

VCY of the WaYy 76 Augustine presents the indıvıdual doctors
exti Step, 11l CXa how ese Fathers function Augustine

defense Finally, 111 er SOTIIC conclusıons

Julıan ® Complaints

By WaYy of introduction il cshould be sa1d that accordıng
Julıan the doctrine under discussıon 1IMP10US and stup1d ON

W dsSs accepte nearly the entıre West hıs had appene wıthout
anı y consultatıon ıth SynNO an through sımple bıshops who
remaıned theır OW terrıtorı1es and had een forced fo CONsent 118
IM Indeed Juhan for whom erudıtıon W as 11 quıte often
complaıned about the fact that hıs fractıon W as faır
PIOCCSS He searched aln for councıl that WOUuU be able

COTTECTI and objective wıthout hatred firıend-
sh1p, the affaır under discussıon What Was denıied ulıan and hıs
COMPAN1LON W as the poss1ıbıilıty LO defend G1r Casc for the truth
before earned jJudges people lıke John Chrysostom and ası the

For these complaınts SCC ulıan Epistula ad Rufum, irg G1
34()

Wıth regard hıs intellectual profile S66 WEBER Klassısche I .ıteratur
Dienst theologischer Polemuik: Julıan VO.  \ Eclanum, Florum, Studia Patrıstica
38, Leuven, 2001, 5()3-509:; LöÖSSL, Julıan VO.  - Aeclanum. Studien seinenm

ebe seinenm Werk, Seiner Lehre Un ihrer Überliefering (Supplements Vigilıae
Chrıstianae, 60), Leıden, Boston Cologne, 2001, CSD MO126;

LLAMBERIGTS The Italıan Julian of Aeclanum about the Afrıiıcan Augustine of Hıppo
DB FUX ROESSLI WERMELINGER aln ugustın africanıte el

universalıte Actes du colloque international Alger Annaba avrıl 2001 (Parado-
S15 Frıbourg, 27003 CSP

Turbantıum irg 3a (B 341 ‘ADDe ludıicıbus) apud qUOS propterea
dıc1s) 1910)  —_ 13(0N D uestram qu1a NECINO de rebus dubis bene COIMN-

sultat N1IS1 qUu1 abh odıo elt amıcıtla AaCUuuUum pectus attulerıt quales NO  — fuisse
dıcıs) qUuı de uestra iudıcauerunt qUu1a PI1US Cannn Coeperun! odısse q U am

cf Iso irg C: 341
Florum I1 'SAL 164 ‘“ Commode nobıs 6Ü ageretur S1

apud erudıtos 1udices uerıtalis tuer1 daretur facultas cf Iso I1
A 189 where Juhan moved Dy Y, sks for trıal by InenN illustrious
for theır prudence h1s OW ar gumentat10n Juhan OptS for legal and learned
approach S56 Florum SEL O1 TIhe learned people needed Can
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Great.!* Hıs had suffer CHV Y because of truth !> In anı y CaSC,
he hoped that he and hıs friıends WOU be longer beaten Dy the
shouting of the 1gnorant‘® and that the agreement of the populace
should longer contrıbute to hıs defamatıon. He complaıned about
the confusıon that x1isted He deplored that because of the huge
number of stup1ıd people, the guıdance of 1C4asSson 1Ss taken aAaWaVY from
the Church that popular belief “steers the shıp under full saıl’.!/ In
ese tımes, lıttle COU be accomplıshed ıth the WISe, 111e ıth the

folk whatever OIMC lıked, matter how banal, W as accepla-
ble By decree of the sedıit10us, approva. of ırtues W as banned from
the Church Because of theır refusal admıt CITOT, ulıan C SULS
WeTC dıscredıite by the COIMMNMON people ..  who weıgh the meriıt of
opınıon by ıts SUCCECSS and Judge that opınıon {O be 1991(0)8% - 16
they SCC WINS the flavor of the maJority”.  ” 18 ıtterly, ullan emarked
that ıt delıghted people {O defame whatever the lıves of saınts indı-
cate': in order that they m1g not be reproved by the examples of
ese famous men.!? People love talk about the weakness of nature
and the flesh, subject LO innate SINS, order longer attrıbute
Conversıon the free ıll of man  20 Who plea favor of
g0o0d and Just God, 1Ss of the opınıon that human beings dIcC able
cConvert from SIN and become splendı through theır search for
virtue, 15 accused of die and heretical talk *! Therefore, the SYNO

be both Christians and secular:; cft. 1,69, SEL 654 Wıth regard Juhan’s
posıtıon, SCC 1 S S ALAMITO, Les VIrtuUOSES el la multitude. Aspects SOCLAUX de la
CONLroverse entre Augustin ef les pelagiens (Collection Nomuina), Genoble, 2005,

208242
I urbantıum, irg 308-312, GSE 8 % 392-394

15 T urbantium, irg 154, 6 SI 88, 373 Juhan consıdered h1is debate
defense of the truth, NO abandoned; cf. Turbantium, Irg 93i E 88, 373

Florum H’17 SEL 164
Florum 112 SHI: 8901 164-165

18 Florum 113 SE 85,1, 165-166 quı sententiae merıtum de
prosperıtatıbus ponderans Cal verlorem aestimat, quam plurıbus placere CONSPCÄAÄ-
erıit  29 Already in I urbantium, irg 4, CLE 88, Julhian had argued that arguments
should be pondered a(0)1 numbered and that INass of blind people could 19(0)1 contrıb-
ute the atter under debate.

See Florum 1:3 SEL 8941 166
Florum 11,6, SEL S91 167: Nr Iso NLB, SEL 832 293-294

where it 18 sa1d that people of the aAICcMNada, CIrCUS, the, because of theır ustful
desıres, fınd SEXCUSES under the pretexXt of necessIity.

Florum I SEL ST 167 Juhan clearly belonged those who
belıeved that qualıities such work performance, virtue, commıtment, qualıties that
had made Rome ä  9 would ‚ vVven ese Chrıistian times inspıre the Empıire CW ,
SCcC, In thıs regard, BROWN, Pelagius and his Supporters. Aıms and Envıronment, in
l} Religion and Socıtety INn the Age of Saint Augustine, London, 1972 208-226



LAMBERIGTS

desiıred cshould be organızed in such WaYy that the of the
crowds W as excluded.““ fact, by introducıng err clearly hınt
to the events of 418/419, resulting in the condemnatıon of the Pelagı-
ans“> people COu only blınd assent from the fearful, but
would gel the Support from the WIse, for in discussıon
PTOVCS lack of ratıonal support.“ Julıan claımed that he hımself only
found understandıng ıth few WwI1Ise men What W as needed W ds

wısdom and the small that rCason, learnıng and lıberty make
em1nent, and not officılals, be they bıshops, admınıstrators, PTC-
fects,“® because the ambıtions and worldliness of the flagıt10ous 18(9N

WOU nOot dısturb ese WwIse 19815  - irectly, Juhan offered crıter1a
that should be ollowe: order qualify statements fru: and

> Turbantium, irg 67 CS 8 9 341
23 For the detaıls, Sa WERMELINGER, Rom Un Pelagius, 196-209; |AM-

GI5S, Co-operatıion Between Church and State INn the Condemnatıion of the Pelagı-
ans, HETTEMA VAN DER KO0OD Eds.) Religi0us Polemics In Context
(Studıies in Theology and Relıgion, 11), Assen, 2004, 263-37/5 (wıth further 1t-
erature)

T urbantıum, Irg k: GL 8 9 342
Turbantıum, irg 154, (a S 8 E EF jlactatıs de paucıtate

uelut) prudentium quıbus UOS placere gaudet1s. ” cT. Iso irg ZIT1S272, CL 8 E
38 /

Turbantium, irg 67 BA 38, 341-342; irg 2171a-b, CN 88, 28 /
In irg 2 71D Julıan seemed have suggested that Augustine had roused hatred for
Juhan from the (0)0| dregs of workmen, saılors, bartenders, fishermen, cooks,
butchers, youth dismissed from monasterı1es, and the ordınary rIun of clerics. Accord-
ing SALAMITO, Les VIrtUOSES el Ia multitude, 218-219, thıs miıght be CAPICS-
S10n of Juhan’s “meprI1s sOoc1al”. REBILLARD, Dogma Populare: Popular Belief In
the Controversy hetween Augustine and Julıan of Eclanum, Augustinian Studies

(2007) 175-187, 178 disagrees for he 15 of the opınıon that the critique 15
directed agalinst Augustine, nOLt agamnst these people. It 15 hard decıde wh: 15
rıght, given the really iragmentary character of the Iragment. Personally, would
put the text wıthın the broader CcContext of hat polemics all about. CasSCc,
the “dreg”-motive 15 well know polemical lıterature SsIince the time of C1icero; SCC

PELT, Die Polemik In der christlichen lateiniıschen Iıteratur VO. Tertullıan his
Augustıin (Bıbliothek der klassıschen Altertumswissenschaften, 2:63); Heı1del-
berg, 1980, 235 As 11 SCC further, Juhıian be VC) posıtıve about the
thinkıng of the COTINIMMOIN folk. Iso want remember hat W as sa1ld by Gennadıus,
De VIFLS ıllustribus in per10d of famıne, Julıan, Ouf of V, took Calt‘ of
INan in need, especlally the noble people and the rel1g10us. Gennadıus that
he dıd because he wanted adhere them h1is heresy. It 1S hard evaluate such
statement, but it chould be sa1d that Juhan exactly did what W as expected TOM
bıshop in need. Moreover, Juhan explicıtly requested( and human attıtudes
TOom the rich people towards the POOI and theır OW slaves; N KESSLER, Reich-
tumskritik und Pelagianismus. Die pelagianische Diatrıbe de divıitiuLs: Sıtulerung,
Lesetext, Übersetzung, Kommentar (Paradosıs, 43), Freıburg, 1999, 56-59 It 15
hard describe such attıtudes “meprI1s soc1a y
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sound: it should be confirmed Dy 1Cason and Scripture and be cele-
brated by the erudıtion of holy INCN, wh. do noft g1ve theır authorıty
to the truth, but recelve estimonYy and glory from theır partıcıpatıon
In it 27

Julı1an Was of the opınıon that the knowledge of Scripture W das
sunted for only few learned people.“* Sımple people, Occupled by
profane affaırs, dıd NOoTt obtaın the erudıtion needed and should 1mM1
themselves the basıcs of faıth.“? However, Julhian really appreclated
sımple people  S al for these people WeTEe careful enough sola fide

enter the Church of hrıst. They embraced the al and espise
CVCIY authorıty and CVECTIY that trıed tO persuade them the
contrary.““ Moreover, there W as also COIMICETN for these people
because of them and hIs love for (God he dıd not want {Oo SLOpP hıs bat-
tle ıth Augustine.”

Julıan Was convınced that hıs OW posıtion W as supporte: Dy
ICasonN, all learnıng, all Justices, all pleties and all sacred testimonIt1es,

27 Iurbantium, irg 313, SE 8 C} 394 hanc ef SSC
sententi1am, qUu am pr1ımo I10C0 rat1o, deinde scrıpturarum mun1ut auctorıtas, ei qUu am
sanctorum ulrorum SCINPCT celebrauıt erudıt1o, quı amen uerıtatı auctorıtatem 1NON
SUO trıbuere ‚9 sed testimon1um eft gloriam de 1US SUSCCDCIC consort10 (  )„
It 15 interesting üra that Juhan thıs conclusıon after havıng quoted TOM
John Chrysostom and Pseudo-Basıl (=Serapıon of u1s TIhe on crit1ique
Juhan’s ratiıonalısm 1S profoundly nuanced and put hıstorical perspective by

LÖSSL, Julian Von Aeclanum, 110-114; Julıan of Aeclanum) s “ Rationalist”
Exegesis. Albert Bruckner Revisited, Augustiniana (2003)“ (wıth further
lıterature), CSP 8 7-94 For the tradıtıonal VIEW, SCC, 5 ALAMITO, Les VIrtuOSes
el la multitude, 210

28 I urbantium, Irg 156, GL 8 L 373 dıfficıliıs pauc1sque ONU-
enlens erudıtis Sanctiarum cognit10 hlıtterarum yı cf. ISO irg 159, S 8 C}

373
C I urbantium, irg 158, OAYS 88, 8 SCC Iso Florum 11,14,

AB 8501 W
I urbantium, irg 158, GE 8 E} 3723 sola tamen ide ad eccles1iam

Christ1i peruenire Curarunt, facıle obscurıs quaestion1bus terrean(tur, sed credentes
Deum uerum condıtorem SSC homiınum, indubitanter JUOQUC teneant quı1a p1us esT,
qula UCTAX, qula Justus; hanc aestimationem de illa trınıtate seruantes, qu1cquı1ıd
audılerınt hu1lc ConuenIire sententlae, amplexentur collaudent, 19(>10 hoc e1s ulla ul1s
argumentatıon1s euellat, sed detestentur auctorıtatem OIIMMCIN socletatem
contrarlıa persuadere nıtentem. ” See Iso the COMMENELS of REBILLARD, Dogma Popu-
lare, 179-180 Also Augustine 15 of the opınıon that ONC be able adhere
the Christian faıth wıthout being in Scripture; SCC Contra Iulitanum V1,39,

445 8473 Therefore thı; that the posıtion of S ALAMITO, Les ViIrtuoses el la multi-
tude, Z that Juhan had sympathy for the people should be nuanced,

he indırectly does 2973 (referring Florum 11,1 17 SC next note
31 Florum H14 SEL 170 pPr1mo ben1gnitas, quam gener1

debemus humano, deinceps SPCS ef fıdes, QUam habemus Deum
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and that Augustine, ıth hI1s doctrine, W as moOost imprudent toward the
learned, MOSL contemptuous toward the saınts, and most irreverent
toward God.°* Julıan regularly complaıned oOu the fact that Uugus-
tiıne had stirred the folk agaınst him  33 and had ıt
because Augustine wanted aVvO1d man-to-man ficht.” Instead of
accepting faır discussıon the basıs of hat 15 present both ph1-
losophers and Catholıc authors, Augustine rıled-up the workıng folk
and the people agaınst Julian.” He houted ıth9 sta-
ble hands and trıbunes and brought, ıth the help of Alypıus,
LNOIC well-fed horses Italy,”® but WOU accept the VIEeEWS of
learned people:” Kvery learned reader of work, ullan claımed,

Florum 113 SEL 53.1, 171 ‘ Nam S1, uft ef super10r SCTINO patefecıt ei
SESCUTUTUS docebiıt, qU1cquı1d rat1o est, quU1Cqu1d erudıt10, qu1Cqu1d lustitla, qu1cquıd
pletas, qu1cqu1d testimon10rum hu1c quod (ueEemMUr dogmatı suffragatur, nıhıl
alıud inımıcı nostrı LtOTLO adıpıscuntur Conalu, qUamı ut doctis quıbusque impudentI1Ss-
SImM1, sanctıs contumac1ssıml1, in Deum profanissım! comprobentur. ”

33 Turbantıum, irg 234 SEL 88, 385; Irg 255-256) €L 88, 385;
irg 314, (a E 8 9 394

Turbantıum, irg 753 ‘“ (Dıcıs quod) certamınıs singularıs oblıtus uulgus
refugerım.

Florum 1,41, SEL 85.1: ‘“ Equı1dem affatım mıhı tam phiılosophan-
t1um quUam OTUMm quı catholıcı fuerunt, quod quaer1mus, scr1ıpta suppeditant; sed
CICOI, refrager1s et; S1 philosophorum CRO senatum aduocauerTO, continuo sellu-
larıos opıfıces OMNCYUC 1910)5 uulgus accendas. ” According S ALAMITO, Les vırtu-
OSes el la multitude, 219-220, thıs 15 proof that Julıan W as “*1SSU d’une prest1g-
Jeuse amılle italıenne, nOUITI1 de culture classıque, le jeune ei brillant eveque d’Eclane,
confronte l’opposıtion populaıre qUC suscıtent contre lu1 les partısans d’Augustin,
s’1dentifie imagınatıon 1ceron lutte, seule eloquence, contre les bandes
de (lodıus. ” However, the accusat]ıons agalnst Augustine AI VE Ser10us and, al

least TOM Juhan’s perspective, Justify hıs crit1que. See Iso REBILLARD, Dogma Pop-
ulare, 182-184

Florum 1,42, S 85,1, “ Vocıferans CU) femiinıs cunctisque calon1-
bus ef trıbunıis, quıbus octogınta auft amphıus qUO: tota Afrıca sagınatos collega {[UUuUS

UD adduzxıt Alypıus 1,74,; 'SEL 851 90, the followıng accusatlons Call

be found outlays of MONCY, stowal of inherıtances, the sending of horses, the ‚PTO:
of people, and the corruption of the offıicıal OWCIS. g  s SEL 85:1: 374375
ese accusatıons repeated and further specıfied: Augustine 15 accused of havıng

the whole of Italy ıth3 dıvisıons. He has ed people Nalı rebellıons
al Kome, and sent horses (under the Cal of Alypıus), collected throughout almost the
whole of Afrıca but al the CXPCNSC of the POOT, trıbunes and centurlons. The OWCIS
of the world have been bribed ıth the inherıtences TOM matrons ın order STIT
the furor of the publıc agaınst Juhan and hıs Companı1ons. Augustine has destroyed the
rest in the churches. Finally he has stained the re1gn of the CIMPCIOT wıth the Implety
of persecut1ons. Wıth regard the complaınt about persecut1ons, SCC also Florum
VE SEL 832 293 It cshould be saı1d that SsInce the 10Ss of Spaın Afrıca had
become the most iımportant suppher of horses; cf. A A DUuVAL, Julien d’Eclane el

Rufin d’Aquıilee. Du concıle de Rımıiınl la repression pelagıenne. I ’intervention
imperial matıere religieuse, REA (1978) 243271 CSP 250

Florum 1.43, Sa 83.;1., 31
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understands that ugustine 1sUses the 1gnorance of h1s supporters,
decei1ved Dy theır inference.°® Julıan Was convınced that if the
opportunıty WOUu ave een gıven discuss the matter
learned people, ugustine WOU ave een squarely defeated.*
Indeed, prudent and P10US people OMNC could be found who
dared that ıth G0od AS g0o0d cCreator of the human soul and
body anı y SIN COUu ex1ist in babijes.“ He CVCN suggested that ugustine
could NOL fınd an Y eiIiender multıtude of hıs doectrine.“
alı y CasSC, ulıan ope that In the COUTSC of time the Storm WOU sub-
sıde and that folk, longer able WIN through eIr9
WOUu fınally be corrected Dy the authorıty of WIse men  42

Further, Juhan W ds by the WaY ugustine replıed De
nuptiLS el CONCUuPLSCeENTLA I1 Juhan’s Turbantium. ccording 18
Julıan, hıs posıtions as explaıne T urbantium, WCIC dramatıcally
misınterpreted and falsely presented Dy Augustine.”” ugustine Was
accused of ack of graVvıty and allure the duty of wrıting,
crıme earne people.““ Julhian accused Augustine of avıng
incıted hatred agaınst Juhan Dy truncatıng Juhan’s work, sıgn of
Augustine’s dıshonesty and malıce, who, Dy domeg S also roused the
hearts of the people agamst Julian!* The WdY hıch
ugustine, the basıs of SUMMATY, ıth De nNuptiLS ef CONCUPLSCeEN-
f1a I1 had replied to Juhan’s Turbantium W as qualified by Julıan

Florum 11,36, SEL 604ı 188; for sımılar crıt1que, SCC 11,46, SEL
85:1, 193: 1V ,90, S, 83,2. 95

I urbantium, Irg 3a-b, (F 8 E} 341; irg 6, (Bn 8 88, 341-342; cf.
Iso Florum H2 SEL 851 164 1Tıme and agaln, Julıan ll repealt that
educated 12051000 would choose the sıde of Augustine; 5SCC, 11,26, SEL 83l

180
Wıth regard Juhan’s 1e6 W the goodness of creatlıon, SCC LAMBERIGTS,

Julian of Aeclanum: lea for Good Creator, in Augustiniana (1988) S  D
VIeEW, Juhan really wanted be Chrıistian bıshop and theological thınker. do

thınk OIC 1S unfaır Juhan Dy describing hım bıshop phılosopher; SCC S ALAMITO,
Les ViIrtuOSeSs el Ia multitude, 209

Turbantium, irg 345:; (L, 8 9 394 cc( de multitudine 1 -

orem 1910)8| potest inuenıre. ”
42 Florum V99 SEL 832 170 °“ Nec illud CISO desperare vel IN

uel debemus, quon1am temporum tempestas excıtata consıdat ef auctorıtate
sapıentum uulgus 1gnauum quod MUNC perstrepit corm1gatur

43 See uhan’s vehement reactlons 1n, Florum 1V ‚4, SEL 85,2, 69
1V ,90, SEL 832 Therefore, th: nOoTt all of hat W as sald by Julıan Can be
reduced sımply rhetorıical talk; ci. LAMBERIGTS, The Italıan Julıan of Aeclanum,

ö8; 92-93 Wıth regard the technıcal aspect of the WadYy In which the eXCerptlor
of Juhan’s T urbantium dıd hıs SUMMIMMNALY, SCC WEBER, Some Literary Aspects of the
Dehbhate hetween Julian of Eclanum and Augustine, 29 /7-299

Florum L19:; S SJCE
45 Florum 119 SEL 851



‘“the cshamelessness of Numidıa for the ONMNC and the SaJmııle work
ugustine dared 18 SaYy that ulıan Was and that ugustine had
not read hat uhlan had wrıtten On the basıs of TUuncate: SUTMN-

Mar y of uhan Turbantium ugustine claımed De NUDILLS el

COYLCMPlSC€HÜG I1 that Julhian had nOoL dared reply hıs posıtıon that
accordıng to the V ancıent and fırm rule of the atholıc al the
baptısm of hıldren W as needed for the TeEINISSION of However,
uhan hıs Turbantium had clearly emphasıze the eed of bap-
1sm for all human eINgs includıng babıes OWEeVer the idea that
baptısm for babıles W as due fo the guilt of or1ıginal SIM dıd accordıng

uhlan noTt belong the al “ antıquıtus tradıta atque undata  27 49

It W d>s doectrine inspıred by the devıl formulated by Manı celebrated
Dy Marcıon Faustus and Adımantus and all theır dıscıples and
NO introduced by the Puniıc disputer” Augustine Italy 51 ullan thus

Florum SEL 13 On thıs and the followıng aCCUsatli0Ns
SCC (CIPRIANI, polemica antiafricana dı Giuliano d’Eclano artificLo letterarıo
SCONLro dı ftradizione teologichıt Cristianesimo spectificita regionalı nel Medi-
erraneo latıno (SEC VI) (Studıa ephemer1dı1s Augustinianum, 46), Rome 147/-
180 EBER, “ For What Monstruous What the Punıc Fellow Says?!
Reflections the Literary Background o] Jutllan Polemical Attacks Augustine
Homeland ın P FUxXx -M ROgssı WERMELINGER (Eds.) Saıint Augustın afrı
Canıle et universalıte Ctes du colloque international Alger Annaba avrıl 2007
(Paradosıs Frıbourg, 2003 CSD 79 81 cf Iso |_AMBERIGTS The
Italıan Julian of Aeclanum ahbout the Afrıcan Augustine of Hippo Thıs rhetorical and
polemical mMoOoLVve not VE much taken 1into cons1ıderatıon Dy S ALAMITO, Les VIFrEU-
OSes el la multitude 241 21

De NUPILLS el CONCUDPILSCENMNA SR 2756
T urbantıum, irg 16, (: 8 E °° NOoOs 1g1Cur tantum gratiam

baptısmatıs omnıbus utiılem aetatıbus confitemur, ut CUNCIOS qUuı iıllam 1O]  —_ ‚AT -
et1am paruulıs, aeterno ferlamus anathemate. Sed haec oratia 1O]  -

aduersatur Jlustitlae, quUuUaC maculas eluıt inıquiıtat1is; HGU facıt peccalta, sed purgat, qUaC
absoluıt cOos 110  — calumnıatur 1I1NOCUOS Chrıstus CI} qUu1 est SUu1 P redemptor

11CQa HNASINCH SUanl CONLINUA largıtate benefic1a el qUOS fecerat condendo
bonos facıt innouando adoptandoque mehores

Florum {1 178 SEL 297 Juhan drew lıne from Augustine
tradux peccati-doctrine Tertullıan tradux anımarum-doctrine doctrine Juhan
added condemned The TOmM OC heresy the other clear!

I urbantıum, Irg 5 D} CL 8 E 332 ci. also Florum 1,4 E SA B5:k
36-38, where Juhan sarcastıcally TalsScCS Augustine’ intellıgence and learnıng

and calls hım VE ou priıest and VE learned Orator; SS also ]]I7 154, SEL
85, 17 458; FV 333 SEL 83Z Wıth regard thıs ell known rhetorical
locus, S6 CIPRIANI, Aspetti letterarı dell’Ad Florum dı (siuliano d’Eclano,
Augustinianum (1975) 125167, 14/

“ Non est haec fides tradıtaFlorum 1,59, SEL 85,1,
fundata N11S1 concılus malıgnantıum, insplırata dıabolo, prolata Manıiıcheo,

celebrata Marcıone Fausto Adımanto omn1ıbusque OTUM satellıtıbus et NUnNCcC

talıam., quod graulter CIMUMUS, er See also V’ SEL 8 E2? 177 “ Non
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suggested that the idea of or1ginal SIN and the topıcs elated ıt ıf
there WeTC sound Judges, one should ask for Augustine’s eXCOoMMUNI-
catıon, for he BaVC relıg10n, erudıtıon, and the COTININON sense>?
WeIC invention, opposed to the ancılent Christian al ulıan ICSU-
larly complaıne about the Puniıc Numidıan theologıcal iInvasıon
Italy,” Invasıon, already mentioned, introduced Dy the Punıc
1sputer and orator,°“ the bad philosopher,”” the Arıstotle of the Puniıc
people,”® the wriıter Augustine.”‘ It W as debauchery by Afrıcan rob-
bers,°® ıth Augustine eır leader, leader revealıng Manıchean
oOctirına perfidy.” ullan consıdered hıs debate agaınst the
Numuidıians armed only ıth SMa shield, and ıt 11l be surprise
that the eferred when spe about natural ırtues WeTC
all involved In the Puniıc Wars  61

hoc catholıca fiıdes credıt antıquıtus (  )n On Juhan’s wıth regard
the Manıchean character of Augustine’s doctrine, SCc LLAMBERIGTS, Was Augustine

Manichaean? The Assessment of Julian of Aeclanum, VAN OOoRT, WER-
MELINGER WURST S Augustine and Manichaeism ın the Latın West Pro-
Ceedings of the Fribourg-Utrecht 5Symposium of the International Assocıation of
Manichaean Studies (Nag Hammadı and Manıiıchaean Studies, 49), Leıden,
Boston Cologne, 2001, 113-136

Florum 1,48, SEL BT 3 $ ın 1114, SEL ST 132Z. it 15 saı1d that
Augustine’s VIEW 15 agaınst all learnıng and TCasSOT, and the law of God: in 9

iine
CSLL 89:1; 417-418, Julıan criticızes the improper WaYy of arguıng of Augus-

53 See, Florum VL,18, SEL n PE 2350) Both have VE negatıve COMN-
notatıon; SC WEBER, “ For What Ay Monstruous What the Punic Fellow Says? ‚D

For the such, SC6 IPRIANI, Aspetti letterarı dell Florum di (1ıuliano
d’Eclano, 149; ID E} La polemica antiafricana di Giuliano d’Eclano, 147

Florum 1,48, SEL 85,1,
Florum NOITL. AD 852 180
Florum ‚  , SEL 498

57 Florum L/3, SEL 85,1,
55 I urbantıium, irg 51 (GAYS 8 C} 25°
59 I urbantium, irg /8, . 8 } 360 ‘“ Perfecte ltaque Manıiıchaeus est,

quı malum or1ginale defendit. ”; Florum HL2 SEL 85,1, 3623 Man-
icheorum reuelata perfidia cf. Iso IVA23, SEL 85:2, L4120, SEL
s B 136 it 15 suggested that Augustine 15 ‚ Ven than Manı Such approaches

VE COTMNMMON in polemics; SCC ÖPELT, Die Polemik In der christlichen latein-
iıschen Literatur,

Florum V1,6, SE 852 298 uen]lamus 1am ad discussionem
prımorum homınum, UO: taxatıone acle1l nostrae Numiıda quası CcCaetratus ‚UT-
rt 27 Wıth regard Juhan’s WaYy of disputing, SCC BAXER, Notes the Latın of
Julian of Eclanum, ALMA 21 (1954), 5-54, 10-11:;: LöÖSSL, Julian VO.  - Aeclanum,

107; LAMBERIGTS, The Italıan Julian, 84-88
61 T’urbantium, irg 106, 08L 8 C} 364
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Further, In hıs Turbantium, Juhan had appealed {Oo Kastern
authors such Chrysostom“®* and Serapıon of Thmuis,® hereby
putting the debate in broader context

Su accordıng ulıan, the Church of hıs days Was COI-

rupte: by NCW, 1ImMp10US, stup1d, Manıchean doctrine, introduced by
force, even though it W ds unacceptable fo WISse and learned people,
whom qualified board of jJudges had een denied, hıle approval of
the Manıchean doctrine W as obtaıned by force.

I1 Augustine’s Appeal to the Fathers ome Introductory
Remarks

(nven the crit1ique aASs formulated Dy Julıan, ıt 1s obvıous that
Augustine consıders ıt hıs task to resist ullan ıth the help of hıs
predecessors in order that the Chrıstian people WOU prefer theır
teachıng VT Juhan’s ImMp10US novelties.® Like Julıan, Augustine 1s
also rhetor, that that he sCcS al] rhetorical techn1ques, eing
at hıs disposal.°

cshould be restated that for Augustine crıpture s authorıty
W ds still prevaılıng NCr tradıtion, for Scripture W as and remaıned the
first and most ımportan' NnOorm  66 According Augustine, the Fathers

See Turbantıum, Irg 314312 CN 8 E 393-394. Juhan quoted TOmM
Latın translatıon of John Chrysostom’’s Neophytos WENGER, Jean Chrys-

OSsStome Huiıt catecheses baptismales iInedites K 50], Parıs, 195 7, 151-167, here
154) Wıth regard the manuscrıpt tradıtıon and the problems related COTrTreCT

readıng of the text, SCC ; BOUHOT, ersion Inedite du Sermöon “Ad Neophytos” de
Jean Chrysostome, utiliısee Dar Augustin, REA (1971) WIAN For pOSSI-

ble Greek influence Juhan’s theology, SCr CIPRIANI, Sulle fonti orientalı della
teologia dı Giuliano d’Eclano, In NA7Z7Z7ARRO (Ed.) Giuliano d’Eclano

“Hırpınlia Christiana ” Naples, 2004, 157-170, here 158-162
63 Julıan wrongly attrıbuted the work of Serapıon agaınst the Manıiıchees Basıl;

SCC Turbantium, irg 310, ST 8S, 393; cf. (CIPRIANI, "autore del testl
pseudobasılıanı riportati nel Iulianum 1,16-17) la polemica agostiniana dı
(Giuliano d’Eclano, Congresso internazionale Agostino nel Centenar1ıo
della CONversione (Roma, 75220 settembre Attı TOoONaCa del Congresso. Ses-
S10N1 generalı. Sezilone dı stud1o (Studıa Ephemerı1dıs Augustin1anum, 24) Rome,
1987, W

C ontra Iulianum H717 447 671
65 WEBER, Textkritische Spezifika a[AUS Augustins Schriften Julian Von

Eclanum, in PRIMMER, SMOLAK WEBERs Textsorten UN: Textkritik.
Tagungsbeıiträge (Österreichische Akademıie der Wiıssenschaften, Philosophisch-His-
torısche Klasse, Sıtzungsberichte, 693; Veröffentlıchungen der Kommiss1ıon ZUT

Herausgabe des Corpus der lateinıschen Kırchenväter, Heft 2ZY), Wiıen. 2002, 193-
209, here 194-195

56 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1V ,20, SEL 6 9 547-54723 ad
nOostram ex1istimo pertinere NOMN solum scr1pturas sanctas Canon1cas aduersus
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should be qualified diuinarum Scripturarum tractatores, for theır
cCommentarıes WeIC dealıng ıth and inspıred by Scriptural At
the SaJmnle tiıme, these Fathers diıscussed the Sacred Scriptures ıth

renown,° faıthfully and remarkably.®” What they taught, they
had learned from the apostles. ”® ese INCN, learned in the sacred
wrıtings, en]oy T111an reputatıon and AT praised for the WaYy
which they governed the Church ’

Ihe al of these doctores shows both hıstorıical continunlty
and geographical unanımıty. Wıth regard the hıstorical continu-
Ity, Augustine quotes In Contra Tulianum 1.,5-13, In chronologıca.
order, from Irenaeus, Cyprıan, Reticiıus of utun, ympıus of
Barcelona, Hılary of Politiers and Innocent Wıth regard the Uun1-
versalıty of hat Was elleve Eastern Fathers AdIC the dos-
s1er, namely Gregory of Nazılanz, ası of Caesarea, Jo  SB SOS-
tOm, and the yno of Diospolis, for, in ugustine’s VIeEW, CONSENSLO
exIists between the Kastern and Western Fathers ıth regar 18 the
doctrine of or1gınal SIN and the top1cs elated 18 it /2

CS testes adhıbere, quod 1lam satıs fecımus, ueTITUmMmM et1am de Sancforum ıtterI1s, quı
Cas ante NOS fama celeberrima ef ingent1 glorıa tractauerunt, alıqua documenta prof-
CIT! 1ON qUO CanonI1c1s hıbrıs nobıs ullıus dısputator1s auctorıitas, (amquam
OMN1INO NON sıt quod mehus SCUu uer1us ab alıquo catholıco qUam ab al10 iıtıdem
catholico sentlatur, sed ut admoneantur quı 1stos alıquid dicere, quemadmo-
dum de h1is rebus ante 191010821 1istorum uanıloquıa catholicı antıstites eloquıa dıuina
secut]ı sınt, el sclant nobıs rectam el antıquıtus fundatam cathol1icam fiıdem aduersus
recentem Pelagıanorum heret1icorum praesumptionem pernicıiemque defend)].”
Iso De nNuptiLs et Concupiscentia 151 SEL 4 'g 307; Contra TIulianum 11,30,
44’ 694; Opus imperfectum 1V,1 2 RYO 853.2; K See Iso MAÄRTIL, tradıcion

San Agustin, 175-191; PERAGO, Il valore della tradizione nella polemica Ira
ant Agostino (s1iuliano d’Eclano, 143; MASCHIO, L’argumentazione patrıstica dı

Agostino, 477; AG LA BONNARDIERE, Le anoOo. des Ecritures, FEAD (Ed.),
Saint Augustın el la Bibhle (La Bıble de LOUS les m  » Parıs, 1986, D ]

67 De nuptils el Concupiscentia H5l, SEL 4 E 307; Opus imperfectum
LO SEL S3 7 (“catholcı intellectores apostolı1”); 1,178, SEL 65:1- 299
(““catholıcı doctores secundum scr1ıpturas sanctas”).

68 Contra Iulianum H717 44, 671 Scriıpturas Ssanctas ingent1 glorla iTraC-
taverunt (  )n

69 Contra Iulianum 1L49. 447 686
Contra Iulianum H:30. 447 694 apostolıs ista dıdıcerunt, eit Uun-

dum apostolos ista docuerunt Opus imperfectum LO7 SEL 85 1: F
catholiıcos intellectores apostol1 €  )n

Contra Iulitanum IC 447 701 tOt tantorumque Sanctorum, el ın
SaCTIS [ ıtterıs erudıtorum, el Ecclesiae regımıne Jara memorTI1aA el laude pol-
entium (  )n

Wıth the exception of [tWO TOM Ambrose, 1ICW 11l be added
Augustine’s dossier In Opus imperfectum.
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1008 Presentation of the Individual Doctores

By WaYy of introduction, it cshould be saı1d that Augustine
seldom mentions the of h1is predecessors wıthout appreclatıve
epıthet, neıther indıvıduals, 111 SCC further, NOT group.””
Ihe doctors he invokes gıants, WO of being followed,
Augustine claıms do teach hat ave learned from ese holy
and learned men.‘* IThese L WeIC brillıant the Catholıc Church
because of theır search for sound doctrine Protected and stimulated
by spirıtual WCaDONS they waged SITeENUOUS W al: agaınst the heretics.
er havıng faıthfully performed the labors of theır minIıstry, they
passed aWaY peace.”” u1lle regularly, when g1ving the hıst of hıs
heroes, Augustine, order g1ve the impress1on that he 15 nOoTLt
exhaustıve, adds phrase such AS, “ alııque qUam plurım1” and the
lıke in order make clear the reader that the positions he 15 defend-
ıng held Dy Man Yy others. ”®

The Latın Fathers
Irenaeus

Irenaeus 15 the oldest of the doctors, ugustine makes UuUsc of
hıs debate ıth Julian. ” The bıshop of Lyon, who lıved NO  x longe
temporibus apostolorum, 15 descr1ibed sanctus’'® antıquus OMO
Dei.” Whenever ugustıne presents the ong(er hıst of hıs doctors,
Irenaeus, for evıdently chronologıical TCasOoNS, 1Ss put in the fırst SPOt80

73 Contra Iulianum 152 44, 697 “ Propter qUam catholıcam uerıtatem
sanctı beatı ei dıiuinorum eloqu10rum pertractatione clarıssımı sacerdotes, Ire-
u < Cypriıanus, Reticlus, Olympıus, Hılarıus, Ambrosius, GregorIl1us, Innocentius,
loannes, Basılıus, quıbus addo presbyterum, velıs nolıs, Hıeronymum, ut omıttam COS

qu1ı nondum dormierunt
Contra Iulianum M 44, 66 1-662

75 Contra Iuliıanum 1,30, 44? 661-662 ”In Eccles1ia catholıica doctrinae Samnac

stucdh1s claruerunt; spirıtualıbus armıs munıtı ei accınctı StIiTrenNua conitra haeret1cos
bella gesseruntl; perfunct1 fidelıter SUacC dispensat1on1s laboribus pacıs grem10 dor-
mlerunt.

DEL; ( ontra Iulianum 11,33, 447 6906; VLJ/O. 44’ 8606; Opus ımper-
fectum I»a SB 8331 1 L11 ST 55.1. 134

Ü For Augustine’s knowledge of enaeus’ work, wwr ÄLTANER, Augustinus
Un Irendaus, ID’ Kleine Patristische Schriften (TU, 83), Berlın, 1967, 194-203;

BARTELINK, Die Beeinfluhung Augustins durch die griechischen Patres, DEN
OEFT OoRT S Augustiniana Tratectina. Communications presentees

Colloque International d’Utrecht 3-14 novembre (Etudes augustiniennes),
Parıs, 198 7, 9-24, (wıth further lıterature).

78 Contra Iulianum 132 44, 6672
79 Contra Iulianum I99 44’

Contra Iulianum 133 44, 697; IKk3är, 44) 700-701 (two times); 111,32,
44, 19 IVFZ. SEL 863,2. 7 E K ATER SL, S32
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From Irenaeus Aduersus haereses only [WO aATC quoted Con-
Ira Tulianum 8 1 In Augustine further development of the tradı-
t10N argument they 11l 181011 really function 82 Therefore 16 W
the function of Irenaeus the hıst of the quoted Fathers to be
lımıted being lınk between the apostles and the per10 immeadı-
ately thereafter

yprıan
Ihe second WITINESS the most victorious® Cyprıan holy

I11an bishop,*° outstandıng doctor extraordınary oldıer of hrıst
and blessed Afrıcan martyr 89 who cshed hıs lıfe for the most solıdly

644 the ATIC quoted from enNaeus Adversus haereses
Augustine used the Latın translatıon of thıs work SCC ÄLTANER Augusti-

A”US und Irendus 194 UPIERI Agostino Ireneo Vetera Christianorum
(1978) 113 115

It bıt read CGIROSS Enstehungsgeschichte des Erbsündendog-
MNas (Geschichte des Erbsündendogmas), München-Basel 1960 that Augus-
Uıine quoted enaeus the fıirst OTIC because antıquıCy ımportant ;ole W as Nn

the bıshop of Lyon wıth regard the dogma of orıgınal irst do nNOoLt
that OTIC rıghtly speak of dogma of or1gınal enaeus Secondly, Augus-
iine exphicıtly states he interested thıs Ian because he lıved nNnOoL long after the
iime of the apostles y7 already mentioned Dy ÄLTANER Augustinus und
Irendus, 194 ONMNC shouldnı that Augustine dıd nOoTf uüuse the best
order substantiate hıis O W But ‚VE the [WO quoted do 19(0)1 play
cons1ıderable ole after Contra Tulianum

83 C’ontra Iulianum {{ 676 {1 690
Augustine already referred Cyprıan Epistula De peCCalorum el S -
{11 SEL 135 136 Only 418 Augustine added DCW h1s

antı-pelagıan dossier Wıth regard ugustine use of yprıan general SCr

BASTIAENSEN, Augustin el AYZAN predecesseurs latıns chretiens, DEN OBFT
OoRT (EdsX Augustiniana Iraiıectina. Communications presentees Col-

loque International Utrecht (415 novembre (Etudes augustinıennes), arls,
1987, el5 ’ 34.-3 E} DASSMANN, Cyprianus, in AL Basel, 6-1
196 214 ıth regard the appeal Cyprıan the Pelagıan CONLrOVerSY, SCC CSP

208 209 opposıtıon the appeal Cyprıian the Donatıst COI'I(I'OVCI‘S}’ 1{
should be stressed that Augustine nowhere CT101C1ZES Cyprıan durıng the Pelagıan
controversy; wıth regard the dıfferences between Cyprıan and Augustine SC

AIMONS others 'ANNIER Saıint Augustin Saıint Cyprien posterıte de deux eccle-
siologies Salint Augustin Ossler ONCU eit dırıge RANSON (Les dossiers
Lausanne 1988 DE 24 7 LABROUSSE Le bapteme des heretiques
Cyprien Optat el Augustin influences el divergences, RFA (1996) D 247

Contra Iulianum 662
Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 12 E} SEL 6 E} 548; Contra Iulianum

I77 447 G53: Opus imperfectum I’ 106, SEL 8 E} 17 429 VI, 1 5 SEL 8 E} 19
313

Contra Iulianum 655 {1 679
Opus imperfectum VL6 SEL 299
De NUDILLS el CONCUPISCENA {{ S51 SEL 308 Contra duas epistulas

pelagianorum 1 SEL A 548 Contra Iulianum
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grounded al of the Church,” 15 of much LNOTC importance for
Augustine, and thıs for Man Y 1C4aSONS He 18 VeELY renowned COIMNN-

men the dıvıne words?! In hıs speeches and wrıitings, teachıng
in the atholıc, not the Manıchean, Church.** He 1Ss called IMeEeEMOTAa-

ble teacher of the truth In the churches.? He W ds model: WOo of
eing imıtated for thıs INall fought throughout hıs lıfe and doctrine for
the truth of hrıst and Was VicCtor10us thanks the of Christ.**
He 1S famous not only in the churches of TICAa and the West, but
also In those of the East, and hıs wrıtings dıspersed everywhere.””
Augustine insısts that yprıan hıs etters has shown how truly
Chrıistian and Catholıc the faıth 1S 1C hold (tenemus). He W ds

eacher and, Just lıke IMN defended doctrine of orıgınal S1N, Ugus-
tine claims.?® It 1S thıs sound?/ faıth, transmıtted through the Sacred
Scriptures from antıquıty, oOWnNn yprıan and transmıiıtted
Dy him,  98 IC must and PIESCIVC oday Augustine has
VE g00d 1CasoOonN refer Cyprıian: Pelagıus recognized the author-
1ty of yprıan and wanted imıtate Cyprıan  S ulrınum In hıs
OW Liber ftestimoniorum.”?” oughout the discussıon ıth ulhan,

44? 653: 11,6, 447 677; . 18, 44’ 685; 447 /18 Opus ımper-
fectum L30: AI 83i 44? Cyprıan’s martyrdom gets specıal emphasıs, because
Juhan had stated that nobody 15 wiıllıng g1ve hıs lıfe for the God of Augustine. In
hıs reply, Augustine states that Cyprıan nOot only believed in the ex1istence of or1ginal
SIN, but Iso DaVC h1is ıfe for hıs faıth.

Opus imperfectum 1,106, SEL 8341 125
C ontra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1V ,24, FE 6 ’ 549; 1V ,28, C HT 6 }

558
Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum IVMZ. AF 60, 554

93 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1V ,26, SEL 60, :
C ontra TIulıiıanum H25 447 691; C ontra duas epistulas pelagianorum

1V ,26, AL 6 E a A
95 C ontra duas epistulas pelagıanorum IVM2E SEL 6 E 5473 ‘“ Beatissımum,

COTONA et1am martyrıl gloriosissımum Cyprianum NECEC Afrıcanıs occıdentalıbus
tantum, UECeTUIMNNN eft orlentalıbus eccles11s fama praedicante eit scr1ıpta 1US longe lateque
dıffundente notissımum (  )„ 1N.32: AB 6 E 568, Augustine exphıicıtly INECI1-

tions that he only quoted partıally TOom both Ambrose and Cyprıan, for otherwıse hıs
treatıse would be (078 long.

96 Opus imperfectum VYL21: SEL A 363
9’7 Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum 1IV32: SEL 6 8 569
98 Contra duas eptstulas pelagıanorum IV32: XBl 60, 568 Cyprianus
demonstretur, qU amı sıt haec, qU amı tenemus, fıdes ueTa uUETCQUC christiana

catholıca, sıcut PCI scr1pturas sanctas antıquıtus tradıta S1IC patrıbus nostr1is elt qu
ad hoc tlempus etfenta seruata elt deinceps propit1i0 Deo retinenda
seruanda. Nam SIC Cypriano ei Cyprilano tradıtam haec hu1usmodi 1US
ıtter1ıs testimon1a prolata testan(tur, S1IC autem qUu' ad tempora nostra seruatam

dee. Contra duas epistulas pelagiıanorum IV .ZE. SE 6 C} 343:; IV..25,
SEL 6 . 552Z2: See also KF-J I] HONNARD, Le temolZgnNAageE de saınt Cyprien, 2 $
Parıs, 1974, 824-825; DE VEER, Les relations de saınt Augustin el de Pelage
Avei Albine, Pınıen el Melanıe, 2 ' 674-6 75
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ugustine quotes LWwenTLY four from the bıshop of Carthage, taken
from fıve works and OMNC jettens” As result, yprıan becomes the
second most importan wıtness in the debate ıth Julıan, Ambrose
eing the first It should be noted that the Cyprlian-dosstier, 1S already
complete in Contra UaAaASs epistulas pelagianorum However, OMNC

gels the impression that ugustıine, in comparıson C’ontra UaAsS
epistulas pelagianorum, less often refers Cyprıan both C’ontra
TIulianum and Opus ımperfectum, probably because Juhan W as NCS-
atıve ıth regar {O the Puniıc people

Reticıus of Autun and Olympıus of Barcelona

The ext wıtnesses Al Reticıius of Autun  102 and ympıus of
Barcelona.  103 oth bıshops partıcıpated in the SyNO of Rome

thıs Synod, held because of the nascent Donatıst CONntroVverSY, ıth
Melchiades!® pres1ident, Donatus, the father of the schıism Was COIN-

emne and Caecılıan of Carthage absolved of wrongdoing.  105 Uugus-
tine’s informatıon Ou ese bıshops indıvıidual data 1s rather lım-
ted most en the pralses they recelve 18 all doctors
the hısts gıven Dy Augustine. '“ On INOTEC indıvıdual evel, the
only thıng Augustine knows about ympıus, INan of glory in
the Church and in Christ, 1S that he W as Spanısh bishop.  107 Reticıus
15 called I1a of great authority,  108 INan of God 109 gıven hıs CL-
tise the Oonalıs ControVverSY, he deserves place In the COUIT,
Julıan WAas askıng for Further, both bıshops function chronological

Augustine quotes TOom Cyprıan, De D: el eleemosynıs 17 (two cıtations);
}  P 2 E} De mortalıtate 2’ 4; 79 26; De oratiıone dominıica 1 2 cıtatı1ons); 1
6:17;18: 2 E 2 C} Testimonlia 111,4 (2 cıtations); 9  9 De ONO patıentiae S11
(2 cıtations); 1 Epistula 64,2.4.5

101 See the pertinent remarks of ASSMANN, Cyprianus, 708 For dıfferent Op1n-
10N, SCC ONNARD, Le temolignNAgE de saınt Cyprien, 8725

102 For Retic1us, SCC, FIEDROWICZ, Reticıus, In 87 1132
103 Wıth regard Augustine’s UsSCcC of Olympıus, SCC MENOSA, San Agustin

Olympio, Obispo de Barcelona, Augustinus (1980) 1752 In Opus imperfec-
[um, Augustine 11l longer appeal Olympıus.

See PIETRI PIETRI (dır.), Prosopographie de ”JItalie chretienne 515-
604 ) (Prosopographie chretienne du Bas-Empıre, 2JX Vol 2’ Rome, 2000, 1513,

Miltiades.
105 Contra Iuliıanum I7 E 4 E Opus imperfectum L5S5; SEL 851

See, C ontra TIulianum 11L.353, 447 697; ILS% 44’ 700-701; HES2:
449 o
107 C ontra TIulianum I7 E 447e
108 Contra Iulianum Iv’ 447 Augustine bases hıs praise the

ecclesiastica of the PTOCCSS in Rome.
Opus iımperfectum E3533. E 831
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lınks between yprıan and Hilary  110 TOmM each of these bıshops, ONMNC

text 1S quoted.**

Hılary of Paointiers
Wıth Hılary of Poitiers,}'“ eEPISCODUS Gallus,** holy*“ and

blessed man, * WOo of veneration,  116 ımportant, ell known,
and extraordinary  117 Catholıc doctor  118 of the Church, hıghly praised

Catholıc bıshops, outstandıng for hıs owledge and reputa-
tıon, ave defensor ACerrımus of the Catholic Church agamıst
heretics.  119 It 1S evıdent that he 15 worthy of eing member of the
court. 120 Wıthın the 1ıst of doctors, 1lary 1S gıven rather mportant
place.  121 He 15 evidently present whenever Augustine offers long
hıst of all the doctors, but EVCI in Augustine mentions only
few, Hılary quıte regularly 15 the list.!?? thıs regard, ONC cshould

110 Dee, Contra Tulianum L32: 447 662; 11,33, 44, 697; B3n 447
/00: H32 447 719

111 oth wrıtings lost.
112 On Augustine’s UuUsc of Hılary the Pelagıan controversy, SCC BREN-

7 @} Hılarıus, 11,3/4, Basel, 2006, 341-348, CSP-
113 Contra Iulianum Iv’ 447 64 E} BA 44’ 655; Opus imperfectum H.33,

SEL 651 186 Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum 1LV,7, SEL 60, 520.
Augustine wrongly attrıbuted texti of Ambros1aster Rom. 312 Hılary thıs
regard, SCC de VEER, Saıint Augustin el /’Ambrosiaster, 2 $ Parıs, 197/4,

817-824 According de Veer, the text, wıth attrıbution Hılary, returns

Opus imperfectum 133 SEL S31 186 and in 11,164, SEL B3a 285
VIEeW, the first CaSı! there 15 evidence that Augustine really had mınd the
Ambrosı1aster fexT.

114 Contra TIuliıanum 1:3 447 662; 11,28, 447 693; 1133 44, 696
Contra Iulianum 11,.26, 44, 691; H9 2 e 44’ 693
Contra Tulianum 11,8, 447 678

] Contra Iulianum 11,28, 447 693
118 Opus imperfectum L J/as SEL 85,1,

C ontra Iulianum L! 44’ 645 ‘“ Eccles1iae catholıcae aduersus haereticos
acerrımum defensorem uenerandum qu1s 1gnoret Hılarıum ep1scopum Gallum ?
Hunc uUuırum tanta ep1SCOPIS catholicıs laude praeclarum, tanta notiıtia famaque COIN-

sp1cuum (  )„
120 Opus imperfectum IL3l SEL 85,1, 189
121 For dıfferent opınıon, Nır O ’DONNELL, The Authorıty of Augustine, 11
122 C’ontra Iulianum L22° 44, 655 (mentioned together ıth the oman Inno-

cent, the Carthagın1an Cyprıan, the Cappadocıan Basıl, the Nasıancean Gregory and
the Miılanese Ambrose); 1L:30. 4 E 693 (together ıth Cyprıan, Gregory and
Ambrose); 1133 44, 696 (explicıtly mentioned, together ıth Cyprıan and Gre-
SOTY support of Ambrose); IL, 3 E} 447 698 (together wıth egOrYy and Ambrose);
VL 447 866 (together wıth Gregory and Ambrose); Opus imperfectum I’9’
SEL 85:1, (together ıth Ambrose, CgOTY, and Cyprıian); KSÖ2: SEL

(together wıth Cyprıan, Ambrose, egOTY, and John Chrysostom); 1,59, SEL
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be remıiınded that elagıus hımself had quoted from Hılary in hıs De
natura By often mention1ıng the bıshop of Poıitiers, Augustine eV1I-
dently Wants SsShow that he 15 In lıne ıth thıs 1llary Seven
from 1lary aATic quoted.**”

Ambrose of 1lan
It 11l be surprıise that Ambrose 15 the ON whom Ugus-

tine most en appealed.*“ He 1Ss called holy,‘25 great; !® and blessed
man,  12/ INnan of G()d 128 excellent steward of God, !”” uUuCIH! and
clear M ver of eloquence,*” steadfast the Catholıic faıth and the

83 (together wıth Cyprıan, Ambrose, Gregory, Basıl, and John Chrysostom);
L1477, SKT 134 (together ıth Ambrose, Gregory, and yprlan); 1IL33,
SEL ST 186 (together wıth Cyprian, Ambrose, and GregorYy); BL37. SEL
S5T 189 (together ıth CyprIian, Ambrose, GregorYy, Basıl, and John); V’  n
AYDP 85,2, ‚ 5WG

123 I ractatus In Psalmum 1.1: T ractatus In Psalmum 531.,23: I ractatus In 'sal-
INÜ.:9 18175° 9 Expositio INn Iob; the seventh text 15 compiulatıon of
De I rınıtate 0,24-25 and In Matthaeum 0,23-24 Ihe commentary Job 15 lost;
cT. FOLLIET, Le fragment d’Hilaire S  Ouas Iob litteras’. Son interpretation d’apres
Hilaire, Pelage el Augustin, Hıiılaire et SO  \ mM (Actes du colloque de Poitiers
129 septembre-3 octobre l’occasıon du X Vie centenaiımre de la 198107  a de saınt
Hılaire), Parıs, 1969, 149-158; cT. IN DOIGNON, IUne formule-cle du fragment
SUr Job d’Hilaire de Poitiers, InSpLre d’Origene el FFansmls Dar Augustin (Contra
Iulianum 43  ’ Vigiliae Chriıstianae (1981) 209-221 On the compuatıon of
De I rınıtate and In Matthaeum, SCC DOIGNON, T estimonia d’Hilaire de Poitiers
dans le ‘Contra Iulianum' d’Augustin: Les leur groupementl, leur ‘lecture’,
Revue henedictine 91 (1981) F }  \O

124 Wıth regard the relatıon between Ambrose and Augustine, studies
abundant; SCC, BASTIAENSEN, Augustin et Ses predecesseurs latins chretiens,

3()-34 WI1 further lıterature). On the epıthets gıven by Augustine Ambrose,
SCC BEYENKA, The Names of SE Ambrose In the OFKS of-St. Augustine, in Aug2us-
finıan Studies (1974) 19-28; wıth regard the top1cs under discuss1on, SC

FERRETTI, L’influsso dı Ambrogio In Agostino, Faenza, 1951, 41-75;
BASEVI, Ile fonti della dottrina agostiniana ell Incarnazıone: l’influenza della

cCristologie dı sant’Ambrogio, ın Scripta Theologica (1945) 499-529
125 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1V ,29, SEL 60, 561; EV ‚30, SEL

6 E 362: 1V32) SEL 6 ’ 568; Contra Tulianum 1,32, 44, 662; 11,4, 449
674; 11,10, 44’ 680; 11,19, 447 6806; 1123 44, 689; 11,24, 447 690; 110A

449 FO2: Opus imperfectum 143 SEL 85,1, 15530 V1,14, SEL 83:2, 329
126 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum IV ‚30, Y 6 E 563
127 C ontra TIulianum 11,4, 44’ 674; 11,8, 44, 678; 11,9, 447 679; IL3,
44, 683; 11,14, 449 684; 132 44’ 695; 1133 44, 696; Opus Iimperfec-

Ium E/T, SEL S5114 82; V‚  n Y 832 116; Y D, AYOE 85,2, 319
128 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1V,30, SEL 6 E} 563

Contra Iulianum 1,10, 44’
130

131
C ontra Iulianum in Er 44, 681
Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum 1V ,29, SEL 60, 561; 1V ,30, SEL

6 E 563
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athnolıc CONYUCTCI of heretics.!% He understands Scripture, '° 15 gıfte
ıth Chrıstian wisdom,*** WO: of being honored,}° Su 199152805

orable, Catholıc doctor,}°® pontifex MAZNUS.  137 Wıth the weıght of hıs
authorıty, Ambrose ll destroy Juhian.  158 For ugustine, Ambrose
Was hıs teacher,'!°” and SU1L 1S hıs solace, !“ whom he honors father
for he SaVC ugustine hıs bırth hrıst through the Gospel.'*' Wıth
SOTIIC prıde, ugustine mentions that he Was aptıze Dy the bıshop of
Milan. 142 Moreover, Augustine W as eyewıtness of Ambrose’s efforts
1{8 defend the al and the Roman WOT. rıghtly pralses hım for that.1*
He heard hım speak and read hıs works. 144 ugustine emphasızes that
he 1s mMIinOor Ambrose but remaılns convınced that ıth regar' 18 the
doectrine of or1g1n SIN, both hold the Sail1llc opınıon. 145

eediess to SaY, ugustine explıcıtly mentlions that elagıus
had praised Ambrose hıs treatise Pro libero arbitrio. In thıs work,
Pelagıus had described Ambrose the flower of the atın authors
Furthermore, he had stressed that the al and the interpretatiıon of

132 Opus imperfectum 1V,50, SEL 6501
Opus imperfectum L433: SEL 83ı I51; V29 SEL 852 219
Opus imperfectum KL S 891:
Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1V ,30, SEL 6 E} 561; Contra TIulianum

EL 447 647; 11,14, 44, 683
136 Contra Tulianum 11,15, 44, 684; Opus imperfectum V7  ' SEL 8I2)

23 VL,6, SEL 832 299
137 Opus imperfectum 11,8, SEL 831 168
138 (‚ ontra TIulianum Hay 44, 675
139 Contra IulianumZ 44, 688 Ambros1i1um, doctorem INEUM 27 0

Opus imperfectum 1,48, SEL 85,10 Ambrosius doctor IMEeCUS

NV25 SEL 85,2, 219 ““meumque doctorem ”; V 41, SEL 632 243 “meus
doctor”

Opus Iimperfectum VY  y SEL 85,2: K
141 Contra Iulianum 1L16, 449 qUCIN ueNeTOT ut patrem: Christo

enım Jesu PCI Euangelıum 1pse genult (  )„
142 De nuptiLs el CONCupLSCenNt1a 1,40, SEL 4 E FA} beatus Ambros1iıus

Mediolanensı1s ep1SCOPUS, CU1US sacerdotalı mıinıster10 lauacrum regenerat1ion1s accepI
)”’ Contra Iuliıanum L10; 447 G45! Opus imperfectum 1,59, SEL 85,1, 5 ,
VE2ZL1; SE 832

143 Contra Iulianum kIO.; 44, 645 ° Beatum loquor Ambros1ium, CU1uUs PIO
catholıca Cıde oratiam, constantıam, labores, perıcula, S1Vve oper1bus S1ve sermon1bus,
el 1pse SWl eXxpertus, el NONMN dubitat orbıs praedicare Romanus. ”

Opus imperfectum NVE21; SRT, 852 ‘ Meus est praeceptor Ambro-
S1US, CU1US 1910)8| solum lıbros leg]l, sed uerba et1am loquent1s audıu1

145 Opus imperfectum VL21 SEL 85,2, “Longe SU) quıdem 1mpar
meri1tis 1US sed confiteor eit profiteor In hac ab hoc INCO PT:  18
dıfferre. ” ; cf. also Contra Iulianum gl 44, 726 °“ hoc sent10, quod sentit
Ambrosius” (wıth regard us)
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Scripture of the bıshop of Mılan Was PUTC that CVCN hıs enemıI1les
dıd not are criticıze hım these [WO pomnts: at least for elagıus,
Ambrose W as uncontested authority. It 15 prec1isely for that 1Cason
that Augustine already quotes from Ambrose In De NUpTILS el CON-
CupiSCentia 1,40 Durıng the CONLTOVerSY ıth Julıan, Augustine wiıll,
time and agaıln, confront Julıan ıth thıs attıtude of Pelagıus towards
Ambrose,!“* and l add that Julıan ıll fınd better Judgethan Ambrose.!*/ Ihe fact that Ambrose Was talıan also plays
role: Juhan regarde the Punıc Augustine ıth dısdaıin but 110 ıll
be confronted ıth talıan and Catholic.!“®

From Ambrose, fourty four taken from twelve works,
AL quoted,'*” Ambrose thus eing the most important wıtness for
Augustine.

146 See De gratia Christi et peCCalo ortginalı 1,4 7, SEL 4 9 159-160 Ihe
fact that Pelagıus hıghly esteemed Ambrose 15 quıte often mentioned by Augustine;
SCC also De nNuptiLSs el CONCuplLSCentia 1,40, SEL 4 ’ 252 H.15 SEL 4 $ 268;
HSE SEL 4 9 307; IKS32, SEL 42 308; Contra duas epistulas pelagiano-
FU IN ZD. SEL 6 E} 559-561; Contra Iulianum E30: 447 661; K 35 44’
666 (Pelagıus 15 called here Juhan’s bad doctor and teacher); I’ 447 6/71(Pela-
g1US 1S, agaln, called bad doctor); HA I: 449 681; 1115 44, 684 (**quodPdıcendum 653t): H21: 4 ’ 688; 1132 44, 695; Opus iımperfectum I$7 HS
ÖL, 7’ 1,48, A 8941:; 39; L32. SEL SI 4 E L59, SEL S3slı 5 ’
11,8, SEL 85.1: 168 (Pelagıus, excellently pralısıng Ambrose, ““pontifex magnus’””,18 called here heres1i1arch); 11,36, SEL O: 188-189;9 SEL 3.14:;
9  9 SEL S58 319; 111,56, SEL 395; B  ’ RYO 479;
111,213, A851 505; 1V,10, SEL 85,2; 1 1V,67, SEL 852 7 E 1V,89,
SEL 832 93; 1V,106, SEL 8I:2. 114:; A SEL 832 130; VE21,;
SEL OIa No wonder that Augustine exhorts Juhan imıtate Ambrose,
praısed Dy Pelagıus, instead of Pelagıus hımself; SCC Contra Iulianum , 447
646; Opus imperfectum Iy3 SEL 851 7? 1,48, SEL 85,1, 3 1,67, SEL
89 393: 9  9 SEL 831 499

147 Opus ımperfectum va SEL S34:; 6- ..  Quem ueTrO 1udicem
Ambros1io reperıre melıorem? ”; Nl ‚ELZER, OQuem erı( iudicem Ambrosio
reperıre meliorem ? (Aug., Op ımperf. E2X% In Studia Patristica 3 ’ Leuven, 1997,

280-285
148 Opus ımperfectum E59: SEL SS YG-5L
149 De paradıiso 10,47; 1133 11:354:; 12:60; 136 13 A Apologia

prophetae Davıd L4 1,56 ( cıtat1ons); 1157 (2 cıtat1ons); Expositio INn Lucam B3l
2:506: 2,84; 4,6/7:; Z 3: A141-143: 1;234:; Enarrationes In Psalmos De
bono MOFTLS 11,49; De fuga saeculı 1'7 845: 39 De paenitentia 13: De Noe
3a9 De Isaac uel anıma 7,60; 8,65; De Tobıa 0:33: 23,88; Thanks Augustine,
have TOM De SACramMmentTlO regenerationts 1uUe de philosophia and TOmM
Expositio In Isaıam, works that otherwıse lost.
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Innocent, Bıshop of Rome

Innocent, holy*” bıshop of KRome, also belongs the COUuTt of
Judges, and thıs for good Teasons.  151 ei Innocent, Julıian became
bıshop of Aeclanum. Caelestius himself had expressed hıs agreement
wıthın the ontent of Innocent’s etters the Africans.  152 Pelagıus
W as wiıllıng be corrected Dy thıs IMNan who held both the chaır and
al of Peter.!° There{fore, thıs INa deserves the first rank in the
COUTT of judges.'”“ 'Ihe SAanılc bıshop had, the etters sent Afrıca,
followed the posıt1ons held by the Apostolıc NSee and the Roman
Church from the VC beginniıng and thıs along ıth the CI
churches: hat else could he ave done’”?, Augustine cr1es out. 155 Hıs

150 Contra Tulianum F3Zi 44, 663
151 Although Augustine clearly cons1iders Innocent being al the Afrıcan sıde,

the COTTECT interpretation of Innocent’s () W pos1t1ons the top1cs under discuss1ion
15 still matter of debate; SB LLAMBERIGTS, Innocentius eDPLSCODUS Romanus,
9  9 Basel, 2006, 613-619 wiıth further lıterature). CasSc, the debate ıth
Juhan, Augustine prefers refer Innocent’s attıtude towards the CONLTOVEISY OVCI

the OMNC of Zos1imus, who, SaYy the least, W as rather unstable hıs subsequent pDOSI-
t10ns. However, Augustine trıes explaın OSImus’ attıtude benevolent because
he still hoped for Conversion of Caelestius; SCC, Contra duas epistulas pelagı-
NOTUM I3 SEL 60, 465 Wıth regard the problematıc character of thıs expla-
natıon, SCC LAMBERIGTS, Augustine and Julian of Aeclanum ZOSIMUS, Augus-
finLiana (1992) 311-330

152 Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum II75 ’ SEL 60, 465 propter
illud quod Innocenti ıtter1s consentire 1pse responderat cf. Iso 11,6,
SEL 60, 466

153 Pelagıus, Libellusel 1' % 4 E 1718 “In qua S1 MINUS perıte aut Parumı
dem eft sedemcaute alıquıd forte posıtum est, emendarı cupımus quı Petr1 el {f1

tenes. ” Augustine SITESSES the fact that Innocent W as bıshop of Rome, the place of
Peter’s death; dı Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 11,6, SEL 6 E 466; II7 E
SEL 6 D} 467; Contra Tulianum 1L3 44,

Contra Iulianum 143 44’ 648 “Chuim hıs et1am 1pse cons1idet, ts1ı p  e-
1107 temporTe, Pr10T loco.  27 On Augustine s posıtıon, SCC, amoOonNn£ others, BATIFFOL, Le
catholiciısme de saıiınt Augustin, 484; HOFMANN, Der Kirchenbegriff des hl Augusti-
nNUS, 446-448; MAÄARTIL, Pr tradıcıon S”  \ Agustin, 210-2412; ZUMKELLER,
Schriften die Pelagıaner H C} 513:516: DE VEER, Primaute du Dape el col-

S e Innocent Was WAaiec of thıs; ci. WERMELINGER, Romlegialite, in 2 E /48
Un Pelagıus, 17123 However, ıth ONC exception (Contra Iulianum 1.22:

447 653), Augustine puts Innocent the first place h1is hıst of glants; SCC,
Contra Iulianum 11353 44’ 697; IL3 44, /701; 14:32, 447 719 Quoted

18 TOmM Innocent’s letters the Synod of Carthage (Inter epistulas Augustinl„
and Miılev (Inter epistulas Augustini 182,4.5)

155 C ontra Iulianum 113 44, 648 ‘Quı1d enım potuılt ille Ulr SAaNCLIUS Afrı-
anıs respondere concilus, Nn1S1 quod antıquıtus apostolica sedes el Romana CUl

caeter1s perseueranter Ecclesia? cl. Iso Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum
11,8, SEL 6 % 468
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etters had removed all ou the matter under discussion. *® He
had condemned Pelagıus and Caelestius.!>” As member of the West-

Church, Julian should submuıt {to the authorıty of thıs Western
bishop.*”® an Yy CascC, it WOU ave een better ıf Julıan, from hıs
youth On Wards, had lıstened Innocent that he COu ave een
rescued from Pelagıan snares.}>?>

Jerome

Although Jerome 15 only prıest, he deserves place the col-
lege of doctors.169 He Was learned Greek and Latın, V
famılıar ıth the Hebrew language,'*' and contrıibuted much the
development of Catholıic educatıon the atın language.!°* Jerome
moved from the Western 18 the Eastern Church He had read most of
hat Was wriıtten before about the teachıng of the Church and thıs
from both parts of the WOTr the mMatter under dıscuss1ıon, he shares
OUTr posıtion, Augustine claims.!® One gelts the impress1ion that
Augustine’s pra1ise of the PCISON Jerome 18 nNnOoTLt completely proportion
wıth the UuUsec the bishop of Hıppo makes of One has waiıt until
Contra Iulianum 1,34 before ONe ACTOSS the Namne of Jerome.
Moreover, only OIIC text of Jerome all be quoted, In Tonam III’ ’

text hıch WAaSs, INOTEC substantıally, eady sed De peccCatltorum

156 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum II’ 9 n 6 E 464; 11,/7-8, SEL 6 E
46 7-468
157 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum H!’ A 6 9 465; Contra Iulianum

1126 44, 699
158 Contra Iulianum 1.14., 44’ 648-649 ‘ Non est CTgO CHT ad TeN-

tis antıstites; qula el 1ps1 utique christianı sunt, el utriusque partıs erIrarum fıdes ista
una est; quıa el fiıdes ista chrıstiana est el erte occıdentalıs terra generauıt, OCCI-
dentalıs regenerauıt eccles1a. ”

159 Contra Iulianum K13i 44’ 648
On Jerome and hıs contacts wıth Augustine, SCC FÜRST, Hıeronymus,

111,2-3, Basel, E E NN (wıth further lıterature); for hıs place in Augus-
tine  s tradıtıon ar‘ gument, SCC also DE SIMONE, Modern Research the SOurces of
Saıint Augustine s Doctrine of Orıginal SIn, 20A2DD

161 Contra Tulianum 1,34, 447 665
162 C ontra Iulianum 11,36, 447 699
163 Contra Iulianum 134 44, 665 occıdentalı ad oriıentalem tran-

s1ens ecclesi1am, in locıs sanctıs in ıtterıs SaCrI1S, q ad decrepitam uU1xıt
aetatem uel PCNC quı ante illum alıquıd utraque parte orbıs de
doctrina eccles1astica scripserant legıt, 1ICC alıam de hac tenuıt promps1itque
sententiam. ” Also in 11,33, 44, 697 (uelıs nolıs |meant 15 ulıan and 1H,36,

447 699, Augustine exphicıtly mentions the fact that Jerome 15 priest. Iso
WERMELINGER, Rom un Pelagius, 276247
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merI1tLs el remLSSLiONe H1L.127% Jerome’s Dialogus aduersus Pelagıianos
1S eferred O, although the bıshop of 1ppoO 1S of ıts ex1st-

165BEICE.
In op1ınıon, Augustine 15 CONSCIOUS of the fact that the

of both Innocent and Jerome (the latter W as considered DYy
Pelagıus hıs HYa in the COUTT miıght be problem for Juhan
Indeed, the first had condemned Pelagıus and Caelestius, the second,
had defended in the Kast, the Catholıc al agamnst Pelagius.  16/ Wıth
regard the first, Juhan chould reread hat Pelagıus sa1d ou thıs
INa  - In the Casc of Jerome, Augustine states that he dıd not USC Jer-
me s  7 work agaınst the Pelagıans, but quoted from hıs wrıtings,
wrıtten al the time he W as free of all 1as  168 But SV then, ONC Can-

1a(011 SaYy that Jerome gels cons1ıderable place in Augustine s appeal
the Fathers Further, ıt becomes clear in Opus imperfectum

I1V,88, Jerome’s posıtions in hıs Dialogus aduersus Pelagıanos dIiC

bıt problematıc. One mıght EVECN suggest that Augustine, in E
1S distancıng himself from Jerome’s pos1ıti1ons ıth regard Pelagı-
anısm. Indeed, in Florum N: 88 169 Juhan referred fo {WO paS-

of Jerome’s Dialogus. In the 1Irs pasSsSagC, Jerome remarked
that in gospel 1uxta Hebraeos, which W as wrıtten ın the Chaldaıc
and Syri1ac anguage, but In Hebrew etters, ıt W as saıd that the
mother and brothers of Jesus invıted hım ıth them fo John the

Baptıst In order recel1ve baptısm for the rem1ssion of SIN Jesus
wondered why he c<hould do S “ Nısı forte hoc 1psum quod d1x1,
ignorantıa est  22 170 Ihe conclusıons drawn by Julıan aATC not present
in thıs texti of Jerome: Jerome dıd not speak of the of atu-

ral voluntary SIN In rst, but, knoWwW, SINS out of 1gnorance
WEeIC considered Dy Augustine S12NS of the ex1istence of or1ginal
S1N, and thıs 15 not excluded Dy Jesus.  1/1 much better argument

C’ontra Iulıanum 1,34, 44’ 665 See Iso NS DUVAL, Saıint Augustin el le
Commentaitre SUr Jonas de saınt Jeröme, in REA (1966) 9-40, CSP 1472171

165 See DUVAL, Saıint Augustin,
166 C’ontra Iulianum 11.36, 44, 699 quod el aemulo inulderıt. ”
16 / Contra Iulianum 136 447 699 °“ Hx quıbus IN Innocentium ei PICS-

byterum Hıeronymum retrahere fortasse tentabıs: i1stum, qul1a Pelagıum Coeles-

tiumque damnauıt; ıllum, quı1a in orlente CcConftra Pelagıum cathol1ıcam fidem pla inten-
t10one defendit. ”

168 Contra Iulianum H.36; 44, 700
169 RN /FB 85,2, 90
170 Jerome, Dialogus adversus Pelagıianos III,7 GCSL 8 E 99
171 Florum 1V,88, SEL 85,2} 90 “ Verum hıs ut TCS postulabat impletis

1iuuat uel medioecrıter conuenıIire, qua fiduc1a {u, CUu Hieronym1 scr1pta collaudes,
dicas Chrıisto NOMN fulisse peccatum, CUu ille dialogo, qQqUCIMN sub nomıne Atticı
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agamnst Jerome’s orthodoxy Julı1an finds In Dialogus aduersus ela-
21ANO0S 11,17 where tticus (the antı-Pelagıan in the dıalogue), the
basıs of John /,10, makes clear that the INan Jesus 15 har: ° Iterum

negauıt, el fecıt quod pr1us negauerat ” and that thıs should be
attrıbuted $6ad cCarnem  ”.172 In longer extfant letter Alexan-
dna 173 Augustine praısed Jerome’’s work the extent that he laımed
that elagıus, overwhelmed by the work’s scrıptural references,
COu longer defend the ex1istence of free choı1ce. However, Julhian
continues, elagıus dıd 18 thıs work. Anyway, Julian claıms,
YOU (Augustine dIcC nOot In agreement 1ıth crıpture, but NOL even
ıth the supporters of VOUTr doctrine Julıan 15 that Augustine
COu praıise INan wh: Was NOT afraıd blaspheme Christ the
pomm that he claımed that hrıst had siınned! 1/4 In an Yy CasSC, aCCOrd-
ıng LO Julıan, Jerome’s 16 W Augustine 1Ss called ere Sservant
(assecCla) of Jerome 1S contradıcted Dy Ambrose for whom Christ
WAas always Iree from anı y lie  175

0Ug ugustine knows Jerome’s work, hıs first reaction 1S
that Juhan should ave quoted these eXTISs in order 18 SCC hat Was

ıth Jerome’s view.1/6 Next, he quotes text from Ambrose.,
introducıng it following: “I, In fact, set before yYOUu the statement,
not of Jerome, but of Ambrose. and not rephrase in OW words,
but expressed In hıs words’?”) .1// Further, [WO tımes, Augustine explıc-
ıtly recogn1zes the possı1ıbıilıty that Jerome m1g ave saıld ings
1C wWeTie not In lıne ıth the er illustrious teachers of the ath-
Jlıc Church !® Fınally, he admıts that when anythıng dıspleases hım
In hıs OW wrıtings lıke in ose of hıs frıends, he 111 criticıze it 179

eit Critoboli1 mıra et|] ut talem f1ıdem decebat uenustate Composult, et1am quıntı CUan-
gel11, quod translatum dıcıt, testimon10 nıtatur ostendere Christum NO  — solum
naturale, uerum et1am uoluntarıum habuılsse peCC atum, propter quod cognouerıt
Iohannıs baptısmate dıluendum.”

172 Jerome, Dialogus adversus Pelagianos 1875 (: °° Iturum negauıt, el
fecıt quod pr1us negaueral: latrat Porphyrıius, inconstantiae mutation1s acCCusatl,
nesclens omn1a scandala ad ATDCIN SSC referenda. ”

173 See MS DUVAL, Notes complementaires. Lettre 4 E 46B, 430-
442, CSD 434-435

1/4 Florum 1V,88, SEL SI 90-91
175 Florum V7 AYO 852 13/-138
176 Opus imperfectum 1V,88, DE 852 al
177 Opus imperfectum 1V,88, SEL 892 “Ego s Aaxl! 1ON Hıeronymi sed

Ambros1i1i NECC me1s Commemoratam, sed uerbis 1USs CADICSSaM sententiam t1bı OPPO-
SU1 (  )„

178 Opus imperfectum 1V,88, SAL 832 Ol; 1V ,89, SEL O52
179 Opus imperfectum 1V,88, SEL 8320 PCI hoc S1 quıd mıhı

displicet, reprehendo amıcı scr1pt1s sıcut me1ls 5
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an y Casc, Augustine o€es not th that ere 1S an Yy valıdıty in
Juhan’s accusatıon Augustine being Jerome’’s servant, '° but the fact
remalns, that Jerome gets low profile the debate ıth Juhan

The Greek Fathers

According Augustine, there W as eed for ulıan appeal
18 Kastern bıshops, for the West W as the and of hıs bırth, the Western
Church W as also the church of hıs rebirth Moreover, the Christian
faıth iın both West and ast 1S one  181 other words, Julı1an appeal
to the ast 11l not change the sıtuatıon. However, Augustine rethor1-
cally ASSUTCS, ulıan ll ave Eastern bıshop in hıs COUTT of Jjudges,
and which 0)11% Gregory of Nazianz!

Gregory of azlanz

Gregory 1S introduced by Augustine INa ıth grea
NaInc, excellent fame, and illustrio0us bıshop, whose speeches ave
rıghtly een translated in Latin.!®* Surprisingly, Augustine oes not
SCCIHM 18 be VE amılıar ıth the biography of Gregory In Contra
Iulianum 1,.19, CgOTY, instead of egOTY of yssa, 15 called the
brother of Basıl ‘tam insıgnes urı et, sıcut ur et1am Carnlc

germanı ”. Ihe fertur might suggest that Augustine’s informatıon 1s
second-hand.!® Further, Augustine clearly 0€Ss not know when Gre-

gOTY WwTole hıs books The work De fuga SUd, wriıtten 362, 1S placed
in the per10d when Gregory Was already bishop.‘“ hıs unfamılıarıty

180 Opus imperfectum I 122: SEL A 139 Augustine then repeats hıs
argument: need Jerome’s text order interpret it reject it.

181 Contra Iulianum 1,14, 447 648 “ Non est CTgO CUuT ad Orlentis
antıstites; quıa ei 1ps1 utique christianı sunt, eft utriıusque partıs errT: fıdes ista una

est; qu1a eit fides ista christiana est eft erte occıdentalıs terra generauıt, occıden-
talıs regeneraVıt eccles1a. ”

182 C ontra Iulıanum 113 447 * Sed 1910)81 t1bı deerıit magnı nOomı1n1s el

fama celeberrima illustrıs ep1SCOpus et1am de partıbus Orientis, CU1USs eloquıa ingent1s
mer1to gratiae, et1am ın lınguam latınam translata usgqg!  Uuc claruerunt. ” Transla-
LOr W as Rufinus; SCC AÄLTANER, Augustinus und Gregor VO.:  > Nazıanz, Gregor VO.  -

Nyssa, In Kleine Patristische Schriften 83), Berlın, 196/7, 277-285,
I9 Augustine only know these works of TegOTY that translated Dy

Rufinus; SCC CCOURCELLE, Les ettres OCcCldent: de acrobe Cass10-
dore, Parıs, 1948, 189; cfl. also BARTELINK, Die Beinflußung Augustins durch dıie
griechischen Patres, 2 C

183 Contra Iulianum 1,19, 44, 652
1854 Opus imperfectum 1,69, A 851 7 E} for the date of hıs ordınatıon, OC

BERNARDI (ed.), Gregoire de Nazıanze. Discours I (DE; 24 7), Parıs, 1978,
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ıth Gregory’’s hıfe and work o€es not prevent Augustine from putting
the Graecus,  185 catholicus doctus doctor}‘® hIs 1ıst of famous doc-
tOrS, quıte en the first of the Eastern Fathers, !® for hıs doctrine
15 in armonY ıth that of hıs brothers and co-doctors.!®® Julhian WOU
be better off lıstening to hım than Caelestius.!®® the debate ıth
Julıan, ugustine quotes al] ıIn all S1X eXIS, taken from the Apologia
DVO \W//  Q fuga and 1Ve Orationes.  190

Quite rhetorically, Augustine asks Julıan ıf Gregory alone 15
not enough demonstrate the authorıty of the Eastern bıshops he 15

I1Nan but Gregory W ds ell that all he saıd he had learned
..  eX fıde Christiana”. He 1S famous and venerated Dy the al but
only because they know that hat he has taught 15 accord 1ıth the
rule of the truth.!”! order “ satısfy ” Julıan, Augustine delıberately
adds second Eastern wıtness, ası of Caesarea, authorıty g_
nızed by Juhian himself.!”®

Another proof of Augustine’s unfamilıarıty ıth Gregory  S work Was already present
in h1s Ep 148;10:15., SEL 44, 340.345, where he referred GregorYy, SANCLUS
ePLSCODUS ortentalis, quoted TOM work he attrıbuted egOTY, W  e the text 15
found egOrYy of Elvira’s De fide orthodoxa CONILra F1ANOS. See ÄLTANER,
Augustinus und Gregor VO:  - Nazıianz, Gregor VO.  \ Nyssa, I8

185 Opus imperfectum 11,33, SEL 85,1, 186
186 Opus imperfectum 1:533: SEL
15/ dee, Contra Iulianum 11.33: 447 697; ULE 700-701 (2 tımes);

9 44, JA9: Opus imperfectum 1,59, SEL 85,1, 5 E 11,37, AIZE S31
189; IVZ SEL 8502 7 9 EV. I3 SEL 85,2,

188 Contra IulianumI 44’ 677
189 Opus imperfectum 1,67, SEL 831 /1
190 Apologia DFO sua fuga 2:0%: Oratıio 1L 3613 38,4; S3817 41,14
191 Contra Iulianum 1,16, 44, 650; quıdem tanta pCTSONA, uft qUu' ille

hoc n1s1 fiıde chrıstiana omnıbus noti1ssıma diceret, 191510 1Ilı 3} tam clarum haber-
ent uenerandum, N1SsS1 haec ab illo dicta regula notissımae uerıtatıs ABNOSCC-
rent.

192 Contra TIulianum L16. 44, 650 * Sed S1 u1s addımus hu1lc el sanctum Basıl-
1um, 1mMo0 uelıs nolıs addendus esT, max1ıme quı1a el de 1lıbro e1us, qUCM scr1psıit
aduersus Manıiıchaeos, quarto uolumıne hulus Oper1s tu1 alıquıd putastı SSC ONCN-
dum, quod ad Causam peccatı or1ginalıs PCI uUuNnNum intrantıs mundum, el PCI OILNCS
homiıines transeuntis Omnıno NOMN pertinet. ” Waıth regard Augustine’s UsSe of the
ork of Basıl, SCC ÄLTANER, Augustinus und Basılius der Große, Kleine Patrıs-
tiısche Schriften, 269-276; BARTELINK, Augustın und die griechischen Patres,

19-20; . Basılıus, I’ Basel, 1986/1994, 614-61 7 (wıth further lıterature),
CSP 615-616 It 1S clear that Augustine only knows thıs pseudo-Basılıan work through
hıis readıng of Juhlıan; SCC LÖSSL, Intellectus gratiae, 336, 134, ıth further hıt-
erature Wıth regard the rhetorical aspect, SCC WEBER, Some Literary Aspects of the
Dehbate hetween Julian of Eclanum and Augustine, 293
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ası the TEa

Given Juhan’s recogniıtion of the authorıty of Basıl (and
ostom), ” Augustine himself Wants that, through the works
of ese INCN, he Can refute Julian.!”* Like the er doctors Basıl 1S
called holy, learned, and famous INan, Chrıstian bishop. *” Although
translatıons avaılable, Augustine prefers offer hIis OW word Dy
word translatıon from the Greek of of Basıl fastıng
order remaın INOTC faıthful the or1gınal text. 196 By quoting Basıl
he wants make clear that 1f Julıan had LOTC carefully read thıs
author, he would ave quoted texi firom aslı that had nothıng
to do ıth the OpIC under discussion.  197 Apart irom reinterpreting the

offered Dy Julıan, Augustine l quote [WO from Basıl
hıimsel{, he knows through translatıon, but ONCc of the [WO he

198wrongly attrıbutes Chrysostom.

Jo  z Chrysostom
It 1S ell known that John Chrysostom W as hıghly esteemed,

not only the inner cırcle of Juhan’s famıly and frıends, but also Dy
Pelagıus, who, hıs debate ıth Augustine, had already referred
Chrysostom.”” Further, ullan had referred Chrysostom’s Oratıo

193 Contra Iulianum L35, 44, 666 S1C el loquent1bus tıbı tot CNCIA-

bılıbus U1r1s ep1scopI1s Basılıo ef loanne, QUOS qUOQUC sanctıs erudıtis uer1d-
1cCa attestatione posulstı

See Contra Iulianum V1,69, 447 865
195 See, Contra Iulıanum 1,16, 449 650 (sanctus); K35: 44, 666 Chrıs-

tı1an bıshop):;: 1.33, 44, 697 (one of the clarıssımı sacerdotes); L3, 4 E 700
(one of the learned, earnest, holy, and sharp defenders of the faıth).

Contra Iulıiıanum EIS; 44, 652 “Qu d ets1 reper1 interpretatum, amen

propiter diligentiorem uer1 fiıdem, uerbum uerbo malu1 transtferre de Graeco. ”
197 Contra Iulianum 118 447 652: that the text quoted by Juhan 15 not rele-

vant for the dıspute, 15 repeated 1,30, 44’ 661
19% Sermo De L1eLUNLO 13 Oratıo 132 (attrıbuted Chrysostom); cf. ÄLTANER,

Augustinus UN Basılius der Große, 274207275
199 See De natura el gratia 76, SEL 6 E 291 Wıth regard the sympathy of

the Pelagıan mıheus for Chrysostom, SCC BROWN, Pelagius and his Supporters,
714-216 Anıanus of Celada, regularly assoclated ıth Pelagıus, translated quıte

number of Chrysostom’s works; SS ÄLTANER, Altlateinische Übersetzungen VO.  -

Chrysostomusschriften, in ID E Kleine Patristische Schriften, 416-436,
cf. Iso BARTELINK, Augustin un die griechischen Patres, DDa On Anıanus, SCC

BREUER- WINKLER, Anlanus, 17 677 WI) further lıterature); IETRI
PIETRI S Annlanus, Prosopographie de ”Italıie chretienne -6|

(Prosopographie chretienne du Bas-Empıire, 2 ’ Vol. 1, Rome, 1999, 1244142
PIETRI, Esquisse de conclusıon. L’aristocratie chretienne entre Jean de Constantı-

nople eft Augustin d’Hıppone, ANNENGIESER (Ed.) Jean Chrysostome el
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ad Neophytos SUppOrt for hıs OW posıtıon that baptısm of infants
W as not needed for the rem1ission of or1ıgıinal SIN ccordıng Julıan,
John denıed that ere ex1isted or1ıginal SIN in newly born children.“®0
1S Augustine’s challenge 18 that thıs “Arend” of the Pelagıans
held posıtions, sımılar hıs OW view,“9' and, indeed, in Contra
TIuliıanum L, er author recelves much attention A Chrysostom
(ten lenghty chapters!). John be member of the COUIT, for the

Julıan hought he had oOun in John’s wrıtings arguments
agalınst the VIEWS held by INan y and colleagues of John.%02
Augustine explıcıtly states that ıf Julhıian WOUuU ave een rıght,
posıtıon could ave een preferre VeCT that of INanı grea|
people ıth regar subject that the Christian al and atnNnolıc
Church ave changed theır opin1ı0ns about But, ONC m1g
eXxpectT, thıs eventualıty 1S ımmediately excluded *® hıs posıtion 15
substantıated ıth ole serles of eXTIs taken from homily

Romans In order 18 conclude that John 15 far from Juhan’s WaYy
of argumentatıon for he o€es nOot devıate fIrom the atholıc WaYy of
thınking.“““

Augustin (Actes du colloque de Chantılly, Z DE septembre (Theologıe HIS-
tor1que, 3D Parıs, 1975, 283-305, Days much attention the Contacts between
the dıfferent noble amılhes in ast and West, and theır relatıons ıth both Chrysos-
(8)  =] and Augustine. Augustine Aarllc rather late in CONTLaACT ıth the wrıtings of Chrys
OStOom; SCC LTANER, Augustinus Un Chrysostomus, in Kleine Patristische
Schriften, 302-311, CSP 303 ° Wır gewınnen den Eındruck, daß Augustinus
auch damals (414/415) noch keine Schriften des Konstantinopeler Bıischofs kannte  ”
cT. Iso BARTELINK, Augustin und Adie griechischen Patres, AD Z On Chrysostom,
Augustine and the Pelagıan COontroversy, SG B I HONNARD, Saint Jean Chrysostome

saınt Augustın dans la CONLrOvVerse pelagienne, iın Revue des Etudes byzantınes
(1967) 189-218; RÄNDLE, La FrLiCezliOne dı (110vannı Crisostomo nell’ D  a dı
Agostino, ın (1L0vannı Crtisostomo: Orıiente Occidente Ira secolo. NX
Incontro dı Studios!ı dell antıchıta Cristiana. Roma, 6 mag 210 2004 (Studıa
Ephemerı1dıs Augustini1anum, 93), Rome, 2005, 885-895, CSD: 888-895:;

/ELZER, (1L0OVannı Crisostomo nella Controversia Ira Giuliano d’Eclano Ago-
sStNO, in (1:L.0vannı Crtisostomo: Oriente Occidente Ira secolo, 92 7-932

Julıanus, T urbantium, irg 312,; GE 88, 393-394
201 Augustine carefully reads the Greek or1ginal and presents then “unuerbum

uerbo” Latın translatıon of the teXL; Nır Contra Tuliıanum 1,26, 447 658
202 C ontra Tulianum L23 44? 656 *“* HKcce et1am 1psum UmeTO illı adıungo

Ssanctorum. Ecce inter 111COS testes, uel inter NOSTITOS constituo ludices, qUCM putastı
patronum tuum. Ingredere, sancte loannes, ingredere, el consıde CU)] fratrıbus
tuls, quıbus nulla ratıo et nulla tentatıo separauıt. Upus est el (uUa, el maxıme tua
sententla: quon1am tuıs ıtter1ıs iste 1uuen1s Inuen1IsSse putat, unde tOL antorumque
Coep1scoporumu arbıtratur percellere ei sententilas. ”

203 Contra TIulianum 123 44? 656
Contra Iulianum 1,28, 44’ 660; 1,30 44’ 661; cf. Iso 33 449 663
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Just lıke the other members of ugustine s COUTT of jJudges,
Jo  SB 1s called blessed and holy,“” bıshop of excellent glory.“”°
Learned the Catholıic al and teaching,““” he 1s ıts defender.  208
Wıth regard the interpretation of Rom 52 he 1S saı1d stand
INOTC clearly than daylıght the truth of the Catholic faıth.*® Wıth
regard the fundamenta fidelt, Chrysostom the Samle ideas
the others.*10 Augustine quotes thırteen eXTIs from S1X works, -
uted Chrysostom. However, three of the quotations aTic taken from
works, wrongly attrıbuted Chrysostom.2153

The Bıshops al Diospolıs
The last members of the CoOourt of Judges the fourteen bishops,

present afl the synod of Diospolıs. At first sıght, the incorporatıon of
these bıshops the COUIT miıght be surprIise, for Cce Pelagıus had
een acquıtted Dy them However, Augustine olffers serles of good
TeE4SONS WwhYy these bıshops deserve seat the COUTT of Judges These
Kastern bıshops all ..  uno eodemque modo  27 believe that all uman
eings subjected the SIN of the fırst man  212 ° Ore uno  27 they set

Pelagıus free because the er had condemned those who stTate that
children CVCIl wıthout baptısm pOSSCSS eternal life.?!S ugustine 15
convınced that he beheves hat they belıeve, holds hat they hold,
teaches hat they teach and preaches hat they preach.? They judged

205 DE, C('ontra Iulianum 122 447 655; K23; 44, 656; LZ A 447
658; 1,28, 447 660; 1,29, 44, 661; IL: 44, 685; 11,18, 449 685; Opus
imperfectum V1,9, AT 832 309; V1.26; SEL 832 390

Opus imperfectum YALSA KYNE 8 302
Contra Iuliıanum 1,26, 44, 658

208 Contra Iulianum 1,28, 44’ 660 MagNO christianae fıde1 hulus
catholicı dogmatıs defensor1

C’ontra Iuliıanum K27% 44! 658-659 Augustine have the whole
10 homily of John Romans al h1is disposal for he explicıtly states “Quod
quı1a longum est hu1c D' intexere, au inde contingam. ”

210 C’ontra Iuliıanum d A 447 655
211 Homuliae ad Neophytos In enesim 3,6, S21 9’9 9,14; De Lazaro FeSUSCL-

fatlo; In triıduanam resurrectionem; Epistula ad Olympiam 10:3% Homulıa In Epistu-
lam ad Romanos 10 1: 40)2; 10:3; Oratıo 1352 Augustine attrıbutes Basıl’s Oratıo
1 E the pseudo-Chrysostom ([0)9!| the ressurectlon, and (Pseudo)-Potamius of
I_ issabon’s on De Lazaro resuscCıtato hrysostom; cf. ÄLTANER, Augustinus
und Johannes Chrysostomus, 309-310 On the questionable attrıbution of the SCI-

InNnOonN Potamius, S /ELZER, (GGi0vannı Crisostomo nella Controversia Ira Giuliano
d’Eclano Agostino, 931-932

212 Contra Tulianum 1,20, 447 654
213 Contra Iulianum . e D 447 663
214 Contra Iulianum L20; 44, 654 quod credunt credo, quod tenent eneoO,

quod docent doceo, quod praedicant praedico



AUGUSTINE USE TITRADITION 41

all together OMNC place and thus really functioned assembly 215

Further ugustine time and STITESSES that elagıus acquıtta. W ds
motivated by the fact that he fearıng condemnatıon condemned
pOS1L1ONS 110  S under discussıon ugustine regularly that
Pelagıus decei1ved the bıshops al Dıiospolıis 216 who took Pelagıus for
being atAnol1c because they WEeIC only human and understood Pela-
gZ1US cCOomMMents secundum cathol1icam em  79 217 an Yy Case the
documentatıon makes clear that ugustine o0€es 191011 really know that
much ou the indıvıdual profiles of these bıshops 718 The 1mportance
of ese bıshops testimonY 15 already modest Contra Tulianum and
becomes margınal the Opus imperfectum 219

The profile of the predecessors 15 clear they I1NEeN of
faıth Stay wıthın 'adılı1ıon represent chronological and geographi-
cal coherence and CONUNUILLY doctrine POSSCSS authorıty, know how
LO CODC ıth heresies and WO: of belongıng the college of
Judges for IC ullan constantly had as Ü

Application and unctJion of the Appeal Predecessors

Julian Searching for the rong Judges
ccordıng ugustine the Lype of Judges uhlan 15 searchıng

for aATCc people who must be hıghly traıned eXperts the ıberal arts
and famılı1ar ıth the phılosophers of thıs world 221 Julhian accused
of few of the phılosophorum saecularıum ” DID Juhan
problem that he WAants ave earne Judges such WAdYy that he

215 C ontra TIulianum 6572 qQUOS uno0 loco sımul uentos 1StUum
COMNSCSSUMMM introducere ualeamus

216 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum I1 SEL 470 Augustine Sus-
that Pelagıus had condemned the statement that OIIC accordıng

ONC MEeTITS but that hIs later wrılıngs he would have repeated thıs he
first had condemned Sımilar ONC 111 fiınd C ontra TIulianum
653 Opus imperfectum SEL For evaluatıon of Pelagıus attı-
tude SCcC WERMELINGER Rom und Pelagius,

217 C ontra Iulianum 651 652
215 Diospolıs 11 ( WERMELINGE! Rom Un Pelagius, 296 297)
219 'Thıs Uances Wermelinger observatıon Rom und Pelagius, D * DIe

anfängliche Z/urückhaltung gegenüber Dıi0ospolıs schwındet augustinıschen Schrift
tum 1LINmMMer fact only Dıiospolı1s K3 and 111 be quoted OMNCEC Opus
ımperfectum.

220 Contra Iulianum 1L,S, 447 6/8
221 Opus imperfectum H1: SEL 8 E} 1? } cf. Iso C ontra Iulianum HNL,Z
44’ 702
Z Opus imperfectum I1 SEL 166
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longer wWwants ave Catholı1c Chrıstian iudges: thıs ontext iıt
15 interesting ote that Augustine, in the debate, in WaYy W as

impressed Dy the erudıtion of philosophers, invokend Dy Julı1an
certamly they WeIC WI1Ise and learned IMNCI, but NOL truly rıghteous for
not 1ving by al in Christ.*“* By searchıng for dialectic1ans, Julıan
who, accordıing Augustine, wants be SCCI1 clever, learned,
and bad philosopher ell dialecticıan, Augustine ıronıcally
adds,?? trIes avo1d eccles1iastica judges.  226 What Julı1an mi1ssed, 15
the CYCS of al of great and ımportant people such ASs Ambrose,
yprıan, and al] the er doctors of the Church.??’ Julıan m1sSses
lack of belıeving carefullness. Not wıllıng 18 be nourıshed by the

of hrıst, he 1s unable COMEC to ose hıngs whiıich ave een
hıdden firom the wIse and prudent and ave een revealed the hıttle
ones.“26

uhan wants to award hıimself the palm of Victory agaınst the
Man bıshops of God who, before Augustine, had learned and taught
in the Church of hrıst the NnNe  S heretic,  229 Wwants pollute ıth novel-
ties  230 thıs most strongly ounded and ancıent Catholıc al He Wwan):

18 affraCct people fo the novelty of hıs eITOT.  231 Typıcal of ese heretics
1S that they obscure ıth theır interpretations hat has always has een
clear.  '232 Therefore, Augustine o€es not belıeve that TCasSONN, sound CeIU-

233dıtıon, Justice, plety, and crıpture support Juhan’s position.

725 Opus imperfectum ILT: SEL 83.1.
C’ontra Iulıanum 1V17, 447 745
Opus imperfectum V1,18, SEL E3,.2; Al
Opus imperfectum 11,36, SEL 85,1, 188
Opus imperfectum H.73 NS 851 yır

228 C ontra Iulianum 113 44, 673
229 De nNuUptiLS el Concupiscentia L22: SEL 4 E 735 u( NOUl haereticı
E cf. Iso 1,40, SE 4 9 254 :3 SEL 4 E} 255 11:25; S I 42, 7T8

On the UsSec of such accusatıons in polemics, Nl PELT, Die Polemik INn der christli-
hen lateinischen Literatur, 158 Quite evıdent that Juhan W as fur10us and
when readıng thıs accusatıon: cT. Turbantıum, irg 1 $ CL 8 E 23472 Juhan
lamented that Dy callıng hım 11C W heretic, Augustine W as stırrıng the COIMNMOIMN

folk:; irg 251 (3 8 ‚ 385 However, Julhıan used the Samlılc strategYy; ci. DFa
230 C ontra Iulianum Mlch: 447 A0
231 C’ontra Iulianum I3v 44,
262 Opus imperfectum K22, SEL 831 “ Nou1ıit en1m, quemadmodum

coleant haec uerba apostolıca QUAC praetermisıt accıpere cathol1corum corda fiıdel1um,
QUaC uerba ectia el luce fulgentia tenebrosıs el tortuos1s interpretation1bus
nNOU1 haereticı obscurare el eprauare moliuntur. ”

233 Opus imperfectum H115 SEL 85.1. LA
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The Erudlıiti UTE al Side*

Augustine invokes his authorıties in order csShow that hıs doc-
trıne 15 supporte Dy all the doctors of the Church (although he Can

only present the posıtion of few of them),*” for he 1S convınced that
the doctrine of or1ginal SIN 15 not hıs OW invention but doctrine,
held by the atholıc faıth from its V beginning.  236 Tudıtı1ıon 15
ımportan for Augustine: ave SCCH In the presentatıon of the
indıvıdual Judges of the COUIT, ugustine regularly mentioned that
they WEeIC learned doctors These people CannoOo be reckoned the

of ranks of workmen, soldıers, school-boys, saılors,
bartenders, fiıshermen, cooks and utlchers, youths dismıssed from
monasterIl1es, 1991581 from the ordınary IUn of clerics, people who Canno
Judge doctrines through the categorlies of Arıstotle, in Su the SOTTS
of people Julıian W as complaııng ou When ullan SCS qualifica-
t1ons such COUNILIY folk and people of the heater, he must SCC that
he 1S attrıbuting ese qualıifications people lıke yprıan and
Ambrose and INan y learned wriıters, cCompanı1ons in kıngdom
of heaven.  237 Someone lıke Ambrose, Augustine insısts, 1S 181011 sımply
OMNCOMNC irom the folk whose 1gnorant INAasses Julhian 1S
lookıng oOWN upon Ambrose 1S INnan 18 whom Julıan in 1S
equa. In the worldly hlıterature 1C Julı1an 1S5 prou: of Ambrose
1S the PCISON DUar excellence who MEeeis the standards requested Dy
Julian.  238 Moreover, ıth regard 18 the qualıity of hıs eccles1astical
wrıtings, ONC should sımply read the praıse of Pelagıug 1259

234 On the basıs of what wıll be sa1ld In thıs section have problems ıth the
so-called ““plebeisme ” of Augustine; ct. ALAMITO, Les VIrtuUOSES el la multitude,
240 Constantly Augustine wıll appeal these doctors of faıth order ShoOow that
h1ıs VIEWS supported by them When ONC should COUN! the related the doc-
LOTS ıth hat OIlIC 11l fınd about the COTL1111011 folk, it wıll become Jear who recelves
MoOst welght anı authorıty from Augustine.

235 Contra Iulianum va 44, 64723
236 De nuptils el Concupiscentia H.23:; SEL 4 E} T
237 See Contra Iulianum Ik 447 700 ‘“ Numquıd Irenaeus, el Cyprlanus, el

Retic1ius, ef Olympıus, el Hılarıus, el Gregor1us, al Basılıus, el Ambrosıi1ius, el loannes,
de plebe1a faece sellularıorum, sicut Tullıane 10CAarIlS, ın uestram inu1dı1ıam concıtatı
sunt /: Opus imperfectum 11,14, SE 851 AL “ Vıde Sandc, quemadmodum
rurales el theatrales diıcas Cyprianum ei Ambrosıium el tOot erudıtos sn De1l SCT1-
bas, SOC10S eorum. ”

238 Opus imperfectum E: SEL S31 164 ° Talıs h1ıc Tal Ambros1ius, qUCM
1udiıcem S1 1910)91 refug1s, dubitare NON debes iustissıme SSC damnatum (  )n

239 Opus imperfectum 11,36, SEL 8510 188-189 ‘ Ambros1us est ılle, 1OMN

quıicumque de uulgo, CU1US imper1tam multitudınem 110 ualentem de tu1ls disputa-
tionıbus iudıcare nımıs alta cerulce el proterua fronte contemn1s; Ambros1ıius estL,
Inquam, CUu1l nulla parte in 1PS1S ıtter1s saecularıbus, de quıbus multum inflarıs,
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Because ullan requested small SrOUp of learned people,
Augustine regulary emphasızes that the Judges he presents indeed
that small SrTOUP of learned people requested: ” These people meet the
tandards of TrCasSoln, erudıtion and freedom, Juhan asked for  241 thıs
board of doctors from Afrıca, Gaul, alY, Greece  242 defends the catho-
lıc truth, and mMeetlis the standards as for DYy ulıan, for they
““bıshops of the Churc and ..  men of sound minds”.  97 243 Ihey form the
neutral and objective COUTT of learned people that Julhıan wanted.“**
1ving before the outbreak of the cControverSYy, possessing sound doc-
trıne, they Judge the question under discussıon wıthout party
politics.  245 uhan could fınd SYyNO of such hıgh quality bet-
ter Judges than ese men.**® Augustine ll not neglect to mentıon that
John Chrysostom and Basıl, wh WEeIC qualified Dy Julian himself
learned, belong to h1is court.?*/

They learned representatives of hat 1S also held by theır
colleagues and the whole Church of Christ?*® from ıts VE beginnıng:

aequarIs; eccles1iastic1s ueTO qu1s He sıt, udı uel lege Pelagıum doctorem {uum
See Iso Opus imperfectum H7 9 SEL 168
See Contra Iulianum 1L3 44, 662 ‘“ Sed CCCC, qUO introdux1, CONUeENTUS

SANCLOTUM istorum 1O:  - est multıtudo popularıs: 1910)8| solum 1111, sed ef patres Eccle-
s1ae sunt. ; 11,36, 447 699 ‘ Verum qula delectat, NO  —_ NUmMeIaIC multitudiınem,
sed appendere paucıtatem; eXcept1s iudicıbus Palaestinıs, quı haeresim uestram ın
absoluto Pelagıo damnauerunt, QqUCIMN timore COMPICSSUM Pelagıana 1psa dogmata
damnare coegerunt, decem ep1SCopos 1am defunctos el UNUuIM presbyterum tıbı hulus
Causac OppOSsul judıices, quı1 de ılla CUu hıc uluerent i1udiıcauerunt. S1 uEeSsiIra cons1idere-
tur paucıtas, multı Sunt S1 multitudo cathol1corum ep1SCoOporum, perpaucı sunt.  27

241 Contra Iulianum 1L37, 44, 700 * Istı eplscop1l sunt, doct1, TaUCs, sanct]1,
uerıtatıs aCerrm1 defensores aduersus garrulas uanıtates, UO! ratiıone, erudi1-
t1one, lıbertate, qUuUa«C trıa bona 1udicı trıbuisti, 19{08}  - p inuenIire quod spernas. ”

242 Opus imperfectum 133 SEL 85,1, 186
243 Opus imperfectum V’  9 SEL 8523 133 ..  Quos antistıtes eccles1iarum

CU) Ulros Sanı capıtıs dicas; qUaC 11lı notissıma consenslone didicerunt
docuerunt €  )„

Contra Iulianum 11,34, 44, 698 ad hanc ftamen tales Tant
nullas nobiscum uel uobiscum amıcıtlas attenderunt, uel inımıcıtlas exercuerunt;

qUu' nobılis qUu! uobıs atı sunt, qu NOS qu' uUoSs miseratı Ssunt. Nec 1105

NC uUOoS e1s not1 fueramus, el OT UMM PIO nobı1s atas CcConftira uUoSs sententlas recıtamus. ”
See Iso WEBER, Some Literary Aspects of the Debate hetween Julian of Eclanum anı
Augustine, 294

245 Contra Iulianum 111.42, 44’ 7723 “In qua uellem quıdem egreg10s 1udices
110  — repudiares, qUOS tibı me1s superl1or1bus hıbrıs Salld doctrina erudıtos, sıne ullo
stud10 partıum de hac sententlas protulisse monstraul. ”

i® Iso Opus imperfectum IEST; SEL 85i 189
247 Contra Iulianum 1350 44, 663 * Postremo SANCTIUS ep1SCopus Joannes

qU amı sıcut Sanctium erudıtumque laudastı 1,35, 449 666 ei eplS-
CODPIS Basılıo eft Joanne, qUOS qUOQUC sanctıs erudıitıs ueridica attestatiıone POSU-
ist1 (  )n

Contra Iulianum VL11, 449 ROR
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the Church’s belıef in or1ıgınal SIN and the eed of baptısm for all,
includıng babıes, belongs :to the V ancıent, authorıtative atholıc
al 15 ase upOon Scripture, and V ell known through the cel-
ebratiıons of the Church.* Ihe defense of thıs VE venerable al of
the Church belongs 18 the 6SSCIICEC of the atholıc resistence agaınst
the Pelaglans.  250

These authorıties dıd not lıve at the Samnec tıme, but al dıfferent
per10ds of time and in dıstant places, al holdıng the Samıc, orthodox
doctrine They gathere from the ast and from the West, and
theır wrıtings al avaılable.  251 They nclude ICN from the MNsINg
of the SUN to ıts setting, SOTINIC from the past, others OUT CId,
SOTIIC already ave passed AaWaY, others aTirec still] living.*°“

These 1981501 taught what they had earned In the Church:

CY drank 4S milk and ate 4S food; they ave served ıts miıilk and
ıts food lıttle OMCS and to adults and ave MoOst clearly and bravely
eifende! it agamınst ıts enemles, includıng yYou who WCIC not born
then, though they NO showing VOUu for what YOUu

other words, ese IMenN WEeIC both chıldren of the Church
and athers of the Church Ihey WeTITC nouriıshed Dy the Churc truth,
eiende: ıt, and still continumg defend ıt, through theır o0oks,
agaınst people lıke Juhian T W das trough the efforts of ese INenNn that

249 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum HL26. SEL 60, 519 “Sed hoc dico
tam manıfestum N ar secundum scrıpturas sanctas or1ginale hoc dim-
ittı lauacro regenerat1on1s ın paruulıs tanta fide1 catholicae antıquitate auctorI1-
tate fırmatum, Jara eccles1iae celebrıtate notissımum

Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1V ,29, SEL 6 E 559 “( catholı-
CISi quı e1s PIO antıquı1ssıma el firm1issıma eccles1ae fıde resistant )”’ cf. Iso De
nNuptiLS el COonCuplisSCentia I717 SEL 4 9 2110212° 13 SEL 4 C} 268; Opus
imperfectum‚S 85,1, 400

251 C ontra Tulianum 1 RA 447 700 g episcopalıs synodus tOLO orbe COMN-

greg are(tur, mırum Ss1 tales possent illıc facıle fot sedere. Quıa HE ist1ı uUuno0 tempore
fuerunt: sed fiıdeles eft multıis excellentiores aUCcCOS dispensatores SUOS Deus PCI
diuersas aeftates temporum, locorumque dıstantıas, sıcut el placet expedire 1ud1-
cCal, ıpse dıspensat. Hos itaque de 11S 11S temporıbus reg1on1ıbus ab
orlente ei occıdente congregatos uldes, 1910)8| locum qUO nau1gare cogantur homines,
sed lıbrum quı nau1gare possıt ad homines. ”

C’ontra Iuliıanum 1L.20: 449 654 solıs OTTUu qUu| ad OCCASUum tot
catholicae fıde1 doctores eft defensores, ant1quos ef nostrae aetatı cont12uU0s,

dormientes el manentes )7 cf. also Opus imperfectum IV,’ SEL ö32
253 ( ontra Tulianum I, 3 E} 447 700 8 qUamı lacte suxerunt, qU amı 1bo

Ssumpserunt, CU1USs lac el cıbum paru1s magnısque ministrauerunt, qUamı Conftra IiN1m1cCOs
et1am uUosSs tunc nondum natos, unde NUNC reuelamın1ı, apertissıme fortissıme
defenderunt. ” For the translatıon, SCC JTESKE, Answer the Pelagians, Mar-
riage and Desiıre, Answer the T1 wo Letters of the Pelagıans, Answer Julian (The
Works of Saılnt Augustine, 1/24), New York, 1998, 225 (abbrevıated WSA 1/24)
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the Church, after the eg of the apostles, W as ST1 able SIOW, for
these iINeN planted, watered, ul shepherded and nourıshed the
Church, 1C has taken frıght al the profane words of yYOUIL novelty
GE

Between these inen there 1S grea) CONSECNSUS,  255 CONSECNSUS

that CcCanno be called ““ conspiratıo perditorum ”.  27 256 As Catholıc
dıscıples and co-doctors, they behieved that through ONC pCrSoN SIN
Came into the WOT and passed a11 257 he1lr CONSENSUS ıth regard

or1ıgınal SIN 1S VE ımportant for Augustine.““ Augustine STITESSES
that they WeTIC in agreement ıth each 0)  er, Scripture, and the ath-
Jıc faith.*” Therefore, Augustine 111 accept that Julhian m1g
\ 18 separalte ONC of Augustine s doctors from the rest of the

defense of hıs CasSC, Julı1an had appealed 18 Jo  =8 Chrysostom,““
and, incorrectly, Basıil.?®! Wıth regard 18 the essentlials of the al
ıt 1S be excluded that John, Juhan authorıty, held opınıon dıf-
ferent to that of hıs colleagues lıke the Roman Innocent, the Carthag-
inıan yprıan, the Cappadocıan asıl, the Nazıanzean G’GregorYy, the
Mılanese mbrose.?®? Ihe OMNC who ares 118 question the truth of

Cor 93.21:22; 1S destroyıng hat belıeve In Christum, LE, that
hrıst 15 the SaV1OT of chıldren, that he 1S the sole Savl1Or, and that,
wıthout hıs esh and (070] ONC Cannot ave lıfe According {Oo

Augustine, ° Hoc sensıt, hoc crediıdıt. hoc dıdıcıt, hoc docuıt eit
Joannes”. Therefore, Augustine ACCGUSES ulıan of transformıng
words into hıs OW) doectrine.  263 Augustine admıts that these doctors

Contra TIulianum IL3 44, 700 °T’ahbus post apostolos sancta eccles1a
plantatorıbus, rigator1ıbus, aedıficatorıbus, pastor1ıbus, nutritorıbus creuıt. Ideo
profanas uestrae noultatıs expauıt Ihe translatıon 15 taken Irom WSA
1/24, 335

C 'ontra Iulianum L30, 447 661; y 447 /19; Opus imperfectum
IV,119, HT: S5T 133

Contra Iuliıanum 1,34, 447 665; cf. Iso V1,69, 447 865 a SanctO-
TU el erudıtorum Ecclesiae catholiıcae partum p1USs fiıdelisque ONSCHNSU: (  )97 For
Juhan’s complaint, SCC T urbantıum, irg 313 CSE 8 E 394

Opus imperfectum L126; SEL BSLT- 139 “ SI1IC quıppe intellexıt (Ambro-
S1US) CU) ceterI1s condiscıpulıs eit condoctoribus SU1S sine ulla dubıitatione catholicıs

P
258 dee.; C ontra Iuliıanumy 447 19 Opus imperfectum 132 SEL

85,1,
Opus imperfectum 1V,1 1 ‘9 C 53i2: 120

260 Turbantıum, irg 308, CNL: 8 E 392; irg 311-312, (BAN E 8 E 303-
304761 Turbantium, irg 309-310, CSE 88, 392-393

262 C ontra Iulianum V 447 655; SCC REBILLARD, Augustın el AYEAN autorites,
760-261
263 Contra Iulıianum 22 4 ’ 655
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and defenders of the atholıc rule ofal Can dıffer, wıthout harmıng
the integrıity of the faıth. Augustine 1Ss wıllıng accept that the FESU-
lae catholicae defensores Can ave dıfferent opinı1ons about problems
that do not belong LO the CSSCIICE ofal He quıte frankly admıts that
ONMNC doctor Can be better and INOTE al the truth than another,
but he ll accept that PCISON such Chrysostom WOUuU CVECT

deny that salvatıon wıthout hrıst Was possıble, for thıs has 8 do
ıth the foundatıiıons of al If there AdIiIC dıfferences. they ATC be
sıtuated another level than the ONC that has 18 do ıth the founda-
t1ons of faıth.?*

What ese 1991538 learned and taught Can in WaY be deser1ibed
stupı1d 1IMp10US, Was suggested by Julhı1an ıth regard LO

ugustine’s doectrine. Reversing Juhan’s criıtique, ugustine claıms
that through the of the ord who SOVEINS hıs Church merc1-
ulY, the athnolıc al has een vigılant that neıther the stupıd,
1MpP10US doctrine of the elagıans 110OT that of the Manıcheans W ds
received %®> ose wh' dıd dIcC saıntly and educate‘ INCIN, O_
lıcs, 1S proved by theır fame In the ole Church .?®® eacting
agamnst Juhan’s complaınts about Coerc1on, Augustine replies that
OTIC Cannot claım that people 1ıke Cyprıan and Ambrose heatisst_-
MLS el INn fide catholica excellentissımıs VIFLS WEeIC forced S1Z2N-
off for they overthrew the heresy already before ıts ex1istence ıth
such clarıty that ONC Can hardly fınd clearer answerTrT _O these her-
etics. Augustine therefore 1S nNOoLt convınced that SynNo 4S requested
by Julı1an 1Ss needed: it 1Ss quıte Tare LO fınd heresies IC needed

C ontra Tulianum L22 44, 655 ‘ Alıa sunt, quıbus inter alıquando
et1am doctissımı optimı regulae catholicae defensores, salua fıde1 COMPASC 19(0)8|

cConsonant, el alıus 10 de una mehus alıquıid dicıt el uerlus. Hoc autem unde NUNC

ag1mus, ad 1psa fıde1 pertinet fundamenta. ” Skıilful debater he WAas, Juhlıan,
Florum IV.A4142. SR 82 119 referred Augustine’s De naAalura el gratia TAFT
in order show that when Pelagıus appealed Ambrose and Cyprıan, Augustine
had replied that he W ds>s NOL bound Dy the authorıty of these people. Augustine VenNn
had suggested that theır eventually incorrect VIeEWS WEIC wıped out Dy
toward the better lıfe. Julı1an accused Augustine of staınıng the reputatıon of these
INnen Dy assoclatıng them h1is OW) CasSc, although theır pos1ıtions could easıly be
explaıned through Jear and benevolent argumentatıon. It should be sa1d that Augus-
tine’s reply 1s not really CONVINCINZ: do not SCC why Juhan through hıis sSTtatements
miıght have refuted Pelagıus’ and hıs OW heresy; SCC Opus ımperfectum V’  ‚9
SEL 85,2, 119 the teXT, Juhan referred t 9 Augustine implıcıtly aCCepts the
authorıty of the people Pelagıus appealed t C} but rejects Pelagıus’ arguments; SCC

BILLARD, Augustin el AYEAN autorıtes, A ID :
265 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum IV 35 SEL 6 E 569
266 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum IV .33, SEL 6 } 569 “ Hcce sanctı ei

docti1 ulr1l, ama totlus eccles1ae Contestante catholıcı (  )n
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Syno ın order be condemned.*®’ Augustine o€es nOoTt SCC anı y 164-

SO  — why the Chrıstian cshould Oou the ancıent atholıc
al and g1ve and time the elagıans for examınatıon of
iıt They would be better off coercıng the Pelagians!*“®®

ugustiıne CVOCN SOCS step further He ACCUSECS Julhian of eıther
not knowıng the oughts and the statements of these atholıc eaCcN-
CIS, he dıd, ıt becomes clear that he trıed dece1ive ose not
famılıar ıth these teachers.?®

Like hıs predecessors such Ambrose, ugustıne, ıth hıs
modest abılıty, trıes ul peoples Dy exhortatıon, entreatment,
and correction, but, lıke Ambrose and all hıs great cCompanı1ons, he

and stTates the Samllec opınıon about orıgınal sın.?”9 It 15 to 198150

lıke Irenaeus, yprıan, Hılary, Ambrose, asıl, and Jo  S Chrysostom
that ugustine wants clıng the communı1on of al 1C he
wants defend agaınst the idle words and calumnıes of ullan °‘Loo

ese catholıc CYVCS and OPCD VOUI eyes! »95 Augustine crles out 271
Ironıcally, he sks Juhan whether he ares Sa Yy that, when people
hear the elagıans, they ll set afıre for vırtue, but when they ear
these and go0od INCN, they 11l be broken by despaır and refuse

long for perfecthon Z“ YOou, Augustine continues, honor the saınts
of God, the patrıarchs, the prophets, apostles through the praise of
na  T'  E} hıle ese Iumına FEecclesiae dıshonor them by theır ame of
nature, for they claım that OMNC must 1g agaınst the innate evıl of
Concupıscence order 18 maıntaın the g00d of chastity ?*”” By
Y through conflet, thıs evıl must be and thereafter,

267 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum IV ‚34; SEL 6 E 569-570
268 Opus imperfectum 140: SEL B3l ‚54 ‘ Absıt christianıs potestatıbus

terrenae reli publicae, ut de antıqua catholıica fiıde dubitent el ob hoc oppugnator1ıbus
1USs locum ei t(empus Xxamınıs praebeant 19(0)  — pot1us cert1 undatı talı-
bus quales uUoOoS estIis INIm1CIS 1US dıscıplınam coercıtion1s ımponant. ” ; ci. also ‚  ,
SEL Bl 2350 where Augustine stated that OMNCEC heresy W ds condemned Dy
bıshops, the Chrıstian C1ıvıl 192 cshould COCICEC 1t, nNOoL exXxamınıng ıt agaln.

269 C’ontra Iulianum 1,29, 447 661
770 Opus imperfectum V,  n SEL 822, 133 “Et NOS PIO modulo NOSTITO

populos aedificamus hortando obsecrando arguendo, quod fecıt Ambrosıius; el tamen
de or1ginalı peccato hoc sentimus ei dicımus, quod sensıt el dıxıt Ambrosıius, NC

solus, sed CU) 111s magnıs consortibus s<Suis. ”: INSE22: SE 83;2; 141 “ Illud
scılıcet or1ginale peccatum, quod UOS negatıs CUu Pelagıo, 19{0 UuCTO CU): Ambros1o
contfıtemur.

771 Opus imperfectum IVAT3: SEL 85,2, 76; cT. Iso 1V.97, SEL 85,2,
107

A0 C’ontra TIulianum M 30 44’ 693
773 Contra Iulianum 11,30, 44, 693; ci. also 11,70, 44, 866
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through the ast TE healed.*“* “IS the 1g called darkness’”,
Augustine asks, ..  and the darkness lıght 18 the pOo1n' that Pelagıus,
Caelestius, and Julıan Can SCC, whıiıle Hılary, Gregory, and Ambrose
dIiIc blind? ?”2/> It ll be evıdent that Juhan mustT, OL, al east, should
deny thıs Therefore, he must Z  e’} into acCcount the VIEWS of these
INeN276 Because of the already mentioned request of Julıan for few
WISsSe INCN, Augustine only mentions three PCISONS ere Hılary, Gre-
SOI Y, and Ambrose. Indeed, Julıan had suggested that ıf Augustine
WeTiIC forced {O al for Judges, he WOU 187011 know hat do
where flee, SsInce Augustine COUuU 131011 fınd anythıng ıth 1C
meeft Juhan’s arguments. If Julıan Wants weıgh, he should We1g
the VIEWS of ese few iINnenNn ‘6I do not want ere be INnan that it
15 bother for yOUu to COUN! them, but they dIiIe nNnot lıghtweıight that
INanıy dısdaıin we1g them ” .2/7 the of 1lary, Gregory,
and Ambrose, Julhıan NNO Sa y that Augustine 15 LO0O weak 118 object
18 Julı1an These few INnCN, authorıities in the matter, aAaTCc sufficient 118
anlıswWelTr 18 Juhan’s accusatlons. Therefore, ugustine flees from the
Pelagıan darkness LO the 1g Catholıic lıghts of Hılary, GregorYy,
and Ambrose.?’8

If Julıian concedes that hat Augustine presented from the
wrıtings of Ambrose, Cyprıan, er Catholics agaıinst Julhıan 15
{rue, he must recogn1ıze or1g1inal sın.?”? If he refuses 118 the
- faıth, he 11l be confronted 1ıth ese standards of truth Uugus-
tiıne aAaDPCAaIS be surprised that Julıan o0€s 191011 SCCII 118 be
that the crıt1que formulated agaınst Augustine and hIıs 1e W OrNg1-
nal SIN, 15 also crıt1ique agaınst these Man Yy and doctors of the
Church, wh 1ve excellent lıves, defended the al agalnst the her-
esies of theır times, and passed aAaWaY before the comıng of the Pela-
g1an resistence the doctrine of or1g1inal SIN  280 slanderıng Uugus-
tine slandering these men  281 Julhıian 1S accused of attackıng
these lıghts of the CIty of God, people he WOU better follow instead
of attacking,“* for they COUuU recognI1ıze that (God W as the Creator of

274 Contra Iulianum 1:30, 447 693-694

76
Contra Iulianum 11:33, 44, 698
Contra Iulianum 1.35,; 44’ 698-699

I7 Contra TIulianum 11,35, 44, 699 Ihe translatıon 15 taken from WSA 1/24,
3373

ZI8 Contra Iulitanum H.35 44) 698-699
279

250
Opus imperfectum PWA43: SEL 832 127

281
Contra Iulianum Kl 19 44, 646; 11,30, 445 694
Opus ımperfectum LVOIS: SEL 85.2.; 7576
Contra Iulitanum 11 19 44?
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all hat ex1sts, they honored marrlage, they proclaımed that in bap-
t1sm, through hrıst, al] SINS ATIC forg1ıven, they belıeved In Just
God, in human beings’ capacıty for viıirtue and perfection through

283
9 wıthout therefore denyıng the doctrine of or1gınal SIN

Proclaiming the doctrine of or1ıginal SIN dıd not hınder ese iMeN in
theır lıve chaste lıfe, Overcomıng vice, 1g CAXCII-

plary soldıers of Chrıst: Overcomıng the works of the devıl, not TUSL-

ıng in theır OW virtues.  284 Therefore, Augustine 15 convınced that
Julhıan ıll be able to lıve better hlıfe than these men,  285 from
whom he 15 evlatıng, by denyıng that hrıst 15 also the redeemer of
lıttle children.  286 He invıtes Juhan be OPCH the teachıng of ese
ICN In order fo TE the truth.?®/ Augustine opes that Juhan all

288be healed by the statements and the authorıty of ese holy 19913  S

Augustine ’s Faıith 18 that of the Multitude, for It 1LS Chrıstian an
Catholic

ugustine aCCepts that h1ıs al 1S5 also dogma populare,
because he and the faıthful aAIcC the Church of he wh: 1s called Jesus,
for he hıs people from theır SINS. 10 thıs Church belong not

only people lıke Ambrose and yprıan, but also Juhan’s father they
all dıd not create such people but OUnN! them.  289 However, it cshould
be clear that Augustine Cannot accept that depreclatıve language 1S
sed order to ridicule the faıth of the people and theır
leaders, the bıshops they al] taught hat they had learned! Julıan
cshould realıze that the multıtude of Chrıistians despises the Ne  S her-
esyr for ıt Canno g1ve sufficıent o the suffering of babıes:
only the doctrine of or1gıinal SIN and ıts acceptance Cal er valıd

2583 Contra Iulianum 11,19, 44? 686 (on the basıs of of Ambrose); ML 32:
44! 695; Opus imperfectum V7  9 SEL 852 129

Contra Iulianum 11,24, 44, 690
Opus imperfectum 1,70, AB 85,1; 79

86 Opus imperfectum 1.118, SEL 135

2558
C’ontra Iulianum 11,14, 447 684; 8A5 44’ 684
Contra TIulianum H3L 449 700-701

289 Opus imperfectum II? 9 SEL 631 165 One chould not much focus
the express1on dogma populare popular: Augustine cons1ıders thıs faıth of the PCO-
ple be the faıth of the Church, S eaders and 1ts behevers. Faıth 15 unıversal and
15 OUN by the aıthful, nOLt created by them See the pertinent remarks of REBILLARD,
Dogma populare, 185-186

C’ontra Iulianum 11,36, 447 699 sed 19110 CRO ullıus multıtudinıs
numerosıiıtate perturbo; quamu1s propit10 Deo, de hac fıde, CUul contradıcıt1s, catholica
NU saplat et1am multıtudo; quUua uSqg!  UC plurımı, ubı possunt, quomodo
pOSSUNL, sıcut diuinıtus adıuuantur, Uuall: uestra arg confutant. ”
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al WeI 291 Furthermore when Juhlian complaıns that Augustine 15

SturTıNg the people agaınst hım because Augustine had
saı1d that these 1ICW heretics denied that for babıes rebirth through
baptısm W as needed for the redemption Irom the of the eEeV1
Augustine wonders whether thıs 181011 S12N that thıs Catholıic al

popular and fırmly ıimplanted SOCI1eETLYy that CVEnNn ordınary PCO-
ple notıice 1t 292 Augustine 15 cConvınced that Julıan whıiıle detesting
the COITNINON folk thıs countless multıtude of believers?? 0€Ss
197011 realıze that he 1ll accomplısh nothıng ıth ese people for all
riıch and POOI hıgh and low learned and unlearned INenNn and

294 dIiICc fırmly grounde the truth and the anNntıquUıCy of the
atholıc al 295 knowıng why mothers all] VT the WOT IUN the
Church order gel theır babıes be aptıze 296 What the “ learned”
debater Juhan dıd NOoTt SCC ıth all hıs “knowledge 15 crystal clear
{O the COININON people !*””

on Julhan complaınt that ugustine COu only
the INUMMUCMNS of the people ASs argument agaınst Julı1an ugustine
also STITESSES that thıs MUMMMUCMINS SIS uUpON the authorıity of IMNanYy
doctors 298 thus hlınkıng the doctors authorıty and the faıth of the COIM-
19910)81 people 299 Further Augustine Can claım that f Juhan WOUu ave

291 C’ontra Tulianum 784
2972 Contra Iulianum VI 835
293 Opus iımperfectum VI SEL 294

Contra Iulianum 31 6672 ° ] Diuntes ef excels1 inTımı
doct1 ef indoct1 INarcs femıminae NOUETUN! quıd CU1YUC aetatı baptısmate emı1t-

295 Contra TIulianum VI 841 ** Sed 1I1N11TUMmM tua dısputata cons1derans
nıhıl talıbus argument1s apud populum catholicae fide1 uerıtate el antıquıtate
fundatum. potuı1sse uel O: sensIıstI1 cf also VI 847

296 Contra TIulianum 31 662 * Vnde et1am maftres quotidie tOLO orbe ter-
1arum 1ON ad Christum tantum 1d est ad unctum sed ad Christum lesum, 1d est
t1am saluatorem CUu paruulıs CUrrunt exX{is such the ONC quoted here make Jlear
that Augustine when speakıng of the faıth of the multitude STITESSES the unıversalı'
of theır faıth NOT much suggested Dy Salamıto the popular character of the
Taıth S ALAMITO 2 14742 2726 23°) See the pertinent cCr1lque of REBILLARD
Dogma Populare, 181 182 On the uUsec of hıturgıcal tes argument the
Pelagıan COI1tI'OVCI'S)’, SG© VINEL argumen liturgique ODDOSE DUar Saınt Augus-
fin Pelagiens OQuestions litur21ques (1987/) 209 241 2A15 2974

297 Contra Tulianum 699 VI 835 836 ‘ Necesse YJUIDDC
fuerat quı1dquıd paruulıs SUu1S5 ageret quod attınetl ad mYysterıa chrıstiana OILCS

Chrıistianos Antequam natus hu1c mundo el antequam C1I1d-
{us DDeo multa catholıca Iumına uestiras futuras tenebras redarguendo praeuenerunt

Opus imperfectum 1L, 104, A 8 E 1’ 4724 *° (3 stultı haereticı NOU1
29®% Contra Iulianum \A69, 44, 865
299 C’ontra TIulianum L31, 44’ 662 ° Sed CCCC, qUO te introdux1, CONUENLUS

Sanciorum 1istorum 1910)8| est multiıtudo popularıs: L1OIMNN solum filn, sed el patres eccle-
S14AC SUunt
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COMNIC to the ESSCIICE of the matter under dıscuss1ıon, ıt would ave
een clear nOotLt only 18 the earne: but also the ordınary Christian
faıthful that ullan 1S DCW heretic.?® ugustine 1S WaY impressed
by Juhan’s boastıng of small numbers and malntainıng that Uugus-
tine’s doctrine only pleases the majority,  301 especlally when thıs maJor-

3021ty 1S athol1ıc and diısapproves the Pelagıan heresy.
Usıng argument ad hominem, Augustine remıinds uhan not

forget that ıt 15 ese folk that he hıimself has found the
Church.*®

passıng ıt should be sa1ld that also ugustine himself,
Contra UaAsSs epistulas pelagianorum, work known Julıan, had
suggested that the Pelagıans, these DCW heretics, GVn after explıcıt
condemnatıon, ST trıed mM by theır writings the ea of the
less caut10us less educated.*““ By interjecting the dın of other qUCS-
ti1ons, they hıd theır unbelief for humang eings who aATC INOTEC sımple

slower less learned in the Sacred Scriptures.?°” They terrıfy the
weak and those less ell traıned in Sacred crıpture than they should
be confrontatıon ıth the Pelagians.”” Iso Contra Iulianum,
ugustine insısts that protection of the aıthful, especlally of the
weaker ONMNCS, 1S needed for ose terriıfied by Juhan’s arguments and
the less ell traıned In Sacred Scripture cshould they be confronted by
Julian.  307 other words, ugustine himself W allls h1s readers be

308careful ıth ese misleaders of sımple people.
passıng and wıthout er developıing thıs, ONC cshould

remind that the fact that only few people really intellıgent and
studıo0us enough requıre owledge ou the uman and dıvıne,
hıle ere 15 great multitude of sSlIow and Jlazy ONCS, for Augustine
1S proof that OUT nature 1S Scel V1it1ate because of am s fal1309

3()1
Opus imperfectum H9  » SEL 85,1, 487
Opus imperfectum 1:3; SEL 166

303
Opus imperfectum II,» S: S51 166
Opus imperfectum H’ 5 SEL T 165
Contra duas epistulas pelagiıanorum I‚ 9 SEL 60, 4724 °“ Nou1 quıppe

heretic1, gratiae De1, qUaC datur pusıllıs el magnıs PCI lesum Christum dom1-
1U} NnOStIrum, ets1 1am cauendı eu1ldentius apertiore inprobatione monstran(tur, 1OMN

tamen quiescunt SCT1pt1S SU1Ss MINUS cCautorum uel MINUS erudıtorum corda temptare. ”
305 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum9 SEL 6 E} 516 “( inmiıttunt

alıarum nebulas quaestionum, quıbus OTUMM apud homiınes siımplıcıores s1ue tardı-
OTCS Ss1IuUEe sanctıs hıtter1is MINUS erudıtos inpletas delıtiscat. ”

Contra Iulianum: 44, 6772
3(0)/ Contra Iuliıanum II73 44, 672
308 When Julhan 15 rndiculızıng the OIl folk, Augustine nOoL always reacts;

SCC, Contra Iulianum V,2-3, 44, 783
See, Opus imperfectum V917 SEL 8902 166 ‘Nempe tanta rarıtas

ingen10sorum el stud10sorum, pPCI qUaC duo ad humanarum dıumarumque TeTrUum
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Neither Manichean HOr Puniıc al
Julıan quıte often accused Augustine of ST1 being Afrıcan

Manichean. He eare: that the atholıc Church m1g be ravıshed Dy
Manıchean obbers from TICA, and he insısted ıth Turbantius that
ONC should pPraYy (G0od In order that He miıght SAaVC hıs Church.?!0
ccordıng 18 ulıan, Augustine’s pos1itions WeIC 191011 In lıne 1ıth the
al rooted antıquıity and handed oWnNn the present time (cf.
SUDra)

Time and agaln, Augustine refutes the accusatıon that hıs al
m1g be Manıchean. He remıinds Juhan that such accusatıons aATfc

ypıcal of heretics: the SAadille procedure had een followed by Jovın-
1lan al the time.  311 It 1S surprıse that the 191  S heretics g1ve Ne  S

Catholics Augustine thınks ere of the term traducianus).
-  at already happened the past.

If thıs faıth, Julıan suggested, 1s dogma populare, it
anıchean, for theır madness, lıke that of the elagıans, 1S

only present few and ıt 0€s not attract many.”” ulıan must be
AaWAAaTe that ıf the doectrine of or1g1nal SIN 1s Manıchean idea,  314 thıs 15
the doctrine that has een confessed and professed Dy the great INCN,
who had learned thıs OC Christ’s Church al the tiıme of theır
fırst formatıon and, NC being bıshop, continued 18 eaC ıt the
Church of hrıst. Julıan should be AaWAAaTeEe that he 1s attackıng IManYy,
great defenders and doctors of the atnNnolıc Church!*? Wıth regar

scl1ientiam peruenitur, eft tanta multıtudo tardorum el des1d10sorum, satıs indıcat
quam partem SUO pondere feratur 1psa natura, qUuU am negatıs SSC ulıtiatam. ”

310 See, Turbantium, frg %, ( E: 8 9 2357
311 De nNuptiLS el CONCuplisCentia 11.38. 'SAL 4 E} 292 Nec CRO 1d dico, quod

ist1 hoc sentlant; uerumtamen PCI louın1anum catholicıs Manıcheos obiıcıentem 19{0)  —
SSC hoc OUUu NnOu1 haereticı recognoscant. ; Contra Iulianum I77 44’ 643; SC

REBILLARD, Augustin el Y CAN autorites, 258
312 Opus imperfectum Iv9 AYIS S31
3413 Opus imperfectum V1,2-3, SEL 652 293-294; SCC Iso 11,2-3, E

551 165-166, ıth regard the small number of the anıcheans. 'Thıs 1S
ell kown the Christian CONtLrovVerSYy lıterature; SCC ÖPELT, Die Polemik In der
christlichen lateinıschen I .ıteratur VO.  - Tertullian his Augustin, 230-231

314 Wıthın the discussıon about the dogma populare, ıt 15 interesting SCC that
Iso Augustine complaınts OUu' the fact that Juhan 15 disgracıng Augustine’s Namne

AIMON£ the “imperi1t1”; ci. Contra Iulianum II’1’ 447 671
315 Contra Iulianum 112 447 648 ‘“ Sed qua confidentia 1d dicere audebıs,

homo quı dicıs anıchaeum SSC SCNSUM, confiter1 Adam trahere nascentes Or g1-
nale peCcCCcCatlum; quod ist1 confess1 profess1 sunt quod In Christi Eccles1ia 18(0)
rudımentorum tempore dıdıcerunt, quod Christi Ecclesiam 13[(6) honorum tempore
docuerunt ( )a9 H’19 44? 671 quotL el quantıs ulr1s, Ecclesiae sanctıs clar-
Isque doctor1bus, Manıchaeorum crıimen impingas Opus imperfectum Iv7
SEL 83,1. *° Pos: commemoOratiıonem quıppe doctorum catholicorum qUOS
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the councıls of the wıcked, Augustine asks Juhan whether the latter
ares 18 call the agreement of Man Catholı1cs, teachers of the
Church, standıng in the ancıent atholıc truth before hım, councıl of
the wicked?>16 The al of somebody lıke Ambrose 1s U, sound,
rooted antıquity, oWnNn and for all these TCasonNs,
ugustine adds, ıt 1S also faıth.>}/ Accusıng ugustine of Man-
iche1ism 1S also accusıng hıs predecessors of Manicheism:  318 1 TaQ-
c1anısm.°!” uhlan should know that all] hıs slander nNotLt only urlis
ugustine but also ugustine’s predecessors and bDy o1ng g1VvESs
proo that he belongs ıth the 11Cc  S heretics.>20 ugustine continues:
“I dıd not spıt ıt Ouft upDON aly Rather, rece1ved the bath of
rebırt from thıs bıshop of aly who preache: and taught thıs al

Manıcheos facıs m1ıhı sub hoc crimıne obıcıendo, quod Ilı in catholica eccles1a
dıdicerunt docuerunt V7  n Nar 3532 1131184 ..  CUr CISO
dıicı1s, quod illum SSC 11O  S dıic1s, CU) hoc ille tanto nte dixerı1t, quod CDO NUNC dico,

hac sententia propter qU am Manıchaeum dic1s, m1ıhı ei ıllı sıt COIN-
munıs? CUurTr in una eademque sententla, quam dıicıt ille, dico CQO, NO  - est Man-
icheus ille, sed eDO 7, ; V7  n ST} 552 134 * Prorsus S1 iıllum 1L1OM dicı1s, HCC

debes dicere; SI autem diıcendum, el iıllum CogerI1s dicere, eft illos
INagnOS eccles1ae claros QUC doctores, quı de peCCAalo or1g1inalı, propter quod
Manıchaeum dıcı1s, dicunt Sıne ulla obscurıtate uel ambıguıtate qUaC d1co, ut In
prımo ef secundo SCX 1brorum [0)  . qUOS Contra quatuor {UOS edidi1, satıs eu1l-
denter ostend.. ”; cf. Iso 1.133; KB 895,1, 151 V‚  n SEL 65.J: 133°
V9  s SEL 8501 1535

316 Opus imperfectum L39. RS 8341
317 Opus imperfectum 1,59, RS *“ Hecce NON est COTUM, sed est

Ambrosıi; qula VCTa estT, qula Samna estT, qula ut dix1 antıquıtus tradıta fundata
est, haec ei 111CcCa est  27 Iso 1,109, KB 85:1 129 Ambrosius utique, NON
ut Manıcheus, qUO nomıne tales qualıs ille f1de1 fuerat CrimıinarIıs, sed ut catholicus
intellexıt Apostolum 1.113; K# 69.1. 133 ° Hoc NO  ; dıxıt haereticus
iImmundus Manıcheus, sed catholicus SAanCTtIus Ambros1ius. ”; ct. Iso L3Z. SEL 831

4 9 IV.;1 1 SEL 8I,2, 130 “Or1ginale peccatum C Ambros1o confıtemur
IV :50. SEL “ Nec Apollinarısta 1ICC Manicheus fult, sed haeret1i-

OTUTMN catholicus expugnator Ambrosıius (  )” Sometimes, Augustine quotes text
TOmM ONC of hıis g1ants and rhetorically sks 1$ thıs Ian Manıchean? ; SCC,
Opus ımperfectum 1123 *RT 851 137

318 Opus imperfectum V1:38., SEL 653:2% 428-429; cT. Iso Contra Iulianum
L1 1! 447 64 7; Opus imperfectum 11,9, ARS 169

319 Opus Iimperfectum I’7 SEL SS
3’HM) Opus Iimperfectum I! 9 SEL 1  > ıth regard Cyprıan and Ambrose,

SCC already Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1V ,24, SEL 6 ’ 548-549;
1V.32, N 60, 569; ct. also C ontra TIulianum 11,4, 44’ 674; 1, I: 447 681
(wıth regard Ambrose):; H3T, 447 JONL; Opus ımperfectum I39 SEL 831
1 1V,109, SEL 83:2, WG

321 Opus ımperfectum 1,59, SEL ° Non CO hanc ın talıam, quod
uUOSs ECIMEIC dıicıtıs, eructaul, sed potius abh i1sto ep1SCOpoO talıae hanc praedıicante el
docente lauacrum regenerat1on1s acceplI1. ”
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f 1 dıscıple of Manı, then Ambrose 15 also ONC; but he 1s Hotes
for he held antı-Manıchean positions.?“ If L, Augustine, ın lıne
ıth Ambrose, why do yOUu ACCUSE of Manıcheism ?>* Wıth hıs
accusatıons, Julhian makes of these INnan great INCN false defenders and
doctors of the Catholic faıth .° ome of them had heard of Man-
icheism !>26 It 15 MONSITOUS and {O suggest that the Manıchean
CITOT had already decei1ved Cyprıan long before the amne of Manı had
CVCN een heard Roman territory.”“ But these INnen WEeTIC, instead,
standıng the oldest tradıtiıon of the Church .28 Augustine hımself
o€es noTt eed the help of Manı Faustus, for hıs posıtion 1Ss nNnoTt only
supporte: by the prophets and the apostles but also bDy hIs predecessors

the Church, VE sound faıth, VE sharp mınd, VE rich
learnıng, and renowned reputation.”“” Augustine STITESSES that he

322 Opus ımperfectum 1,66, SEL 851 **C1 nNnım CRO hınc Su discıpulusManıchel, hoc est ef ılle; 1NON est autem hoc ille 1V,88, SEL 832 01
° VbI ern1ıs SSC CONSCQUCNS, ut S1 CDO propter hanc sententiam Su Manıchaeus, sıt
el Ambrosius; qula ueTO ille 1ON est, neminem facılat ue] Oostendat ista sententia Man-
ichaeum. ”; cf. Iso 1,48, SEIT. ST 39-40; II’ E SEL SO TOS: H? E} SEL
SI 169; H.21 SEL SO 176; IL34, SEL SS 185; 11,164, 285®
B DE 831 318 ° Doctores catholıcı, NON anıchel deceptores )”711,208, SEL 631 319; 1V./3,. A S 832 JA V7 AB 832 113
IV,118, SEL 63,2, 130; V’ AYS 8I,2, : {

323 Contra Tulianum I7 44’ ÖTT* Opus ımperfectum V9 116-1
3724 De nNuptiLs el COonCupisCentia 1E:13 SEL 42, 267 °°S1 CISO iıllum Man-

icheum dicere 19(0)  - audetis, NOS, CU eadem eadem sententıi1a fiıdem catholı1-
Cd] defendamus, CUT dicıtis Manicheos? ”: SCC Iso C ontra duas epistulas pelagi-
HOrTUuMmM IV33: AYOD 60, 569 ° Vnde apparet 1stos doctores catholicos longeanıcheorum sens1ıbus alıenos. Et amen sSserun or1ginale )”, Opusiımperfectum V’ SEL 852 14 “Qu d CIZO crediıt Ambrosius, hoc el COO,
quod autem Manıiıcheus, NC ılle HEL CO Quı1d est quod nıteris SCDATATC ab
Ambrosio el conlungere Manıcheo? CUT 1910)8| ambos Manıchei1s dıgnarıs
abıungere? ”; cf. Iso V? SEL 83;2; 116 See Iso DASSMANN, “Tam Ambro-
1US$ qQUAM Cyprianus” 362

Contra Iulianum K3I6G. 4 E} 666
326 Contra Iulianum 1H:32. 44,719 In De nuptiLs el CONCupLSCent1a H.31

AY B 4 E 308, Augustine exphıcıtly refers here Cyprian: numgquıd el glo-
rMOos1ssiımae COTONAC Cyprlanus dicetur ab alıquo NON solum fulsse, sed vel SS potu-
uıt? 55

1sse Manıcheus, CUu Pr1us iste sıt aSSUS, qU am illa In orbe Romano pest1s adpar-
37 ] Contra Iulianum 11,31, 44, /18
478 De NuptiLS et CONCupiSCentia H51L SEL 42, 308
329 Opus ımperfectum IN4/2, AYOD 832 1415 cf. Iso De nuptiLs el CON-

CupisSCentia IET SEL 42, 307/7-308 (wıth regarı Ambrose and Cyprian);
Opus iımperfectum Iya DEL D 97 N  9 SEL SIN 116 It 15 interesting

SCC that Juhan’s argumentatıon W as VE much in the Sallıc lıne He Iso claımed
that he W ds 1ın lıne ıth Scripture, prophets, evangelısts, apostles and catholıc thınk-
CTIS known for theır “catholıca sanıtas ” hıs dAdSCc John Chrysostom, Basıl, and
eodore of Mopsuestla; SCC Florum,SEL S3 4372
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CONtINUOUS line : >0 before ugustine, there Was Ambrose
who W ds nNnOoTLt Manıchee, before Ambrose ere WeIiIeC Hılary and Gre-
SOIY, who WEIC CcE Manıchees, before them ere WEeIC

yprıan and mMan others, who, agaln, WeTC Manichees.  331 Not
wıthout exaggeratıon he speak of "Mmeus est Cyprlanus, INCUS est
Hılarıus, INCUS est Ambrosıius, IHNCUS est GregorIius, IINCUS est Basılıus,
INECUS est Ilohannes Constantinopolıtanus; INNEeSs elt alıı SOCIH COTUM
eadem sentientes, qUOS CO  CINOTAaIC longum eSL, mel sunt ” .>>2

Usıng several tiımes, lıke Julıan, the metaphor of fıght, Ugus-
tıne states that Ambrose’s atholıc al 111 defeat the anle and
the of hrıst both the Manıcheans and the Pelag1ans,”” and
ıth hiım.* Therefore, both Manı and Juhlıan, confronted ıth SCrIp-
ture ohn and tradıtion (Ambrose), whould be better off sılent.* It
WOU be better for Juhan learn from Ambrose where the evıl of
carnal CONCUPISCENCE 15 comıng, In order not help the Manıchees,

he 1S domg NOW, > whıiıle slanderıng the Catholics.°” The atholıc
bıshops, indeed, aAic able g1ve adequate anNnSWeT the question

32where evıl 1S comıng Irom, answer that Julıan Canno g1Vve.
pAassSapcC, full of 1IronYy, Augustine wonders whether Ambrose,

ıf he WEeIC SÜ1 alıve ose days, m1g COIMNC realıze that he W as

330 For the latter, whom Gregory wıll be Opposed, N Opus imperfectum 1,69,
SEL 51

331 Opus imperfectum AD SEL 134 °° Ante Tat Ambrosıius, quı
11O  - Talt Manıiıcheus, ante 1psum Hılarıus, GregorIius, ante hos Cyprıanus ei ceter]1,
qUOS CO  CINOTAaIC longum esL, quı 110  > Tant Manıiıcheli. ”: cf. Iso 1,9, SEL 85,1,

337 See Opus imperfectum LI2: SEL 85,1, 4 /-48
333 Opus Iimperfectum HL178: SEL 835:1, 480; cf. also 11,181, SEL S5CE

481; ‚  s SEL 490 quon1am catholıca fıde Christi nomıne
uırtute ulncıt Ambrosıius. ”:; 11L.213, SEL 801 504 “ Non SC

Ambrosıum Manıcheum, quı fide1 catholicae Inulct1ssımus el Maniıcheos prostrault el
uUOoS N&  9 NS 552 120; Nr also V79 AYAS 6I:2; 1173 V,41, SEL
80.2. 2473 “tuus destructor”; V ‚43, SEL BIiZ. 246-247; V1,8, SEL 83L

305 “Quo telo ineuıtabıili el insuperabılı uer1tatıs, eft Manıiıcheus obtruncatur, el
tu.”; V3 SEL 8012; 445; ci. already Contra Iulianum H91 44, 675

Opus imperfectum V1.14, SEL 832 3343235
G %6 Opus imperfectum 1Y..23; SEL 831
336 Opus Iimperfectum 1V ,28, SEL 83.2. 2 E 1V ,42, SEL 83:2; 4 E 1V,50,

SEL B3 56; IV,' XRL. 85,2, 6 E 1V,/70, SEL 85,2, 7 E V ,20, SEL
85:2:; 202 VI?) SEL 85,2, 299; V1,8, N 852} 304; V4.14; SEL 8301

44115 See ISO I RAPE, Un celehre de Sant Agostino sull “Tgnoranza la
diıfficolta” (Retract. 1,9,6) “ Opus imperfectum C ontra Iulianum ” Augustinus
Magıister II7 Parıs, 1954, 795-803

337 Opus imperfectum 1V,56, AYOS 832
335 Opus imperfectum V1,14, SEL 852 32()-331
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Manıchee, whıiıle lıstening elagıus and hearıng that the struggle
between esh and spırıt Was not, he had taught, the result of
dam’s transgress10n, somethıing he WOU longer are SaYy ..  sub
uobıis magistris ” .?”” Obeyıng ulıan, he WOUuU ave forbidden the rıtes
of exhortatıon and exsufflation and WOU ave een expelle from
the Catholıic Church, together ıth Julian.*“*0 Evıdently, thıs WOUuU

happen ıf Ambrose WeTC SUu1L alıve, he WOUuU CVCN INOTEC

vehemently and authorıtatıvely than Augustine ..  pro catholıca fıde el
PTO De1 gratia uel aequitate ”.  22341

Siınce Julıian called Augustine Punıc debater, Augustine not
only ll refer yprıan he 1s the real Punic debater, nNOot I
Augustine reacts  342 but also IO the er doctors. Only ON of the
holy ICN from Afrıca, the others from elsewhere: ıf the Man-
icheans WOUuU ave defiled the Church through ese holy bıshops of
God and renowned doctors, 16 Church DaAaVC bırth Julian?*
How Can Julıan ACCUSC ese INCN, who dIC Man Y thıngs CON-
SCHNSUS ıth each 0)  er, of Manicheism ?*+ Stop 116 ACCUSE of Man-
iıche1ism in order nOoTt inJure the venerable martyr Cyprian,*® who,
together ıth hıs colleagues al the tıme, proulsione diuina through
councılıar dec1isıon already condemned the Pelagıans who WOUuU
COTIIC later.  346 Long before the Manıchean pestilence Calllec

TICA, yprıan already confessed the doectrine of or1g1nal SINn  347
eachıng hat he had learned the Afrıcan Church

However, instead of constantly accusıng Augustine of Man-
iıche1sm, he should better Jom Augustine following Ambrose,*** for
he, ıth h1ıs colleagues, 15 standıng, lıke ugustine, the atholıc

339 Opus ımperfectum IV, 114 SL, 83:2. 123-124; sımılar procedure but
NOW adapted Julıan V7  , SEL 832 135

341
Opus imperfectum 1V 120 SEL 85.2; 135
Opus iımperfectum 1V ,114, S 8I,2, 1942175
C’ontra Tulianum 111,32, 44, 719
Contra Iuliıanum HL3Z: 44, 719
Opus Iimperfectum 1.:55; SEL 835 1: “ Numquıd Manıiıcheus fuıt iste

Reticıus
345 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum IV2U. SEL 6 E cTt. also IV 32

SEL 6 E 569
Contra duas eptstulas pelagianorum 1V423, SEL 6 ’ 546; ıth regard

Augustine’s respect for councılıar dec1s10ns, SCC H.-J SIEBEN, Die Konzilsidee der
Ite Kirche, Paderborn, 1979, ©

347 Contra duas epistulas pelagiıanorum 1V,24, 'SEL 6 E} 549 antequam
eIras nOostras uel tenulssımus odor Manıiıcheae pestilentiae tet1g1sset )’

348 Opus imperfectum V ,30, SEL 85.1: 229 ‘“ Desine CISO mı1ıhı magıstrum
Manıcheum, sed pot1us SCQUECTIC Ambrosium
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truth.*“” ugustine Canno understand that elagıus and Caelestius
might ave such great influence Julhan that he dares ese
Judges and defenders of the atholıc al Manıchees. Because of hıs
den1al of the doctrine of orıgınal SIN, he 15 Stronger and mıghtier

3 5()of Christ’'s and than ofpeople lıke Ambrose
In anı y CasSC, ECVCN ıf Juhan might are call ONC of ese ICN Man-
ichees, he certamly ıll nNOL dare 18 o1ve thıs amnlec 18 Christ.'

Just Juhan cshowed hıs talıan “natıonalıstic ” feelıngs,
Augustine 0€Ss nNnOoL fear SsShOow that he 1s prou of hıs TICan back-
ground and hıs TICAN predecessor Cyprıan. When uhan suggested
that the atholıc Church W ds$S ravıshed by the Manıchean pırates from
Africa: ugustine the accusatıon. He first STITESSES that
Catholıcs TeaC agaınst Manıchees, Donatists, and ST heretics
enemıIles of the Christian and Catholıic amnle In Africa.° He describes
the Pelagıan heresy transmarına pestilentia, robbery agaınst
which he puts yprıan, through whom he wan defend the o_
hlıc al agaınst the aın and profane novelty of the elagıan CI1OT354

Indeed, ıt 15 Julian hımself who spoke agaınst the MOST ancıent 0_
hıc faith.* Usıng milıtary vocabulary (lıke Julıan), he claıms that
Juhan COoNnstructs NCW machınes and NCW attacks agaınst
the Wa of the most ancıent truth noLt, yYOoUu SaY, the Punıc

356debater, but yprıan who 111 punısh YOUu for YOUT 1ImMp10Us doctrine.

349 Contra Iulianum 1L3 44, 6/5 CU) hoc dicere uldeas, quod ille
dixıt 270 Opus imperfectum IV1ZZ RT 83.2; 143 “Ego tamen in hac U:  ‚y

qua tıbı de or1ginalı PECCAaLO multum uldeor detestandus, ef anıcheo potius UVac-

quandus, CUu Ambros1o SUu: uelhs nolıs, qUCIN louinıanus Manıcheum dicebat
SCC Iso VL41,; SEL 55222 464 (wıth regard the carnal Concupiscence

result of the fall of the first man)
350 Opus imperfectum 11,56, A R 831 395

&8 Contra Iulianum 1.13: 447 648 (wıth regard Innocent).
352 Turbantium, Irg DE CS 8 E 352

Contra TIulianum H3: 44, 718
354 ( ontra Iulianum HLST, 44’ I8 *Contra uUOS autem, quıa nobıis est1Is PCS-

tilentia transmarına, Chrıisto saluatore ulıncenda, 1deo latrocınamur TICA, qula
uUunum martyrem hınc opponımus Cyprianum, PCI qUCIN probemus antıquam NOS

defendere fıdem catholıcam, Confira uvestri eITOTIS uanamı profanamgque noultatem ? ”
On the uUse of the te) pestilence polemical mot1ive, SCC PELT, Die Polemik In
der christlichen lateiniıschen Literatur, 158

355 C ontra Iulianum ‚  n 44’ /18-719 Contra antiqu1ssımam catholi1-
Cal fiıdem (  )77

356 Contra TIulianum m 719 * Sed quantumlıbet terg1uerserI1s, haeres1is
Pelagıana, qUaC Conftra UTO.: antıquı1ssımae uerıtatıs OU.: construls machiınas, OU:

molirıs insıdlas: Poenus dısputator, quod contumelose {[UUS defensor appellat;
Poenus, Iinquam, dısputator, NOMN C8O, sed Cyprianus Poenus, hoc uulnere OCNHNUS
immolat, el ol  Jar scelerato dogmate sumıt.  LA cT. Iso Opus imperfectum Iv7
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ugustine o0€es nOot beheve that, aASs suggested Dy Julıan, h1is faıth 1Ss 18
be compared SMa Numidıan shıeld (Caetra Numidica). It 1S
genumely complete shıeld of truth! Wıth thıs shield, the Punic  357
Cyprıan, outstandıng oldıer of Christ, Was already armed agamnst
the Pelagıans. When Julian ıronıcally called ugustine the most OoOlta-
ble debater who, Dy the of hıs Puniıc dıalectics, had destroyed
Jjudgment, ugustine 1ll refer to Cyprıan, Punic PCTSON in whom
Julhıian 111 181011 are 118 mock Punic dialectics.?° Julıan should realıze
that, 11e arkıng agamınst the Punıc bıshop and Cyprıan, he 15
attackıng the most solıdly grounded aı of the Church for 1C thıs

cshed hıs blood.?° Quite evidently, Juhan’s hıntıng at the Punıiıc
WAarTrs dıd not CSCaDC ugustine, but he Was NOTL really impressed by ıt.
Because Julhian Was born Apulıa, he m1g thınk that he
the Punıc people, but he ıll SUTDASS them Dy hıs mınd. Julıan
should better flee the punıshments (poena) than the Punıc oenus
people Indeed, he 11l CSCaDC the Punic opponents long d

he trusts In hıs OW virtue, for the Puniıc Cyprıan laımed that
must 0aSs VCT nothıng for nothing 1Ss ours.260

Conclusion

Ihe complaınts and aCCcusatı]ıons formulated Dy Julian WCIC

Serous 181%°NJ Augustine’s doctrine Was oolısh, innovatıon, SUP-
porte by the COTLMON folk, inspıred Dy Manıcheism, m1ssıng anı Yy
ratıonal plausıbıilıty. WAas Afrıcan doctrine, introduced Dy force
in alYy and rummng the Church in the West The promo of thıs
OC  © ugustıne, had 1sused the COTNMMON folk stIir revolt
agamınst the intellectuals such ASs Juhan and hıs cCompanı1ons.

ugustine, hıs reply, Q1Vves priority to Scripture, but immedi-
ately adds that the doctors he appeals faıthful ıt and develop

SEL 9; V E23; A S O32 378 See Iso DASSMANN, ‘Tam Ambrosius
GUAPM Cyprianus ”

35 / Augustine clearly dıstinguıshes between hıs OW Numidıan background and
the Punıc Cyprian: 1O  — quıdem Numuida, sed tamen Poenus ille Cyprlanus

Opus Iimperfectum VLO. SEL IL, 299
358 Opus imperfectum E SEL ÖIT:
359 Opus Iimperfectum 1,.106, SL, SI 1925

Opus ımperfectum V1,18, SEL 852 3523 “ Non nım qula Apulıa
genult, ideo Poenos ulncendos ex1istimes genle, qUOS NON mente Poenas potius
fuge, 1910)8| Poenos: Nan dısputatores Poenos ON fugere, quamdıu delectat
(ua umrtute confidere; elt beatus nım Cyprlanus Poenus fult, quı dixıt, nullo glor1-
andum, quando NnOostrum nıhıl S A
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theır ideas In lıne ıth Scripture. The al of ese Fathers Can be
qualified hıistorically continuous and geographically unanımous.
Augustine clearly motivates hıs cho1ice of the Judges SOTIINC function

guarantees of the hıstorıical continulty (Ireneus, Reticı1us, Olym-
plus), mMan AdIiIcCc amılıar ıth heres1ies (Irenaeus, yprıan, Reticıus,
ympıus, Hılary, Ambrose, Gregory, asıl, the bıshops of Dıiospolıi1s,
Jerome), aATC recognized authorities Dy elagıus and ulan
(Cyprıan, Ambrose, Hılary, Basıl, Jo  SE Chrysostom). What 1N!
them all 1S theır unanımıty ıth regard the essentials of the faıth
oug Augustine 15 prou hıs Afrıcan or1g1n, and g1ves COIMN-

sıderable place fo Cyprıan because of the antıquıty of hıs faıth, for
personal and strateg1c 1C4AaSONS he mostly invokes the Italıan Ambrose,
the compatrıot of ulıan, but spırıtual father of ugustine. Quite
number of the Judges of the COUTT do not really function In Uugus-
tine’s argumentatıon. One m1g thınk ere of Ireneus and ympıus.
But CVCIM the bıshops of Diospolıs, who seit free elagıus, recelive less
and less attention from ugustine. Others recelve introductory
praise that 1S diısproportionate ıth the actual uUsc Augustine makes
of them hıs 1s clearly the CASG for nnocent and Jerome. Wıth regar
{O Jerome, ONC Can even thınk of kınd of dıstance from the sıde of
Augustine. By inserting ası and Chrysostom in hıs ist of Judges,
Augustine clearly an that they Stay al hıs sıde and that
Juhan uncorrectly appeale them defense of hıs OW Casec Wıth
regar that Kastern tradıtion, it should be repeated that Augustine
maınly 1S dependent translatıons

oug ugustine 1S of the opınıon that Juhlıan, ıth hıs desıre
for COUTT, consisting of few, learned people, 15 00 for the

jJudges, he hımself makes efforts order sShow that hıs
OW COUTT of Judges, ese few doctors, meetl the standards requested
by Juhan oıng S he pays much attention the antıquıity
of the al iıts hıstorıical continulty, and ıts geographical unıversalıty:
thıs sound al 1S spread all Ver the WOT and held by the ole
Church Furthermore, ugustine endlessly repeats that h1s erudıti
earne: INECN taught hat they had earne they WCCIC chıildren of the
Church who became Fathers and contrıbuted the growth of the
Church Augustine emphasızes the great CONSCNSUS between these
Fathers, because they WEIC inspıred by and agreement ıth Scr1p-
ture and the atholıc al Therefore, they Can share Juhian posıtiıon
ıth regar the goodness of creation, marrıage, Justice, and
ST1 hold the doctrine of or1ginal SIN For all these TCasOonNs, eır doc-
trıne CannoTt be evaluated stup1d, ImMp10US. The accusatıon that it
W as introduced through force 1S meanıngless.
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Augustine STITESSES that Juhan does, wiılliıngly unwiıllıngly,
noTt know hI1s dossıier and that hıs condemnatıon 1S, from all angles,
Justifıed.

Juhan’s deprec1atiıon of the multitude 1s sed by Augustine
agalınst Juhan’s pretens10ns: it 15 proo of the strengt. of the doc-
trıne, and the weakness of Juhan’s pretentions about hıs OW intel-
ectual capacıtles. ugustine takes GCatt SITESS the lınk between the
multitude and er bıshops. Morover, the multitude rejects the Pela-
g1ans because theır doectrine 15 131011 able g1ve the MNg ansWeTS

Fınally, ıf SOTIIIC of the COTITNIMMNON folk weak and unfamıhar ıth
Scripture, ıt 15 precisely for that 1CasOonNn that ONMNC should Wa agaınst
the dece1ver Juhan! However, ıt should be saıd that ugustine’s 16 W
of the multitude 1S not unıvocal.

At length, Augustine aAanlSWEIS the accusatıon of ST eing
Afrıcan Manıchean. If thıs W as S OMNC COU not explaın the SUCCESS
of the Catholıc faıth ıth the multitude. If thıs W d>s the CasSC, ONMNC
should already qualify doctors, 1ving long before Manıchei1sm ntered
MCA. Manıchean. One m1g th ere especlally of yprıan,
who died A4Ss for hıs orthodox faıth Augustine repeats ICQU-
arly that he has found thıs faıth alYy and that he 1s dependent upON
doctors from all VT the WOT. Hıs WCaDONS aAaTiIc crıpture and tradı-
tion. On the CONLraTrY, Juhlıan, Dy hıs crıt1ique of the doctrine of or1g1nal
SIN, 15 the real helper of the Manıcheans.

Augustine also turns Juhan’s complaints about the Afrıcan PCS-
ılence agamst the elaglans: theır heresy 15 transmarıne pestilence,
but the Afrıcans AT ell armed agalnst ese pretenti0us talıan
invaders and attackers of the ancıent al

SU) ugustine ses all kınds of arguments In order make
clear that he and not Juhan 1S the SOI, promoter and protectLor of the
ancıent, strongly-rooted, Chrıstıan, atholıc, orthodox truth
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