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over an unusually wide range. The submission concentrates on published work in the early Church
and the Reformation (and hence omits, for example, Scottish material, including the well-received
Dictionary of Scottish Church History and Theology, the first in its field, of which I was chief editor).

Within these two periods, the submission focusses on a small number of dominant interests, with
significant lines of inter-connection between them.

A. Chief among them is Augustine of Hippo, especially the manuscript tradition of his Homilies
(Tractatus) on John's Gospel - the medieval West's standard commentary on this Gospel (see in the
List of Publications submitted nos. 1, 4, 9, with 7, and 8). I have been asked to prepare a new edition
for Corpus Christianorum (cf. Clavis Patrum Latinorum. 31995, no. 278), and my identification of
breaks in the series is accepted in all studies (e.g. the 6-volume edition by M.F. Berrouard in
Bibliotheque Augustinienne). From this has come an interest in wider reaches of Augustine's
biblical exegesis (no. 37).

B. The early history of Christian baptism, especially of infants, has a major source in Augustine (no.
18; forthcoming is 'Augustine and the Transformation of Baptism'). I have argued, against the
stream but with increasing acceptance, that the widespread 'delay' of (infant) baptism in the 4th.C. is
a misnomer (nos. 17, 19; forthcoming, 'At What Ages were People Baptised in the Early
Centuries?'), and have published the first scientific exegesis of the baptism clause in the Nicene Creed
(no. 25).

Baptism spans the early and Reformation eras (nos. 33, 36), not least in the 16th.C.'s appeal to the
Fathers (no. 31) - and I may mention my article on 'Baptism' in the Dictionary mentioned above.

C. Within the Reformation, I have been a leading contributor to the Bucer-renaissance in the
English-speaking world (nos. 6 - still the only representative volume of his writings available in
English, 28, 29, 33). Since Calvin was the greatest 'Buceran', Calvin studies followed. I serve on the
Praesidium of the International Congress on Calvin Research and as one of the editors of the recently
inaugurated editio recognita of his corpus. I have extended the dimensions of his distinctive
'accommodation' motif (nos. 16, 30, 35; forthcoming, 'Calvin's Accommodating God'). Related
studies focus especially on biblical exegesis (nos. 11, 13, 21, 22, 27, 34; forthcoming, a major article
on Bucer in a volume on leading biblical interpreters).

D. My work has kept close to manuscript text and language. Hence the edition of the unique
Servetus MS in Edinburgh (no. 23), detailed analyses of the Gospel of Peter (nos. 14, 15, 20), the
demonstration that Constantine was the first to call Mary precisely 'mother of God' (nos. 22, 32), and
much-cited investigations of early responses to homosexuality (nos. 12, 24, 26).

E. In each of these areas, connected as they are variously by baptism, history of exegesis and the
Reformation's appeal to the Fathers (on which I have been invited to four small colloquia in Europe),
I submit publications that have been recognised internationally as original and important
contributions to scholarship.
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TRACTATUS
20-22
OF
ST.

AUGUSTINE'S

IN

IOII
ANN
EM

On
the

occasion
of

his

preaching
of

Tractatus
23
in

the

course
of

his

exposition
of

the

whole
of

John's
Gospel,
Augustine

completed
the

treatment
of

the

day's
lection
(John
v.

31-40)
with

unusual
speed,
and

then

returned
to

deal
with
John
v.

19,
a

verse
whose
difficulty
had

earlier
led
him
to

defer
its

exposition:

'Facilis
est

ergo,

fratres,
hodierna
lectio;

sed

propter
hesternum

debitum
(scio

enim
quid

distulerim,
non

abstulerim,
ct

Dominus

dignatus
est

donare
etiam
hodie
loqui

ad

vos),

recordamini
quid
repos-

cere

debeatis.
.

.

It

soon

becomes
clear
that
the

question
which
the

bishop
had

put
off
the
day

before
is

.

quomodo
Verbum
Dei

unicus

Patri,

coaeternus
et

aequalis
Patri,

non
faciat

nisi
quod
viderit
Patrem

facientem,
cum
tamen
Pater
ipse

non

faciat
aliquid
nisi
per

Filium

videntem'.1
Shortly

afterwards
Augustine

reminds
his

congregation

again
not
only
that
the

verse
in

question
was
read
in

church
the

previous

day
but
that
this
is

the

third
day
that
they
are

tackling
it.

'.
.

.

intendite
et

recolite
mecum,
non

hodiernam,
de

qua

sufficienter

locuti
sumus,
sed

hesternam
lectionem,

quam
ecce
iam

triduo
versamus

atquc

tractamus.'2
Which

are

these
two

previous
sermons?
Scholars
from
the

Maurists

(1680)
onwards3
have

all

agreed
that

Tractatus
19-23
were

delivered
on

five

successive
days
in

early

summer.
But

on

closer

examination,
there

seems
good

evidence
for

thinking
that

Tractatus
23

was

preceded
not

by
22

but
by
19,
and
that
20-22
were
not
in

fact

preached
in

this

course

of

sermons
at

all.
It
is

evident
that
Tr.

20-22
were

preached
on

three

successive
days.
In

Tr.
20

Augustine
handles
the

exposition
of

John
v.

19,
a

verse
which
clearly
caused
him

some

embarrassment

before
he
felt
that
he

had
at

last

satisfactorily
grasped
and

explained
its

1

Tr.
23.
5

(Corpus

Christianorum,
Series
Latina,
XXXVI,

pp.

234-5).

2

Ch.
6

(p.

235).

3

P.L.
35.

1375-6.
Cf.

Tillemont,
Memoires.

.

.,

2nd
ed.

(Paris,
1710),
xiii,

p.

709;
H.

Pope,
The

Ecclesiastical
Review,

xlix

(Philadelphia,
1913),
p.

166;

R.
J.

Deferrari,
Classical
Philology,

xii

(1917),
p.

192;
J.

Iluyben,
Miscellanea

Augustiniana
(Nijmegen,

1930),
p.

264

(Huyben
claims
that

Tractatus
17-23

cover
seven
days
in

succession,
but

most
writers
allow
for

an

interval
between

Tr.
18

and
19);
A.

Kunzelmann,
'Augustins
Predigttatigkeit',
in

Aurelius

Augustinus,
ed.

Grabmann-Mausbach
(Cologne,

1930),
p.

156,
n.

4;
S.

Zarb,

Angelicum,
x

(1933),
pp.

70-71;
and
R.

Willems,
the

editor
of

the

work
in

the

Corpus

Christianorum,
who

adopts
Zarb's

chronological
scheme.
Others

such
as

M,

Comeau
(Saint
Augustin
Exegete
du

Quatrieme
Evangile,
Paris,

2nd
ed.,

1930),

P.

Monceaux
(Histoire
Litteraire
de

I'Afrique
Chretienne,
Paris,

1923,
vol.
vii),

and
M.
Le

Landais
(Etudes

Augustiniennes,
Paris,

1953),
are

silent
on
the

point.

621.2
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meaning.
At
the
end
of

this

sermon,'
he

promises
that

tomorrow
he

will
deal

with
the

following
passage
in

the

gospel.
The

beginning
of

Tr.
21

refers
to

the

subject-matter
of

the

previous
day's

sermon,2
and

leads
into
the

exposition
of

John
v.

20-23.
Tr.
22

opens
with
a

reminder

that
the

day's
lection
follows
the

sermons
of

yesterday
and
the
day

before,3
and

proceeds
to

deal
with
John
v.

24-30.
But

nowhere
in

Tr.
22

does
John
v.

19

appear
at

all;

certainly
it

was
not
part
of

the

day's
lection,

nor
does

Augustine
anywhere
defer
the

exposition
of

this

or

any
verse
in

such
a

way
that
on
the

morrow
he

could
talk

about
his

'hesternum
debitum'
to

unfold
this

mystery.
In

fact
Tr.
22

contains

no

forward
reference
at

all,
nor
does
Tr.
20

recall
any

previous
sermons4—

least
of
all
is
it

presented
as

the

fulfilment
of

the

promise
made
at

the

end
of

Tr.
19
to

deal
with
the

disputed
verse
on
the
next

day.5

Augustine

takes
up
this

promise
in

the

words
quoted
above
from
Tr.
23.
4,

and
the

sequence
of

sermons
then

exhibits
a

much
more
orderly

arrangement.

We
may
set
out
the

Tractatus
and
the

verses
of

John
v

they
cover
as

follows:Tr.
17:
vv.

1-18.

Tr.
18:
v.

19.

(This
sermon
was

delivered
the
day

following
Tr.
17

(see
ch.
1,

p.

179),
but
little
of
it

deals
with
the

verse
in

question

(cf.
ch.
9,
p.

185

'Redimus
ad
id

quod

explicate
non

possumus
...')

1

'Cetera
quae

consequuntur,
quae

pertinent
ad

sermonem
ipsius
Domini

nostri
Iesu

Christi
in

evangelio,
quoniam
et

crastino
die

sermo
debetur

vobis,

adestote
ut

audiatis.'
Tr.

20.
13,
p.

211.

2

'Hesterno
die

.

.

.

qua

potuimus
facultate

tractavimus
.

.

.

quomodo
in-

separabilia
sunt
opera
Patris
et

Filii
.

.

.

Sequentia
verba
hodie

videamus.'

Tr.
21.
1,

p.

211.
Cf.

also
ch.
2,
p.

212.

3

'Nudiustertiani
et

hesterni
diei

sermones
redditos
vobis

sequitur
hodierna

evangelica
lectio,

quam
ex

ordine

pertractemus.'
Tr.

22.
1,

p.

223.
Cf.

ch.
11,

p.

229.
It
is

pertinent
to

ask

why,
if

Tr.
19

was

preached
on

the
day

before

Tr.
20,

Augustine
here

recalls
only
the
two

previous
sermons,
and
not
the

one

immediately
preceding
the
first
of

these
two
as

well.
(It
is

undeniable
that
if

Tr.

19-23
are
in

the

order
in

which
they

were

preached,
then
they

were
given

on

five

successive
days.)
It

may
also
be

relevant
to

point
out
that
we

have

'pertractemus'
and
not

'pertractamus';
the

latter
could
be

taken
as

evidence
for

this

sermon's
being

part
of
a

course
on
the

gospel.

*

The
words
in

ch.
2,

p.

202

('Unde
autem
natus
sit

sermo
iste,

commemo-

randi
estis

propter
superiora

lectionis,
ubi

.

.

.')

are
not

necessarily
to
be

under¬

stood
in

this
way;
in

fact,
by

the

absence
of

reference
to

the

sermons
of

the

previous
few
days

dealing
with
John
v.

1-19,
the

pericope
of

which
he

now
has

to

remind
them,
one

might
well
argue
that

Augustine's
words
here

are

further

evidence
for

separating
Tr.
20

and
the

following
two
from
the

series.

5

'Audit
Filius,
et

demonstrat
ei

Pater,
et

videt
Filius
Patrem
facientem.
Et

ista

distuleramus
paulo

enucleatius
pro

viribus

pertractare,
si

tempus
nobis

peracta
lectione

et

vires

remansissent
.

.

.

Proinde
huius

promissionis
quam

ad

hodiernum
tempus,
si

superesset,
distuleram,

tenete
me

adiuvante
Domino

in

crastinum
debitorem.'
Tr.

19.
20,
p.

202.
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AND

STUDIES

3x9

and
at

the

conclusion
Augustine

says:

'Sufficientcr
me

locutum

arbitror,
et

lectionem
tamen

evangelicam
non
finivi

.

.

.

sufficiant

ergo
ista

Caritati
vestrae.

Debitores
sumus,
non

nunc,
sed

semper.
.

.

.'

Ch.
12,
p.

187.)

Tr.
19:
vv.

19-30.
(The

reference
to

Tr.
18
as

'sermone
pristino'

(ch.
1,

p.

188)

probably
indicates
that
Tr.
19

did
not

follow
the
day

after
Tr.

18.

Augustine
aimed
to

return
to
v.

19

after

expound¬

ing
the
rest
of

the

day's
passage
(see

above,
p.

318,
n.

5,

and
cf.

ch.
1

and
3,

pp.

188-9),
but

no

t3me

remained
to

fulfil
this

inten¬

tion.)
Tr.
20:
v.

19.
It
is

not
to
be

denied
that
Tr.
20

follows
on

well
after

Tr.
19,

dealing
as
it

does
with
the

verse
that

Augustine
had
failed

to

come
to

terms
with
in

Tr.
18

and
19.'
But
for

reasons
outlined

above
and

further
below
it

is

impossible
to

regard
the

present

order
as

reflecting
Augustine's

actual

preaching.

Tr.
21:
vv.

20-23.

Tr.
22:
vv.

24-30.

Tr.
23:
vv.

31-40
(briefly),
v.

19,

and

finally
a

quick
run

through

vv.

20-30.
Tr.
24:
ch.
vi.

1-14.

If

the

present
order
is
a

true

transcript
of

the

sequence
of

Augustine's

preaching,
it

is

certainly
odd
that
he

should
return
to
d.

19

and
feel

himself
bound
to

do
so,

when
Tr.

21-22
give
the

impression,
by

pro¬

ceeding
with
the

following
verses
and

containing
no

hint
that
v.

19

had
not
been

adequately
expounded,
that
v.

19

had
been

finished
with

in

Tr.
20.

What,
moreover,
are
we
to

make
of

'ecce
iam

triduo
versamus

atque

tractamus',
for
if

the

present
order
is

correct
Tr.
23

was
at

least

the

fourth
day
that
v.

19

had
been
before

Augustine
and
his

people?

One
would
be

forced
to

marvel
more
than
the

other

Tractatus
compel
us

to
at

the

capacity
of

the

congregation
of

Hippo
that

would
take
five

sermons
of

such
depth

and

complexity
as

Tr.

19-23
on

five
days
in

succession!2The

writer
must
leave
it

to

others
more
versed
in

Augustine
to

1

It

must
also
be

said
that
two
of

the

back

references
from
Tr.
23
to

previous

expositions
could
well
refer
to

parts
of

Tr.

20-22,
but
they
could
just
as

easily

recall
Tr.

19.

Thus
'iam
et

antea

tractavimus'
(Tr.

23.
12,
p.

24.x)
may

equally

well
have
in

mind
Tr.

19.
4-5
as

Tr.
21.
5-6
(as

Willems
recognizes,
p.

241,
n.
i).

and
'iam
hoc
et

hesterno
die

satiatissime
audistis'
(Tr.

23.
15,
p.

243)
could

indicate
Tr.
19.

17-18
as

fittingly
as

Tr.
22.
13.

The
same
could
be

said
of
the

back

reference
in

Tr.
36.
12,
p.

331.

1

There
is

no

parallel
to

such
a

feat
in

the

Tractatus;
Tr.

34-37
were

delivered

on

four
days
in

succession
(see
Zarb,

op.
cit.,
pp.

72-73)
but

are

neither
as

long

nor
as

complex
as

those
under

consideration.
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attempt to place Tr. 20-22 in their original setting in the bishop's life
and activity,1 but it will be useful here to consider further evidence
from later writers who use the Tractatus and from the manuscripts that
bear upon this problem.
First, Possidius' Indiculum lists2 the following sermons among those

he found in Augustine's library shortly after his death:
VIII. Tractatus diversi adversus supra scriptos, i.e. Arrianos. . . .

11. Ex evangelio Iohannis: Non potest Filius a se facere quidquam
nisi quod viderit Patrem facientem (John v. 19).

12. Ex eodem Iohanne: Pater enim diligit Filium et omnia demon-
strat ei (John v. 20)

X6 Tractatus diversi.

159. Ex evangelio: Non potest Filius a se . . . facientem.
Wilmart3 identifies both VIII. 11 and X6. 159 with Sermo 126, which
certainly fits the bill for one of them (more appropriately, it seems, for
VIII. 11, because of the sermon's explicit anti-Arianism), but cannot
do service for both. Is it more than a tempting speculation to see in
Tr. 20 and 21 sermons corresponding to X6. 159 and VIII. 12? In the
nature of the case, proof is impossible and it is very unlikely that if
Tr. 20-22 were at one time separate from the body of the Tractatus,
they were separate from one another.
There is, however, some evidence that the volume of the Tractatus

may originally have lacked Tr. 20-22, though it must be said at the out¬
set that Fulgentius of Ruspae, in a letter probably written from Ruspae
in the third decade of the sixth century, quotes from Tr. 22 with the
introduction: 'Idem beatus Augustinus in expositione Evangelii secun¬
dum Joannem, cum de ipso Domini sermone tractaret.'4 These words
clearly suggest that Fulgentius knew Tr. 22 in its present setting, but
all the subsequent early users of the Tractatus for whom there is the
relevant evidence5 possessed copies of the work that lacked Tr. 20-22.

1 There is no dispute that Tr. 27 was preached on 10 August (St. Laurence's
Day) and Tr. 13 marks the resumption of the series after the break for Easter
in which the ten Tractatus in Epistolam Iohannis were delivered (cf. Zarh, op. cit.,
pp. 57-72, for the general outlines—his detailed datings are not to be trusted).
The Tractatus in question were therefore preached in the summer. The Maurists
were therefore right to remark (P.L. 35. 1579 n. (a)) on the implication of Tr. 22.
10 (pp. 228-9, 'Lucernam quisque accendit; exempli gratia, lucerna ilia quantum
pertinet ad flammulam quae ibi lucet, ignis ille . . .', &c.) that the sermon was

preached by the light of a lamp. (Cf. also Tillemont, op. cit., pp. 710-11.)
2 Ed. A. Wilmart, Miscellanea Agostiniana, ii (Rome, 1931), pp. 174, 204.
3 P. 225. 4 P.L. 65. 407-8.
5 Cassian, Leo, Eugippius, Cassiodorus, Gregory the Great, Isidore, John

the Deacon, Agimond, Alan of Farfa, and Paul Deacon all utilized the Tractatus
to some extent, but for none of them is evidence available either for their
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Bede's still imprinted Augustinian florilegium on St. Paul cites Tr. 3
and 7 by their correct numbers, but also from fifteen others between Tr.
36 and 108 by numbers three less than they now bear.1 Against this
must be set the probability that Bede's Homel. i. 23, lines 278 IT.,2 is
dependent on Tr. 20. 3-8, though it is conceivable that reliance on
earlier Tractatus is a sufficient explanation. Alcuin drew upon very many
of the Tractatus for his own exposition of John's gospel without re¬
ferring to his quarry, and the absence of Tr. 20-22 is significant.3
The omission of these three in Alcuin's manuscript is confirmed by
his use of the Tractatus in his dogmatic works, in which he never borrows
from Tr. 20-22 and while numbering Tr. 7 and 14 correctly refers to
Tr. 25, 27, 29, 36, 39, 41, 49, and 51 by numbers three less than the
editions give them.4 Finally Florus of Lyons (as the editor of the
Tractatus in the Corpus Christianorutn pointed out) in his also yet un-
printed Augustinian florilegium on Paul evidently employed a manu¬
script of the Tractatus which lacked Tr. 20-22 and numbered 23 ff.
as 20 ff.5
On the other side, an epistle of Pope Hadrian I to Charlemagne in

791 quotes from Tr. 39 as liber XXXVIII super lohannem evangelistam.6
But in 794 and 836 conciliar reports contain references to Tr. 28 and
50 as 26 and 48.'
When we turn to the manuscripts themselves, we find considerable

evidence of disorder of different kinds in this region of the Tractatus
knowledge of Tr. 20-22 or for the Tractatus they did use being numbered in
such a way as to make the omission of these three very unlikely. Prosper of
Aquitaine's Sententiae ex operibus S. Augustini cites, without numbers, Tractatus
3, 5-6, 8-11, 13, 18-19, 26, 28, 32-33, 35, 37-4°, 50, 53, 65-68, 73, 75, 87,
95, 99, 102, 104-6, 115, and 123 (P.L. 51. 477-91), but the absence of Tr. 20-
22 proves nothing.

1 Cf. Ir. Fransen, Revue Benedictine, lxxi (1961), p. 66; the only exception is
Tr. 46 which is numbered both xlvii and xliiii by Bede (p. 53)—presumably a
slip; it is not difficult to visualize how both have developed from xliii.

2 Corp. Christ. CXXII, p. 169.
3 Tractatus 12-15, 18-19, 23> 25"33, 35"36, 38-56, &c.—see the footnotes in

P.L. 100. 783-1003.
4 Adv. Haeresin Felicis 10, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34, 38, 60 (P.L. 101. 91 (t.);

these are the only occasions on which Alcuin numbers the Tractatus he is
dependent upon.

5 Corp. Christ. XXXVI, p. vii, n. 4. See C. Charlier, RevueBened. lvii (1947),
pp. 174-5. Although several of the manuscripts of Augustine that Florus used
have been identified, this is not the case as yet with the Tractatus in lohannem
(cf. Charlier, Melanges E. Podechard, Lyons, 1945, pp. 71-84).

6 MGH Epp. V, Epp. Karolini Aevi, iii (1898-9), p. 12.
7 MGH Legum Sectio III, Concilia II, Concilia Aevi Karolini (1904-8),

p. 145 (Council of Frankfurt, Epist. of French Bishops) and p. 760 (Council of
Aachen, letter to King Pippin). None of the other citations from the Tractatus
in the Councils of this period is relevant to our inquiry.
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and this among some of the oldest exemplars of the work.' Willems in
fact notes2 that some manuscripts omit Tractatus 20-22 and links this
omission with manuscripts that exhibit a threefold division of the work,
1-24 (actually only 21, if 20-22 are absent), 25-54, and 55-124. There
is, however, far more evidence at hand than Willems gives for this
omission, which is neither restricted to nor always a feature of codices
supporting such a triple division of the Tractatus:
Berlin, Deutsche Staatsbibl. 25 (Phillipps 1662); late eighth or early
ninth century; from the Mainz-Fulda-Hersfeld region of central
Germany; omits Tr. 20-22 and numbers 23 ff. as 20 ff.

Basle, Univ. B. III. 3; ninth century; omission as Phillipps 1662—
'Der Verlust diirfte schon in der Vorlage gestanden habcn'.3 Thus
the manuscript's 1-21 arc nos. 1—19, 23, and 24 of the editions.

Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Misc. 139; ninth century; from Wiirzburg; this
exemplar has peculiarities all its own. The original manuscript con¬
tained only Tr. 14-16, 19, 23-32, 36-45, and 48-54, all numbered
consecutively, so that with ten Tractatus missing, no. 54 ends up as
no. 44. This original manuscript is mostly in a script very close to that
of the Benedictbeuern school of the first half of the 9th century.
Several shorter or longer lacunae in the original's text, plus the
missing ten Tractatus have been supplied by various hands almost
contemporary with the basic manuscript, and representative of the
Wurzburg scriptorium in the fourth to sixth decades of the century.
But though Tr. 17-18 and 20-22 are numbered correctly in the secon¬
dary sections of the codex, Tr. 33-35 and 46-47 are supplied with
numbers three behind those of the editions—though, of course, one
1 In this journal in 1935 (xxxvi, p. 113) Miss R. J. Dean wrote that only

four complete copies of the work earlier than the 10th century have survived,
one of the 8th century (Paris B.N. lat. 1959) and three of the 9th (Karlsruhe
Aug. XLVII, Rome Vallicell. A. 14, and Cologne Dombibl. 69). If the catalogues
are to be believed, we must add to this the following 9th-century codices:
Chartres 6 (17); Chapter.
Vercelli, Archiv. Capitol. XLVI (58)—Willems dates this the end of the

century. One ought also to include copies of the whole work in more than one

volume, such as the three-volume exemplar of the 9th century from St. Kilianus,
Wurzburg (Wurzburg, Univ.M.p. th. 674(1-13), Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Misc. 139
(14-54—but see below) and 124 (55-124)). However, one of Miss Dean's four,
viz. Cologne Dombibl. 69, does not contain the whole work. The catalogue of
i752 (J- Hartzheim, Cologne, p. 35) seems clearly to indicate Tr. 55-124
(numbered 1-70) as its content, and this has been confirmed by microfilm. The
catalogue of P. Jaflfe and W. Wattenbach (Berlin, 1874, p. 23) merely reports
'Aurelii Augustini Tractatus in evangelio secundum Johannem', from which it
has been wrongly deduced that all 124 are present. 2 Op. cit., p. vii.

3 G. Meyer and M. Burckhardt, Die mittelalterlichen HSS der Universitats-
bibl. Basel, Abt. B (Theologie), i (Basel, i960), p. 207.
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cannot deny the possibility of influence from the original manuscript's
numbering.1

Berne, Stadtbibl. 103; ninth to tenth century; omission and numbering
as Phillips 1662, so that the last Tr. in the manuscript is no. 52 of
the editions (up to ch. 8, line 15, Corp. Christ., p. 449), not 49
(as Willems).2

Tours, Bibl. municip. 289 (Marmoutiers 101); ninth century; Tr. 16 is
numbered correctly at its beginning, but there follows a lacuna in the
manuscript, representing a loss of probably 17 ff., from Tr. 16.
3-19. 16. At its conclusion Tr. 19 is numbered 20, and Tr. 23 ff.
come next, numbered 20 ff.
1 B. Bischoff and J. Hofmann, Libri Sancti Kyliani: Die Wurzburger Schreib-

schule und die Dombibliolhek im VIII. und IX. Jahrhundert (Wurzburg, 1952),
pp. 41, 122; Bischoff, Die siidostdeutschen Schreibschulen und Bibliotlieken in der
Karolingerzeit, vol. i (Leipzig, 1940), p. 38. Bischoff's question (p. 38, n. 1) 'ob
vielleicht ein unvollstandig gewordener Benediktbeurer Codex noch im IX.
Jahrhundert in Wurzburg erganzt wurde oder ob Zusammenarbeit von Schrei-
bern zweier Schulen vorliegt' must be answered in the former alternative—
this is evident not only from the numbering but also from the necessity the
secondary scribes found themselves in to remove the folios containing the end
of one Tractatus and the beginning of the next when they wished to insert
'omitted' Tractatus between the two (e.g. a secondary hand has copied on
fob 50r+v from the original the end of Tr. 19 along with its number in the
original (17) even though it is out of step with the (correct) numbers given by the
same secondary hand to the Tractatus (20-22) it here supplies. On fol. 70" this
hand contributes only half a page of the beginning of Tr. 23 before the original
resumes with fob 71b However, the intrusion of Tr. 17-18 has been worked
differently: nothing of the original has been removed, fob 21" runs straight on
to fob 39' which contains the end of 16 and the beginning of 19 ('17'); in between
has been added besides 17-18 a half-folio (22) with the end of 16 on the recto
and the verso blank.) We must presume that the Benedictbeuern scribe copied
all the Tractatus in the exemplar before him, and in this sense his copy was not
'unvollstandig'.

2 Op. cit., p. viii. Willems has marked the MS. with an asterisk, indicating
that he collated it for the edition, but it has already been pointed out (M. P. J. van
den Hout, Augustiniana, v (1955), p. 299) that the codex appears neither in the
'Notae Codicum' nor in the apparatus criticus. Willems's use of another MS.,
Monte Cassino 523 (2 ff. of a 7th-8th-century MS.), is also faulty. From the
plates in Lowe (Codices Latini Antiquiores, iii. 380) and M. Inguanez (Miscell.
Cassittense, xi (1932), pp. 11-13 and pis. ii-iii) it is clear that the first folio contains
more than the first 8 lines of Tr. 112.1 as Willems suggests—'Post haec desinit
M' (p. 633, appar. crit.). In fact, this is the point at which fob lr (= Lowe's
p. 201) ends, but the text continues on fob lv (p. 202). Lowe's plate of the upper
part of this yields a sentence which does not appear in the editions at all: after
'. . . discipulis suis' (p. 633, line 10) the MS reads 'Hortor caritatem vestram,
fratres, ut in his quae aperta sunt sermonem nostrum non requiratis' (the plate
ceases here). This sentence is almost identical with one in Tr. 44. 1 (p. 381)—
has it been imported from there ? Fob liv (p. 204) contains Tr. 113.6 (Inguanez,
pi. iii)—but what of fob nr (p. 203)? Neither Lowe nor Inguanez provides a
facsimile of this, nor has Willems collated it.
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Vatican, Palat. lat. 207; ninth to tenth century; from Heidelberg; con¬tains Tr. 24-54 numbered 21-51.1
Munich, Staatsbibl. 14653; second half of eighth century; written at
Regensburg; contains Tr. 30-55 numbered 27-52/

Paris, B.N. nouv. acq. lat. 2247; eleventh to twelfth century; Cluny;omission and numbering as Phillipps 1662.3
Berlin, Deutsche Staatsbibl. Hamilton 55, from Citeaux in central
France ('liber sanctae Mariae Cistercii'); twelfth century; omission
as Phillipps 1662, except that Tr. 20-22 have been inserted later in
the middle of the original's ch. 2 of Tr. 23 (numbered 20)/

All these manuscripts, which, it will be noted, issue mostly from theGermanic regions of central Europe, offer either direct or strong indirectevidence for the omission of Tr. 20-22 in the exemplars they werecopied from.
A large number of further codices contain other irregularities, amongwhich we may notice first the presence of Sermo 125 of Augustine(P.L. 38. 688-98) in which the bishop deals with the incident of John

v. 1—18, in at least thirteen exemplars of the Tractatus in lohannem. As
far as is known, this sermon has not been preserved in any manuscriptother than these of the Tractatus5—and it is fairly certain that a re¬
examination of manuscripts of the Tractatus would reveal several more
that contain S. 125. In listing these thirteen codices, we will at the same
time note other known irregularities.
Rome, Vallicell. A. 14; ninth century; S. 125 occurs after Tr. 17and before Tr. 206 which is numbered 18, i.e. Tr. 18-19 are missing—S. 125 is introduced without number simply by 'De eadem lectione',

as if it were the second part of Tr. 17 ('Explicit XVII' comes at the
end of S. 125, not at the end of Tr. 17).

Verona, Bibl. Capit. XXXVI (34); ninth century; S. 125 followsTr. 17 as ' Tr. 18', then Tr. 18 (numbered 19), 20 ('. . . de eadem lec-
1 Cf. Reifferscheid, Sitzungsber. der Kaiserl. Akad. der Wissensch., Phil-liist.Classe, Ivi (Vienna, 1867), pp. 456-7.1 Cf. Lowe, ix. 1307—the plate shows the beginning of Tr. 35 numbered'xxxii'.
3 L. Delisle, Inventaire des Manuscrits de la B.N., Fonds de Cluni (Paris,1884), pp. 49-50.
4 For details of this 1VIS. I am indebted to Dr. PI. Boese of Berlin, who is inthe process of cataloguing the remaining Latin MSS. of the Hamilton Collec¬tion.
5 Dom P. Verbraken ofMaredsous, who has taken over from Dom C. Lambotthe editing of Augustine's sermons, writes that he knows of no other MSS.of S. 125.
Reifferscheid (op. cit. liii (1866), pp. 334-6) corrects his statement thatTr. 18-20 are missing by going on to indicate the Incipit of Tr. 20.
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tione', without number), 21 (20), and 19 (21); thus all are present and
the numbering continues normally from now on.1

Florence, Medic.-Laurenz. Plut. 14 dex. 5; tentb century; S. 125
('de eadem lectione') is found as the second part of Tr. 17, and
18-19 are lacking.

Madrid, Bibl. Nacional 193; tenth century; S. 125 is 'Tr. 18'.2
Monte Cassino 21 EE; eleventh century; S. 125 occurs as the second
half of Tr. 17 (whose Explicit is delayed to the end of S. 125), intro¬
duced by 'De eadem lectione' so that there is no dislocation of the
numbering.3

Vatican, lat. 483; eleventh century; S. 125 is inserted between Tr. 17
and 18.

London, B.M. Burney 291, twelfth century; from 'Poplena' ('Puplena'),
modern Poppiena, some 25 miles due east of Florence; Tr. 17 con¬
cludes 'Explicit XIIII' (the number is due to a misreading of a
not very clear 'XVII' at its beginning), S. 125 follows as 'XV' and
Tr. 20 ff. as 'XVI' ff., i.e. Tr. 18 and 19 are here missing.

Vorau, Bibl. des Augustiner-Chorherrenstiftes 104 (XIV); twelfth
century; S. 125 is inserted at fols. 651"—68v.4

Vatican, lat. 481; fifteenth century; S. 125 as in Vatican lat. 483.
Vatican, Urb. lat. 68 (114); fifteenth century; S. 125 is placed between
Tr. 17 and 18.

Kues, St. Nicolaus Hospital 32; fifteenth century; in Florentine script;
S. 125 is found as 'Plomilia XVIII de eadem lectione'.5

Florence, Medic.-Laurenz. Plut. 12. 11; fifteenth century; S. 125
follows Tr. 17 (numbered correctly, not 'XVIII' as Bandini's
catalogue, vol. i, col. 16, gives) as Tr. 18.

London, B.M. Addit. 18313; a.d. 1466; written by one Thomas
Ilerraunt of 'Praitensee' (?—the manuscript later belonged to
the convent of the Friar Preachers in Vienna); as a result of an
earlier error Tr. 17 is numbered 16, S. 125 follows unnumbered 'De
eadem lectione', and Tr. 20 ff. as 17 ff.—Tr. 18 and 19 are lacking
again.

Amid such disorder, it is possible to discern an Italian origin to this
tradition, centring on Rome, Florence, and Verona. The Maurists' two

1 Reifferscheid, ibid, xlix (1865), pp. 12-13.
2 Ramon Paz Remolar and Jose Lopez de Toro, Inventario General de

Manuscritos de la Biblioteca Nacional, i (Madrid, 1953), pp. I43"4-
3 Bibliotheca Casinensis, i, pp. 247-8.
4 P. Fank, Catalogus Voraviensis, sen Codices Manuscripti Bibliothecae

Canoniae in Vorau (Graz, 1936), p. 51.
5 J. Marx, Verzeiclinis der HSS-Sanmdung des Hospitals zu Cues bei Bern-

kastel am Mosel (Trier, 1905), p. 26.
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authorities' for S. 125 were a manuscript of the Tractatus, now lost, in
the Cathedral Library of Carcassonne in southern France, and the edi¬
tion of Jacques Sirmond, the Paris Jesuit, who was the first to publish
the sermon in 1631 from a 'codex S. Vincentii Mctensis'.2 It is very
likely that Verona was the source for this Metz codex.3 It is noteworthy
that S. 125 never occurs together with the omission of Tr. 20-22.
Finally let us pass in review other manuscripts which are marked by

some irregularity, but neither lack Tr. 20-22 nor contain S. 125.
St. Gall, Stiftsbibl. 241; ninth century; contains, in a frequently
abbreviated text, Tr. 1-18 and 20 numbered 1-19.4

Wolfenbiittel 4102 (Weissenburg 18); ninth to tenth century; begins
with Tr. 24 IT., numbered 22 ff. This may be merely a slip on the
part of the scribe, for its companion volume from Weissenburg
(Wolfenb. 4094, Weiss. 10) presents Tr. 1-23 numbered correctly.

Orleans, Bibl. Municip. 161 (138); ninth to tenth century; from Fleury,
the Maurists' 'Floriacensis'; according to a note in Paris, B.N. lat.
11660, which is one of the volumes containing the materials, colla¬
tions, &c., gathered by the Maurists in preparation for their edition,
this manuscript lacks Tr. 21 and 22.5
1 C. Lambot, MelangesJ. de Ghellinck (Gembloux, 1951), i, p. 259. Their tran¬

script of the Carcassonne MS.'s text is now Paris I!.N. lat. 11661, fols. i6T-i6sv.2 S. Aurelii Augustini. . . Sermones Novi numero XL (Paris, 1631), pp. 170-93
(no. 15), and notes (unpaginated) ad fin.

3 Deodericus I, Bishop of Metz (965-84) and founder of the Abbey of St.
Vincent there, accompanied the emperors Otto I and II to Italy in 970, and
presented the Abbey on his return with a quantity of treasures collected on his
travels. Various MSS. from St. Vincent's attest their presentation by Deodericus,
among them some which clearly derive from Verona, such as Berlin 50 (Phillipps
1676), the late 8th-century MS. of the Homiliary of Egino, Bishop of Verona
(d. 802). Several of these codices have found their way, via the libraries of the
Jesuit College of Clermont, of Baron John Meerman and of Sir Thomas Phil¬
lipps in succession, to the Deutsche Staatsbibliothek in Berlin—see further
V. Rose, Verzeichniss der Lateinischen IISS. . . , vol. i, Die Meerman-IISS des
Sir Thomas Phillipps (Berlin, 1893), esp. pp. 69, 77, 79, 262-3, 280, 285, and
299-3°0- I have not been able to locate the 'codex S. Vincentii Metensis' from
which Sirmond got his text of S. 125 ; Berlin 25 (Phillipps 1662), one of the St.
Vincent MSS. which have finished up at Berlin via the College of Clermont (in
enriching whose library Sirmond took part), does not contain 5. 125 (see above,
p. 322). A 15th-century MS. of the Tractatus boughtof a certain Levy of Metz by
Phillipps in 1824, no. 4477 in his vast collection, might throw some light on the
issue if it could be located—it was sold in Condon to a German bookseller,
Jacques Rosenthal of Munich, who presented it for resale in Munich early in
1899 (item 2351 of his catalogue no. 17, n.d.).
* Willems (op. cit., p. x) gives only 1-17 and 20, and is inaccurate in de¬

scribing the contents as excerpts.
5 R. C. Kukula, Sitzungsber. der Kaiserl. Akad. der Wissensch., Phil.-hist.

Classe, exxxviii (Vienna, 1897), PP' 49~5°. I have been as yet unable to verify
this by micro-film.
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Angers, Bibl. de la Ville, 175 (167) from Saint-Serge; ninth century;
a mutilated manuscript of Tr. 1-54, omitting 21-22 and transposing
19 and 20, but numbered consecutively.

Berlin, Deutsche Staatsbibl. 299, vol. i (theol. lat. fol. 342) (at present
lodged in the Stiftung I'reussischer Kulturbesitz, Depot der Staats¬
bibl., Tubingen (Universitatsbibl.)); second half of twelfth century;
from Liesborn, some 30 miles south-east of Munster; correct up to
Tr. 18, and then Tr. 20 (numbered 19), 19 (20), 23 (21), and 24 (22)—
i.e. Tr. 21-22 are missing.
Against these manuscripts,' all evidencing some irregularity in the

vicinity of the Tractatus that concern us here, must be set the following
early codices which seem to contain Tr. 20-22 and their neighbours as
they appear in all the editions:
Karlsruhe, Landesbibl. Augiensis (Reichenau) XLVII; ninth century;
Tr. 1-124.

Karlsruhe, Landesbibl. Augiensis LXXVI; early ninth century;
Tr. 1-22. 1.

St. Gall, Stiftsbibl. 168-9; ninth century; Tr. 1-54 in two volumes,
divided between Tr. 21 and 22.

Paris, B.N. lat. 1959; end of eighth century; Tr. 1-54 and 1-70 (= 55-
124).

Stuttgart, Landesbibl. H.B. VII (Patres 17); eighth to ninth century;
from Constance; Tr. 2-21. 12.

Paris, B.N. lat. 1961; ninth century; Tr. 1-124.
Berlin, Deutsche Staatsbibl. 298 (theol. fol. 346); perhaps written at
Werden; eighth to ninth century; Tr. 1-54.

We have now taken into account nearly all the relevant pre-
tenth-century manuscripts.2 From the tenth century onwards, the
majority of manuscripts are united in presenting the Tractatus as

1 Other copies with more minor peculiarities might be listed:
■ Munich, Staatsbibl. 14286; 8th-9th century; from Regensburg; begins with

Tr. 30 ff., numbered 31 ff.
London, B.M. Addit. 10936; from nearHalberstadt; 12th century; Tr. 19 and 20
and their numbers have been reversed, and the numbering from the Explicit
of Tr. 28 to Tr. 80 was originally two behind.

Vercelli, Archiv. Capit. XLVI (58), end of 9th century—what is the nature of
the 'misnumbering' noted by Miss Dean (op. cit., p. 115)?
2 Evidence is still awaited concerning Vercelli, Archiv. Capit. XLVI (58),

and Chartres 6 (17), and also of the numbering in Le Mans, Bibl. Munic. 260,
a pth-century copy of Tr. 54-124. There are no numbers in Paris B.N. lat.
10399, fo's- 42~43> an 8th-century Echternach fragment of an abbreviation of
the Tractatus. Its contents are: fol. 42 (the verso precedes the recto), Tr. 42.
1-43. 1; fol. 43, Tr. 49. 2-18.
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they appear in our present editions.1 What are we to make of all this
evidence ?
In the first place, the thesis that Tr. 20-22 were not preached in the

series of sermons on John can be allowed to rest on solely internal
evidence. The light thrown by the usage of later writers and by the
manuscripts may confirm this position, but I believe its validity need
not wait on such confirmation.
But having established that, in this sense, Tr. 20-22 did not originally

belong to the Tractatus, we have raised the question in what sense they
may have been originally found between Tr. 19 and 23. Did Augustine
himself place them there before ever an 'edition' of the work was issued
to the public ? Could the divergent manuscript evidence go back to two
different 'editions',2 both due to Augustine himself? Were Tr. 20-22

1 However, it must also be said that in the majority of cases, cataloguers ofMSS. have evidently not examined copies of the Tractatus in sufficient detail
to indicate whether or not irregularities are present at this point. It is to be
hoped that in the light of considerable evidence of disorder in several earlyexemplars, future cataloguers will be disposed to give attention to this possi¬bility (as also to the precise numbering of the Tractatus. Some catalogues conclude
from no. 1 at the beginning and no. 70 at the end that a particular copy contains
only 70 Tractatus. This may well be so, in which case it will be virtually certainthat these 70 will be 55—124 of the editions. But often a copy contains all 124,numbered 1-54 and 1-70. In each case it will help most if both the MS's and
the editions' numbers are provided).

2 For parallels in Augustine and others, cf. G. Bardy, 'Editions et editions
d'ouvrages patristiques', Revue Bened. xlvii (1935), pp. 356-80 (esp. pp. 362-4);H. Emonds, Zweite Auflage im Altertum (Leipzig, 1941). (On the question ofeditions and publishing in the patristic period, see also J. de Ghellinck, Patris-
tique et Moyen Age, ii (Gembloux, 1947), pp. 183-245; Bardy, Revue de sc.
relig. xxiii (1949), pp. 38-52; and H. I. Marrou, Vigil. Christ, iii (1949), pp. 208-
24.) One might compare the similar, though not entirely parallel question,whether, as Cassiodorus says, Augustine divided the Enarraliones in Psalmos
into 'decades'—see Wilmart, Misc. Agost. ii, pp. 296-7, though there is more
to be said in Cassiodorus' favour than Wilmart allows. In a communication read
to the 1963 Oxford Patristic Congress, Miss B. V. E. Jones pointed out that the
MSS. of the De Civitate Dei fall into two classes according to the two different
divisions of the work suggested by Augustine himself in a letter of instruction
to Firmus, his literary agent at Carthage (discovered and published by Lambot,Revue Bened. li (1939), pp. 109-21). Of even closer connexion is the questionwhether Augustine himself divided the Tractatus into two parts, 1-54 and 1-70(= 55_i24)» and whether such a division indicates a different origin for the
second part, viz. dictation, and not extempore preaching. It is agreed that almost
all the oldest exemplars exhibit such a division—in addition to the evidence in
Willems's list of MSS. (op. cit., pp. viii-x), one might add the following;Engelberg, Stiftsbibl. 59—Willems lists this, but to it must be added (Lowe, vii,

883 and viii, **883) Karlsruhe, Landesbibl. Ettenheim—Munster 462,which together give 4 ff. of a MS. dated 6th-7th century by Lowe (and so ourearliest exemplar of any part of the Tractatus), containing parts of Tr. 75-80and iio-ii, numbered as if 55 ff. were 1 ff.

NOTES AND STUDIES 329

inserted some years after the Tractatus were delivered1 in order to
augment the force of the bishop's refutation of Arianism on a crucial
point of exegesis, at a time when such strengthening was urgently
called for?2 Do the few words of Fulgentius compel 11s to believe that
the Tractatus in question were always present in the larger work, and
therefore their later absence is simply due to the accidental or deliberate
omission of a (German) copyist?3 On what grounds can such an
omission be thought feasible? Does the presence of S. 125 in one
branch of the tradition afford a (later) parallel to the intrusion of
Gottingen, Staats- und Univers. Bibl., Deutsches Seminar Miiller III, 1-2+
Hersfeld, Stadt. Museum C. 165 (binding), two fragments of an 8th-9th-
century MS., containing Tr. 102 ff. numbered 44 ff. (Lowe, viii, 1202).

Cologne, Dombibl. 69 (Darmstadt 2061); 9th century; regarding its contents
see above, p. 322, n. 1; the second part is numbered 1-70.

Verona, Bibl. Commun. 3034, a 9th-century fragmentary codex of Tr. 55-124
(companion volume to Bibl. Capit. XXXVI (34), Tr. 1-54)-—the items are
numbered 1 ff. Only parts of Tractatus 55-77 have been recovered—see the
works of G. Moschetti and M. Carrara referred to in Clavis Patrum Latinorum1,
no. 278.

It may be relevant to note that there is considerable uncertainty according
to the MSS. whether the first sentence of Tr. 55 ('Caena Domini secundum
Johannem, adiuvante ipso, debitis est explicanda tractatibus, et ut nobis posse
donaverit, explananda') is an introductory rubric to the whole of Tr. 55-124, or,
as given in the editions, just the first words of Tr. 55. The use of the plural
'tractatibus' is some evidence for thinking that we have here a resumption of the
series on the gospel, whether preached extempore or first dictated. Willems's
claim (p. vii) that this division into two parts cannot be the only one to go back
to Augustine because a division into three parts (see above, p. 322) is also found,
and because Possidius clearly says that the work, 'sex partibus constitisse', falls
to the ground because (a) though the threefold division is attested in some
MSS., in none does the numbering start again with the second part—this occurs
only with Tr. 55 ff.; and (b) Possidius talks of 'sex codices', not 'sex partes' (so
M. P. J. van den flout, Augustiniana, v (1955), pp. 297-8).

1 There is no agreement on the year in which these particular Tractatus were
preached. The Maurists decided on 416, and were followed rather half-heartedly
by Tillemont (he would have liked to place them in 412). Pope, too, preferred
416, but a few years later Deferrari argued for 417. Monceaux was uncertain—
'circa 416', while Comeau returned to the traditional 416. Huyben broke new
ground in suggesting 418, and Zarb did the same in the opposite direction with
413, the dating which Willems has followed. The year before Willems's edition
Le Landais made out a very strong case for 415 and support is rallying for this
year (e.g. most of the reviews of Willems criticized his unquestioning adherence
to Zarb's dating and spoke favourably of Le Landais's).

2 It was only in the very last years of his life that the presence of Vandals in
North Africa rendered Arianism a serious concern for Augustine. By this time
copies of the Tractatus had probably already spread overseas—Cassian cited
part of Tr. 2 in his De Incarnatione Domini contra Nestorium (vii. 27, C.S.E.L.
xvii. 385-6), written in 430-1.

3 Possidius (Indie. X4. 5, Wilmart, p. 182) found the Tractatus 'in codicibus
sex'. If these were of roughly equal size, the end of the second would have
occurred somewhere in the region we are considering.
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Tr. 20-22? What light docs the omission of Tr. 18-19 in some manu¬
scripts throw upon the issue ?
It is easy enough to raise such questions, which are hardly likely

to be answered satisfactorily without a thorough study of the manu¬
script tradition of the In lohannem. The undesirable disorder in the
majority of the oldest exemplars in the region of Tr. 17-23 is a further
reason to lament the failure of the editors of the Corpus Christianorum
to seize the opportunity offered them to base a new edition on such an
examination. Meanwhile, more detailed information than the catalogues
provide concerning other exemplars of the work will help to provide
a broader base on which to begin to build the answers to the questions
here raised. D. F. Wright
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CLEMENT AND THE ROMAN SUCCESSION IN
IRENAEUS

Father Maurice B£venot's reinterpretation of the place of Clement of
Rome in Irenaeus's succession-list1 certainly irons out an element of
inconsistency in the early evidence bearing on the point, if indeed it
can be vindicated. The purpose of this note is to suggest that the issue
is not so straightforward as his article made out, and that both within the
succession passage itself and elsewhere in Adverstts Ilaereses factors are
present which militate against such a new reading of the text. The
passage itself is as follows:

0epeXtd>aaVT€s ovv Kal oiKobopyoaVTes ol paKaptoi anooToXoi rrjv
tKKXrjolav, ALvuj ttjv rrjs irnoKOTTrjs Xenovpylav ivexeipiaav. tovtov tov
Alvov TlavXos ev rats npos Tipodeov eviaroXais pepvrjTai. StaSeyeTat Se
avrov AveyxX-qros. peTa tovtov Se tplrop tottoj oltto twv iittootoXiov ttjv
€ttiokottt)V xX-qpovrai KX-qp-qs, o Kal ewpaKws tovs paxaplovs atroOToXovs
Kal ovpfieflXriKws avrois, . . ,2
Fr. Bevenot blames Eusebius for stamping upon Irenaeus's testimony

an erroneous interpretation which depicts Clement merely as the third
bishop of Rome, succeeding Anencletus, who had earlier succeeded
Linus. We must first question whether, if misinterpretation there has
been, Irenaeus himself is not largely to blame for it. Consider the
passage in its context. 'We are in a position', says Irenaeus, 'to enumerate
those who were by the apostles instituted bishops in the churches,
and the successions of these men to our own times.'3 But to save his
readers, he concentrates on the Roman church, the most appropriate
illustration by virtue of its doubly apostolic foundation and its general
pre-eminence. Then follows the passage cited above. Why, we may ask,
if such is Irenaeus's express intention and if Clement is really the
proper successor of the apostles, why did Irenaeus confuse the issue by
mentioning Linus and Anencletus at all? Fr. Bevenot explains their
position thus: 'There is no difficulty in seeing in Linus and (Anen) Cletus
two of the -npeapvTfpot of Rome, who each in turn acted as emaxonos
of the local affairs during the absences of the founding apostles, or as
"auxiliary bishop" to Peter even when he was present.'4 But (a) the way
Irenaeus introduces Linus, still less Anencletus, does not seem to allow
for this interpretation. The clear implication of his words is that Linus
took over from the apostles, was in fact, though the word itself is not

1 In this Journal, n.s. xvii (1966), pp. 98-107.
2 hi. iii. 2, p. 10. The page references are to Harvey, vol. ii, unless otherwise

indicated. 3 III. iii. i, p. 8. 4 Art. cit., p. 105.
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used here, their successor in the leadership of the Roman church. This
says nothing as to whether or not one or both of the apostles were still
present in Rome, but merely makes plain that they had handed over to
Linus.

(b) Bevenot's explanation is even more difficult in the case of Anen¬
cletus, of whom Irenaeus uses the already semi-technical verb of suc¬
cession (ScaSe'xeTac) in relation to Linus. If Irenaeus is seeking to
demonstrate a straight-line succession in the church, why does he use
his technical term of a figure who, if Bevenot is correct, was not really
in the succession at all ?

(c) Furthermore, is Irenaeus's text really as muddling as Bevenot's
reading makes out ? We are promised an enumeration of the succession
of bishops in the church of Rome. After the mention of the apostles, we
meet next Linus, and after him Anencletus, but then, we are told, we
are back to square one and must start again with the first true successor
of the apostles, Clement. Irenaeus could at least have made things
easier for Eusebius and his subsequent interpreters by not plotting
on the map the dead-end of the Linus-Anencletus cul-de-sac.
(d) When we come to Clement himself, we notice first that he comes

pera tovtov, after Anencletus, not after the apostles—i.e. Clement suc¬
ceeded Anencletus. Again, SiaSeyeadai is not employed by Irenaeus at
this point, but the inference can hardly be questioned, as Irenaeus
proceeds to use pera-faccusative twice more, of Telesphorus's suc¬
ceeding Sixtus, and ofAnicetus's following Pius.1 If the line that Irenaeus
was intent on demonstrating ran from the apostles straight to Clement,
why is Clement introduced as coming 'after Anencletus' ?2

(e) A more serious objection concerns the participial phrase by which
Irenaeus describes Clement: o Kal eoipaxths tovs paxaplovs airooToXovs
Kal ovpflel3Xr]Kdjs avTois. Of course he 'had seen the blessed apostles,
and had associated with them' if he had been appointed by them! Surely
these words make sense—and indeed make very good sense for Iren¬
aeus's argument here—only if they mean that, even though Clement was
the third (and only the third, not the first or the second) to follow the
apostles, nevertheless he was numbered among the personal associates

' ill. iii. 3, p. 11.
2 On Bevenot's assessment of the position of Linus and Anencletus, it is

necessary to assume that Clement succeeded both the apostles and Anencletus
at the same time. It is in theory conceivable that when Anencletus died(?), the
apostles decided to hand over in toto to his successor and not merely to appoint
another coadjutor-bishop, but then objection (e) immediately following takes on
greater force. Such tortuous explanations can only be entertained if the other
evidence (especially the significance of euro tu>v o.ttoot6\iov, and that of /cAijpdio,
etc.) makes them inescapable.

621.1
l
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of the apostles?' The emphatic o xal iwpauws is significant, nor must
we lose sight of the following sentence: 'Nor was he alone in this, for
there were many still remaining who had received instruction from the
apostles.' In this writer's opinion, this objection alone is virtually
sufficient to invalidate Bevenot's conclusion.

(/) It may, of course, be merely a coincidence (though if so, Irenaeus
is guilty of making confusion worse confounded) that whether we count
Peter+Paul-J-Clement or Linus+Anencletus+Clement, Clement is by
both reckonings the third. But what implications follow if the former
reckoning is correct? Can it make sense without at least the implication
that Peter preceded Paul ? Elsewhere Irenaeus gives no indication of
the priority of one to the other. In fact, a few chapters earlier Irenaeus
makes it clear that he thought of Peter and Paul as being engaged on the
founding of the church of Rome at the same time. 'Matthew also issued
a written gospel among the Hebrews in their own language, while Peter
and Paul were preaching at Rome and laying the foundations of the
church.'2 But granted Bevenot's implication that according to Irenaeus,
Paul was the second bishop of Rome; was he also the first bishop of
Ephesus, with John as the second? For Irenaeus relates that 'the church
in Ephesus, founded by Paul, and having John permanently remaining
among them until the times of Trajan, is a true witness of the tradition
of the apostles'.3 If Peter and Paul are included in the line of bishops at
Rome, so must the founding apostles elsewhere, in churches whose
successions Irenaeus omits for brevity's sake.
Perhaps we have raised enough queries to acquit Eusebius of a school¬

boy's blunder through not knowing his (classical) Greek prepositions.
But we still have to come to terms with Bevenot's evidence for Irenaeus's
use of d7ro'-f-the genitive with ordinal numbers. We might lay weight
on the fact that the two or three passages Bevenot cites are concerned
with complicated numerical calculations where precision is essential and
are of quite a different nature from the argument from tradition.4 If

1 On the aim of Irenaeus's remarks on some of the names in the list, see
E. Molland, 'Irenaeus of Lugdunum and the Apostolic Succession', J.E.H.
i (1950), at p. 22.

2 ill. i. 2, pp. 3-4. Cf. Streeter, The Primitive Church, p. 187.
3 III. iii. 4, p. 15.
4 B£venot might have added a further example along the same lines, at I. viii. 8

(Harvey, vol. i, p. 142). On the other hand, there undoubtedly exist non-technical
usages of 8770 +the genitive which necessitate the meaning 'starting from'; e.g.
To 8e Kara Aovudv, arc UpariKOv ftapaKTrjpos inrdp\ov, airo tov Zayaplov rod Uprcos . ..

ijp^aTO . . . MdpKos a7ro tov irpoipriTiKov irvevp.aTos . . . (ill. xi. II, pp. 48,
49). 'The Gospel of Luke . . . commenced with Zacharias the priest, etc.' Similarly,
with reference to Matthew's Gospel, Gk. fr. xxvii, p. 493, and to John's, 1. i. 18
(Harvey, vol. i, p. 76).
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Bevenot is right, then enough has been said above to show that precision
is not one of the marks of the crucial passage! However, we will not press
the point. Rather we must ask whether the phrase and twv anooroXwv is
to be taken in so close a numerical fashion with Tplrw tottvj. Is not
Irenaeus's stress here not so much on starting the count with the apostles
as on the fact of the apostolic legacy that is being transmitted via this
channel and none other? Of his contemporary fellow-bishop Irenaeus
writes: vvv SwdeKarw totto) tov rfjs innjKOTrrjs euro rajv anooToXwv
Karexei KXrjpov 'EXevdepos.' At one point Bevenot translates, 'today in
the twelfth place Eleutherus is possessed of the episcopal inheritance
from the apostles' (p. 101; his italics), which suggests that he took the
order of the Greek seriously and linked dno twv anoooTXwv with tov

rrjs enioKonijs . . . KXrjpov. At pp. 104/5, however, he implies that the
words are to be construed with SwSeKarw tottw,2 It is to be noticed
that in the next sentence Irenaeus repeats the phrase dno twv dnooroXwv
when no ordinal is present, speaking of 17 re a7rd twv 6.ttootoXwv iv rfj
{kkXtjoIo. trapaSoots. And just previously he had spoken of r/v vewcrrl ano
twv dnoaToXwv napadooiv elXrjfei.1 In these cases, the phrase clearly
means 'from the apostles', though implying, in some words of Bevenot,
the 'dynamic sense that the apostles were the source of the episcopal
status of their followers'4 as far as the reference to Eleutherus goes.
After all, the whole passage is dealing with the continuing apostolic
tradition in the churches, and there is evidence that it was in this 'non-
numerical' sense that Irenaeus regularly used the phrase and twv dno-
otoXwv.s The alternative would be that in the passage being discussed,
he uses the words in two different senses.6

1 in. iii. 3, p. ii.
1 They are so taken in the translations in the Ante-Nicene Christian Library

(A.-N.C.L.); Gwatkin, Selections; Stevenson, A New Eusebius; Sources Chre-
tiennes, vol. 34 (F. Sagnard); Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers (N.P.-N.F.)
(Eusebius, H.E.—McGiffert); C. H. Turner, in Swete ed., Essays; Giles, Docs.
Illustr. Papal Authority, Jalland, Church and Papacy, Sources Chretiennes,
vol. 41 (Eusebius, H.E.—Bardy); etc. The words are construed in the former
sense in Lawlor-Oulton, Eusebius, H.E.

3 iii. iii. 2, p. 11. 4 Art. cit., p. 106.
5 Compare: 'ecclesia . . . hanc accepit ab apostolis traditionem' (11. viii. 1,

Harvey, i, p. 272); 'fide, quam ab apostolis ecclesia percepit' (in. praef., p. 1);
'traditionem, quae est ab apostolis' (ill. ii. 2, p. 7); 'earn quam habet ab apostolis
traditionem' (ill. iii. 1, p. 9); 'ea quae est ab apostolis traditio' (ibid.); perhaps
'quae ab apostolis nobis tradita sunt ... id quod ab apostolis traditum est' (ill.
xi. 12, p. 52); 'ecclesia . . . ab apostolis firmum initium' (ill. xii. 9, p. 62); 'qui
successionem habent ab apostolis' (iv. xl. 2, p. 236); 'ea quae est ab apostolis
ecclesiae successio' (iv. xlii. 1, p. 238); 'firmam habens ab apostolis traditionem'
(v. xx. 1, p. 378); and in the crucial chapter itself, 'fidem quae in ecclesia ab

[footnotes 5 and 6 continued on p. 148]
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It is presumably not in dispute that dn-o'-f genitive can mean 'after',1
and it has to be admitted that it can sometimes mean this even with

ordinals, as Bevenot shows for Euscbius. But did it mean this for Irenaeus
here ? Bevenot's resounding 'no' does not foreclose the issue. Perhaps this
is not the correct question to be asking, for it seems very likely that if it
did not mean as much as 'from and including', it at least meant more
than merely 'after'. There is no reason why we should allow Fr. Bevenot
to force us to this choice between blank alternatives.2 It may well be
that neither the fully inclusivist sense (d la Bevenot) nor the fully
apostolis usque nunc sit conservata' (in. iii. 3, p. 12). Some of these might
represent an original napa twv anoaToXwv, though in the surviving Greek sec¬
tions napd is rare and seems normally to denote direct reception by hearing;
cf. [floXvieapnos] ravra 8t8a(a? del, a Kai napd. twv dnoaroXwv epaOev (ill. iii. 4,
p. 12: cf. similarly of Polycarp, Gk. fr. 11 (Ep. to Florinus), p. 472; also fr. xiv,
p. 485, and the Sources Chretiennes retranslation of iv. xlii. 2, pp. 238-9 (vol.
loo2, pp. 729, 731, by A. Rousseau). But for a usage of napd nearer to our
point, cf. 1. ii, Harvey, vol. i, p. 90). Cf. also the unexpected use of vno: plav xat
p-dv-qv rad-nyr aXqdeiav K-qpv^as into twv an. napeiXqfevai (in. iii. 4, p. 13). The Latin
here is 'ab apostolis percepisse', which reinforces the further possibility that at
least one of the above uses of 'ab apostolis' may translate vno, though most of
them probably reflect and. Rousseau has retranslated both the references in
Book iv by and twv anoordXwv (op. cit., pp. 719, 729; he also renders the
Armenian text parallel to 'apostolorum . . . doctrinam' (iv. xli. 1, p. 237) by tj)v
and twv dnoardXwv . . . SiaSoxqv [sic] (p. 723).

6 F. Sagnard, the Sources Chretiennes editor of Book iii, renders dm! twv
anooToXwv throughout iii. iii. 2-3 by 'a partir des Apotres', except for ijv vcwotI
and twv anooToXwv napaSooiv elXqif>ei, which is rendered lrei,'ue . . . des Apdtres'
(vol. 34, pp. 104-9). Bevenot's explanation (art. cit., pp. 104/5) of Irenaeus's
repetition of the phrase, for Sixtus and for Eleutherus as well as for Clement, 'to
remove all doubt that it was indeed from and including the apostles that he was
making his enumeration', is not convincing. For if Irenaeus is counting thus
when he calls Clement the third, he is hardly likely to have changed when he
goes on to enumerate the fourth or the sixth or the twelfth! His readers did not
need to be guarded against such a misinterpretation. However duo tuiv dnooToXwv
affects the reference of rphw ronw, that reference would be quite clear for the
subsequent ordinal numbers without further precision. The repetition makes
more sense if we bear in mind the stress on the apostolic origins and credentials
of the episcopal line, and the apostolic authority of all its members, not merely
those directly commissioned by the apostles. Surely the force of Irenaeus's
argument is diminished if he is shown to be excessively preoccupied with the
manner of his enumeration ? One wonders too quite what purpose it achieves, as
the alleged inclusive method of enumeration is hardly integral to Irenaeus's
general aim. On the other hand, neither of the two other occurrences of and twv
anooToXwv in iii. iii. 2-3 can be construed in the sense Bevenot wishes to give to
it when it occurs with an ordinal.

1 See Lampe ed., Patristic Greek Lexicon, fasc. i (1961), p. 189, s.v. at 1. B. 1.
2 'Now Clement is "in the third place from the apostles". For us, with this

context, "from the apostles" is equivalent to "after the apostles",.../... it meant
"beginning with, inclusively", and not "from" in the sense of "after".' (art. cit.,
p. 102; my italics).
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exclusivist meaning (a la Eusebius—if indeed 'after' is all that he
understood by drro in this context) is nearest to Irenaeus s intention.
'From' seems the best simple rendering, implying an on-going stream of
tradition which is dependent upon the apostles, and in organic connexion
with them, a succession they instituted but of which they are not them¬
selves the first members." It seems to me fair to interpret the phrase in6
tojv anoaroXwv in some such sense as this—a sense that Bevenot hints at
with reference to Eusebius—both in the mention of Eleutherus and in
the two other proximate occurrences noted above, as well as some at
least of the examples listed in note 5, page I47-2
At this point we may usefully consider two related difficulties, one of

them partly raised by Fr. Bevenot,
(i) Euscbius records the notice of an anonymous author who cannot

have been much later than Irenaeus, describing Victor as TpioKaiSeKa-os
duo IJeTpou iv 'Pcu/i.7] iniaxonosP Bevenot cites this to make the point
that the reckoning is from Peter, understanding ano in the sense of 'be¬
ginning with'. His footnote acknowledges that this raises a further
difficulty, 'for, if Peter headed a list that included Linus and Anencletus,
Victor would be the fourteenth-, if it excluded them, he would be the
twelfth. Perhaps Paul was being reckoned in too'4—as the second bishop
of Rome, after Peter the first, for such is the implication of this in¬
terpretation. Is there a parallel to such an ascription of the Roman
church's foundation to both Peter and Paul when only Peter is actually
mentioned, for this is what Bevenot is in fact suggesting here ? But if ano
nirpov could mean 'after or from Peter', then Victor would be the thir¬
teenth if Linus and Anencletus were included. Is this not how Eusebius
would understand his source, if indeed he has correctly transcribed its
words ?

(ii) Not long after our contested passage, Irenaeus describes Hyginus
as the ninth bishop (Greek) or the eighth (Latin).s If we start from
Clement, Hyginus was only the sixth; he can presumably be made out
to be the ninth only by counting in Peter (without Paul), Linus, and
Anencletus—but then we have a method of enumeration differing in
two respects from the one Bevenot wishes us to adopt, (a) in excluding
Paul, and (b) in including Linus and Anencletus, or in one respect from

1 Cf. the phrases 'apostolicam ecclesiae traditionem' (ill. iii. 2, p. 11), and
Trjs twv dnooToXwv napahooews (ill. iii. 4> P- 15)*

2 Might we not compare, in a not dissimilar context, 1 Clement, xlii. 1-2:
01 anooToXot r/ptv evqyyeXiaOqaav and too Kvpiov '/. X., 'Iqoovs d X. and tov Oeov
e^eneutftOrj. o X. ovv a7ro tov Oeov (rat ol dnooToXoi and tov XpioTOV. But Clement
does not go on to say that the presbyters/bishops are and twv dnooToXwv.

3 H.E. v. 28. 3. 4 Art. cit., p. 105, n. 1 (my italics).
5 III. iv. 2, p. 17.
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the traditional understanding of A.II. in. iii. 2-3, in including Peter.
This suggests that the Latin reading, octavus, is to be preferred here,'
agreeing as it does with (the implication of) the list in ill. iii. 3. But then
we must be clear that if Bevenot's account of things is correct, we cannot
escape the implication that Hyginus can only be the eighth bishop if
Peter and Paul were the first two bishops. Is this how Irenaeus regardsthem? Of this more anon; for the meantime let us turn to A.II. I. xxiv,
where the Greek (and this time the Latin version is in agreement)describes Hyginus as having evarov KX-rjpov rfjs ImaKomKrjs SiaSo^fiy ano
twv anooToXojv. Here we have and twv anoaroXwv close to an ordinal
number but apparently dependent on SiaSo^fis.2 The reading 'ninth' at
this point raises perhaps insoluble difficulties,3 but once more we must

1 The translators in the A.-N.C.L. think 'there is no discrepancy. Eusebius,who has preserved the Greek of this passage, probably counted the apostles asthe first step in the episcopal succession. As Irenaeus tells us in the precedingchapter, Linus is to be counted as the first bishop' (ad loc., vol. v [Irenaeus, vol.i], p. 265, n. 2)—precisely the reverse of what Bevenot is arguing for! Theeditors uniformly prefer 'octavus' here, though differing in their explanationsof the Greek reading.
2 Ilarvey, vol. i, pp. 214-15. The words are read as dependent on SiaSox^s bytranslations in A.-N.C.L., N.P.-N.F. (Eusebius, H.E.), Sources Chretiennes

(Eusebius-Bardy), but as dependent on ivarov KXrjpov by Lawlor-Oulton'sEusebius.
3 See the notes ad loc. of Harvey (vol. i, n. 2 on pp. 214-15), McGiffert(Eusebius [N.P.-N.F., vol. i], p. 183) and Kidd (Roman Primacy, p. 17, n. 1, withfurther references). Because of the plural, da-o twv olttootoXwv, we cannot entertainthe possibility that 'ninth' is reached by counting in Peter alone without Paul.In fact, Turner (apud Swete ed., op. cit., p. 138) notes that Eusebius 'is careful,

as a historian, to note at the head of the line [of bishops at Rome, Alexandria,and Antioch] the name of the particular apostle or disciple to whom the firstordination was due, but for subsequent appointments he prefers to number the
individual bishops not from Peter orMark but "from the apostles". The authorityof all was involved in the action of one, and the action of one was only effectivein so far as it represented and carried with it the consent of all.' Now Bevenot
assumes that the plural in ano twv a-noajoXuiv refers to the two founding apostles,Peter and Paul. This is most likely true, in view of the immediately subsequentreferences to 'the blessed apostles' whom Clement knew personally, and to 'thepreaching of the apostles' which still rang in his ears. But it must not beassumed too readily, for having spoken of Eleutherus who occupies the twelfthplace awo twv airooroXwv, Irenaeus continues with words that suggest a widerreference than merely Peter and Paul: 'In this order and by this succession theecclesiastical tradition from the apostles, and the preaching of the truth, havecome down to us. And this is most abundant proof that there is one and the
same vivifying faith, which has been preserved in the church from the apostlesuntil now.' Irenaeus proceeds to speak of Polycarp who was 'not only instructedby apostles, . . . but was also, by apostles in Asia, appointed bishop' (ill. iii. 4,
p. 12). Harvey (p. 12, n. 2) observes: 'It is remarkable that Irenaeus speaks of hisappointment as being thro avoaToXwv.' (Irenaeus's Ep. to Victor also refers to
Polycarp's intercourse with John and other apostles, Gk. fr. Ill, p. 476). May itnot be that in this respect also Eusebius is a faithful pupil of Irenaeus, especially
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pose the question whether Irenaeus is talking about an episcopal suc¬
cession that begins in the persons of Peter and Paul or a succession of
bishops following on from the two apostles.
At A.II. ill. iv. 3,1 the Latin version (no Greek) reads: '. . . Aniceto,

decimum locum episcopatus continente.' Now if we commence with
Linus and Anencletus, Anicetus was the tenth bishop of Rome.2 But of
course the same holds if with Bevenot we omit Linus and Anencletus
and count Peter and Paul as first and second. Were the two apostles the
first two bishops of Rome for Irenaeus, or are we faced with two different
systems of enumeration within a few pages? For we might conceivably
begin with Linus in this passage, yet with Peter in III. iii. 2. It could well
be argued that the latter passage, though (so Bevenot) counting con¬
tinuously from Peter as number one, is nevertheless by no means
explicit in making Peter the first bishop. In no case does an ordinal
number qualify directly the word InloKonos, not even in the case of
Eleutherus discussed above. It is one thing to number straight through
from apostles to bishops; it is quite another matter to regard the apostles
as themselves being bishops. On the testimony of ill. iii. 2-3 alone, one
might argue that Irenaeus is merely doing the former (though one would
probably allow that it is liable to lead almost inevitably to the latter), but
when we encounter the descriptions of Hyginus and Anicetus con¬
sidered above, either Irenaeus is at ill. iii. 2-3 doing the latter as well, at
least by implication, or else he has adopted a different system of enumera¬
tion for these descriptions, and we might think this last an impossible
conclusion to swallow. If it were acceptable, it would then be permiss¬
ible to regard Irenaeus on the one hand in ill. iii. 2-3 as reckoning Peter-
Paul-Clement, etc. without thereby making Peter and Paul the first
members of the episcopal line, and on the other hand, when he speaks of
Hyginus as eighth (ninth) bishop, etc., as counting Linus-Anencletus-
Clement, etc.3 Now in relation to the latter, Irenaeus says quite plainly
as the latter nowhere in a similar context appeals to the tradition deriving from
one apostle only? 1 Harvey, p. 18.

2 Harvey's note ad loc. (p. 18, n. 1) is odd. He seems to have forgotten Pius
between Hyginus and Anicetus.

3 In fact, it is not possible to accept this hypothesis of different methods of
calculation if one wishes to stress Irenaeus's use of uXijpow and its cognates.
Dr. Ullmann ('The Significance of the Epistola Clementis in the Pseudo-
Clementines', J.T.S. N.s. xi [i960], at pp. 297-9) argued that it was the juristic
implications of these terms that gave rise to an interpretation of Irenaeus (first
found in Tertullian and in the Epistola dementis) which made Clement the
first plenipotentiary successor of Peter and Paul—for it is of Clement, and not of
Linus and Anencletus, that Irenaeus first uses KAppourru. Fr. Bevenot summarizes
Ullmann's reasoning without commenting on its validity (art. cit., p. 101); he is
content to base his reinterpretation of Irenaeus to the same effect on the import
of anop genitive. Now as xAtjpos occurs in the description of Hyginus as having



152 NOTES AND STUDIES

that the apostles Alvw ttjv rijs ZiriOKoiTrjs Xeirovpyiav iveyeipiaav. Linus
is here as good as called a bishop.1 If Linus, and therefore Anencletus
too, are here described as bishops, would Irenaeus have omitted them in
the enumeration which makes Hyginus eighth (ninth) and Anicetus
tenth bishops ? Bevenot perhaps implies (p. 101, bottom), following
Ullmann, that rrjv ttjj ZmoKOTrrjs XeiTovpyiav may refer to something
less than the full episcopal office as held by Clement, etc. This is difficult
to confirm or disprove in the absence of parallels in Irenaeus, but it is
not easy to see it meaning something like 'the liturgical aspects of the
bishop's office'. The genitive is more likely to be definitive than partitive.
'the ninth KXijpov of the episcopal succession from the apostles', it must mean, if
Tertullian's understanding of kXt]p6co, etc. in Irenaeus (as explained by Ullmann
and perhaps accepted by implication by Bevenot) is correct, that at this point too
Irenaeus cannot be counting in Linus and Anencletus, and must therefore be
starting with Peter and Paul. It follows further that when Irenaeus describes
Hyginus more simply as 'eighth (ninth) bishop' he is regarding Peter and Paul
tout court as the first two bishops. But if the weight alleged to have been placed on
KXrjpow, etc. by Tertullian was in fact misplaced, no such conclusion follows.
In fact, if the chain of reasoning begun above and continued below is valid,
then KX-qpow, etc. cannot bear such significance. For (i) Hyginus is called 'eighth
(ninth) bishop'; (ii) Linus (and therefore Anencletus) is spoken of as a bishop,
and must therefore be included in Irenaeus's count, at least at this point-, (iii)
Hyginus is equally described as having the 'ninth KXijpov of the episcopal suc¬
cession', a description which must mean the same as 'eighth (ninth) bishop';
(iv) therefore KXijpos is used by implication of Linus and Anencletus, who we
assert must be reckoned in here; (v) therefore the failure of Irenaeus to use

KX-qpou), etc. of Linus and Anencletus at iii. iii. 2 has no significance. Our ex¬
amination of B6venot's thesis in this article provides little or no positive guidance
in unravelling the problems of the early Roman succession. But if Ullmann's
explanation of the origins of Tertullian's account is accepted, and if at the same
time Tertullian can be shown to have misunderstood Irenaeus, then we have
gone a good way to throwing light on the divergent traditions. A juristic mis¬
reading of Irenaeus by Tertullian, no doubt encouraged by and encouraging the
eminence of Clement eclipsing his insignificant predecessors, lies at the base
of one line of tradition, while Irenaeus himself and Eusebius represent the other.

1 'Evcxcipiaav is rendered 'tradiderunt' in the Latin version, which uses
'trado' elsewhere when the full commissioning of episcopal successors by
apostles is set forth. The apostles 'were desirous that the men whom they were
leaving behind as their very successors, "suum ipsorum locum magisterii
tradentes", should be quite perfect and blameless' (ill. iii. 1, p. 9. Note, however,
that in the previous sentence 'committo' is the parallel word). The successions of
the bishops consist of those to whom the apostles 'earn quae in unoquoque loco
est ecclesiam tradiderunt' (iv. liii. 2, p. 262. Rousseau in the Sources Chretiennes
retranslation renders ivexclpmav, op. cit., p. 821). Cf. too 'quod . . . apostoli
vero tradiderunt, a quibus ecclesia accipiens . . .' (v. praef., p. 313), and (the
bishops) 'quibus apostoli tradiderunt ecclesias' (v. xx. 1, p. 377). If 'trado' in
(some of) these cases represents an original iyxcipltw, then it must be doubtful
whether much can be made of ivexelproav in iii. iii. 2-3 (as distinct from
KX-qpovrai and eXrjpov of Clement and Eleutherus respectively) as indicating
something less than the full delegation of authority which Clement and his
successors enjoyed.
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Clement, of course, had used Xeirovpyia absolutely of the ministerial
position of his presbyter-bishops.1 Furthermore, are we justified in
envisaging Irenaeus as distinguishing between the pastoral and the
'authoritative' sides of rj imoKOTTrj ?
But to come to the main issue underlying these linguistic arguments,

Irenaeus's understanding of the relation between the apostles and the
bishops. Did he regard Peter and Paul as the first two bishops of Rome ?
Bevenot does not draw out explicitly at any length this corollary of his
reinterpretation, but clearly hints at it when he speculates that Linus
and Anencletus may have been auxiliary bishops to Peter.2 Cuthbert
Turner's contrary opinion is well known but worth repeating. In the
evidence of Eusebius 'the series of successive bishops is so far distin¬
guished from the apostolic founder or founders of the line that the latter
are not reckoned in as a constituent part of it. . . . In whatever sense the
bishops are successors of the apostles, the office of the apostles is not
identified with the office of their successors: Peter and Paul were not, in
the conception of Eusebius, exactly bishops of Rome . . . Eusebius is in
all this a faithful exponent of the ideas of his predecessor, Irenaeus. . . .

Neither in Irenaeus nor in Eusebius are the apostles counted as units
in the episcopal list.'3 If Bevenot is right, Turner is most definitely
wrong. But is there any other evidence in Irenaeus that he regarded
apostles as the first bishops of the churches they had founded ? Does he
ever use ZnioKo-nos or its cognates of apostles? Does he not always
distinguish unmistakeably between the two? 'We are in a position to
enumerate those who were by the apostles instituted bishops in the
churches, and the successions of these men to our own times.'4 Irenaeus
goes on to speak of those 'quos et successores relinquebant, suum
ipsorum locum magisterii tradentes'. Here there is undoubtedly a close
approximation of the bishops' function to the apostles' care of the
churches, but even here iTrioKorros, etc. are not used of the apostles.5
Elsewhere too, Irenaeus speaks of 'successiones episcoporum, quibus
illi [i.e. apostoli] earn quae in unoquoque loco est ecclesiam tradi¬
derunt'.6 And again, 'episcopi, quibus apostoli tradiderunt ecclesias'.7

1 1 Clement, xliv. 2, 3, 6; cf. xl. 5, xli. 1. 2 Art. cit., p. 105.
3 In Swete ed., Essays, at p. 140. (It is interesting that Turner mentions

[ibid., n. 2] the testimony of Eusebius's anonymous source concerning Victor
[discussed above] as supporting his conclusion.) Kidd (Roman Primacy, pp.
16-18) writes to the same effect. 4 iii. iii. 1, pp. 8-9.

5 'Locum magisterii' presumably represents KXijpov( ?) SiSa^i/?.
6 iv. liii. 2, p. 262.
7 v. xx. 1, p. 377. It would be very interesting to know how closely some

words of Eusebius reflect those of Irenaeus himself, when, in H.E. v. 20. 1, he
mentions Irenaeus's lost treatise On the Ogdoad addressed to Florinus, iv <5 kcll
iTTioT)pLalv€Tai ttjv 7TpdiTT]v tcov attoutoxujv KarciX-q^ivai iavrov StaSoxyv—'in which



i54 NOTES AND STUDIES

It could perhaps not be demonstrated conclusively that duo twvdnocrToXuiv cannot bear the meaning Bevenot claims for it in ill. iii. 2-3.It may even be the case in the end that strict linguistic considerations
force us to take it in an inclusive sense. But we must be clear that such
an interpretation is beset with difficulties both within and without the
passage itself. These arc of such a nature that we may justifiablyconclude that Bevenot's demand can no longer be sustained.

D. F. Wright
also he indicates that he himself had reached back to the first succession fromthe apostles'. Lawlor-Oulton comment, 'It will be observed that Eusebius baseshis opinion on a statement of Irenaeus himself' (ad loc., vol. ii, p. 182) [whichcannot be identified with Irenaeus's account of his intercourse with Polycarpcontained in the fragment of his letter to Florinus. The fragment is preservedby Eusebius at the same place, but he makes it clear that this letter is to bedistinguished from On the Ogdoad. Harvey (p. 470, n. 1) confuses the two.]Close similarity in language to a comparable reference to Clement of Alexandria(H.E. v. 11. 2) reveals the hand of Eusebius, but if the description of Polycarp(presumably) as the first succession from the apostles depends on Irenaeushimself, we have a further confirmation of the interpretation adopted in this
note—unless, of course, Irenaeus counted one way for Rome and another wayfor Smyrna!



MARTIN BUCER—THE FIRST
'ECUMANIAC'?

Martin Bucer,1 the Strasbourg Reformer who ended his days as the
'King's Reader of the Holy Scriptures' at Cambridge, long remained
one of the neglected figures of the Protestant Reformation. He had
the good fortune to leave behind him no sect or Church, no Buceran-
ism, which looked to him as its founding father and eponymous
hero. Even in his own Strasbourg he was never able to implement his
ideal of a reformed Church with the degree of success enjoyed by
Calvin in Geneva, and he was at the last exiled by the city, to die
in an alien land of the effects of the dank and misty Cambridge fens.
Subsequent to his departure, Lutheran influences in Strasbourg
further obscured his theological and ecclesiastical legacy. Too often
has the fate befallen him of being interpreted in terms of others,
as a Zwinglian, or a Lutheran or even a Calvinist.2 An up-to-date
biography and a coherent account ofhis theology are still desiderata,
and not until the last few years has a start been made towards a
complete edition of his writings, most of which are still available
only in the original sixteenth century impressions, and some only
in manuscript. Several hundred letters have never been published,
a fate for which the extreme illegibility of his handwriting must
bear its due share of blame. His verbosity has acted as another
deterrent: Luther called him a chatterbox (Klappermaul) and Calvin
deemed him 'too prolix to retain the interest of busy people. . . .
Whenever he deals with any subject, his unbelievably forceful and
fecund mind brings up so many things that he does not know how
to take his pen off the paper'.3 And so for a cluster of varied reasons
Bucer's true significance has lain concealed.
But the picture is now decisively changing. Bucer is emerging

with increasing clarity as a Reformer of distinction in his own right,
as clear-cut and relevant as a Luther or a Calvin or a Zwingli.
We may well smile an incredulous smile when Professor Gordon
Rupp, in a volume of essays entitled Prospectfor Theology, depicts our
subject as 'Martin Bucer: Prophet of a New Reformation',4 though
in so doing we shall not wish to deny the pertinence of many of
Bucer's theological, pastoral and liturgical endeavours to our
contemporary concerns. But the Bucer whom the ecumenical
century is discovering is above all 'the irenical Reformer', who while
Luther and Calvin were laying the foundations for confessionally
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structured churches, hurried around from conference to conference
in the tireless pursuit of Protestant unity and even that hardly more
elusive objective of concord between Catholic and Protestant in
Germany.
And so there may be some value in a brief survey of Bucer's

work as an ecumenical diplomat. Some of the more distinguished
members of this audience will have taken part themselves in union
negotiations, and it may be that a study of this sort will not be devoid
of value by way of example to follow or error to avoid. If we look
to the Reformers for guidance in so many issues, have they nothing
to teach us in our preoccupation, or even obsession, with the quest
for the Church's unity? We may yet learn from one whom Gordon
Rupp in an extended cricketing netaphor portrays as 'the greatest
ecclesiastical spin bowler of the age, the very model of a modern
ecumenical'.5

i. From Selestat to Strasbourg
Bucer was born between the Protestant generations—Luther and
Zwingli in 1483 and 1484, Calvin in 1509, Bucer in 1491. From the
first he had to plough his own furrow in life, his father and grand¬
father being humble cobblers of Selestat in Alsace. From the
famous Latin school in his home town he preferred to enter the
Dominican order at the age of fifteen rather than abandon his studies
as financial stringency dictated. But in the monastery he found his
humanist zeal for Latin and Greek rather frowned upon, and he was
required to turn his attention to the scholastic theologians. In
characteristic fashion he made the most of this eventuality to become
well versed in the schoolmen and to acquire a facility in the subtleties
of scholastic reasoning that served him both well and ill in later life.
He was, said Bossuet, 'more fertile in distinctions than the most
refined scholastics'.6
The Dominicans sent the promising student to the universities

of Mainz and Heidelberg. He eagerly devoured the works of
Erasmus, and at Heidelberg attended the disputation that Luther
conducted in 1518, the year after the Theses, at a General Chapter
of the Augustinian Order. He was enthusiastically drawn to this
'real, authentic theologian'.7 Almost two years later while still at
Heidelberg he vividly recalled in a letter to Luther the effect of that
encounter upon him: 'Smitten by great love for you as though
wounded by the sharp arrows of your words, or rather the words of
God the Mighty, I dared to have a conference with you. . . . The
result was assuredly happy. For received at dinner by you . . ., I was
wonderfully and bountifully refreshed, not only by the excellent
delicacies of the table, but by the exquisite and sweet meat of the
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Scriptures, for which indeed I came more hungry than for bodily
food. Among the other excellent gifts of your mind the genuine
humility of our Lord Jesus manifested itself with special brilliance;
your face, words, gesture and whole body testified to it'.8
Another letter, much nearer the date of the disputation, reveals

how well his humanist and Erasmian studies had prepared Bucer to
embrace the new teaching of Paul and the Fathers rather than
Aristotle and the schoolmen.9 He was not the only convert Luther
made on that occasion but he was certainly the most significant.
Soon Luther vied with Erasmus as his favourite writer. The letter
from which we have just quoted, in which he greets Luther, 'Hail,
reverend father, sincerest of theologians and strongest of Christians',
expresses his special pleasure at what Luther says about charity,
'rightly execrating that always present curse of a Christian, the
saying, "Charity begins at home", and "Be your own neighbour".'
Bucer proceeds to refer to an incident that took place a year after
Luther's visit to Heidelberg, which he had earlier described as
follows: 'One day when I was presiding at some stupid debates
(for there is a great dearth of learned men here), I propounded
some theses differing from their rules and barely escaped a stoning.
My chief offence was that I defended the proposition that charity
was commanded to our neighbour'.10 It is, I think, not without
significance that one of Bucer's very earliest teaching pronounce¬
ments should uphold the commandment to love one's neighbour.

Some four years later, the first treatise that Bucer wrote, soon
after his arrival in Strasbourg, was entitled That No One should Live
forHimselfbutfor Others, andHow to Attain to this Ideal. It was presented
as an account ofwhat he would preach if permitted to do so. 'The
best, the most perfect and blessed condition on earth', he declares,
'is that in which a man can usefully and profitably serve his
neighbour. ... It is clear that no one should live for himself,
because God has created all things so that they might contribute
not to their own good but to that of others, and be instruments and
evidences of the divine goodness which all things should express
and spread abroad. The Lord God first established this order for
things at the time of creation, and will again bring it about at the
time of the renovation of the world when He will again bring in His
kingdom'.11
This early emphasis on neighbourly service and love is prophetic

of many features of the mature Bucer. It prepares us for his pre¬
eminence as a pastor, both in deed and more particularly in word,
as evidenced in his work on The True Care ofSouls and the Proper Role
of the Pastor, surely one of the noblest pastoral treatises to come out of
the whole Reformation movement. It foretells, secondly, the greater
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weight placed by Bucer than, say, Luther, on the necessity for faith
to be operative through love. This Augustinian inheritance lies
behind the remarkable ease with which Bucer managed to come
to terms with Catholics on the doctrine of justification by faith.
Thirdly, we discover in the work That No One should live for Himself
but for Others the first hints of what has been called Bucer's
'eschatology of love',12 his vision of the kingdom of Christ as
embodied in an earthly 'communion of love'. Bucer was especially
fond of the Epistle to the Ephesians, and prominent in his three
expositions of chapter 4 of that Epistle was his stress on love as a
distinctive note of the Christian Church. Finally, we may justifiably
regard the paramountcy of Christian love in the young Bucer as
anticipating his subsequent irenicism and as contributing to a
stronger missionary concern than is found in any other Reformer.
After becoming a 'Martinian', Bucer could not be expected to

tarry long in the monastery. He left it for the last time towards the
end of 1520 near his twenty-ninth birthday, and a few months later,
through papal intervention, secured release from his vows on the
grounds that they were taken before the age of discretion. In the
ranks of the secular clergy he passed spells of a few months to a year
as, successively, court chaplain at Ebernburg to Franz von Sickingen,
a warlike count keen to jump on the Lutheran bandwagon in the
cause of German liberty, court chaplain to Count Frederick of the
Palatinate, and during the Knights War a pastor at Landstuhl
again upon the patronage of Sickingen. He was on his way to
Wittenberg (he had stood at Luther's side at the fateful Diet of
Worms) when he was prevailed upon to linger at Wissembourg
and assist in the preaching of the new gospel. But after six months
opposition to his doctrine and to his marriage (while attached to
Sickingen he had been one of the first reforming clergy to take the
step of clerical marriage) rendered flight inevitable, and so he
arrived in Strasbourg in May 1523, unknown, penniless, jobless
and almost friendless. The happy accident that his parents now
enjoyed Strasbourg citizenship prevented his being moved on, and
from this inauspicious beginning he emerged within a few months
as the animating soul of the reformation in Strasbourg, a position
he was to occupy for a quarter of a century, and within a few years
as the leading Protestant diplomat of his time. He was rarely absent
from a top-level conference, and he conducted a correspondence
which, if not exceptionally voluminous, was exceedingly wide-
ranging, his correspondents numbering some three hundred and
fifty. From 1529 onwards he struck up an intimate relationship
with Philip, the Landgrave of the region of Hesse, perhaps the
ablest of the German princes who supported the Reformers.

a 2
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Philip was a zealot for Protestant unity, both religious and political
—the two could not be separated—and fastened upon Bucer as
the manmost likely to secure theological harmony among the warring
Protestants. From now on Bucer was often away from home. Not
only did he play a first-hand part in many of the reform projects
in Germany in the next decade or so, at Augsburg, Ulm, Nurem¬
berg, Cologne and Bonn, in Hesse, and elsewhere, but he was also
tireless in Philip's impatient service, for four years on end in the
late 1530s and early 1540s being almost permanently occupied with
writing, travelling and negotiating on his behalf. He was indubitably
a figure of European dimensions.
We shall endeavour to isolate three strands ofactivity from Bucer's

busiest years—his dealings with the Anabaptists, his efforts for
Protestant concord on the Lord's Supper and his role in the abortive
attempts for reconciliation with the Catholics.
2. Bucer and the Anabaptists
Strasbourg possessed the last bridge over the Rhine before the sea,
and so occupied a position which made it a great European cross¬
roads not only of commerce (between Italy and the Rhine valley)
but also of politics and religion. From almost the outbreak of the
Reformation it became an 'international haven of dissenters', with
a reputation for toleration and leniency which acted as a magnet
to unwanted non-conformists. No sooner was Bucer settled in the
city than he was faced with the disruptive doings of influential
Radicals; he was hardly ever to be free of their menacing presence.
In a steady stream they came—Carlstadt, Hans Denck, Pilgram
Marbeck, Melchior Hofmann, Balthasar Hubmaier, Michael
Sattler, Caspar Schwenckfeld, Sebastian Franck and a host of
lesserworthies. In their dealingswith them the Strasbourg Reformers
evolved 'an unusualway of handling "heresy", differing considerably
in spirit and in method from those common in the magisterial
Reformation centres of Wittenberg, Zurich and Geneva'.13 Its
spirit was a surprisingly tolerant one, so much so that Bucer was
more than once in danger of losing his closest associate, Wolfgang
Capito, to the cause of the Anabaptists he so hospitably entertained.
Its method was open debate, in which the 'heretics' were given full
rein to expound their errors in public.
What Bucer objected to above all else was the Radicals' separat¬

ism. He once defined heresy as 'a passion of the flesh through which
one thinks he has something better in doctrine and life than the
common, divinely-ordained usage of the ancient Church, conducts
himself accordingly, and on that account secedes from the Church
and betakes himself to some particularist society or sect'.14 And of
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course Bucer's was no disinterested toleration; his perennial objective
was the recovery of the Radicals for the reformed Church. In this
aim he met with no great success in Strasbourg itself, and indeed in
course of time the devious tactics of Schwenckfeld and the excesses
of the Miinsterites' 'kingdom of the saints' provoked him into
pursuing a tougher line. But elsewhere Bucer achieved the only
mass recovery of Anabaptists into the established Church in the
sixteenth century. It happened in Hesse in 1538, when Philip
summoned Bucer to curb the Anabaptist expansion which had
defied all previous measures of control. Hundreds of the dissenters
rejoined the Church of Hesse as a result of a series of debates
conducted in a pleasingly calm atmosphere in which Bucer evinced
a commendable readiness to learn as well as teach. Foremost among
the complaints of the Radicals was the absence of effective moral
discipline in the main Churches, a point which Bucer took to heart
and stated in so many words, 'There cannot be a Church without
church discipline (ein ban)'.15 As a consequence of this peaceful
confrontation a disciplinary system was introduced into the Church
of Hesse through Bucer's agency, and also adopted by Calvin, then
an exile in Strasbourg, as a constitutive mark of the true Christian
Church. Another innovation to Bucer's credit most probably as a
response to Radical demands was evangelical confirmation. Bucer's
first known reference to the possibility of reviving the patristic
custom of confirmation occurs in the context of another debate
with an Anabaptist later in the same year,16 and it was first popu¬
larised in the following year in his Scriptural Bericht to the people of
Miinster for a sound reformation of the Christian community. The
wider propagation of the rite among the Protestant Churches flowed
from Bucer's reinstitution.
Others have pinpointed further aspects of Bucer's thought and

practice which may exemplify his responsiveness to the legitimate
complaints and emphases of the Radicals, such as his missionary
outlook, his stress on the necessity of inward Christian experience
and personal holiness, the role of the small cell of Christian laymen
(the Christian Gemeinschaft), and the relatively greater attention
Bucer gives to the ministry of the Holy Spirit. Such features have
led more than one distinguished student of Bucer to depict him as
the Pietist among the Reformers and to trace a straight line of
continuity from him to Methodism.17
It would be folly to leave the impression that between Bucer and

the Radicals all was warmth and light; we have already mentioned
the implementation of a severer policy in the course of the 1530s,
and we should not forget that the magisterial Reformers tolerated
the Anabaptists in the last resort only as the objects of their
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missionary endeavours. Though moderate, Bucer was nothing if
not persistent. Yet we can discern on Bucer's part an element of
give-and-take and more than one hint that he was pursuing a
genuine consensusfidelium. The fact that he was himself charged with
being an enthusiast, tainted with the spirit and doctrine of the
Anabaptists, is clear proof that he was far from insensitive to their
protests.

3. Bucer and Protestant Unity
Not only did Strasbourg strategically straddle the Rhine, it occupied
an intermediate position between Switzerland and Germany not
merely geographically but, more importantly, theologically as well.
The chief bone of contention between the Swiss Zwinglians and the
German Lutherans was of course the doctrine of the eucharist or
Lord's Supper. We cannot here attempt a detailed examination
of the issues involved; we can merely remind ourselves, that while
to Luther and his associates the Swiss 'sacramentarians' appeared
to believe that the Supper contained solely the bare figurative
elements of bread and wine, to evoke remembrance of the Cross
and worship of the bodily ascended and glorified Christ, to Zwingli
and his followers Luther's insistence on the real, substantial, even
bodily presence of the body and blood of Christ, in, under, and with
the bread and the wine, seemed little better than a half-baked
transubstantiationism, a neo-papist half-way house.
The trouble started late in 1524 with the publication ofCarlstadt's

anti-Catholic and anti-Lutheran eucharistic tracts, a reading of
which, coupled with a typically meticulous Scriptural examination,
forced Bucer to abandon his earlier simpliste adherence to Luther's
teaching and his unthinking refusal to do more than rehearse the
words of institution and urge his hearers to the spiritual eating of
Christ. The impact of Carlstadt's pamphlets was reinforced by a
visit from Hinne Rohde bearing an influential letter from the
Dutchman Cornelius Hoen and by weighty treatises from Zwingli
and Oecolampadius, with the net result of turning Bucer into as
zealous a partisan of Zwinglian symbolism as anyone. He stoutly
opposed Lutheran doctrine which seemed to be 'reintroducing the
papists' error under whose deluding spell men locate and seek
salvation in the outward performance of the sacrament with no
reference to faith'.18
He continued in this mind until a reading of Luther's largest

work on the eucharist, the Confession of February 1528, compelled
a reappraisal which issued in the conviction that though Luther's
language had been at the least unfortunate, his beliefs were funda¬
mentally in accord with his own and Zwingli's. He wasted no time

NEW COLLEGE BULLETIN

in proclaiming to the world his lonely discovery, and in striving to
convert the protagonists in the dispute to the same realisation. For
the next ten years nothing so obsessed him as the pursuit of a
Protestant concord on the Supper, and he was very early to
appreciate the value of Philip of Hesse as a like-minded champion
and protector. But the road to reconciliationwas strewnwith hazards,
and there were signal setbacks in store at Marburg in 1529, when
because of the eucharistic divide Luther refused to regard the
Zwinglians as brethren in Christian communion, and at Augsburg
the following year. In the course of these twelve months or so,
Bucer distanced himself somewhat from the Swiss Zwinglians, so
that he was better fitted to function as a middleman, but the
immediate effect was simply the emergence of a third, albeit a
mediating, confessional stance adopted by the South German
cities under the lead of Bucer's Strasbourg and exemplified in the
Tetrapolitan Confession of 1530. But Bucer pressed relentlessly on,
harping monotonously on the theme that the disagreement resolved
itself into a battle about words, a logomachia, and doing his utmost
to disinfect Luther's tainted vocabulary of its allegedly grossly
material implications. In order to edge the Zwinglians towards an
acceptance of Luther's cardinal insistence that Christ's presence in
the Supper could not be made dependent on the disposition of the
recipient but had to be acknowledged as an objective reality, that
is to say, a true or real presence, even a substantial presence, Bucer
elaborated with increasing lucidity his own distinctive interpretation
of the Supper, which indubitably embodied a genuine degree of
rapprochement between the embattled fronts of Zurich and Witten¬
berg. It was an interpretation that focussed centrally on communion
or participation in the body and blood ofChrist, that is, communion
in Christ's very self, through faith and by means of the bread and
the wine. It spoke repeatedly of the presentation (exhibitio) of the
body and blood by the elements, by which term Bucer intended
not merely their representation but also their actual delivery to the
communicant. Hence in the observance of the sacrament there
exists a temporal conjunction between the elements and the body
and blood, between eating by the mouth and eating by faith, a
conjunction regularly described as a sacramental union of the earthly
and heavenly realities, whereby the bread and the body may be
considered as one, not by mixture of their substances but by virtue
of the sacrament. The validity of this 'real presence' rests on the
institution of the Supper by Christ; whenever the words and
ordinance of Christ are duly observed, His true body and blood
are truly given and received along with the bread and the wine.
Bucer's triumph came at last at the Wittenberg Conference of
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1536, when a Concord was hammered out which enabled Luther
to accept Bucer and the Zwinglians (though Zwingli himself was
several years dead) as brothers in Christ, and a common communion
service was attended by all. The Concord was bought at great
cost, including, it has been plausibly argued, the cost of integrity.
The terms of the Concord19 included a confession of the Lutheran's
substantial presence of the body and blood in the eucharist. In
endeavouring to convince his colleagues and even more the Swiss
that the word substantial was not an index of theological depravity,
Bucer hallowed it with the sanction ofOecolampadius in his patristic
Dialogue on the Supper, a work which in fact invariably shrinks from
or even categorically rejects the word. But the shakiest prop of the
Concord was its acknowledgement that the unworthy receive the
body and blood when Christ's institution is adhered to, though they
partake to their own condemnation because they do so without
repentance and faith. In an attempt to persuade the Swiss to swallow
this Lutheran camel, Bucer glossed it with a scholastic distinction
between two types of unworthiness, that of the godless unbeliever
and that of the unspiritual believer. Since the latter possesses faith
of a sort, it cannot be denied that he receives the Lord's body and
blood, but because his faith is undiscerning and inactive he does not
eat the spiritual food of the sacrament. 'He is like the person who
takes in food with the mouth but does not chew it or fails to pass
it down into the stomach, or when it is passed into the stomach,
does not digest it and vomits it out with little delay'.20 This Buceran
distinction, which was not explicit in the articles of the Concord,
enabled him to come to terms with the Lutheran axiom that the
sacrament's virtue was not determined by the condition of the
recipient, but without the necessity of abandoning his own and
the Zwinglian's established insistence that apart from faith there
is no feeding upon Christ's body and blood, which are heavenly
realities.
It is not altogether surprising, in view ofsuch sophistry, that Bucer

was disappointed of his hopes of a large scale acceptance of the
Concord by the Swiss sacramentarians. He exerted himself to the
full in the two years after the Wittenberg Conference to little avail.
Ironically enough, while Luther displayed a new friendliness
towards the Swiss, in peace but not in unity, Bucer became increas¬
ingly persona non grata as they refused to be dislodged from their
allegiance to their own Swiss Confession. But within Germany
Wittenberg signified almost total harmony. Despite hesitations
and reservations on both sides, especially from some of the free
imperial cities, Luther's prestige and Bucer's persistence won the
day, and German Protestantism was able to present a more united

NEW COLLEGE BULLETIN *9

front than at any previous stage in the Reformation movement.
And the credit was largely Bucer's.

4. Bucer and Protestant-Catholic Unity
The rebuff that the Swiss Churches handed out to the architect of
theWittenberg Concord seems to have had the effect of diverting his
buoyant energy into another channel, leading towards the evidently
far more daunting goal of a religious settlement with the Catholics
in Germany. Not that his ecumenical ardour had hitherto found no
outlet in this direction: both he and Melanchthon, who had made
most of the early running in pursuit of an accommodation with
moderate Catholics, especially since the Diet of Augsburg in 1530,
responded enthusiastically to an invitation to contribute memoranda
to a Protestant-Catholic colloquy for the settlement of differences
projected by the French king Francis I in 1534-35. It was no fault
of Bucer's or Melanchthon's that the plan failed to materialise, for
their counsels breathed optimistic hopes of the successful outcome
of a round table conference by theologians of good will. They were
both prepared to concede some measure of papal supremacy, if
only the pope showed himself concerned for the true edification of
the Church, and Bucer is confident that in the teachings of the
Fathers and the earlier schoolmen (whom he opposed to 'more
modern theologians') and in the canons of the primitive Church
will be found an adequate basis for, respectively, resolving doctrinal
conflicts and reforming clerical disorder. He even suggests, mirabile
dictu, that Thomas Aquinas should provide the key to a solution
on the sacrifice of the mass.21
But despite these earlier efforts, it was not until 1539-41 and to a

lesser extent a few years beyond that date that the target of a
Protestant-Catholic concord filled Bucer's sights, and now that he
took up the chase in earnest he soon outpaced Melanchthon. It
would be unpardonable to ignore the political and military pressures
that inclined the Emperor Charles V to seek religious peace in
Germany in these years, but in the time at our disposal, we shall
have to imagine this backcloth without first painting it. It meant
that the objective for all practical purposes is the reunification of
Germany, religiously and therefore politically and militarily, rather
than the reconciliation of Wittenberg or Strasbourg with Rome.
None of the Protestant protagonists held out any serious hopes of
an agreement with the papacy itself.
As negotiations developed it became clear that the Wittenbergers

under the eye of John Frederick, the Elector of Saxony, were far
more pessimistic and suspicious of a specious settlement than Bucer
and Philip of Hesse. At the second Colloquy of Leipzig early in
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1539 Bucer and the Catholic Witzel reached an agreed statement
on faith and works which commended itself to Philip but smacked
of a perilous compromise to the Lutherans. It is, I think, true that
Bucer made a more ardent attempt than the other leading Reformers
to do justice to the Scriptural promises of rewards for good works.
He can even speak in his Commentaries on the Gospels and Romans of
good works as a cause of salvation.22 But at the same time he stresses,
as in this agreement with Witzel, that they possess merit only as the
gifts of Christ (another Augustinian borrowing), not in respect of
their own intrinsic worth. Nevertheless the kind of expressions he
employed rendered an accord with Catholics in this area that much
easier to attain.
Further discussions between the two sides in 1540 at Hagenau

and Worms reported negligible overt progress, though at Worms
a joint statement on original sin was formulated and approved.
But also at Worms the Emperor's Secretary Granvelle engineered
the secret negotiations which produced the so-called Regensburg
Book. It was largely the work of a liberal-minded Catholic from
Cologne, John Gropper, with revisions by Bucer and Capito.
Intended to serve as a draft basis of theological agreement at the
Colloquy to be held during the imperial Diet at Regensburg in the
following year it represented Granvelle's endeavour to predetermine
the harmonious outcome of those discussions. However, the exclusion
of the Wittenbergers from its preparation was predictive of its
unacceptability in that particular quarter.
At Regensburg23 the trio of Protestant negotiators consisted of

Bucer, Melanchthon and a Hessian Pistorius, who was of no
importance on this occasion. They were chosen to parley with three
Catholics who included Gropper and the intransigently anti-
ProtestantJohn Eck, backed by the papal legate Cardinal Contarini.
Melanchthon laboured unhappily under a very negative mandate
from the Elector John Frederick, and as it turned out, dragged his
feet hardly less doggedly than the Catholic Eck. After some revision
by the Catholics the Regensburg Book was laid on the table and the
teams began to work through it. The initial articles on the fall,
free will and sin occasioned no serious divergence, and they
proceeded to the article on justification. The draft in the Book did
not commend itself to either Melanchthon or Eck, and others were
prepared by the two sides. Eventually, to the incredulous astonish¬
ment of some of the Protestants in the city it was announced that
agreement had been attained on the subject of justification. The
article, which neither affirms nor denies solafide but allows it so long
as it is complemented by teaching on penitence and good works,
is built around the Augustinian and Erasmian concept of justifying
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faith as a living and efficacious faith, a faith that is effective through
love. This link between faith and love we have already noted as
particularly characteristic of Bucer's theology, and it was Bucer
much more than anyone else on the Protestant side who was
responsible for the concord.
We have reached the high-water mark of reconciliation between

Catholic and Protestant, not only in the Reformation period but
perhaps in the whole pre-Vatican II era. The tide of peace would
rise no higher before it began to ebb. For while Calvin was amazed
that the Catholics had conceded so much ground, and was ready to
approve the article, Luther condemned it for its vagaries as 'a
patched-up job', and denunciation awaited it at a Consistory in
Rome for its failure to mention merit. Furthermore, substantial
progress in the Colloquy halted at this point, and deadlock soon
ensued on the authority of the Church in relation to Scripture and
on the eucharist. Melanchthon was violently opposed to the draft
articles on both these subjects, and Contarini's insistence on the
mention of transubstantiation put paid to any prospects of a meeting
of minds on the eucharist. But what must be highlighted are the
lengths to which Bucer was prepared to go to conciliate the
Catholics. It is true of course that the Emperor was keenly desirous
of a settlement, and Philip ofHesse was eager to please the Emperor
(he needed an imperial indulgence to cover his bigamous marriage).
But it is impossible to explain Bucer's elasticity solely in terms of
pressure from Philip to be as conciliatory as only he knew how. The
draft article on the authority of the Church was as irenic as any
Protestant could have hoped. It presented Scripture and the
consensus of the Church in time and space more or less as co¬
ordinate rather than conflicting authorities, and made no mention
of a magisterium inherent in a particular office such as the papacy.
Its chief explicit offence was in speaking of the infallibility of the
dogmatic decisions of the early ecumenical Councils, but Bucer
defended the whole thing in a manner incomprehensible in the
light of his earlier and later writings on the same topics. Had he lost
his head? Had the desire for unity become a blinding mania?
The same questions are provoked by the eucharistic debate at

the Colloquy, for Bucer seems to have been the author of a draft
which speaks of 'a mystical mutation' of the elements. 'We affirm
that the body ofChrist is truly present but that the bread is converted
or changed by a mystical mutation whereby there is now brought
about after the consecration a true exhibitio of the presence of the
body, a mystical mutation not merely of significatory import but
one whereby Christ's body becomes (or is made, fit) present.' Nor
is the sacramental adoration of Christ to be rejected as a matter
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of principle.24 How much further could Bucer go and still be
regarded as representative of German Protestant opinion? To his
colleagues on this occasion he had already over-stepped the mark,
and all in vain.
And so the Colloquy broke up with an agreement on justification

but on no other major issue of division. All that could now be
gained was a political compromise which secured a degree of
toleration for the Protestants and ordered a 'Christian reformation'
as a preliminary to a 'Christian agreement'. Bucer may have taken
a cue from the terms of this Recess, for we can detect a slight change
of strategy after 1541. He no longer aims at complete unification
from the first but at a partial agreement to serve as a wedge for
reform movements in Catholic states. This policy he implemented
with very near success in the Electorate of Cologne in 1542-43.
He had been invited by the Archbishop Hermann von Wied (on
the recommendation of Gropper) to assist in the reformation of the
diocese, but his efforts were finally frustrated by the canons of the
Cathedral backed by the threat of imperial troops.
Negotiations between Catholics and Protestants in Germany after

Regensburg witnessed the balance of power tilting over menacingly
in Charles's favour. The second Colloquy of Regensburg in 1546
was attended with none of the hopeful promise of its predecessor
and indeed wore a farcical aspect from the first. By 1547 Charles
had spreadeagled the Protestant League in the Schmalkaldic War,
and turned to the imposition of a religious settlement in Germany.
Bucer now refused to participate in the discussions which produced
the Augsburg Interim of May 1548. This provisional truce made only
trifling concessions to the Protestants, like communion in both
kinds and clerical marriage, and Bucer would have nothing to do
with it. As a consequence he was eventually compelled to flee from
Strasbourg, and chose an exile in Cranmer's England in preference
to Wittenberg or Basel or Geneva whither importunate invitations
would have summoned him. Weariness with the endless con¬

troversies ofGermany and Switzerland may have suggested a refuge
in a new land, despite the discomfort and upheaval it entailed. The
year before his Channel crossing, he had again failed to compact an
understanding with the Zwinglians at Zurich, and left the city in a
huff. Hence it was his special sorrow soon after his arrival in England
to 'sense the same spirit of contention (on the Supper) beginning to
rage here which has brought such great evils upon us in Germany
I am moved to write this much at length to you (Peter Martyr,
in Oxford) because I have seen what scandals have arisen in
Germany from this particular disputation these twenty years and
more'.25 .......

.
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5. The Ecumenical Bucer
It is time to attempt some assessment of Bucer as an ecumenical
figure. Tribute must first be paid to his incredible perseverance.
None of his successes was owed to fortune or favour, all were the
reward of indefatigable persistence and insistent urgency. Coupled
with his ingenuity and versatility (for he was never lost for an
expedient), such industry made him the supreme diplomat. He was
at home, as no other major Reformer was, in the conference hall
and the committee room. He preferred an interview to a letter, and
his opponents, aware of his skill in face to face encounter, preferred
to avoid meeting him on his chosen ground. For him the colloquy
no less than the pulpit was a theatre for the extension of the
kingdom of Christ through the word ofChrist. In other words, in the
words of our modern ecumenical jargon, he was a great believer in
dialogue. He knew that books were readily misinterpreted and that
polemic was far easier if its object was not facing you across the table.
His activity exemplifies the truth that in the context of personal
relationships theological disagreements often assume slighter pro¬
portions. He was always ready to respond to men of goodwill on
the other side, a trait which goes some way, I believe, towards
explaining his extraordinary keenness to make concessions at
Regensburg. He was unhappy at remaining alienated from men
like Gropper to whom he warmed as a trusty fellow Christian. But
at the same time it is arguable that Bucer's intemperance on that
occasion illustrates the danger, which present-day ecumenical
conversations do not always avoid, of an excessive importation of
personal feelings into what should be objective theological debate.
Bucer never believed that any compromise in essentials was to

be contemplated, but the verbal formulations of central doctrines
had not been eternally fixed. However, his indifference to hallowed
terminology and his facility in devising new formulae exposed him
to easy attack and he earned himself an unenviable reputation for
ambiguity and even duplicity. His early attempts at eucharistic
concord had to dispel the ill odour with which his name stank in
Lutheran nostrils as a result of his insertion of his own views of the
sacrament into his translations of Luther's and Bugenhagen's
works (1525-26). (It was this that caused Luther to greet him at
Marburg with the words, 'You scoundrel!', but they were spoken
with a smile.) Later in 1542 Luther is reported to have said, 'Bucer,
the rascal, has absolutely lost all my confidence. I shall never trust
him again; he has betrayed me too often'.26 After Marburg the
Lutheran Justus Jonas accused him of 'the cunning of a fox',27
and Erasmus reproached him with professedly acting in accordance
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with the maxim, 'A fraud that harms none and benefits many is a
work of godliness' (Pius dolus est qui nocet nemini prodest multis).28
The most infamous illustration of this device is to be found in Bucer's
counsel to Philip of Hesse to conceal his bigamy from the world by
telling a 'holy lie', according to Biblical precedent; it appeared
that numerous personages from Abraham to God had made false
representations to their enemies in order to protect the people of
God. It was sharply to be distinguished from the 'strong lie' advo¬
cated by Luther (herein lies encapsuled a world of difference
between the two Reformers).29
At an early stage in the eucharistic strife Oecolampadius warned

Bucer against dabbling in deliberate obscurities, with which the
Swiss Churches would have no truck at all. Somewhat later, so it
is recorded in an early biography of Peter Martyr, Bucer repeatedly
urged him to employ certain obscure and ambiguous expressions
when speaking about the Supper, as he himself did, for he was
persuaded that only in this way could the controversy be resolved.
Martyr complied for a while, but finding it an unprofitable as well
as an uncongenial exercise resumed his customary clarity.30 Calvin
on one occasion could find no more opprobrious comment to pass
on a profession of faith than that even Bucer's writings contained
'nothing so involuted, so obfuscating, so equivocal, so tortuous as
this'. Calvin attests Bucer's widespread reputation as 'the author or
approver of indifferent counsels',31 and doubts whether all Bucer's
efforts could remove so deeply rooted a suspicion.
Such accusations were, of course, part of the common coin of

Reformation controversy, but it is difficult to discount entirely the
testimony of so distinguished if motley a chorus. Even his good
friend Ambrose Blaurer of Augsburg acknowledged that Bucer
sometimes erred in the means he employed. Can it not be claimed
then that he 'studied peace too much', that he was crazy for unity,
as Margaret Blaurer mockingly called him—'the dear politicus and
fanaticus of unity',32 which is as close a Reformation equivalent to
'ecumaniac' as you will find. (I cannot affirm with certainty that
no earlier figure earned such a soubriquet, but Bucer seems a fair
bet for the first in the field.) Should we discern in Bucer not merely
an ecumenical born out of due season but even the prototype of
those who today lose their heads and even their integrity in a mania
for reunion at all costs? Can we acquit Bucer entirely ofexacerbating
by his very efforts for concord relationships that otherwise might
have remained more cordial, ofmultiplying disagreements by such
ardent persistence that other doctrines, such as the Trinity and
Christology, became involved where hitherto no suspicion of
disharmony had lurked? Did his concern not to lose the influential
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backing of Philip for his union schemes induce him to consent to
the bigamy against his better judgment? I doubt if this construction
can be put upon that particular aspect of the affair (for he did
subsequently allow Philip to go over to the Emperor rather than
accede to his demand for a public defence of the bigamy), but we
have seen that his conduct in other aspects of this episode will not
stand the light of examination.
And what of his incredibly artificial distinctions, such as this

explanation of'truly' in the Stuttgart Concord of 1534: 'I believe
that by virtue of the words, "This is my body", the body of the Lord
is truly, that is, substantially and essentially, but not qualitatively
or locally, that is, substantially and really, but not in measure of
size or quality or measurement of place, in the Supper, is present
and is given'.33 Such subtleties hardly endorse his earlier judgment
in a critique of the Schwabach Articles, that 'all such articles (of
unity) should be expressed with Biblical words and in the shortest
and clearest manner possible'.34 Some years later, when replying to
the queries of some Italian brethren, Bucer seems to have learned
the bitter lesson of experience: 'Flee formulae', he advises them;
'while all faith is placed in Christ, the thing is safe. It is not given
for all to see the same thing at the same time.'35
But at the end of the day one cannot but applaud his profound

zeal for the unity of the Church. 'What more serious peril', he
wrote to a friend after Marburg, 'could happen to any mortal than
that he should fight against the union of the Church?'36 We admire
his irenical spirit, his insight into the incongruity of Christian
divisions, and his fundamental interest not in theology as such but
in communion, the security, unity and expansion of the Church,
the kingdom of Christ. 'It torments me', he wrote towards the end,
'and not without reason, that we to whom the Lord has so bounti¬
fully revealed the other mysteries of His kingdom, have not been
able now in twenty-four years to agree concerning this most sacred
and universal mystery, which all Christians ought to understand
as well as use'.37 We magnify his charity in assessing his opponent's
point of view, his appreciation of the elusiveness of the whole truth,
his 'charisma for assimilation', and his readiness to revise his
understanding and retract his errors. We may not agree with the
defence that he 'need not be thought unprincipled because he put
the principle of charity before that of theological rectitude',38
but was it not the weakness of a visionary too easily to subordinate
the means to the end?

Some years after Bucer's death, when Catholic Mary had suc¬
ceeded to the English throne, his remains were ceremonially
exhumed and burned in themarket place, on a daywhen 'Cambridge
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played the mad bedlam against the dead'. Such antics would not
have distressed Bucer; after all, he had enjoyed a glorious funeral
such as few foreigners of only two years' residence received. But the
Vice-Chancellor of the University, Andrew Perne, preached a sermon
which might well have saddened him. For his text was Psalm 133,
which begins ,'Behold, how good and pleasant it is when brothers
dwell together in unity', and he preached to vilify Bucer as an agent
of division, not to praise him as an apostle of peace. So truly has it
been said that 'Martin Bucer seemed born to belie the saying that
peacemakers are blessed'.39 Nevertheless, to use again the words of
Gordon Rupp, 'of all the fierce voices of that contending age, he
hails those today who labour, as he laboured, for the Peace of
Jerusalem'.40
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13. C. Krahn, Dutch Anabaptism, Origin, Spread, Life and Thought {1450-

1600) (The Hague 1968), p. 105.
14. Quoted by H. Eells, The Attitude ofMartin Bucer Toward the Bigamy

ofPhilip ofHesse (New Haven 1924), pp. 1 if.
15. On these debates see F. H. Littell in Reformation Studies (for R. H.

Bainton), ed. Littell (Richmond, Va., 1967), pp. 145-168. The quotation is
from p. 148.

16. Quidde baptismate infantiumiuxtaScripturas Dei sentiendum ... (Strasbourg
!533)> sig- F iiiv.

17. A. Lang, Puritanismus und Pietismus, Studien zu ihrer Entwicklung von
M. Butzer bis zum Methodismus (Neukirchen 1941).

18. Bucer, Scripta Anglicana (Basel 1577), p. 651.
19. Ibid., pp. 6656, and Corpus Reformatorum, vol. 3, 75f.
20. Bucer, Aphoristic Confession on the Eucharist (1549), para. 49, in Scripta

Anglicana, p. 544.
21. On this episode see J. V. Pollet, Martin Bucer, Etudes sur la Corres-

pondance, vol. 2 (Paris 1962), ch. 18, where Bucer's Consilium is printed.
22. Commentary on the Four Holy Gospels (edition of Geneva 1553), p. 137b;

Commentary on Romans (edition of Basel 1562), pp. 99-106.
27
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23. See especially chapters 5-7 in the as yet unpublished thesis of my
colleague Dr. P. C. Matheson, Cardinal Contarini at Regensburg: A Study in
Ecumenism, Catholicism andCurialism (Edinburgh 1968), to which the following
paragraphs are much indebted.

24. Corpus Reform., vol. 4, 263.
25. Bucer to Martyr (June 20, 1549), Scripta Anglicana, p. 549.
26. Luther, Weim. Ausg.: Tischreden, vol. 5, 166 no. 5461.
27. Corpus Reform., vol. 1, 1097 no. 634.
28. Erasmus, To the Brethren of Southern Germany and East Frisia, Opera

Omnia, vol. 10 (Leiden 1706), 1602.
29. Eells, op. cit., pp. 116, 12of., 123, 23of.
30. J. Simler, Oratio de Vita et Obitu . . D. Petri Martyris Vermilii. . . .

(Zurich 1563), pp. 11 v-i2r.
31. Calvin to Viret (Sept. 11, 1542), Corp. Reform., vol. 39 (Calv. Op. 11),

437 no. 421; and to Bucer (late Oct., 1549), Corp. Reform., vol. 41 (Calv.
Op. if), 438 no. 1297.

32. T. Schiess, Briefwechsel der Briider Ambrosius und Thomas Blaurer,
vol. 2 (Freiburg-im-Breisgau 1910), pp. 8i4f.

33. Eells, Archivfur Reformationsgesch. 42 (1951), p. 164.
34. Edited by H. von Schubert, Zeitschrift fur Kirchengesch. 30 (1909),

P- 259-
35. Scripta Anglicana, p. 686.
36. Bucer to Ambrose Blaurer (Jan. 26, 1530), ed. Schiess, vol. 1, p. 205.
37. Quoted by P. Bayle, Historical and Critical Dictionary (ET), 2nd edit.

(London 1735), vol. 2, p. 177.
38. J. T. McNeill, Unitive Protestantism, 2nd edit. (London 1964), p. 147.
39. P. Smith, A Short History ofChristian Theophagy (Chicago and London

1922), p. 167.
40. The New Cambridge Modern History, vol. 2: The Reformation 1520—59,

ed. G. R. Elton (Cambridge 1965), p. 112.

Professor DANIEL L. DEEGAN

It is with a sense of immense loss that I write of the death of Dan
Deegan on Sept. 14, 1969, at St. Vincent's Hospital, Portland,
Oregon, at the early age of 39. He was one of the ablest and most
promising ofAmerica's younger theologians, and certainly one of the
most talented ever to come to New College from the other side of the
Atlantic.
Brought up in Des Moines, Iowa, he graduated B.D., summa cum

laude, from Monmouth College in 1951, and then went on to take
a brilliant B.D. at Yale, under the teaching of Robert Calhoun
and Richard Niebuhr to whom he was greatly attached. He came
to Edinburgh as a Fulbright scholar in the session of 1954-55, with
a very remarkable grasp of the history of philosophical and of
Christian thought, and quickly flowered into a theologian of
mature judgment. He returned to Yale the following year, to take
his M.A. in 1957, and then the Ph.D. in 1958. Already, however,
Reed College, one of the select Ivy-League Colleges, had laid claim
to him and incorporated him into their department of philosophy,
where he continued to teach with great acclaim until he was stricken
with an incurable blood disease last summer.
His researches at Yale had driven Deegan back into the depths of

nineteenth century German theology and philosophy, and it was
to that field that he devoted his relentless and rigorous analyses
in the years that followed. He contributed to many professional
journals papers of such academic distinction that he soon came to
be regarded as an international authority in that field. He had hoped
to bring out a major work on the theology of the nineteenth century,
before publishing a revised version ofhis work on Barth's Christology.
His brilliant mind and great competence was recognised by Reed
College in making him a full Professor of Religion in May 1969
and establishing a major in Religion under his direction. Then
God took him home.
Dan Deegan took his illness with rare Christian grace, and no

resentment at being struck down in such untimely fashion. His was a
redeemed spirit of a rare kind, whose great talents were so dedicated
to his Lord that his teaching and scholarship bore throughout the
imprint of the imitatio Christi.

Thomas F. Torrance
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The Manuscripts of St. Augustine's
Tractatus in Euangelium Iohannis:
A Preliminary Survey and Check-List1

One striking consequence of modern study of Augustine's Tractatus
in Iohannem has been the dissolution of their unity, a unity that for
centuries has been taken more or less for granted. In the first place,
it is no longer possible to regard Tract. 55-124 as the product of extempore
preaching exactly like Tract. 1-54 and Augustine's numerous other ser-
mones. It has been claimed that they were dictated by Augustine in his

1. In the preparation of this study I have incurred debts of gratitude to a host of
scholars, librarians, friends and others throughout Europe and in the U.S.A. who
in response to my enquiries have examined manuscripts and furnished information
and photographic copies. In only a small minority of cases have I drawn a blank.
To mention by name all to whom I am indebted would be a lengthy operation and I
must ask to be excused this duty. My special thanks, however, must be addressed
to G. Folliet and his colleagues at Etudes Augustiniennes for examining on my
behalf a considerable number of manuscripts in the Bibliothfeque Nationale and for
other valued assistance ; to Dr. Karl Dachs and his staff of the Bayerische Staatsbi-
bliothek in Munich for like helpfulness ; and similarly to the Directors and their
assistants of the Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana at Florence, the Biblioteca
Nazionale ' Vittorio Emanuele III ' at Naples, the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana,
and the Deutsche Staatsbibliothek in Berlin. I have benefited greatly from the
first-fruits of the many-volumed Die Handschrittliche Uberlieferung der Werke des
Heiligen Augustinus— vol. I/i, Italien : Werkverzeichnis ; I/2, Italien : Verzeichnis
nach Bibliotheken, by Manfred OberleiTner (Sitzungsberichte der Osterreichische
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philos.-Hist. Klasse, 263, 267 ; Vienna, 1969, 1970),
and I am glad to express my appreciation of the co-operation of other members of
the team engaged on this project under the direction of Professor Rudolf Hanslik
of the Kommission zur Hera.usga.be des Corpus der Lateinischen Kirchenvdter. I
received draft lists of manuscripts of the Tractatus from Johannes Divjak (France),
Erich Roth (S.-W. Germany), Franz Romer (Great Britain), and Barbara Giorgi
(Holland and Belgium). Finally my thanks are due to Edinburgh University Court
for grants from the Earl of Moray Endowment to defray most of the expenses
involved.
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study, conceivably for other preachers to deliver. Much more plausibly,
in my opinion, they may well represent the' private preaching ' of which
Possidius speaks2, that is to say, homilies or expositions addressed to a
restricted or domestic circle of hearers. The debate continues3, but
by now it is at least established that whatever their origin Tract. 55-124
belong to a decidedly different genre from Tract. 1-54.
Secondly, the recognition of this distinction between the two main

parts or halves of the work has been followed by a readiness to accept
other divisions, which seem at last to be opening up a solution to the
most difficult dating problem presented by any of Augustine's major
works. The Tractatus were not all produced in the same year or couple
of years. Indeed, it is most unlikely that even Tract. 1-54 belong to a
single phase of Augustine's career. If the conclusions of Mile Ra Bonnar-
diere are to be followed, Trr. 1-16 should be dated in A.D. 406-7, Trr. 17-23
not before 418, and 24-54 4,1 419-20 at the earliest4. More recently,
M.F. Berrouard has argued that Trr. 1-16 were preached between Decem¬
ber 406 and mid-407, Trr. 17-19 and 23-54 in the summer of 414 and
20-22 in 418-4195. Whether or not either of these sets of conclusions
proves definitive in the long term, future labourers in this field will feel
110 compulsion to exorcize any indications that might assign the Trac¬
tatus to different stages of Augustine's episcopate, as the Maurist editors
and Lenain de Tillemont once did8. The acceptance of the possibility
that the Tractatus were composed in separate sections or blocks over a
number of years has broken through an otherwise intractable impasse7.

2. Vila Augustini 7 (PL 32, 38-39).
3. Cf. especially J. Huvben, De Sevmoenen over hel Evangelie van Johannes.

Bijdrage tot de Chronologie van Augustinus' Werken, in Miscellanea Augustiniana
(Rotterdam, 1930), pp. 256-274 ; M. LE Landais, Deux amides de predication de
saint Augustin, in Etudes Augustiniennes (Theologie, 28 ; Paris, 1953), pp. 38-48 ;
A.J.H. van weegen, Preek en Dictaat bij Sint Augustinus : Syntactisch-Stilislische
Studie over de Tractatus in Ioannis Evangelium (Nijmegen-Utrecht, [1961]) ;
A.-M. La BonnardiEre, Recherches de chronologie auguslinienne (Paris, 1965),
pp. 120-126 ; A. ZwinGGI, Die fortlaufende Schri/llesung im Gottesdienst bei Augus¬
tinus, in Archiv fiir Lilurgiewissenschaft 12 (1970), pp. 121-124, 128.

4. Op. cit., pp. 19-118. Cf. H. Rondkt's review, RSR 53 (1965), pp. 651-658.
5. La date des « Traclalus I-LIV in Iohannis Evangelium » dc saint Augustin,

in Recherches Augustiniennes, vol. 7 (Paris, 1971), pp. 105-168.
6. The Maurlsts' Admonitio, PL 35, 1375-1376 (cf. also ibid., 1579 11. (a)) ;

Tili.KmonT, Mimoires pour servir a I'histoire ecclesiaslique des six premiers siecles,
second edit. (Paris, 1710), vol. 13, pp. 708-709.

7. The earlier, wildly contradictory, attempts at dating the Tractatus are summa¬
rized by La BonnardiEre, op. cit., pp. 63-64, and Berrouard, Homdlies sur I'Evan-
gile de saint Jean 1-XVI (Bibliolheque Auguslinienne, 71 ; Paris, 1969), pp. 29-36.
Berrouard here accepts La Bonnardiere's date for Trr. 1-16, and reinforces it by
further evidence in La date... (op. cit., 11. 5 above), pp. 107-119. ZwinGGI, op. cit.,
pp. 99-129, follows La Bonnardiere for the whole collection, and also suggests some
further detailed connexions between several of the Tractatus and the liturgical
assemblies of the Church at Hippo. We still have our doubts (cf. JTS 11.s. 17 (1966),
pp. 183-184, and u.s. 22 (1971), p. 252 ; cf. G. Madec, REA 13 (1967), p. 140) about
A.D. 405 as a terminus post quern for Trr. 1-16, but now is not the time to develop
them.
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Thirdly, evidence is now accumulating that the manuscript tradition
of the Tractatus embodies a diversity which none of the editions has dis¬
closed, except to a minor extent that of R. Willems in Corpus Christia-
norum, Series Latina (= CCL), vol. 36 (Turnhout, i954)?. The present
writer has already published some of the evidence for this diversity
in an article which concentrated on the omission of Tract. 20-22 from
several manuscripts and from copies of the work used by some mediaeval
writers9. The list of the manuscripts of the Tractatus which it is the main
purpose of this study to present, is largely a by-product of that more
restricted enquiry and some at least of its limitations are to be explained,
if not excused, 011 this ground. But in the course of that earlier enquiry
certain obvious criteria for grouping the manuscripts began to emerge,
and the endeavour to compile a list as complete as possible offered a
suitable opportunity for pursuing this classification as far as it could be
taken.

These circumstances explain why it is that in the following pages a
wealth of detail can be presented concerning the area of Tract. 17-23 but
only a very incomplete collection of data is available concerning most of
the 'other features under discussion. Despite these deficiencies there
seemed some value in indicating the kind of criteria that enable a start
to be made on classifying the mass of the manuscripts. But again the
reader must be cautioned against excessive expectations. These criteria
are mostly of an external nature, and hardly justify talking about dis¬
tinctive textual types, though if these are ever to be detected among the
manuscripts of the Tractatus one would expect them, in part at least,
to coincide broadly with some of the groupings established in this study
Two reviewers of Willems' edition called respectively for ' a complete

list of the known manuscripts' and ' a serious reconsideration of the
whole history of the manuscript tradition '10, perhaps unaware of the
dimensions of the task. The number of manuscripts listed here bears
comparison with the totals compiled by Andre Wilmart for the Confessions
(258 manuscripts), the Dc Trinitate (233), the City of God (376) and the
Enarrationes in Psalmos (368)11. These figures, published in 1931, most
probably all need to be considerably increased. The total for the De

8. For reviews, mostly critical, of this edition see M.P.J, van den HouT, in
Augustiniana 5 (1955), pp. 298-308 ; G. FollieT, in RpA 3 (1957), pp- 403-405 I
C. Moiirmann, in VC 10 (1956), p. 61 ; b.M. peebles, in Tradilio ii (1955). pp- 424"
426 ; L. bieler, in Scriptorium 10 (1956), p. 323 ; E. des places, in Biblica 37 (1956),
pp. 367-368.

9. Tractatus 20-22 of St. Augustine's In lohannem, in JTS n.s. 15 (1964), pp. 317-
330.

10. Van den HouT, in Augusliniana 5 (1955), p. 298 ; FolliET, in REA 3 (1957),
p. 404.

11. La Tradition des grands ouvrages de Saint Augustin, in Miscellanea Agostiniana,
vol. II (Rome, 1931), pp. 257-315.
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Trinitatc is now over 30012. But even if the application of different prin¬
ciples of inclusion, for instance, in the case of selections in homiliaries,
renders my provisional total for the Tractatus of about 340 manuscripts
not strictly comparable with any others, nevertheless it is high enough
to scotch the suggestion of Miss Ruth J. Dean that the surviving manus¬
cripts are significantly fewer than for Augustine's other main works13.
Her claim that only four complete copies of the Tractatus earlier than the
tenth century are known to exist is also unduly pessimistic. (In fact,
of her four Cologne 6914 contains only Tract. 55-124 while Paris, B.N. lat.
1959 can be described as complete only with the major qualifications to
be indicated below).
At this stage we may conveniently list the pre-tenth century manus¬

cripts of the Tractatus. The principles followed in determining the limits
of this list are prefaced to the complete check-list on pp. 107-109 below.
Contents are given according to the numbering of the Tractatus in the
editions ; S. 125 is Sermo 125 (PL 38, G88-698). At the end of each item
is noted in brackets the title given to the individual Tractatus in the body
of the manuscript, except for those which do not specify any at all or
for which the relevant information is not available. In some cases more

than oite title is employed. The diversity of these titles will shortly be
discussed.

vi/vii Carlsruhe Ettenheimmiinster 462 -f- Engelberg 59 ; fragments
of 75-80, 111-112

vii/viii Monte Cassino 523 E ; fragments of 112-113 (sermo)

viii in. Vatican 3835, 3836 ; selections (Agimond's Homiliary) (sermo,
omelia)

viii2 Munich 14653 ; 30-54 (as' 27-51 ') (sermo)

12. "W.J. Mountain, Additional Manuscripts of St. Augustine's « De Trinitate »,
in Sacris Erudiri 16 (1965), pp. 198-202, adds 69 manuscripts, and FoiyijKT, in
r£a 13 (1967), p. 333. two more.

13. An Early Fragment of a Manuscript of St. Augustine's Sermons on the Gospel
According to St. John, in JTS 36 (1935), P- "3, followed by WiepEms, in CCL 36, x.

14. In the sections of this article preliminary to the list itself, manuscripts are
referred to as briefly as is reasonably possible, but sufficient indication is always
given to enable them to be located in the actual list where fuller details may be
found. The century is indicated by capital Roman figures : ix /x means the turn of
the ninth and tenth centuries, i.e., circa A.D. 900, while xx-x means ninth or tenth
century. Page and line references to the Tractatus always relate to the edition in
CCL 36. There is now available in print an index of Incipits which includes the
individual Tractatus and not merely the beginning of the first one. Initia Palrum
Lalinorum, ed. J.M. Clement (Corpus Chrislianorum ; Turnhout, 1971) utilizes the
edition of the Tractatus in CCL 36.
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viii Paris, b.n. lat. 10399 1 fragments of abbreviation of 42-43, 49

viii ex. Paris, B.N. lat. 1959 ; 1-18, 20, 19, 23-123 (many omissions)
(sermo)

Berlin Phillipps 1662 ; 1-19, 23-35 (tractatus)
Vatican Palat. 207 ; 24-54 (sermo)
Paris, B.N. lat. 11635 : 55"I24
Munich 18092 ; selections (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary) (sermo)
Berlin Phillipps 1676 ; selections (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary)

(sermo)
Troyes 853 ; selections (Alan of P'arfa's Homiliary)
Vienna 1616 ; selections (Homiliary) (omelia)
Paris, B.N. lat. 2034 ; 5

viii /ix Rome, Vallicell. A. 14 ; 1-17. 5. 125, 20-124 (omelia)
Berlin theol. lat. fob 346 ; 1-54 (sermo)
Munich 14286 ; abbreviation of 30-124
Gottingen Miiller III + Hersfeld C. 165 ; fragments of 102-103,

105 and ?
Munich 4547 ; selections (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary)
Verona, Capit. LII ; selections (Homiliary)

ix in. Carlsruhe Aug. XTVII ; 1-124 (sermo, tractatus, omelia)
Tours 289 ; 10-19, 23-38 (sermo)
Carlsruhe Aug. LXXVI ; 1-21 (sermo)
Stuttgart H.B. VII 17 ; 2-21 (sermo, homilia)
Wolfenbiittel 4094 ; 1-23 (tractatus)
Wolfenbiittel 4102 ; 24-54 (tractatus)
Munich 29046, 29055a, 29162 + Augsburg Fragm. 14 ; frag¬
ments of 99-124 (sermo)

Carlsruhe Karls. 1438 ; 51 (Paul Deacon's Homiliary)
Vienna 1014 ; selections (Homiliary)

ix1 Lucca 21 ; 1-124 (omelia, sermo)
St. Galien 168, 169 ; 1-54 (sermo, omelia)
Munich 6287 ; 1-13 (sermo)
Salzburg a VII 33 ; 15-19, 23-36 (tractatus)
St. Gallen 241 ; abbreviation of 1-18, 20 (sermo)
Vienna 725 ; fragments of 116-117
Wertheim Fragm. 2 ; fragments of 6
Munich 4564 ; selections (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary)
Munich 14368 ; selections (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary)

ix1 and ix med.
Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Misc. 139 ; 14-54 (sermo, tractatus, liber)

ix med. Wiirzburg M. p. th. f. 74 ; 1-13 (sermo)
Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Misc. 124 ; 55-124 (sermo)
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Avranches 109 ; part of 10
Paris, B.N. n. a. lat. 2322 ; selections (Paul Deacon's Homiliary)

(omelia)

Verona, Comun. 3034 ; fragments of 55-77 (homelia)

Chartres 6 ; 1-124 (sermo, traclatus, homelia)
Florence S. Marco 644 ; 1-17, S. 125, 18-124 (sermo)
Basel B. III. 3 ; 1-19, 23-24, 55-124 (sermo)
Angers 175 ; 2-18, 20, 19, 23-54 (tractatus)
Verona, Capit. XXXVI ; 1-17, 5. 125, 18, 20-21, 19, 22-53

(sermo)
Cologne 69 ; 55-124 (omelia)
Be Mans 260 ; 54-124 (omelia)
Paris, B.N. lat. 974 ; fragments of 34-36
Paris, B.N. lat. i960 ; 55-124
Vatican 637 ; extracts of 1-18, 20, 19, 21-123
Paris, B.N. lat. 2012, ff. I, 136 ; parts of 24, 26
Valenciennes 166 ; part of 10
Vatican Regin. 307 ; extracts of 1, 36
Vienna 697 ; fragments of 1-2
Carlsrulie Aug. Fragm. 98 ; part of 17
Carlsrulie Aug. XV ; selections (Paul Deacon's Homiliary)
Carlsruhe Aug. XIX ; selections (Paul Deacon's Homiliary)
Carlsruhe Aug XXIV ; 24 (Paul Deacon's Homiliary)
Manchester, Rylands 12 ; selections (Homiliary)
Munich 17194 ; selections (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary)
Wolfenbiittel 4096 ; part of 15 (tractatus)

ex. Vercelli XBVI ; 1-124 (omelia, sermo)
Paris, B.N. lat. 9604 ; selections (Paul Deacon's Homiliary)
Vatican Regin. 195 ; selections (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary)

/x Vatican S. Pietro C 105 ; selections (Homiliary) (sermo)

-x Orleans 161 ; 1-18, 20, 19, 23-124 (many omissions) (sermo)
Berne 103 ; 1-19, 23-52 (sermo)
Fulda A. a. 3 ; 22-54
Paris, B.N. lat 1918 ; fragments of 37, 39
Diisseldorf B. 80 ; fragments of 121

For subsequent centuries the approximate totals are as follows :
14 ; x-xi, 6 ; xi, 38 ; xi-xii, 7 ; xii, 100 ; xii-xiii, 6 ; xin, 24 ; xiii-xiv, 4 ;
v, 22 ; xv (and xvi), 47.
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The proportionate distribution here is roughly parallel with that
established by Wilmart for the Confessions, De Trinitate, City of God and
Enarrationes in Psalmos, except that the marked predominance of twelfth-
century exemplars is paralleled ■— and indeed greatly exceeded — only
in the case of the Enarrationes15.

Thus from the period prior to the tenth century (if we omit from consi¬
deration manuscripts dated ' ninth or tenth century '), there survive
seven basically complete copies of the Tractatus, Paris, B.N. lat. 1959 ;
Rome, Vallicell. A. 14 ; Carlsruhe Aug. XBVII ; Bucca 21 ; Chartres 6 ;
Florence S. Marco 644 ; Vercelli XBVI. However, of these seven
three are marked by one or other of the ' standard ' irregularities to be
discussed in due course and one of these three has more serious deficien¬
cies, while of the other four, which one describes hesitantly as perfect
copies, Chartres 6 suffered bomb damage in 1944, and is practically useless
in its lower 6-8 lines. But quite apart from exemplars of the whole
work, even a cursory glance through the seventy odd items listed above
will reveal the diversity of material with which the student of the manus¬
cript tradition of the Tractatus has to come to terms.

titles

I
This diversity is immediately apparent in the variety of titles used not

only among the various manuscripts but even within individual codices.
Possidius lists the work as Tractatus de evangelio Iohannis a capite usque
in finem in codicibus sex16. In all the printed editions Tractatus alone
appears, and it is commonly regarded as the term Augustine himself
chose for these expositions of John's Gospel17. But in the centuries of
tradition separating the library at Hippo from the printing press, nothing
is more patent in both the manuscripts and quotations in other writers
than the rarity of tractatus compared with sermo and homilia. Having
indicated above the usage as far as it is known to us in the earlier manus¬
cripts, we will now catalogue the manner of citation in later authors,
but with two cautions. First, we cannot always assume that a writer
intends to reproduce the actual title in his copy of the work, and secondly,
we must in any case distinguish between the overall title it bears at the
beginning, and perhaps also at the commencement of a new part such as
Tract. 55-124 as well as at the end, and the title or titles given to the in¬
dividual tractatus. As we shall shortly see, these two often do not coincide.

15. Op. cit., pp. 310-3x1. Wilmart listed 147 manuscripts of the Enarrationes
from the twelfth century, out of a total of 368.

16. Indiculum X4.5, ed. Wilmart, in Misc. Agost., vol. II, p. 182.
17. E.g., BERROUARD, Homilies (op. cit.), p. 25, with further references.
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Leo I quotes Tr. 78 from Augustine's Expositio evangelii secundumIohannem18

Eugippius's Excerpta include a paragraph from homilia X evangelii
secundum Iohannem10

Cassiodorus twice refers to the work as Augustine's expositio on John20

Fulgentius's usage reveals some of the possible variants. His quotation
from Tr. 22 is introduced by : Augustinus in expositione Evangeliisecundum Iohannem, cum de ipso Domini sermone tractaret, sic ait,
but he twice cites Tr. 14 as a homilia21

The patristic florilegium of the Second Council of Seville, A.D. 619,drawn up by Isidore, follows Leo I in quoting Tr. 78 from Augustine's
expositio Ioannis Evangelistae22

At the Lateran Synod of A.D. 649 under Martin I, Tr. 22 was cited as
homilia vicesima secunda23

Bede's Augustinian florilegium on Paul refers to several Tractatus bet¬
ween 36 and 108 invariably as (h)omelia, but his two other refe¬
rences, to Trr. 3 and 7, use the term sermo21. However, we cannot
immediately conclude from this evidence that Bede's manuscripts
used different titles in different sections of the Tractatus.

Alcuin's writings reveal a wide range of usage, referring variously to
Augustine's homilia evangelicae expositionis, sermo, evangelicae
praedicationis homilia, homilia evangelical8, etc. Homilia is his
most frequent term, and indeed he once quotes Tr. 14 after the

18. Ep. 165 : 6 (PL 54, 1181 ; ACO II, 4, 128).
19. Excerpta 276 (283) (CSEL 9, 1, 879).
20. De Instil. Divin. 7 (PL 70, 1119) ; Expos, in Pss. II : 1 (CCL 97, 40).
21. Ep. 14 : 17, 27, 34 (CCL 91, 405-406, 418, 426-427).
22. J. Madoz, El Fiorilegio patrislico del segundo Concilio de Sevilla, in Miscellanea

Isidoriana (Rome, 1936), p. 213.
23. MANSI X, 1073-1074.
24. I. Fransen, Description de la collection de Bide le Vinirable sur I'ApStre, inRB 71 (1961), pp. 66, 45, 48.
25. Adv. Felicem 2 : 10 ; Adv. Haeresin Felicis 67, 68 ; Adv. Elipandum 2 : 12,

1 : 19 (PL 101, 153, 116, 269, 254). I am assuming that the three references to
Tract. VII, Tract. XIV and Tract. XXV found in Migne's text of Adv. Elipandum
3 : 18 (PL 101, 284) are editorial, though such identifications of sources normally
appear in the footnotes. Cf. also the mention of Auguslini homeliatico (v.l., omeliaco)
sermone explanationes in the Epistle of Gisla and Rectruda prefaced to Alcuin's
Commentary on John (PL roo, 739). The work De Processione S. Spiritus 1, 2 (PL 101,68, 79), which is falsely attributed to Alcuin (see E. D uemmeer in MGH Epp. IV[Karol. Aevi II], p. 482), refers to Augustine's expositio evangelii.
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words in opere Homiliarum titulo quartodecimo. but proceeds in
the next chapter to refer to sermo XXII26. Or again he turns
to Augustine's pulcherrimum opus, Homiliarum siquidem \in]
Evangelium Ioannis, only to refer to Tr. 14 as a sermo27

Popr Hadrian I quotes from liber XXXVIII super Iohannem evange-
listam28, while the documents of the Council of Frankfurt (A.D. 794)
contain the following variants : expositum evangelii and omelia
(Ep. of Franch bishops to Spanish bishops), sermo (Ep. of Hadrian
I to Spanish bishops), vicesima sexta omelia in expositione (Ep. of
French bishops)20

Amalarius of Metz displays no consistency in his numerous citations in
Liber Officialis, referring variously to tractatus, omelia, sermo26.
He is thus the first writer to my knowledge who uses the term
tractatus, though Fulgentius had much earlier used the verb
tractare.

One of the opponents of Amalarius, Florus of Lyons, drew upon very
many of the Tractatus for his Augustinian florilegium 011 Paul's Epistles,
and invariably employs the title tractatus31. In other works which have
been ascribed to him afresh in recent decades he quotes from Tr. 53 as
sermo 51 expositionis, appeals to what Augustine says in tractatibus quos
in expositionem Joannis evangelistae ad populum loquitur, and refers
to Trr. 49 and 66 as the bishop's tractationes evangelii32. Also at Lyons,
archbishop Amulo once quotes from Tr. S3 as Augustine's quinquagesimus
tractatus33.

Other ninth-century writers continue the variety of usage as before.
Prudentius of Troyes cites the Tractatus nearly always as homilia, but

26. Adv. Haeresin Felicis 27, 28 (PL 101, 98).
27. Adv. Elipandum 3 : 18 (PL 101, 283-284).
28. Ep. 2 : 2, to Charlemagne (MGH Epp. V [Karol. Aevi III], p. 12).
29. MGH Lcgum Sectio III, Concilia II (Concilia Aevi Karol.), pp. 113, 125, 145,

150.

30. E.g., 2 : 7 : 4, 3 : 24 : 7, 3 : 26 : 3, ed. J.M. HanssENS, Amalarii Episcopi
Opera Liturgica Omnia, vol. 2 (Studi e Testi, 139) Vatican City, 1948, pp. 216, 339,
344-

31. C. Charlier, La compilation augustinienne de Florus sur I'Apolre. Sources
et authenticite, in RB 57 (1947), p. 174.

32. Ps.-Amui,o, Auguslini Sentenliae de Praedestinatione et Gratia, cap. 5 (Sent.
I-VII) (PL 116, 132-133) ; Ps.-RemigiuS oe Lyons, Libellus de Tenenda Immobiliter
Scripturae Veritate 8 and De tribus Epistolis 16 (PL 121, 1102, 1013). For Florus's
authorship of the Sententiae see CharliER, Les manuscrits personnels de Florus de
Lyon et son activity litliraire, in Milanges E. Podechard (Lyons, 1945), pp. 76, 80,
and of the works of Remigius, Wii.marT, Une Leltre sans adresse icrite vers le milieu
du IX" siicle, in RB 42 (1930), pp.157-162, and ChareiEU, in Milanges Podechard,
P- 79-

33. Ep. 2 to Gottschalk (MGH Epp. V [Karol. Aevi III], p. 375 = PL 116, 93).
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on one occasion as sermo34. Tr. 26 is quoted by Paschasius Radbertus
from Augustine's expositio beali Ioliannis evangelistae sermone vigesimo
sexto33. Ratramnus on three occasions refers to the work as Augustine's
expositio30 .while John the Deacon in several quotations names his source
either simply as homilia or as in expositione Iohannis homilia31.
We have 110 need to pursue this enquiry any further among the early

users of the Tractatus in Iohannem. For the moment we merely observe
that the evidence indicates the predominance of homilia, the popularity
also of sermo and expositio, and the rarity of tractatus, except in Lyons
in the first half of the ninth century.
In turning again to the manuscripts, we would expect to discover amid

this variety of nomenclature some criteria of classification, but the
Maurists' Admonitio immediately warns us against over-optimism. Even
within the confines of their largely homogeneous group of manuscripts
the}' encountered tractatus, sermo and homilia33. They also reproduce
an extended title found in three of their copies, which we may conveniently
discuss at this stage :

Aurelii Augustini Doctoris Hipponensis episcopi Homiliae in Evangc-
lium Domini Iesu secundum Ioannem Incipiunt quas ipse colloquendo
prius ad populum habuit et inter colloquendum a notariis exceptas eo quo
liabitae sunt ordine verbum ex verbo postea dictavit.
This introduction occurs in the following manuscripts, none of them

earlier than the end of the eleventh century :

Durham, Cath. B. II. 16 ; xi ex. ; Durham
Cambridge, Trinity 116 ; xii in. ; Canterbury
London, B.M. Royal 3. C. X ; xii in. ; Rochester
Oxford, Balliol 6 ; xii in. ; Gloucester region
Cambridge, St. John's 9 ; xii ; Welbeck
Oxford, Christ Church 88 ; A.D. 1167 ; Buildwas
Rouen A. 85 ; xii ; Rouen (the Maurists' Audoenensis)
Rouen A. 91 ; xxi ; Jumieges (the Maurists' Gemmeticensis)
London, Lambeth 44 ; xii ex. ; Lanthony

34. De Praedestinatione contra Joan. Scotum 4 (' sermo '), 10, 13, 16 (PL 115, 1053,
1145, 1179-1180, 1242).
35. Ep. ad Fredugardutn 111/3 (CCL Cont. Med. 16, 164).
36. De Praedestinatione Dei 1, 2 ; De Corpore et Sanguine Domini 78 (PL 121, 30,

43, 160-161).
37- E.g., Expositum in Heptateuchum, ed. J.B. PiTra, in Analecta Sacra et Clas-

sica I, p. 167 ; fragment of patristic Florilegium on Gospels, ed. PiTra, in SpicilegiumSolesmense I, p. nxi. Gottsclialk's works quote the Tractatus on many occasions,
normally without using any term approximating to a title (and hence always without
numbers), though he once describes Tr. 111 as an omelia in De Praedestinatione n,
ed. C. LamboT, Oeuvres thiologiques et grammaticales de Godescalc d'Orbais (Spicile¬
gium Sacrum Lovaniense, 20) Louvain, 1945, p. 223.

38. PL 35, I377-I378 i CCL 36, xiri.

THE MANUSCRIPTS OF THE « TRACT. IN EVANG. IOH.k 65

Oxford, Bodl. Auct. D. 1. 10 ; xii/xi:i ; Missenden
Oxford, Bodl. Canon. Pat. 182 ; xiii ; N. Italy
Oxford, Merton xiv ; xiv
Rome, Angelica 177 ; xiv ; Rome
It also appeared in the Maurists' Pratellensis, but this manuscript

has not been identified in modern times.

In addition, in at least ten manuscripts the same sentence is found
at the conclusion of the work, with of course Expliciunt substituted for
Incipiunt. Three of the ten also have it as the introductory title.
Oxford, Bodl. Bodl. 301 ; xi ex. ; Exeter
Oxford, Balliol 6 ; xii in. ; Gloucester region
Cambridge, St. John's 216 ; xii ; Chicksands
Lincoln 9 ; xii ; Lincoln
Oxford, Queen's 386 ; xii
Rouen 467 ; xii ; Rouen
Rouen 468 ; xii ; Jumieges
Tours 292 ; xii ; Tours
Oxford, St. John's 1 ; xiii /xiv ; Reading
Oxford, Merton 11 ; xiv in.
And again the codex Pratellensis used by the Maurist editors.
It is certain that further scrutiny would increase the number of manus¬

cripts in both of these groups. At the moment only a few continental
representatives offset the preponderance of English exemplars. The
evidence is indicative of an origin in England or Normandy, in a centre
where the textual tradition of the Tractatus had attained — or preser¬
ved ? •— a normalized form. In none of these manuscripts does any of
the irregularities discussed in this article occur, and Oxford, Queen's 386
is the only one to give the separate numeration of ' 1-70 ' for Tract. 55-124.
Sufficient evidence has been adduced so far to demonstrate that the

title tractatus appears very rarely in the tradition prior to the tenth
century39. Confirmation of its continuing rarity in at least two branches

39. It is used inWolfenbiittel 4094 (ixin. ; Trr 1-23) and4io2 (ixin. ; Trr. 24-54),
both from Weissenburg, and also for each of the sermons in a third manuscript from
the same abbey, Wolfenbiittel 4096, the ninth-century Augustinian homiliary from
which G. Morin published so many unknown sermones. Though tractaUis as a desi¬
gnation of an ordinary sermon, especially one expounding a passage of Scripture, is
well attested for Augustine's era (cf. BiIrrouard, Homilies, pp. 26-29, and the
studies of G. Bardy and C. Mohrmann referred to there), it is not the term normally
employed to describe what the editions present as his Sermones. Indeed,
Berrouard, ibid., pp. 28-29, points out that tractatus itself, as distinct from the
verbs tractare and pertractare, occurs only once in the Tractatus but sermo frequently.
(On this single, and singular, occurrence of tractatus see n. 68 below.) Thus there
may well be some exceptional local factor behind the use of tractatus in these Weis¬
senburg codices. Alternatively it could be argued that since Wolfenbiittel 4096
obviously stands in a close relation to the earliest transmission of Augustine's
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of the tradition can be obtained by reference to the lists of manuscripts
lacking Try. 20-22 (below, pp. 81-82) and including S. 125 (below, pp. 90-94).
Even when tractatus features in the overall title of the work, at the beginning
or end of a manuscript, not only does its use in the singular (indicated by
incipit or explicit, sometimes prefaced by In nomine sanctae et individuae
Trinitatis)40 frequently betray misunderstanding of its meaning, but it is
also followed in several codices by sermo and /or homilia as the designations
for the individual homilies. Thus with sermo : Berlin theol. lat. fob 343
(for Trr. 55-124) ; Graz 397, and 4x1 and 438 ; Lerida Roda x ; Reims 92
(Explicit sermo centesimus vicesimus quartus. Explicit tractatus...Augus-
tini... secundum Iohannem) ; Vatican Palat. 207; with homilia : Cologne
69 ; with homilia and sermo : Barcelona S. Cugat 21. Similarly, in Oxford,
Bodl. Canon. Pat. 147, the introductory title is Expositio, Tr. 1 appears
as an homelia, the rest each as a sermo, and finally comes Explicit liber
Tractatuum. Were fuller details available, there is no doubt that many
other codices would qualify for inclusion at this point, such as Lisbon
Alcob. 402 (Tr. 124 is a sermo only to be followed by Tractatus... expli-
ciunt) and Utrecht 3. J. 1 (53), for which the catalogue entry suggests
sermo as the usual title (or perhaps merely Sermones as the opening title),
yet Tr. 1 begins as an omelia and the work concludes Explicit liber trac¬
tatuum. However, there are of course a number of copies in which the
occurence of tractatus in the title of the whole collection is followed by
the regular use of tractatus for each item (e.g. Paris, B.N. lat. 3329).
There are other instances of a lack of accord between the designations

at the outset of the work and at the commencement of each Tractatus.
Thus In hoc corpore continentur... homeliae introduces the repeated use of
sermo and tractatus as well as homelia in at least three manuscripts :

Angers 176 ; Orleans 161 ; Paris, B.N. lat. 1959. (The position of these
last two manuscripts among the earliest witnesses in one branch of the
tradition suggests that several others may also display this inconsistency
between homilia, sermo and tractatus. See pp. 87-88 below.) In Basel
B. III. 3 Trr. 55-124 are preceded by Capitula sermonum LXX, but Tr. 55
forthwith commences as an omelia.

sermons, we should treat its use of tractatus as a sign of primitive tradition, and
likewise for codices 4094 and 4102.
For a tenth-century catalogue of Lorsch Abbey and a ninth-century one of Fulda

in which tractatus is the title used, see below p. 78. I have there identified one
of the Fulda codices with Berlin Phillipps 1662, which is one of the group of
manuscripts omitting Trr. 20-22. Almost all the others in this group employ sermo,
but Salzburg a VII 33 probably uses tractatus throughout. Mention should also be
made of Vatican Palat. 207 (viii ex. ; Lorsch), which has Trr. 24-54 as ' 21-51 ',
severally entitled sermo, but bears the introductory title Tractatus ad populum.
Concerning Wolfenbiittel 4102, containing Trr. 24-54 and using the title tractatus but
probably numbering ' 22-52 ' rather than ' 21-51 ', see 11. 76 below.

40. Occurring in Barcelona S. Cugat 21 (incipiunl tractatus) ; Paris, B.N. lat. 3329
(incipit liber tractatuum) ; Reims 92 (incipit traclalus) ; and no doubt others also.
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Abundant evidence could be adduced, even as a result of my restric¬
ted enquiries, to illustrate the fluidity of usage within individual manus¬
cripts. The appearance of different titles for Trr. 1-54 and 55-124 will
be taken note of below in the pages on the division of the work into these
two parts. The list of manuscripts containing S. 125 also given below
tells its own tale of inconsistency, which cannot be entirely ascribed to
the insertion of S. 125. Thus in Madrid 193 Tr. 17 ends as homelia, S. 125
ends as omelia but Tr. 18 begins as sermo, and in Naples VI. B. 7 the stan¬
dard term, even for S. 125, is (h)omelia, but sermo is used at the end of
Tr. 18 and the commencement of Tr. 19.
One of the oldest complete exemplars of the Tractatus, Carlsruhe Aug.

XTVII, displays remarkable variety. After the initial title of Sermones,
tractatus designates the first five items, omelia appears for the end of
Tr. 5 and the beginning of Tr. 6, and then after the reappearance of trac¬
tatus for Trr. 6/7, sermo is the title for Trr. 7/8 and 8/9. Thereafter
tractatus predominates until the end of Tr. 22, though not without one
omelia and a few cases of sermo. Sermo holds the field for the rest of the
first half, except that omelia twice puts in an appearance, for Trr. 50 /51
and 54. Throughout Trr. 1-54 these individual titles are found variously
with the Explicit alone, with the Incipit alone or with both. In the
second part of the collection Incipit sermo — is the invariable usage.
Chartres 6, another of the early copies of the whole work, is in complete
agreement with Carlsruhe Aug. XLVII for the section Trr. 17-23 (17 begins
as sermo, ends as omelia ; 18 ends tractatus ; 19 ends sermo ; 20-22 end
tractatus ; 23 ends sermo), and the presumption must be that the agreement
extends throughout the collection and establishes a kinship between the
two manuscripts.
Other early manuscripts disclose similar variations. Stuttgart H.B. VII

17 (ix in.) normally uses sermo, but Tr. 19, though beginning as sermo,
ends as homelia, while the reverse holds for Tr. 20, and then Tr. 21 starts
as homelia. Vatican Palat. 206 of the tenth century generally employs
sermo but Tr. 33 closes as omelia. Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Misc. 139 consists
of an early ninth-century codex largely supplemented in mid-century.
Sermo is the regular usage of both parts, but tractatus and liber each occur
once in the additions. I11 Rome, Vallicell. A. 14 omilia is employed
throughout, except that Tr. 4 is introduced as a sermo.
There is little point in further documentation of such variations41.

41. In Augers 175, Tr. 15 begins as sermo XV and ends as omilia XVI. Bamberg
118 mostly gives only numbers, but Trr. 17 and 18 end as omiliae, but 22 as sermo.
In Bernkastel-Kues 32 Trr. 1-42 are called homiliae, and 43-124 sermones, strongly
suggesting it is itself a composite codex or goes back to one in the tradition.
Homelia, sermo and tractatus are all used by Oxford, Bodl. Canon. Pat. 182 (all three
titles occur within the first five Tractatus), Orleans 76 (73) (see n. r8o below and
cf. the details given above concerning Orleans 161), and, according to the catalogue,
Durham, Catli. B. II. 16. Valenciennes 80 employs tractatus throughout except for
Trr. 13, 18, 57, 68, 90, 95 and 97, which are severally called sermones. For the
distinctive usage of Paris, B.N. lat. 12194 and 12195 see n. 195 below.
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It remains to be said that in many manuscripts the numbers of the indi¬
vidual Tractalus often appear alone, and that the inclusion of one or
other of the terms we have been discussing seems to observe neither rhyme
nor reason. This is the case, for instance, in Berlin Phillipps 1662 (tractalus)
and Troyes 536 (sermo).
It may be thought premature to attempt to draw any conclusions from

the evidence we have adduced, illustrative and almost accidental as it
admittedly is rather than systematic and exhaustive. But in addition
to the obvious lesson it teaches, that significant and unexpected gains
in the association of manuscripts with each other are held out by this
method of approach, it raises several questions about the interpretation
of Possidius's Tractalus de evangelio Iohannis... in codicibus sex. Are we

right to assume that this description tells 11s anything beyond the kind
of title that may well have met Possidius's eyes as he opened the first
codex ? Does it require us to believe that throughout the six volumes
each exposition was introduced as a tractatus ? Can it be held to exclude
the possibility not only that the successive expositions merely bore num¬
bers but even that sermo (rather than homilia) put in an occasional or
evdn frequent appearance ? If, as now seems highly probable, the Trac¬
talus were produced in blocks at intervals covering more than a dozen
years, would one expect the six manuscripts to have presented a tidy
uniformity throughout ? No doubt we are groping in the dark, for
we do not know what took place between the taking down of these
sermons by stenographers and the eventual emergence of the six codices.
We cannot say to what extent editorial or redactionist activity unified
the collection into a consistent whole. We can only suggest that the
testimony of the manuscript tradition can hardly be said to support the
conclusions normally drawn from Possidius's reference42. At most it
could be that tractatus featured only in the initial title (with the individual
sermons introduced solely by numbers as in the oldest manuscript frag¬
ments, Carlsruhe Ettenheimmiinster 462 -f Engelberg 59. In the next
oldest, Monte Cassino 523 E, sermo appears without a number). And it
could be argued that some uses of tractatus as a title in the manuscripts
reflect a knowledge of Possidius's description, which did not preclude
the misunderstanding of tractatus as a singular noun, in just the same way
as it is so easily mistranslated today in both French and English.

PREFACES

The Maurist editors of the Tractatus printed between their Admonitio
and the commencement of the work itself a Praefatio Incerti Auctoris,

42. If, as Berrotjard, Homilies, pp. 25, 28, strongly argues, tractatus was
Augustine's deliberately chosen title, why did he twice refer to Tr. 99 as a sermo in
De Trinitate 15 : 27 : 48 (PL 42, 1095-1096) ? See also nn. 39 above and 68 below.
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beginning Omnibus divinae Scripturae paginis Evangelium excellit13. Dike
their Bouvain predecessors they had failed to find it in any manuscript
of the Tractatus, were well aware that it did not come from Augustine's
pen but nevertheless reproduced it from Erasmus's edition. Whence
Erasmus derived it will probably never be known. It did not appear
in the earlier editions of the work. The Praefatio is however printed as
the prologue to the Glossa 011 John in Migne's edition44, but whether it
owes this position to the probable creator of this section of the Glossa,
Anselm of Laon45, I cannot but doubt. The Maurists encountered this
preface paucis mutatis verbis apud Bedam et Alcuinum in Ioannem.
Alcuin's Commentary on John's Gospel is prefaced by, inter alia, his Epistle
to Gisla and Rectruda which in a more expansive introduction to the
Evangelist loosely incorporates most of the sentiments and phrases of
the Praefatio*6. This introduction is reproduced almost verbatim at
the outset of Ps.-Bede's Exposition on John's Gospel*1, for this Exposition,
as far as the end of chapter 12 of the Gospel, is of course none other than
the Commentary of Alcuin.
With this history it is not surprising that the Praefatio Incerti Auctoris

is frequently found in manuscripts relating to the Gospel of John, usually
and perhaps invariably48 as the chief glossa on the prologue of Ps.-Bede,
Hie est Iohannes evangelista unus ex discipulis Dei49. Nor would it be
surprising if it had found its way into manuscripts of Augustine's Trac-
tatus on John, especially as several copies preface the Tractatus with the
text of the Gospel (see below). In fact, it appears, to the best of my
knowledge, in only one manuscript of the Tractatus, Klosterneuburg 27 of
the fifteenth century, and then at the end of the codex, as the second of
two prologues to the Gospel of John (the first is Ilic est Iohannes evan¬
gelista) following the completion of the Tractatus themselves50. The

43. PL 35, 1377-1380 ; CCL 36, xiv.
44. PL 114, 355-356.
45. b. Smaeeey, The Study of the Bible in the Middle Ages, second edit. (Oxford,

1952), p. 60.
46. PL 100, 740-743.
47. PL 92, 635-638.
48. All the occurrences of the Praefalio Incerli Auctoris known to me connect it

with Hie est Iohannes evangelista, but I have not begun to make a thorough search
of the catalogues. Though it does not appear among the prologues listed by
Wordsworth and White in their edition of the Vulgate of John (see next note), it is
probable that on some occasions it occurs separately from Hie est Iohannes evangelista.
49. PL 92, 633-636. Also in Novum Testamenlum Domini Nostri Iesu Christi

Latine..., edd. J. Wordsworth and H.J. White, pt. I, iv (Oxford, 1895), pp. 485-487,
with references to the older literature.
50. Ff. 2i5r-2i6T. I owe my knowledge of this occurrence to information pro¬

vided by Professor J ulian G. Plaute, the Curator of the Monastic Manuscript
Microfilm Library, Saint John's University, Collegeville, Minnesota. After the end
of the Praefatio as printed (...virginem virgini commendavit) the version in this codex
continues without a break Et nola quod vinum aliud est nuptiale, aliud spirituale
.../... omnia appareant nova quae a Christy novo homine consiiluuntur. I have not
identified the source of this allegorical treatment of the miracle at Cana.
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connexion with the Tractatus in this manuscript is thus fairly tenuous,
but it may suggest that perhaps Erasmus was aware of the Pracfatio
in a copy of the Tractatus.
This possibility, together with the question of the origin of the I'raefa-

tio, has recently been raised in a new context by the publication of the
Commentary on John by Salonius51, the son of Eucherius, bishop of
Lyons, who as bishop of Geneva flourished around the middle of the
fifth century. This Commentary, in the form of a series of questions
and answers on selected portions of the Gospel, is dependent not only on
Augustine's Tractatus but also on the Praefatio Incerti Auctoris, at any
rate in the opinion of its first editor, C. Curti52. Though at this stage
one could not rule out the possibility that both Salonius and the Incertus
Auctor are dependent on a common source, the similarities suggest a
relation of direct dependence between the two. In view of the obscurity
of Salonius's treatise (Curti knows of only five manuscripts), there exists
an a priori likelihood that it is Salonius who has used the Praefatio and
not vice-versa. If this is the case, not only is the origin of the Praefatio
pushed back into the fifth century, to a time probably only two or three
decados later than the completion of the Tractatus, but it is also feasible
that Salonius knew the Praefatio in some connexion with Augustine's
Tractatus, which are by far his most important source in the Commentary.
However improbable this might seem, in the light of the almost total
absence of the Praefatio from the manuscript tradition of the Tractatus,
it is at any rate time for the sources and origin of the Praefatio to be
freshly examined with the aid of the new evidence of Salonius53.

Care should be taken not to confuse the Praefatio Incerti Auctoris with
a different preface which begins Omnis divina Scriptura hipertita est and
is taken from Augustine's De Genesi ad Litteram I : 1-2 {PL 34, 245-247).
It breaks off from this work with the words In principio fecit Deus caelum
et terrain (col. 247 line 19), and concludes De ilia vero caelesti generatione
si quaeris... lohannes ipse testatur : Ecce agnus Dei, ecce qui tollit peccata
mundi. This preface is found in at least three manuscripts of the Trac¬
tatus, and probably in several others :

Scliaffhausen 18 ; xi ; Schaffhausen
Engelberg 15 ; xn ; Engelberg
Colmar 23 ; A.D. 1474 ; ? Colmar
The first and third of these are marked by the transposition of Trr. 19

and 20 and their numbers (a feature to be discussed below). I have been

51. C. Curti, Due Commenlarii Inediti di Salonio at Vangeli di Giovanni e di
Ma/leo : Tradizzione Manoscriita, Fonli, Autore (Turin, 1968), and Salonii Episcopi
Genavensis De Evangelio Iohannis, De Evangelio Matthaei (Turin, 1968).
52. Cf. De Evangelio Iohannis 1, 3-5, 7-8, ed. Curti, Salonii Episcopi, pp. 16-24.

Cf. also Due Commenlarii, pp. 32-35.
53. Cf. CurTi, Due Commentarii, pp. 32-33. Cf. Postscript p. 143.
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unable to secure relevant information concerning Engelberg 15, and hence
cannot say whether it is likely that all manuscripts containing this pre¬
face also display this transposition. The converse is certainly not true.
It is presumably pure coincidence that the Tractatus should have attracted
to themselves two prefaces with such similar beginnings. It is impossible
to suppose that one of them was introduced out of confusion with, or even
as a counter to, the other54.

THE TEXT OF THE GOSI'EI,

I11 several manuscripts, and most probably in many more unknown
to me, the Tractatus are preceded by the Gospel of John, normally iuxta
earn translationem quam beatus Augustinus exponit :

Gotha I. 57 ; x-xi ; Mainz
Durham, Catli. B. II. 16 ; xi ex. ; Durham
Cambridge, Trinity 116 ; xii in. ; Canterbury
London, B.M. Royal 3. C. X ; xii in. ; Rochester
Oxford, Balliol 6 ; xii in. ; Gloucester region
Munich 3714 ; xii ; Augsburg
Rouen A. 85 ; xii ; Rouen55
St. Omer 23 ; xii
Oxford, Bodl. Auct. D. 1. 10 ; xii/xiii ; Misseuden
Oxford, Bodl. Canon. Pat. 182 ; xiii ; N. Italy
Rome, Angelica 177 ; xiv ; Rome
Klosterneuburg 27 ; xv; Nienburg (here the Gospel appears after the

Tractatus).

Apart from four manuscripts (Gotha, Munich, St. Omer and Kloster-
neuburg) all of these reappear in the list drawn up on pp. 64-65 above of
copies of the work containing the extended title noted by the Maurists.
As in that list, English exemplars preponderate, but the inclusion of the
Gospel cannot be regarded as of exclusively English origin. It belongs
to a standardized branch of the tradition. All of these manuscripts,
with the exception of Klosterneuburg 27, contain Tract. 1-124 continuously
numbered without any of the divergent features soon to be discussed.

54. The Ps.-Bedan prologue to the Gospel Hie est lohannes evangelisla appears,
together with the Gospel, in Gotha I. 57, Klosterneuburg 27 (see above), and probably
Munich 3714. It may well also be the prologue to the Tractatus themselves in
Innsbruck 108 and Munich 4515. In Nantes 11, to judge from the Incipit given in
the catalogue, S. 44 (PL 38, 258-262 ; cf. TamboT, CCL 41, 513) is presented as the
prologue for the Tractatus.
55. The Maurists' collations in Paris, B.N. lat. 11660, f. 501', mention the inclusion

of the Gospel text in their codex 7, i.e., Gemmeticensis, which is now Rouen A. 91, but
this appears to be an error for codex 1, Audoetiensis, now Rouen A. 85.
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division into two parts

Tractatus 1-54 and ' 1-70 ' (= 55-124)

It is well known that in many of the oldest manuscripts of the Tractatus
the use of two numbering sequences divides the collection into two parts,
1-54 and ' 1-70 '5r>. This division is to be distinguished, by virtue of this
separate numbering arrangement, from any other partition of the Tracta-
tus. Of the manuscripts prior to the turn of the ninth and tenth centuries
listed on pp. 58-60 above, eighteen are relevant to this enquiry, i.e., contain
at least part of Trr. 55-124 with numbers. Fifteen follow the numbering
'

1-70', and three (Carlsruhe Aug. XTVII; Chartres 6; Vercelli XLVI) have
'

55-124
From the earliest writers to make use or show knowledge of the Trac¬

tatus, Alcuin58, Amalarius ofMetz59, and Prudentius of Troyes60 obviously
had manuscripts numbering the second part ' 1-70 ', while both Bedefil
and Florus62 in their respective Augustinian florilegia on Paul bear testi¬
mony to the continuous numeration present in all the editions63. As
far as I have been able to discover, although there are several writers
from Salonius onwards who obviously knew the Tractatus as a single work,
in no one else does the manner of citation or reference furnish any relevant
evidence until we reach Abelard, who in Sic et N011 quotes according to
the single sequence of numbers64.
Nevertheless there is an adequate basis in the manuscripts alone for

holding that the division into two parts and the ' 1-70 ' numeration go
back to Augustine's own library. If Possidius had found the Tractatus
numbered 1-124 we might have expected him to mention the fact. He
regularly specifies the number of books in the works he lists, and also

56. Cf. "Wit.lkms, CCL 36, vn ; Wright, op. cit., n. 2 on pp. 328-329.
57. Lucca 21 gives no numbers at all for Trr. 55-124, except that on f. I39r Tr. 67

ends as sermo XIII and Tr. 68 begins as XII1I. It is possible that these numbers
are not original here.
58. Adv. Haeresin Felicis 68 (PL 101, 116) quotes Tr. 75 as ' sermo XXI '.
59. Liber officialis 3 : 24 : 7, 3 : 26 : 3, ed. HANSSENS, op. cit., pp. 339, 344, respecti¬

vely cite Trr. 118 and 120 as ' omelia sexagesima quarta ' and ' sermo LXV '.
60. De Praedeslinatione contra Joan. Scolum 13 (PL 115, 1180) quotes Trr. 61 and

86 as ' homilia 7 de Coena Domini, honiilia 32 de Coena Domini '.
61. FransEn, op. cit., p. 66.
62. Chareier, op. cit. (n. 31 above), pp. 174-175.
63. Except that Bede and Florus both used manuscripts lacking Trr. 20-22 and so

numbering ' 1-121 '. See below.
64. Sic et Non 69 ('tract. CV '), 83 ('sermo CXXIII '), 96 ('tract. LXVI')

(PL 178, 1440, 1468, 1485). Berengar of Tours, De Sacra Coena adv. Lanfrancum
43 (ed. W.H. BEEKENkamp, Kerkhistorische Sludien, 11 ; The Hague, 1941, p. 146)
cites a sentence from Tr. 40 : 2 lines 18-19 with the erroneous reference, ' [omelia] LX'
i.e., an original ' XL ' has been accidentally transposed.
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gives the totals of the different categories of Enarrationes in Psalnios65. It
is difficult to conceive how an originally continuous numbering from 1 to
124 should later have given way to two separate sequences, whereas 011
the other hand not only is it easy to envisage the two sequences being
merged into one within one codex, but we can even detect traces of the
process in the occasional manuscript like Lisbon Alcob. 402 which observes
the numbering ' 55-124 ' but prefaces it with a list of capitula numbered
'

1-70 '. Indirect confirmation of the antiquity of the twofold division
is provided by the host of manuscripts which contain either 1-54 or 55-124
but not both. I11 catalogues both ancient and modern Trr. 55-124 not
infrequently appear as Sermones LXX de Cena Domini or even Liber de
Cena Domini without any further identification66.

G. Folliet has expressed the hope that a thorough examination of the
manuscript tradition would help to resolve the stubborn question whe¬
ther Tract. 55-124 were originally preached or not67. However, the sole
assistance such an exercise is likely to provide is confirmation, if that
is needed, of the widely held belief that these Tractatus formed a separate
part within the whole collection even at Hippo. The main issue has
still to be settled 011 the basis of internal criteria alone, for the mere
existence of this original partition tells us nothing about the literary
genre of Tract. 55-124. Nor can anything certain be deduced from
the fact that in a number of manuscripts Trr. 1-54 are severally entitled
homiliae and Trr. 55-124 (' 1-70 ' as often as not) sermones :

Lucca 21 ; ix ; Lucca
Vercelli XLVI ; ix ex. ; N. Italy
Berlin Phillipps 1663 ; x ; Clermont
Oxford, Queen's 386 ; xii
Berlin theol. lat. fob 342, 343 ; xii2 ; Liesborn
Stuttgart theol. et. phil. fob 132 ; A.U. 1444 ; Wiblingen
Berlin, Preuss. Kulturbes. 22 ; xv2 ; Cologne
Colrnar 298 ; A.D. 1474 ; ? Colmar
plus the Maurists' codex from Carcassonne Cathedral (collated in
Paris, B.N. lat. 11661, ff. I07r-i6ir).

65. Cf. ZWINGGI, op. cit., p. 124.
66. Cf. G. BECKER, Catalogi Bibliothecarum Antiqui (Bonn, 1885), catal. 77

p. 181 : St. Bertin, twelfth century, Augustini liber super Ioannem ; Augustini liber
de cena Domini et decern cordis. II. vol. ; catal. 125, p. 254 : St. Vaast, Arras, twelfth
century, Augustinus super Iohannem ; Augustini duo in cena. Miltelalterliche
Bibliothekscalaloge Deutschlands und der Schweiz, vol. 3 : Bistum Augsburg, ed.
P. Ruf (Munich, 1932), catal. 23, p. 75 : Benediktbeuern, mid-thirteenth century,
Agustinus super Iohannem... Tractatus Agustini de cena Domini. Among the
standard modern catalogues cf., e.g., the entries for Colmar 298 ; Douai 271 ;
St. Oiner 116. Similarly, some catalogues give the contents as ' 70 sermons/Trac-
tatus ' when in reality 1-54 and 1-70 are all present : so for London, B.M. Harl. 3171 ;
Oxford, Queen's 386 ; and probably Innsbruck 108.
67. REA 3 (1957). P- 4°4-
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This motley assortment proves nothing Not only is the reverse diffe¬
rentiation evidenced in Modena, Capit. O. III. 14 (xi ; Modena), so thatTrr. 1-54 are sermones and the rest omeliae, hut no difference of meaning atall pertinent to the point at issue can be imagined between homilia and
sermo. The usage of these manuscripts is probably to be explained as the
consequence of fusing together part one from an avenue of tradition where
homilia was current and part two from an area which used sermo.

Thus although a mass of manuscripts give evidence in a variety of
ways of a break between Trr. 54 and 55, none of the different introduc¬
tions to Trr. 55-124 affords any grounds for distinguishing them from the
preached sermons Trr. 1-5468. And since all the participants in the con-

68. Nevertheless, special interest attaches to the variety of ways in which themanuscripts introduce the second half of the collection and Tr. 55 itself commences.The opening sentence, Coena Domini secundum Iohannem, adiuvanle ipso, debilis estexplicanda tractatibus, el ul nobis posse donaverit explananda, appears in severalmanuscripts not as the exordium of this particular homily but almost as an intro¬
ductory rubric to the whole of the second series of Tractatus : Rome, Vallicell. A. 14 ;Bamberg 118 (where the sentence in question is 011 f. ig8v, and Tr. 55 does not begin(witfi. Ante diem...) till f. 2oov) and 119 ; Florence 14 dext. 5 and Mugell. 5 ; London,B.M. Addit. 18313 and Burney 291 ; Cologne 69 ; Basel B. lit. 3 (this list would nodoubt be considerably longer were fuller information available). Berrouard,Ilomelies, p. 28, points out that this opening sentence includes the sole occurrenceof the noun Iractatus in the whole collection. The sentence has something of thering of a semi-formal introduction, which certainly indicates a resumption of expo¬sitions of the Gospel but does not point to any particular kind of exposition. In thiscontext tractatus may well be Augustine's deliberate choice of designation, but see
nn. 39 and 42 above. Zvvinggi, op. cit., p. 125, suggests that Augustine's compo¬sition or delivery of Trr. 55-124 was in response to a request, after Trr. 1-54 had beenbrought together into one corpus, that he complete his exposition of the Gospel.This would account for the somewhat unspontaneous tone of the opening of Tr. 55.In some othermanuscripts the first two sentences of 7>. 55 are missing and the homilybegins Pascha, jralres, non sicut quidam exislimant... : Carlsruhe Aug. XLVII (and soby presumption Chartres 6—-see above p. 67 and n. 150 below) ; Heidelberg 10, 12 ;London, B.M. Royal 3. C. X ; Oxford, Bodl. Canon. Pat. 182, Balliol 6, St. John's I.Again it must be certain that further inspection would enlarge this group. Inaddition item 88 in pt. I of Alan of Farfa's Homiliary, which is a compilation fromTrr. 55-63, begins in the same fashion, which renders it highly probable that Alan's
source also had this Incipit. The second of the sentences in question, which isJohn 13 : 1, has probably become detached from the opening of Tr. 55 after thefirst sentence had suffered the same fate. For then it could be readily confusedwith a summary of or introduction to the lection preceding the homily proper. ThisIncipil thus represents in all probability a secondary development.One further variation can be briefly noted. In Basel B. III. 3, the initial fourwords Coena Domini secundum Iohannem have become detached from adiuvanle
ipso etc., which according to the catalogue description appear to follow straight 011from Incipit eiusdem omelias [sic] euuangelii secundum Iohannem adiubante ipso etc.(G. Meyer and M. BurckhardT, Die Mittelalterlichen Handschriflen der Universi-t&tsbibliothek Basel, Beschreibendes Verzeichnis, pt. B, vol. 1 (Basel, i960), p. 208).A similar detachment of the first four words (which in fact form a handy and notinappropriate title for Trr. 55-124) appears to be evidenced in Amiens 569.These and other variations in the introduction to the second half of the collection
provide the researcher with further criteria for classifying the manuscripts Seealso n. 200 below.
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tinuing debate are agreed that Trr. 55-124 are not sermons of quite the
same kind as Trr. 1-54, the manuscripts have 110 light to throw on this
controverted issue, apart from the separate numeration, which in itself
is of elusive significance but probably of greater moment, as we shall
suggest, when considered together with Mile La Bonnardiere's (and
Berrouard's) dating of the sections of the Tractatus.
This part of our discussion must finally ask when the consecutive

numbering ' 1-124 ' first makes its appearance. The earliest conclusive
witness is Bede whose florilegium on the Pauline Epistles compiled from
the writings of Augustine reveals the numbering ' 1-121 ' (i.e., omitting
20-22). This work was composed, it seems, before A.D. 731, quite pos¬
sibly in the 720's. On the assumption that Bede himself did not inaugurate
this system of numeration, his testimony probably takes us back to Rome,
or possibly S. France, in the latter half of the previous century, for it
was then and thence that Benedict Biscop collected the core of the dis¬
tinguished library of Wearmouth and Jarrow. We shall argue below,
in connexion with the omission of Trr. 20-22, that the evidence points to
the South of France, and especially Lyons and Vienne, rather than
Rome. For the complete numeration ' 1-124 ' the earliest witnesses
are the ninth-century manuscripts Carlsruhe Aug. XLVII (ix in.), the
related Chartres 6, and Vercelli XLVI (ix ex.). The wide geographical
spread of these exemplars suggests that the numbering system they pre¬
sent emerged somewhat earlier, though not necessarily as early as the
date required by Bede's usage. We clearly lack the evidence to decide
with confidence whether, in the line of tradition in which the omission
of Trr. 20-22 occurred, it antedated the emergence of the single sequence
of numbers, though I surmise, for reasons which should become apparent
subsequently in discussing this omission, that it did. In any case, the
continuous numeration made its appearance in two arms of the tradition,
one omitting and the other retaining Trr. 20-22, most probably by the
latter decades of the seventh century and the middle of the eighth century
respectively.
Another feature that delimits a recognizable group of manuscripts,

the inclusion of Sermo 125 after Tr. 17, must also have originated before
the ' 1-124 ' numbering. Of the five pre-eleventh-century manuscripts
in this group that contain part two of the Tractatus four have the numeration
'

1-70 ', while evidence is not to hand concerning the fifth, Madrid 193.
Indeed, of the fifteen manuscripts earlier than the twelfth century, only
one, Monte Cassino 21 EE and 22 EE, definitely follows the numbering
through to 124. In addition to Madrid 193 information is required for
Florence Aedil. 8 and Paris, B.N. lat. 8912.
Another smaller yet still significant group of manuscripts lacks Trr. 21-

22 and transposes Trr. 19 and 20 and their numbers. Its two oldest
representatives which contain Tract. 55-124, Paris, B.N. lat. 1959 (viii ex.)
and Orleans 161 (ix-x), both number them ' 1-70 '. Although I do not
possess the appropriate details concerning other exemplars such as Paris,
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B.N. 12194 and 12195 (x), and hence cannot say when the numbering
through to 124 first appears in the manuscripts of this group, the evidence
clearly indicates that their distinctive features took their rise before the
unbroken sequence of numbers was introduced, at least in this area of
the tradition, as in the other areas already examined.

further divisions ?

Possidius found the Tractatus in the library at Hippo in codicibus sex,
a description which of itself tells us nothing about an intended division
into parts properly so called69. However, in the light of the growing
consensus that the Tractatus were produced at intervals over a number
of years in separate blocks, some of these codices may have contained
discrete groups of expositions, each representing one stretch of preaching.
We shall return to this question.
Two manuscripts, to my knowledge, display a fresh introduction before

Tr. 112 :

4 Vatican 637 ; ix ; continuous extracts interrupted only twice by
rubrics in capitals, Incipit de Cena Dominica (= Tr. 55) and Nunc
de Domini Passione sic Exorsus est Aevangelista
Bruges 20/192 ; xii ; after Tr. in come Explicit de Cena : Incipit de

Passione

Since I stumbled across this feature only by chance, it is highly probable
that a number of other copies also disclose it. It is perhaps of liturgical
inspiration but further examination of the older manuscripts might reveal
evidence for a primitive origin.
Much more frequently encountered is some kind of division of Trr. 1-54

into two parts, with Trr. 55-124 forming the third or last part of the col¬
lection. The evidence derives mainly from Germany and German-spea¬
king Switzerland :

(1) St. Gallen 168 ; ix1; 1-21 and Incipit omelia XXII. The text of 22 is
in :

St. Gallen 169 ; ix1 ; 22-54
St. Gallen 241 ; ix in. ; abbreviated text of 1-18, 20 (' 1-19 ')
St. Gallen 155 ; x ; 55-124 as' 1-70 '

A catalogue of the Abbey Library at St. Gallen in the mid-ninth century
lists Augustini super evangelium lohannis volumina tria"10, and another
catalogue includes among the additions in the years A.D. 841-872 Sancti

69. Against WlELEMS, CCL 36, VII.
70. Becker, Op. di., catal. 22, p. 45 ; MUtelalterliche Bibliothekscataloge..., vol. 1 :Die Bisiumer Konstanz und Chur, ed. P. Lehmann (Munich, 1918), catal. 16, p. 74.
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Augustini super Iohannem partem II. et tertiam71. We need not spell
out the correlation between the surviving codices and these catalogue
entries, but merely point to the fact that in codices 168-169 and 241 two
different divisions between parts one and two are in evidence (if we may
regard codex 241 as containing part one).

(II) Carlsruhe Aug. LXXVI ; ix in. ; 1-21 and Incipit omelia XXII...
This manuscript is almost certainly the first codex mentioned in an

entry in a catalogue of the Reichenau Abbey Library of A.D. 821-2 :
In Ioannem evangelistam sermones XXI in codice I. Item in alio codice
sermones XXXIV. Item in tertio codice usque ad finem evangeliP2.

(III) Stuttgart H.B. VII 17 ; ix in. ; Constance ; 2-21 (incomplete at
beginning and end).

Fulda A. a. 3 ; ix-x ; Constance ; 22-54

These two manuscripts present a division parallel to that portrayed
in St. Gallen 168-169 and the Reichenau catalogue entry.

(iv) Basel B. III. 3 ; consists mainly of two codices containing respec¬
tively 1-19, 23-24 (' 1-21 ') and 55-124.

Morin was of the opinion that these divisions suggested an origin
in the Reichenau — St. Gallen region73 but the contents of part one in
this manuscript differs from both of the models surviving from these
abbeys.

(v) Wiirzburg M. p. th. f. 74 ; ix med. ; 1-13. Probably from Freising
(cf. Munich 6287 ; ix1 ; 1-13 ; Freising), but at St. Kylian's by
the middle of the century, where also were

Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Misc. 139 ; ix1 and ix med. ; 14-54 (composite)
as secunda pars.

Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Misc. 124 ; ix med.; 55-124 (' 1-70') as tertia pars.
Here we have a threefold division, but with yet another variation in

the partition of Trr. 1-54 into two sections, certainly exemplified for
Wiirzburg around the middle of the ninth century74 and probably also
for Freising.

71. Becker, catal. 24, p. 55 ; i/ehmann, catal. 17, p. 83.
72. Becker, catal. 6, p. 4 ; Lehmann, catal. 49, p. 244.
73. Deux nouveaux sermons retrouves de Saint Augustin, in RB 36 (1924), pp. 182-

183.
74. B. Bischopf and J. Hofmann, Libri Sancti Iiyliani : Die WurzbuYger Schreibs-

chule und die Dombibliothek im VIII. und IX. Jahrhundert (Wurzburg, 1952),
pp. 122, 131, 133.
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(vi) Vatican Palat. 206 ; x ; Lorscli ; 1-33 divided into Sermones I-XXI,and Sermones XXII-XXXIII preceded by a separate listof
capitula.

The second part of this manuscript, containing twelve Tractatus, maybear some relation to an entry in a tenth-century catalogue of borschAbbey library : Tractatus Sancti Augustini in Iohannem XII in unocodice. In alio LII. In tertio LXX7r'. But the difference of title trac¬
tatus against sermones, probably counts against this identification. In¬
stead the borsch catalogue may possibly attest a further threefold divi¬
sion, into 1-12 (cf. above for manuscripts containing 1-13 at Freisingand Wiirzburg), ' 13-52 ' (i.e., probably 13-54 with some omissions, the
cataloguer perhaps working from the last number in the manuscript),and' 1-70 '.

(vii) Vatican Palat. 207 ; viii ex. ; borsch ; 24-54 (' 2I"5I ') as Parsmedia.
This manuscript agrees with Basel B. III. 3 in the implied earlier omis¬sion of Trr. 20-22 but not in the line of division. [See now 11. 213 A below. ]

(viii) Wolfenbiittel 4094 ; ix in. ; 1-23 as pars prima
Wolfenbiittel 4102 ; ix in. ; 24-54 as Pars II > numbered apparentlyas' 22-52 '78.

Of these two codices from Weissenburg Abbey the second agrees withVatican Palat. 207 in content but not precisely in numeration. A cata¬
logue of the Abbey library before A.D. 1043 lists Tria volumina superIohannem77. Though this entry probably refers to our two manuscripts,their inconsistent numbering of the Tractatus suggests they have diverseconnexions in the tradition.

(ix) A catalogue of the library of Fulda Abbey lists the following :
Tractatus sancti Augustini in evangelium sancti Ioliannis libri XXXIIin uno codice. Item a XXXII usque ad LI in altero volumine. Item aLI usque in finem in tertio volumine™.
If the numbers have been correctly transcribed, this entry presumablycovers three manuscripts containing respectively 1-19 and 23-35 (' i_32 ') I

75. BECKER, catal. 37, p. 84.
76. The catalogue indicates ' 21-51 ' as the numbering but on what grounds Icannot say. (It also states that the order of the Tractatus is displaced, but again I donot know to what this refers.) The present numbering of the first three items,Trr. 24-26, I have confirmed from a microfilm copy as ' 22-24 '• Though the mannerin which ' INCP TRAC XXII ' etc. appears in the manuscript suggests that theseheadings were not present when the manuscript was executed, there is no sign in thispart of it that an earlier numeration of ' 21-23 ' 'las been obscured. Nevertheless,the codex remains in one or two respects something of a puzzle.
77. Becker, catal. 48, p. 133.
78. Becker, catal. 128, p. 267.
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36-54 (' 33-51 ') ; and 55-124 (?' 1-70 '). To my knowledge none of these
has been identified in modern times, but Berlin Phillipps 1662 admirably
fits the bill for the first of them. It uses the title tractatus for each of
the expositions, contains 1-19 and 23-35 numbered consecutively* 1-32 ',
and according to Lowe was written in an important Anglo-Saxon centre
in the Mainz-Fulda-Hersfeld region79. The only problem is that of
date. This manuscript belongs according to Lowe to the end of the
eighth century but was given to St. Vincent's Abbey, Metz, by Bishop
Deodericus in the latter half of the tenth. Becker places the Fulda
catalogue in the twelfth century, so that if our identification is to have
any validity it would be necessary either to regard the catalogue as a
copy of a much earlier one or to suppose that it refers to a lost manuscript
which was a copy of Berlin Phillipps 1662 but remained at Fulda when the
latter was removed. Fortunately neither of these hypotheses is needed
for the catalogue was in fact drawn up shortly before the middle of the
ninth century80, a date which is confirmed by the identification we have
here proposed.

(x) Munich 14653 ; viii2 ; Regensburg ; contains now probably Trr. 30 :
6-54 (numbered ' 27-51 ') in 182 folios, having lost its first quire.
Calculations suggest that it originally comprised Trr. 29-54.

(xi) Salzburg a VII 33 ; ix in. ; Salzburg ; contains Trr. 15-36 : 9 but
lacks 20-22. The original extent of the manuscript (possibly
Trr. 15-54 ?) is unknown.

We have exhausted the chief evidence for the division of Trr. 1-54 into
two parts, but before assessing its significance we may note some suppor¬
ting data :
Princeton Friend 1 ; xi /xn ; Tournai ; 39-124 as sermones in extrema

parte euuangelii secundum Iohannem.
Bamberg 119 ; xn ; 55-124 (' 1-70 ') as ultima pars (yet in Bamberg 118 ;

xi ; also from the Cathedral, 55-82 are pars secunda)
Laon 317 ; xii ; Vauclair ; 1-38 as pars prima.
Berlin, Preuss. Kulturbes. 22 ; xv ex. ; 54 is the last in the secunda pars ;

presumably 55-124 (' 1-70') are the tertia pars. This would agree

79. CLA VIII, no. 1055.
80. Becker was merely copying A. Mai, Spicilegium Romanum, vol. 5 (Rome, 1841)'

pp. 212-215, but Mai gives no date. T. Gottlieb, Ubcr Mittelaltcrliche Bihliothekcn
(1890 ; reimpression, Graz, 1955), p. 32 no. 58, brought the catalogue into the ninth
century. (His reference to E. Edwards, Memoirs of Libraries, vol. 1, London, 1859,
p. 385, is erroneous. Edwards never mentions the Fulda catalogue in this work.)
According to K. Christ, Die Bibliothek des Klosters Fulda im 16. Jahrhundert : Die
Handschriften-Verzeichnisse (Beiheft zum Zenlralblatt fiir Bibliothekswesen, 64 ;
Leipzig, 1933), pp. 65-66, the more precise date was first given by Lehmann, Quot
et quorum libri fuerint in libraria Fuldensi, in Bok- och biblioleks-historiska studier
tilldgnade Isak Collijn (Uppsala, 1925), pp. 47-57, at p. 51.
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with the library catalogue of Beander Van Ess, at Darmstadt, wherethe manuscript lay in the early nineteenth century81.
Colmar 298 ; A.D. 1474 ; ? Colmar ; 55-124 (' 1-70 ') is tertia pars. Ihave no information where the earlier division occurs, if at all.
Finally, the Maurists' lost codex Carcassonensis presented Tr. 124 assermo septuagesimus in extrema parte (Paris, B.N. lat. 11661, f. i6ir).These last items of evidence serve mainly to press home the point thatemerges with clarity from the ninth- and tenth-century material, thatthere is no such thing as a standard or regular division of Tract. 1-54 intotwo parts. The pattern identified by Willems, whereby part one consistsof Trr. 1-19, 23-24 (' 1-21 ') and part two of Trr. 25-54 (' 22-51 '), in factoccurs, contrary to his claims, in only one manuscript, Basel B. III. 3,while Zwinggi's suggestion that the manuscripts indicate the commence¬ment of a new series of sermons with Tr. 24 has the support of only twocodices, Vatican Palat. 207 and Wolfenbiittel 410282. In reality thedividing line is drawn at a variety of points ranging from Trr. 12/13(? Borsch) and 13/14 (Freising, Wiirzburg) to 35/36 (Fulda). Never¬theless, it falls most frequently in the region of Trr. 21-25, aT1(f in fourcases*(St. Gallen, Reichenau, Constance, Borsch) between 21 and 22. Butthe diversity is such that were it not for the fact that part three. Tract.55-124, has obvious claims to be regarded as more than merely a divisionfor convenience, one would be inclined to treat' three parts ' as simplysynonymous with ' three codices '. However, there is more to be saidon this question subsequently83.

the omission of Tractatus 20-22

This feature of a considerable number of the older exemplars of theTractatus was dealt with in a previous article84. It is uniquely intriguing

81. Sammlung und Verzeichniss Handschriftlicher Bticker aus dem VIII etc.Jahrhundert... tvelchc besitzl Leandcr Van Ess (Darmstadt, 1823), p. 34, no. 187, (1) :Auguslini Omeliarum super Evangelio Ioannis Partes 3.82. Wiiaems, CCL 36, vii (cf. Meyer and rurckiiardt, op. cit., p. 207); Zwinggi,op. cit., p. 119, rightly criticizing Willems but basing liis own suggestion on thelimited evidence presented in my earlier study. In any case, Vatican Palat. 207with its implication of an earlier omission of Trr. 20-22 comes from a different branchof the tradition from Wolfenbuttel 4102, on which see n. 76 above. On the allegedbreak in the preaching between Trr. 23 and 24 see p. 104 below with n. 123.83. Two catalogues refer to the Tractatus in four volumes (or to more than onecopy of the work ?). The monastery of Pfafers in A.D. 1155 had IIII Hbri Augustinisuper Iohannem (Becker, catal. 94, p. 207 ; Lehmann, catal. 96, p. 485), and inA.D. 1419 the Prior John Rotloss brought to Salvatorberg Chartreuse, Erfurt, fromLa Grande Chartreuse, Augustinum super Iohannem, quatuor volumina (Lehmann,vol. 2 : Bislutn Mainz : Erfurt (1928), p. 223). Here we may not be too far fromPossidius's codices sex.

84. Op. cit. (n. 9 above). Cf. La BonnardiIsrE, op. cit., pp. 117-118 n. 1 ;A.C. deVeer, in RliA 12 (1966), p. 274 ; Zwinggi, op. cit., pp. 117-118 ; Berrouard,
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among the various irregularities displayed by the manuscripts of the
Tractatus because, as I believe, I have convincingly demonstrated, the
sequence of Augustine's preaching runs from Tr. 19 to 23 ff., and 20-22
form a separate treatment of the same passage, John 5 : 19-30, dealt
with by Trr. 18,19 and 23. The question immediately raises itself whether
the absence of these three Tractatus from several manuscripts is connected
in any way with their not belonging at the time of preaching to the series
of the Tractatus. But first we must draw up a more complete list of the
manuscripts which lack Trr. 20-22 and as a consequence number 23 ff.
as ' 20 ' ff. The list also indicates the title that the several Tractatus
bear in each exemplar :

Berlin Phillipps 1662 ; viii ex. ; Fulda (tractatus). Tr. 20 has been
inserted by a tenth-century hand in the course of 23 : 2.

Tours 289 ; ix in. ; Marinoutier (sermo)
Salzburg a VII 33 ; ix1 ; Salzburg (tractatus)
Basel B. III. 3 ; ix ; (sermo)
Paris, B.N. lat. 1961 ; ix
Berne 103 ; ix-x ; Troyes (sermo)
Troyes 536 ; x ; Troyes (sermo)
Paris, B.N. 11. a. 1. 2247 ; xi /xii ; Cluny (sermo)
Berlin Ham. 55 ; xii ; Citeaux (sermo). Trr. 20-22 inserted by another

hand, interrupting 23 : 2.
Ghent 167 ; xii ; Treves (sermo ?)
Berida Roda 1 ; xii ; Roda (sermo)
Troyes 200 ; xii ; Troyes (sermo ?)
Brescia A. II. n ; xii-xiii ; Brescia (omelia)
Padua 1650 ; xiii ; Padua (omelia). Trr. 20-22 later inserted between

25 and 26.
Mantua C. V. 4 ; xiii-xiv ; San Benedetto Po (sermo)
Munich 11303 ; xv/xvi ; Polling (sermo)
In addition there are a few copies whose numbering is probably to be

explained by the earlier omission of Trr. 20-2285 :

Munich 14653 ; viii2 ; Regensburg ; 30-54 as' 27-51' (sermo)

La date (op. cit.), pp. 119-121. I have since found that I was anticipated in the
discovery of the intercalation of Trr. 20-22 by H. Rondet ; cf. RSR 53 (1965), p. 655.

85. Concerning Wolfenbiittel 4102 see n. 76 above. A catalogue of the library
of Chur Cathedral in A.D. 1457 lists : Augustinus super Iohannem sermones centum
XXI ; idem super epistolam lohannis apos'oli sermones decern (ed. Lehmann, Ein
Biicherverzeichnis der Dombibliothek von Chur aus dem Jahre 1457, in Erforschung des
Mittelalters. Ausgewahlte Abhandlungen und Aufsatze, vol. 2 (Stuttgart, 1959),
p. 178, no. P 17.) This may well have been a manuscript lacking Trr. 20-22 but
misnumbering may have been solely responsible. Chur's connexions with St. Gallen
where the omission is not attested, speak against the possibility of omission, but not
conclusively.
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Vatican Palat. 207 ; vm ex. ; Borsch ; 24-54 as ' 21-51 ' (sermo, but
introductory title of Tractatus ad populum)

Modena, Est. a. W. 1. 13 ; xiii ; San Prospero ; 122 : 9-124 as ' (119)-
121 ' (sermo)

Turin G. III. 28 ; xv ; Turin ; 49-50, 52, 55-66, 103-121 all numbered
three less than in the editions (sermo).

The indirect evidence of two other manuscripts deserves to be men¬
tioned. The original core of Oxford, Bodl. Baud. Misc. 139 (ix1 ; pro¬
bably Benediktbeuern) contained Trr. 14-16, 19,23-32, 36-45 and 48-54
numbered ' 14-44 ' (mostly sermo). The absence of Trr. 20-22 from this
sequence obviously cannot be isolated from the other lacunae for which
collectively there is no simple explanation available. But when the ten
missing Tractatus were later inserted (ix med. ; Wiirzburg) they were
not numbered consistently : 17-18 and 20-22 were given their ' correct'
numbers, but 33-35 and 46-47 were provided with numbers three behind
the standard numeration. This oddity will be further discussed at a
later stage in this article. It appears to suggest that the Wiirzburg
scribe got Trr. 33-35 and 46-47 from an exemplar which lacked Trr. 20-22
or in its numbering reflected a prior lack of them.
Information concerning Valenciennes 80 supplied by courtesy of

E. Bleuzen seems to furnish another strand of evidence concerning
an original absence of Trr. 20-22. This twelfth-century codex from
vSt. Amand-les-Eaux, which was very probably utilized by the Louvain
editors of the Tractatus (see n. 227 below), normally prefaces each Trac¬
tatus with the text of the Gospel passage it expounds copied in extenso,
not merely indicated by its opening and closing words. However, this
is not the case with Trr. 20-22, though it holds true for the Tractatus that
precede and follow these three. For Trr. 20-22 the text of the Tractatus
itself follows immediately upon' Incipit tractat. S. Aug. XX ' etc. Unless
the restriction of this peculiarity to Trr. 20-22 be ascribed to chance
factors, it suggests that Valenciennes 80 preserves a trace of the insertion
at an earlier stage in the tradition of Trr. 20-22 into a form of the work
which had previously lacked them. What is surprising is that this echo
of an original absence of these three Tractatus should still be detected in
a manuscript which, according to the available evidence, appears on
other grounds to present a fairly standardized version of the Tractatus.
No other irregularity occurs in the region of Trr. 17-23, and the num¬
bering is continuous throughout from 1 to 124, with no break of any kind
between Trr. 54 and 55. It is quite possible that further examination
would disclose other manuscripts, especially in N.-W. Europe, which
distinguish Trr. 20-22 from their neighbours in the manner of Valenciennes
80.

In addition to this direct and indirect manuscript evidence, some later
writers who drew upon the Tractatus were obviously using copies lacking
Trr. 20-22. The details for Bede, Alcuin and Florus of Byons have been
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given previously*0. To these there is only one certain witness to be added.
Amalarius of Metz (d. 850/1) often cites the Tractatus in his Liber Offi-
cialis. The numbers he gives are ' correct' for Tr. 17 but always three
less for Tr. 26 onwards87. (He cites them variously as sermo, omelia,
and tractatus). It is possible that other writers should be invoked here,
but positive evidence of sufficient extent is not available. Many writers
quote from the Tractatus without numbering them, and in any case in the
older editions reproduced in Migne it is often difficult to decide whether
the numbers in the printed text belong to the original or are editorial
insertions88. When numbers are available, they are frequently one or
two out, and often inconsistently so, which reflects not only the greater
ease with which Roman numerals are miscopied compared with Arabic
but also the loose numbering in so many of the manuscripts89. Further¬
more, uncertainty often reigns over the question whether a writer is
making direct or indirect use of the Tractatus. The sole pertinent refe¬
rence in Amulo, Archbishop of Eyons, quotes from Tr. 53 as ' 50 '90.
Prudentius of Troyes in De Praedestinatione contra loan. Scotum quotes
Trr. 27 and 53 by their standard numbers but Tr. 42 as ' 39 '91. Cita¬
tions like these may well attest codices lacking Trr. 20-22, but we would
be unwise to place any weight on such isolated references.

86. Wright, op. cit., p. 321. In a work reclaimed for Florus by Charlier (see
n. 32 above), PS.-Amulo, Augustini Sententiae de Praedestinatione et Gratia 5 (PL 116,
132), he refers to Tr. 53 as ' sermo 51 '. His Pauline Florilegiutn (see u. 31 above)
numbers it ' 50 '. This minor inconsistency may have many explanations, and in
any case is no bar to the point we are making about Florus's usage.

87. Cf., e.g., 2 : 6 : 4, 2 : 7 : 4, 3 : 5 : 6, z : 23 : 2, 6, 4 : 27 : 6-8, ed. Hanssens,
op. cit., pp. 214, 216, 273, 473T, 48gf.

88. E.g., PaschaSIUs RadbErTuS, De Corpore et Sanguine Domini 6 : 1 (PL 120,
1282), apparently alludes to Tr. 26, but the explicit reference in Migne's text is
editorial, as the footnote shows in the new edition in CCL Cont. Med. 16, 34-35. But
see below, p. 85. The same must hold for the several references in Ratramnus,
De Praedeslinatione, bks. 1 and 2, in PL 121. The identification of Tr. 26 as his
source in De Corpore et Sanguine Domini 78 in PL 121, 160-161, is shown to be
editorial in Bakiiuizen van den Brink's edition (Verhandelingen der Koninklijke
Nederlandse Akademie van Wettenschappen. Afd. Lelterkunde, Niewe reeks 61 : 1 ;
Amsterdam, 1954). Such instances could be multiplied.

89. Bernold of Constance (d. 1100), Apologeticus 15, cites Tr. 41 by the correct
number, but Tr. 27 as XXIII omelia (a corruption of XXVII ?) in Libellus de
Vitanda Excommunicatorum Communione tMGH Libelli de Lite... II, p. 77 ; III,
p. 600). The Liber Canonum against Henry IV passed by the Synods of Mainz and
Quedlinburg in A.D. 1085 quotes Tr. 27 correctly but 50 as XLVIII (8, 15 ; ibid. I,
pp. 480, 488). These inconsistencies may well be due to second-hand quotation.
90. See above, n. 33.

91. De Praedeslinatione 10, 13, 16 (PL 115, 1145, 1179, 1242). The Capitula de
Tungrensi Episcopatu Proposita 4 from the French King Charles III (the Simple) in
A.D. 920 include a quotation from Tr. 50 as homilia XLVII (MGH Legum Sect. II,
vol. II : Capilularia..., p. 380 no. 290). ManEGold of LauTENBacii (d. after 1103)
in his Liber ad Gebehardum 5, 37 (ibid. I, op. 319, 376) cites Tract. 98 as XVIIII
(sic ; no doubt a corruption of ' XCVIIII ') and 88 as LXXXV.



84 DAVID F. WRIGHT

Over against a tradition marked by the absence of these three Tractatus
there arc of course many early manuscripts in which they are found in
their proper place with or without some other irregularity. The pre-tenth-
century copies may be summarily listed : Berlin theol. lat. fol. 346 ;
Rome, Vallicell. A. 14 (plus S. 125, minus Trr. 18-19) ; Carlsruhe Aug.
XLVII, and LXXVI (ends with Incipit of Tr. 22) ; Stuttgart H.B. VII
17 (ends at 21 : 12) ; Wolfenbiittel 4094 ; Lucca 21 ; St. Gallen 168, 169
(and 241, abbreviation of Trr. 1-18, 20) ; Oxford, Bodl. Laud. Misc. 139 ;
Chartres 6 ; Florence S. Marco 644 (plus S. 125) ; Vatican 637 (extracts,
order 20, 19, 21 ff.) ; Verona, Capit. XXXVI (plus S. 125, order 20, 21, 19,
22 ff.) ; Vercelli XLVI; Fulda A. a. 3 (begins with 22 but to be taken
together with Stuttgart H. B. VII 17 above). A mention should also
be made of the Maurists' basic manuscript, a codex Fossatensis written
c. A.D. 840 and according to the collations in Paris, B.N. lat. 11660 con¬
taining Trr. 20-22 in their standard position. From the tenth century
onwards such regular exemplars increase in frequency. Numerically,
the}' considerably outweigh those lacking Trr. 20-22 in every century.
The witness of the manuscripts to the presence of these three Tractatus

is corroborated by the evidence of ecclesiastical writers :

Fulgentius of Ruspae in a letter written probably in the third decade
of the sixth century quotes from Tr. 22 and appears to imply its
' correct' position in the collection of expositions on John92.

Caesarius of Aries may possibly display dependence on Trr. 20 and 21
in his minor works De Mysterio S. Trinitatis93 and Breviarium adversus
Hacreticos94, but the indications are not coercive and the wider influence
of Augustine's writings may account for the parallels.
At the fifth session of the Lateran Synod of A.D. 649 convened by

Pope Martin I a collection of patristic texts was read out that included
a sentence from Tr. 22 : 15, Sancti Augustini... ex interpretatione evangelii
secundum Ioannem in homilia vicesima secunda95. (This collection was
subsequently sent with Martin's encyclical letter in a Greek version to
Constantinople, where it was read again at the seventh session of the
sixth General Council in 681. At the tenth session the texts comprising
the collection were subjected to scrutiny for authenticity, but the account
of this procedure suggests that the Patriarchal library lacked a copy
of the Tractatus96).

92. Ep. 14:17 (PL 65, 407-408) : Idem beatus Augustinus in exposifione Evangelii
secundum Ioannem, cum de ipso Domini sermone tractaret...

93. De Mysterio 4, 15, ed. Morin. vol. II, pp. 168, 176.
94. Breviarium, ed. Morin, vol. II, especially pp. 190-191.
95. Mansi X, 1073-1074. Cf. B. Ai/TANER, Augustinus in der griechischen

Kirche bis auf Pholius, in Kleine Patristische Schriftcn, ed. G. Geockmann (TU 83 ;
Berlin, 1967), pp. 89-90 ; HefeeE-L/ECL/ERCQ, vol. 3, 1, pp. 443-444.

96. Mansi XI, 421-422 ; Aetaner, op. cit., pp. 91-92 ; Hefeee-L,eceercq,
vol. 3, 1, pp. 491, 498.
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We have invoked Bede in his Pauline florilegium as a witness to the
absence of Trr. 20-22, but there are some grounds for thinking that in
Homilies 1 : 23 (CCL 122, 169) he echoes Tr. 20 and perhaps also 21.
Though the parallels by no means amount to incontrovertible evidence,
they are probably most naturally explained as the result of dependence
on these Tractatus. However, I am not yet fully persuaded 011 the
point. The subject-matter of the Tractatus in this area overlaps to a
considerable extent, and Bede's homily is dealing with John 5 : 1-18
which Augustine expounds in Tr. 17. It is possible that dependence on
this Tractatus and Bede's wider knowledge of Augustine afford an ade¬
quate explanation. Hence I do not consider it necessary to revise the
conclusion that Bede used a manuscript lacking Trr. 20-22, though it is
right to point out that the evidence on which it is based is theoretically
open to other interpretations. Bede's florilegium cites Trr. 3 and 7 by
their correct numbers, both as sermo, and fifteen others between Trr. 36
and 108 by numbers three less than normal, each as tractatus9''. The
numeration does not prove the absence of Trr. 20-22, though this remains
to my mind the most obvious key to the discrepancy. But the difference
of title must make us ask whether Bede did not utilize a composite
manuscript or manuscripts which contained all the 124 Tractatus but
somehow preserved a numbering arrangement suggestive of the loss of
three of them. It is no more than a possibility but it cannot be entirely
discounted.

Pope Hadrian I in a letter to Charlemagne in A.D. 791 quotes from
Tr. 39 as liber XXXVIII super Iohannem98, which may reflect some minor
irregularity but probably attests the presence of Trr. 20-22.

Paschasius Radbertus iu a letter dated c. A.D. 856 introduces a

lengthy quotation of Tr. 26 with the formula, Item eiusdem beati Agustini
in expositione beati Iohannis euangelistae sermone vigesimo sexto99, which
is firm evidence that his copy of the Tractatus had Trr. 20-22 in their usual
place.
Finally, Aelfric of Kynsham, whose activity spans the latter decades

of the tenth century and the first two decades of the eleventh, certainly
had access to a regular copy of the Tractatus. Two of his homilies disclose
respectively an unquestionable dependence on Tr. 21 and a possible use
of Tr. 20100.

97. Fransen, op. cit., p. 66.
98. See n. 28 above.
99. Ep. ad Fredugardum III/3 (CCL Cont. Med. 16, 164).
100. Homilies of Aelfric : A Supplementary Collection, ed. J.C. Pope, vols. 1 and 2

(Early English Text Society, 259 and 260 ; Oxford, 1967, 1968) : Homil. 25c, lines 1-10
(vol. 2, pp. 756-757), depends on Tr. 21 : 7, and Homil. 8, lines 190-202 (vol. 1,
pp. 365-366 ; cf. p. 370), may possibly reveal knowledge of Tr. 20 : 3. (Homil. 25c is
actually one of three passages published by Pope which are additions to Aklfric's
Catholic Homilies ii : 25, ed. 15. Thorpe, The Homilies of the Anglo-Saxon Church.
The First Part, Containing the Sermones Catholici, or Homilies of Aelfric, vol. 2,
London, 1846, p. 368.)
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We have no doubt omitted many writers prior to the eleventh century
who may be presumed to have used complete copies of the Tractatus, but
positive indications of the presence of Trr. 20-22 are lacking, i.e., neither
is any of these three evidently cited nor are citations of later Tractatus
furnished with numbers101.

We will return to the task of interpreting this conflicting evidence concer¬
ning Trr. 20-22 after we have catalogued other manuscript irregularities
in the same region of the Tractatus. In the meantime the absence of
these three Tractatus can probably be traced back in the manuscript
tradition at least to S. France, and to Lyons and Vienne in particular,
and possibly even further south to the area of Lerins and Marseilles. The
earliest witness to their omission is Bede, whose testimony concerning
the Tractatus leads us back, so we have argued above, through the
book-collecting activities of Benedict Biscop to Rome or possibly southern
France in the latter half of the seventh century. However, we have also
seen that a copy of the Tractatus containing Trr. 20-22 is attested at Rome
in A.D. 649 at the Lateran Council. Furthermore, the surviving witnesses
to the loss of these Tractatus reveal no Italian connexions prior to the
twelfth or thirteenth centuries. Our attention is therefore directed to the
south of France. Not only did Benedict have early and repeated contact
with Lyons, Bede also tells us that he increased his haul of codices at
Vienne102. The association of this tradition of the Tractatus with Lyons
becomes explicit in Florus the Deacon in the first half of the ninth century,
still earlier than any extant manuscript testimony, and is corroborated
in Amalarius of Metz and probably also Amulo, archbishop of Lyons. It
so happens that at least part of the Tractatus reached southern Gaul only
a decade or so after the collection was completed. In the first recorded
reference to the work John Cassian quotes Tr. 2 in his treatise against
Nestorius written in A.D. 430-1103. Now Benedict Biscop had received
his monastic training at Lerins not far from Caspian's foundations at
Marseilles. It is thus not impossible that the line of tradition omitting
Trr. 20-22 extends back to this very early stage in the collection's history.
Its subsequent diffusion as attested by Alcuin and the extant manuscripts
is readily comprehensible on this basis, whether by way of Wear-
mouth - Jarrow and York to Alcuin's Carolingian centres 011 the conti¬
nent or more directly from the Rhone valley. And of course Cassian's
southern Gaul is no distance in time or space from Augustine's Hippo...

101. For citations in Frudentius of Troyes see above p. 83 with n. 91. Tliev are
not open to confident interpretation one way or the other.

102. Vila Beatorum Abbalum 4 (ed. Plummer, vol. i, p. 367). Cf. P.H. Blair,
The World of Bede (London, 1970), pp. 124, 160. Ceolfrid also augmented the
library of Wearinouth-J arrow, hut his role appears to have been a secondary one,
and is less precisely documented.

103. De Incamalione Domini contra Ncstorium 7 : 27 (CSEL 17, 385-386). The
quotation is introduced simply by Auguslinus inquit.
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the omission of Tractatus 21-22
with the transposition of Tractatus 19 an1) 20

Some fifteen to twenty manuscripts are distinguished by the absence
of Trr. 21-22 and the reversal of the order and numbers of Trr. 19 and 20,
with Trr. 23 ff. consequently appearing as' 21 ' ff.
Paris, B.N. lat. 1959 ; viii ex. ; N. France
Angers 175 ; ix ; Angers
Orleans 161 ; ix-x ; Fleury
Paris, B.N. lat. 12194 ; x ; St. Germain-des-Pres
Angers 176 ; xi ; Angers
Paris, B.N. lat. 12197 ; xii in. ; St. Germain-des-Pres
Angers 177 ; xii ; Angers
Nantes n ; xii
Orleans 76 ; xii ; Fleury
Paris, B.N. lat. 14291 ; xii ; Paris (St. Victor)
Berlin theol. lat. fol. 342 ; xii2 : Liesborn
Paris, B.N. lat. 1963 ; xii /xiii ; Le Liget, dioc. Tours
Paris, B.N. lat. 15295 ; xiii ; Sorbonne
Paris, Mazarine 635 ; xiii ; Paris (Grands Augustins)
Erfurt Ampl. Quarto 170 ; xiv1 ; Italy or France (extracts)
Paris, B.N. lat. 17393 ; xiv ; Paris
Rome, Naz. S. Andr. d. Valle 116 ; xiv ; Rome

To these unambiguous witnesses the following less certain ones may
be added :

Berlin Phillipps 1662 : the original codex (viii ex. ; Fulda) lacked
Trr. 20-22. A tenth-century corrector has inserted Tr. 20 but not the
other two, which may indicate that he worked from a copy lacking Trr. 21-
22. However, the fact that he has placed Tr. 20 not before Tr. 19 but
so as to interrupt Tr. 23 : 2 makes the problem more elusive. In the
latter half of the tenth century this codex was given to St. Vincent's Abbey,
Metz.

Wolfenbiittel 4102 ; ix in. ; Weissenburg ; contains Trr. 24-54 now
probably numbered ' 22-52 ' (but see n. 76 above).
St. Gallen 241 ; ix1 ; St. Gallen abbreviated text of Trr. 1-18, 20. This

is equally consistent with the next irregularity we shall be dealing with.
Among citations in later literature two at least are consistent with this

irregularity, that is, they number Tractatus after 22 two less than the
standard numeration :

The Epistle of the French bishops at the Council of Frankfurt (A.D. 794)
quotes Tr. 28 as ' viccsima sex'.a ,104.

104. MGH Legum Scclio III, Concilia II (Concilia Aevi Karol.), p. 145.
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The Epistle of the Council of Aachen to King Pippin (A.l). 836) cites
Tr. 50 as' quadragesima octava '105.
Since we are obviously dealing here with a predominantly French,

even northern French, tradition, the former of these two references is
probably more germane to our enquiry. Other citations mentioned
above106 may also attest the currency of manuscripts with this irregula¬
rity, but the evidence is not clearcut.
There is more to be said about two of the three oldest exemplars in

this group, Paris, B.N. lat. 1959 and Orleans 161 (the Maurists' Floria-
ceusis)107. In the second part of the collection (which they number

105. Ibid., p. 760.
106. Cf. nn. 86 and 90 above.

107. These details are based on the Maurists' collation of Orleans 161 in Paris,
R.N. lat. 11660, ff. i6ir-22ir, where it appears as their codex 2. A letter of C. Daubin
to lf. Delfau (17/3/1673) on ff. 22iv-222r expands 011 the faults of the manuscript,
ami lists the number of lines missing from each Tractatus. The letter wrongly says
the codex transposes ' 29 ' [sic] after 20. Cf. R.C. Kukui.a, Die Mauriner Ausgabc
des Augustinus, in Silzungsber. der Kaiserl. Akad. der Wissensch., Phil.-Hist. Classe
138 (Vienna, 1897), p. 50. By a providential error I was able to identify the same
features in Paris, B.N. lat. 1959. Having requested a microfilm copy of Trr. 17-23
and the beginning of 55 I received instead a film of Trr. 1-4, 14-19 and 53-123 : 5,
which is where the manuscript now ends, thus lacking the much-reduced version of
Tr. 124 found in Orleans 161. Some other features of this Paris manuscript, brought
to my notice partly by G. Folliet and lv. Bleuzen, should be mentioned, (a) In the
course of f. 104' the copyist originally omitted part of Tr. 28, from the last few lines
of ch. 5 to the first section of cli. 9, the continuation of which runs straight on to
what is now f. io7r. To make good the lacuna he inserted ff. 105-106 which contain
the missing paragraphs. Half of f. io6r and the whole of f. io6v were not needed
and left blank, (b) Tract. 122 ends four lines early with the words ' ...perlinentes
indicant pisces ' (9 line 40). Part of the omission, Sequitur de prandio Domini cum
istis septem discipulis (122 : 9 lines 40-41), occurs instead as a title for Tr. 123 between
' Incipit LX Nonus VIII ' [on which oddity see below] and the Incipit proper,
' In eo quod lertio... ' (The early ending of Tr. 122 is naturally paralleled in Orleans
161, but not, it seems, according to Paris, B.N. lat. ri66o, the subsequent use of
Sequitur de prandio etc.) (c) We have already taken brief note (see p. 66 above) of
the variety of titles used in this manuscript (and in Orleans 161). The introductory
designation is homeliae, which persists until the end of Tr. 3 : ' Explicit homelia III :
Incipit quartus [sic] : IIII '. Thereafter in the first half of the collection sermo
predominates but homelia is not forgotten ; e.g., Tr. 20 (' 19 ') begins as sermo, ends
as omelia. In part two, sermo is current as far as the beginning of Tr. 62, but from
its Explicit onwards tractatus holds the field to the end without a rival (although it
does not invariably appear ; sometimes the number is alone), (d) The numbering
in the second half obviously occasioned some difficulties. Trr. 55-57 seem originally
to have featured as ' 53-55 ' (Tr. 54, the last in part one, is ' 52 '). However, the
erasure which later allowed them to be renumbered ' 1-3 ', presumably by the same
scribe, is not discernible, on microfilm at any rate, after the beginning of Tr. 57.
Subsequently the ' 1-70 ' numbering must have got slightly displaced, and corrections
by the addition of 1 in each case are decipherable probably from the end of Tr. 75
('21 ') to the commencement of Tr. 86 (' 32 '). On f. 2iov after the end of Tr. 98
(' 44 ') a sixth of the page is surprisingly left blank, and f. 2iir begins in large
capitals INCIPIT TRACTATES QVADRAGESIMVS.... A word erased looks
very much like (the correct) QVINTVS ; at any rate a small ' V ' is now visible
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'

1-70 ') they both omit passages from nearly every Tractatus. The
exceptions are Trr. 55, 70, 71, 81, 82, 84, 90, 94. Tr. 109 is omitted
entirely, and in each of at least four Tractatus (96, 97, 105, 124) a total
of a hundred or more lines are missing. It must be very probable, given
the fact that these are the two oldest manuscripts in this group to contain
Trr. 55-124 (Angers 175 only goes as far as Tr. 54), that others are also
marked by these largescale omissions. Two criteria for easy identifica¬
tion are quickly specified : Tr. 58 (' 4 ') begins' Nunc est ut beato Petro... '
(58 : 2 line 3), and Tr. 109 is wholly absent.
I have noticed also that both these exemplars together with Angers 175

and Paris, B.N. lat. 12194 give' Notum est non rude est... ' as the Incipit
for Tr. 15 (editions :' Non rude est... '), which again I would expect to be
common if not universal in manuscripts of this type. However, itwas also
found in the mid-nintli-century codex Fossatensis used by the Maurists
(so the collation in Paris, B.N. lat, 11660, f. 28r), which was otherwise
a highly regular copy of the Tractatus.

the transposition of Tractatus 19 and 20

At least seventeen manuscripts reverse the order and numbering of
Trr. 19 and 20, but without omitting Trr. 21-22.
Vatican 637 ; ix ; Rome ; extracts only, but obviously drawn from

a copy in which Trr. 19 and 20 were reversed.
Scliaffhausen 18 ; xi ; Schaffliausen
Graz 397 ; xii ; Seckau
London, B.M. Addit. 10936 ; xii . Halberstadt
Munich 2556 ; xii ; Alderspach
Munich 4515 ; xii ; Benediktbeuern
Munich 9540 ; xii ; Oberaltaich
Munich 15807 ; xii ; Salzburg
Munich 21512 ; xii ; Weihenstephau

above the gap. The absence of Tr. 109 should mean that Trr. 110-124 be numbered
'

55-69 ' instead of ' 56-70 '. In fact from the end of Tr. 118 (' 63 ') to the end
of 122 (' 67 ') alterations are apparent by the addition of 1 to an original ' 62-66 '.
The final number in the manuscript is the oddest of all, LX Nonus VIII at the
beginning of Tr. 123. The copyist originally wrote LX Nonus VII. This suggests
that he must have been working from a copy which reflected the normal ' 1-70 ' of
the complete second half, and on this occasion forgot to omit the ' correct' number
for Tr. 123 before penning his own, doubly faulty, LX... VII, which was later, by
himself or someone else, corrected (within the terms of this manuscript) to LX... VIII.
(In Paris, B.N. lat. 11660 many of the numbers for the Tractatus in part two of
Orleans 161 from 15 (originally ' 14 ' ; = Tr. 69) have been altered by the original
writer. No reason is apparent.)
It is quite clear by now that Paris, B.N. lat. 1959 was the model, whether direct or

indirect, for Orleans 161, and that the scribe of the Paris manuscript was himself
responsible for the abridgement of the second half of the collection.
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Munich 22216 ; xn ; Windberg
Admont 165 ; xn2 ; ? Admont
Graz 438 ; xn /xni ; St. Dambrecht
Ulm 6681-89 '• XIV in- '• Swabia
Venice II.102 ; xiv in. ; Padua
Stuttgart fol. 132 ; xv ; Wiblingen
Munich 18022 ; A.D. 1460 ; Tegernsee
Colmar 298 ; A.D. 1474 ; ? Colmar
In addition, St. Gallen 241 (ix1 ; St. Gallen), which has an abbreviated

text of Trr. 1-18, 20, is consistent with this irregularity as far as its evi¬
dence goes.

Despite its wide dissemination in the eleventh and subsequent centuries
in the regions of S. Germany, this peculiarity cannot be regarded as
having originated there. It also cannot be considered in isolation from
the group of manuscripts which not only reverse these two Tractatus
but also omit Trr. 21-22. In turn this twofold irregularity cannot be
entirely separated from the omission of Trr. 20-22.

the inclusion of Sermo 125

Some fifty manuscripts of the Tractatus insert Sermo 125 [PL 38,
688-698) after Tr. 17. This is not the place to present a full study of
S. 125, which is not known to have survived in any manuscript outside
the Tractatus, but some time can usefully be spent capitalizing upon its
presence in order to further our classification of the manuscripts of the
Tractatus. For not only do these fifty or so exemplars form a group apart,
they also fall into two main sub-groups according to two different Inci-
pits. (No manuscript has yet revealed the Maurists' Incipit, which
must be their own emendation. It will shortly be referred to again).
Incipit A : Ilaec auribus et cordibus vestris nota sunt reparant tamen dicen-

tis affectum
Manuscripts with this or a very similar Incipit nearly always number

S. 125 as' 18 ' (or one more than the preceding number if for some reason
Tr. 17 is numbered otherwise), and continue with Trr. 18 ff. as ' 19 ' ff.
In these manuscripts the Tractatus are regularly called homiliae or sermones,
only once tractatus. Even within this main group there are some devia¬
tions to take note of, and hence sub-division is necessary.

1. Florence S. Marco 644 ; ix ; Incipit sermo XVIII De eadem re
Florence S. Marco 619 ; x ; Incipit sermo XVIII
Madrid 193 ; x ; Incipit XXVIII (sic) De eadem lectione (dicentis vel
audientis)

Florence 16 dext. 4 ; xi ; De eadem lectione homelia XVIII [dicentis
vel audientis)

Florence 16 dext. 5 ; xi ; Incipit sermo XVIII
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Florence Aedil. 8 ; xi ; ...Explicit tractatus XVIII
Vatican 7615 ; xi ; Incipit [omelia] XVIII de eadem lectione [dictis
audientis effectum)

Vatican Ross. 303 ; xi ; Incipit omelia XVIII [dicentis vel audientis
effectum)

Barcelona S. Cugat 21 ; xii ; De eadem lectione homelia XVIII [dicen¬
tis vel audientis)

Florence Mugell. 5 ; xii ; Incipit sermo XVIII [Nec auribus)
Naples VI.B.7 ; xii ; Incipit homelia XVIII (dicensis vel audientis

effectum)
Vorau 104 ; xii ; Incipit homelia XVII [Tr. 17 is XVI) [mota ... dicentis

vel audientis effectum)
Florence Conv. Soppr. 557 ; xiii ; Incipit sermo XVIII ex eadem re
Volterra6778 ; xiv;... Explicit sermo XV111 [Tr. 17 ends homeliaXVII;

18 begins sermo XVIII)
Bernkastel-Kues 32 ; xv ; Homilia XVIII de eadem lectione [dicentis

vel audientis)
Florence 12, 11 ; xv ; Incipit sermo XVIII
Vatican 481 ; xv ; Homelia XVIII incipit feliciter [dicentis vel audien¬
tis effectum)

Vatican Chig. A.VIII.241 ; xv ; Incipit [sermo] XVIII
Vatican Urb. 68 ; xv ; Incipit sermo XVIII foeliciter [effectum ... Exit
sermo decimus septimus octavus (!))

Venice Z. 59 ; xv ; Incipit sermo decimus octavus de eadem lectione

2. Florence Fesul. 7 ; xv ; S. 12.5 is De eadem lectione homelia, with no
number ; Tr. 17 is' 19 ', 18 is' 20 ' [dicentis vel audientis)

3. Dondon, B.M. Burney 291; xii; Trr. 18-19 are missing ; S. 125 is XV;
Tr. 17 begins correctly, ends as XIIII [dicentis vel audientis)

Naples VI.B.17 ; xii ; Trr. 18-19 are missing ; S. 125, apart from an ini¬
tial capital, runs straight on from Tr. 17, forming together with it
sermo XV11II, so that Tr. 20 emerges with the correct number
[auribus vestris et cordibus]

4. Vatican S. Pietro C 96 ; xi-xii ; Homelia XVII ex eadem lectione [tamen
audientis effectum). The order is Tr. 17 (' 16'), S. 125 (' 17 '),
Tr. 20 (' 18 '), 18 (' 21 '), 19 (' 22 '), 21 (' 23 '), etc.; i.e., numbers 19
and 20 are not used.

5. Naples VI.C.20 ; xii ; Incipit sermo XX [Tr. 17 is XVIIII). Incipit :
Hec nec auribus nec cordibus vestris ignota sunt reparant tamen
audientis effectum. This Incipit forms a kind of bridge to that of
the second main group of manuscripts (cf. Prague, Univ. VI.C. 17
below), but for obvious geographical reasons should be regarded as
a refinement of type A.
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Incipit B : Nec auribus nec cordibus vestris reparant tamen audientis
effectum...

Most manuscripts displaying this Incipit present S. 125 without a sepa¬
rate number, and sometimes as the continuation or second half of Tr. 17
without a break of any kind. Many copies omit Trr. 18 and 19 (cf. under
type A. 3 above London, B.M. Burney 291 and Naples VLB.17), while
others are irregular in other respects, so that again we must sub-divide.
Where no contrary indication is given, S. 125 appears unnumbered.

1. Manuscripts omitting Trr. 18 and 19, and numbering Trr. 2off. as ' 18' ff.
Rome, Vallicell. A. 14 ; viii/ix ; De eadem lectione... Explicit [omelia]
XVII

Florence 14 dext. 5 x ; De eadem lectione... Explicit homelia XV (which
is the number of Tr. 17)

Paris, B.N. lat. 8912 ; xi2 ; Sermo de eadem lectione... Explicit omelia
XVII

Berlin theol. lat. fol. 675 ; xix ; De eadem lectione... Explicit XIIV
Heiligeukreuz 10 ; xn ; originally no numbers at all, beginning of

S. 125 marked solely by initial capital ; later, [Omelia] XVIII.
Klosterneuburg 26 ; xn ; Item, unde supra... Explicit omelia XVI
(the number of Tr. 17). A corrector has inserted above the line
nota sunt after vestris and dicentis vel after audientis.

Paris, B.N. lat. 1964 ; xn ; Item in eodem, De unitate et uequalitale
patris et filii... (Nec auribus anec [sr'c] cordibus vestris reparant
tantum audientis)... Explicit XVII. (Both Trr. 21 and 22 are' 19')

Zwettl 19 ; xii ; S. 125 is numbered separately, Incipit [omelia] XVIII
Prague, Univ. VI.C.17; xiv ; Item unde supra sequitur... (Hec (? Nec)
auribus... vestris ignota sunt quae tractanda sunt reparant... affec¬
tum) ...Explicit omelia XVI (number of Tr. 17)

Brno A. 9 ; xv ; De omelia ut supra... Explicit omelia decima VI
(number of Tr. 17)

Klosterneuburg 27 ;_xv ; Item unde supra... Explicit omelia XVI
(number of Tr. 17)

London, B.M. Addit. 18313 ; A.D. 1466 ; De eadem lectione... Expli¬
cit omelia XVI ( number of Tr. 17)

Melk 354 ; xv ; Item unde supra... (affectum)... Explicit Omelia XVI
(number of Tr. 17)

Naples VI. D. 3 ; A.D. 1500 ; no numbers (Et auribus...)

According to a letter received from M. Kostilkova, Prague, Kapit.
A. 73/6 (XIV) lacks not only Trr. 18-19 but also 21. S. 125 forms the
second part of Tr. 17 (' 16 ') and is followed by 20 and 22, which makes
it unparalleled. Also to be included here is a manuscript from Carcassonne
Cathedral which was one of the Maurists' two authorities for S. 125 :
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De eadem lectione... (affectum)108. Their other base was the edition by
Jacques Sirmond109 from a codex belonging to St. Vincent's Abbejb Met7,,
which in default of evidence to the contrary we may presume to have been
a copy of the Tractatus. Sirmond's Incipit is different again : Nec
auribus nec cordibus vestris rudia reparantur, tamen audientis... We have
no way of knowing whether this represents Sirmond's emendation, though
the absence of this precise Incipit, and especially the word rudia, from
all the extant manuscripts undoubtedly suggests it does. The Maurists
certainly indulged in emendation and produced : Nec auribus nec cordi¬
bus vestris rudia repetuntur : reparant tamen audientis affectum...
Several manuscripts of Incipit B do not lack Trr. 18-19 but display some

rearrangement in their position :

2. Three have the order Tr. 17, S. 125 (in each case as Sermo XVIII),
Trr. 18, 20, 21, 19, 22 ff. :

Verona, Capit. XXXVI ; ix ; (Tr. 20 is unnumbered, De eadem lec¬
tione)

Modena, Capit. 0.III.14 ; xi ; (Tr. 20 again unnumbered, but an
earlier XVIII (? XVIIII) seems to have been erased)

Cesena D. III. 3 ; XV.

3. Two manuscripts place Trr. 18-19 between 20 and 21 :

Paris, B.N. lat. 17391 ; xii ; S. 125 is the latter part of Tr. 17 (Item
de eadem lectione... Explicit omelia XVII), 20 is ' 18 ', 18 unnum¬
bered (Incipit alia de eadem lectione), 19 as ' 18 ' again (Item alia
incipit de eo quod... Explicit XVIII), 21 as ' 19 ' etc.

Porto 13 ; xiii ; original arrangement and numeration was : 17 (Sermo
XVII), S. 125 (Sermo XVII), 20 (XVIII), 18 (unnumbered), 19
(XVIIII), 21 (unnumbered and untitled), 22 (Explicit homelia XX),
etc. One or more ' correctors ' have created such confusion that
Tr. 17, hitherto correct, is now XVIII, four items are each numbe¬
red XVIIII, none is XX and Tr. 22 is XXI.

108. Copy in Paris, B.N. lat. 11661, ff. i6ir-i65v. For the omission of Trr. 18-19,
f. 128".

109. S. Aurelii Auguslini... Sermones Novi numero XL (Paris, 1631), pp. 170-193
(no. 15) and notes, unpaginated, ad fin. The study of p. petitmengin,' A propos
des editions palrisliques de la Contre-Reforme : Le <t Saint Auguslin » de la Typographic
Valicane', in Recherches Augustiniennes, vol. 4 (Paris, 1966), pp. 199-251, throws much
light on Sirmond's discovery of unpublished Augustiniau sermons, but is unable to
identify the manuscript from which he crew Sermo 125 (see pp. 231-233, 236-237).
The quite plausible suggestion that Sirmond consulted the codex S. Vincenlii Metensis
at the College of Clermont proves no more fruitful in locating its present whereabouts,
if it is still extant. To this study I owe the information that all but one of Sirmond's
forty new sermones of 1631 had previously been published against his wishes as an
appendix to volume 10 (the Sermones) of the Paris edition of the Opera Omnia of
Augustine in 1614, where S. 125 appears as the third sermon on pp. 390-393. I have
been unable to gain access to the 1614 edition in Edinburgh.
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4. One codex has the order 18, 20, 19, 21 :
Paris, B.N. lat. 16850 ; xii ; 5. 125 is [Omelia] XVIII de eadem lec-

tione110.

5. Another has 18 and 19 between 23 and 24 :

Vich 27 ; xii ; 5. 125 is the second part of Tr. 17, De eadem lectione...
(,audientes)... Explicit homelia XVII. See further n. 125 below.

6. Finally, three manuscripts with Incipit B have no omission at all :
Monte Cassino 21 EE ; xi ; De eadem lectione. Ubi ait... {audientes)...
Explicit Tractatus XVII

Vatican 483 ; xi ; S. 125 numbered separately as [Sermo] XVIII ut
supra.

Charleville 246b ; xii ; S. 125 numbered separately as [Sermo] XVIII
de eadem lectione (Later both Trr. 21 and 22 are' 22 ')

One further feature of manuscripts containing S. 125 deserves to be
mentioned. In nearly all of those which are also marked by the omission
of Trr. 18-19, Tr. 21 has the Incipit Qua potuimus facultate tractavimus,
i.e., lacking the first seven words. Of eighteen manuscripts at present
known to have this Incipit, all but one (Lisbon Alcob. 402) include S. 125,
and of these seventeen all apart from Naples VLB.17 belong to the B
group. Indeed, all of the B group manuscripts lacking Trr. 18-19 have
this feature, except for Prague, Kapit. A. 73 /6, which apparently lacks
Tr. 21 altogether (see above). One of the two A group manuscripts
lacking Trr. 18-19, Naples VLB.17, also presents this beginning for Tr. 21.
Only four of the eighteen (Lisbon Alcob. 402 ; Modena, Capit. O.III.14 ;
Porto 13 ; Vich 27) contain Trr. 18-19, and only one of them, Lisbon
Alcob. 402, puts them in their standard position. The eighteen are :

Berlin theol. lat. fol. 675
Brno A. 9
Florence 14 dext. 5
Heiligenkreuz 10
Klosterneuburg 26
Klosterneuburg 27
Lisbon Alcob. 402
London, B.M. Addit. 18313
Modena, Capit. O.III. 14
Naples VI.B.17
Naples VI.D.3
Paris, B.N. lat. 1964

no. The subsequent numbering is very careless : Tr. 18 begins as ' 19 ', ends as
' 18 ' ; 20 is ' 19 ' ; 19 begins as ' 20 ', ends as ' 21 ' ; ...23 begins as ' 24 ', ends as
'
21 ' ; 24 is ' 22 ', etc.
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Paris, B.N. lat. 8912
Porto 13
Prague, Univ. VI.C.17
Rome, Vallicell. A.14
Vich 27
Zwettl 19

The task of introducing some crder into the profusion of this widely
diffused and variegated branch of the tradition must be attempted on
another occasion. It will require above all the art of a detective. For
the present it must suffice to state boldly that it is a markedly Italian
tradition, and to speculate whether Bishop Deodericus, the founder of
St. Vincent's Abbey, Metz, was not an early agent of its diffusion. From
his journeys in Italy in the latter part of the tenth century he brought
back many codices to stock the new Abbey's library. Verona supplied
a good number, such as Berlin Phillipps 1676, Bishop Egino's copy of
Alan of Farfa's homiliary. The ninth-century manuscript Verona,
Capit. XXXVI is proof that a copy of the Tractatus containing S. 125
was to be found there at the time of Deodericus's visit111.

possible causes of the irregularities
in the region of Tractatus 17-23

It remains to ask how we may explain the diverse disorder in so many
manuscripts in this particular sector of the collection. It is a tantalizing
question whose answer admits of little more than speculation and guess¬
work. We begin with the omission of Trr. 20-22. In my earlier study
I tentatively proposed that this feature might derive from one ' original'
copy of the Tractatus, on the twofold grounds that these three sermons
not only are absent from some early manuscripts, both extant and attes¬
ted by mediaeval writers, but also do not belong to the sequence of
Augustine's Johannine expositions at this point112. After doubting
for a time the viability of this explanation, I am disposed to advance
it again as a genuine possibility. Reasons for connecting the tradition
marked by this omission with southern Gaul as early as the middle of
the seventh century, and perhaps even two centuries earlier in the age
of John Cassian, have been expounded above. If valid, this reasoning
would of necessity imply that the unambiguous testimony of both Ful-
gentius and the Lateran Synod of A.D. 649 to the presence of Tr. 22 in
their copies of the Tractatus relates to another branch of the tradition and
does not involve us in placing the disappearance of Trr. 20-22 after A.D.
649.

in. The only copy of the Tractatus known to have belonged to St. Vincent's is
Berlin Phillipps 1662 from Fulda. No extant catalogue of St, Vincent's lists a copy
of the Tractatus.

112. Op. cit., p. 328.
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It is difficult to believe that the absence of Trr. 20-22 from certain
early manuscripts is unconnected with the fact that they constitute a
trio of sermons separate from the rest of Trr. 1-54. If these two circums¬
tances were unrelated, we would be confronted by a remarkable coin¬
cidence of irregularities and would surely be pardoned for misreadingits significance. In this context it must be clearly established that although
our different modern designations for them effectively disguise the point,Tractatus 20-22 and Sermo 125 belong to precisely the same category.Both are sermons on passages in John's Gospel which were not preachedin the series of consecutive, if interrupted, preaching that we know as
Tractatus 1-54, and yet both have survived solely in manuscripts of theTractatus. Both cover ground that the regular sequence of sermons also
covered : Tr. 17 and S. 125 both expound Joint 5 : 1-18, and the two trios
of Trr. 18-19 + 23 and Trr. 20-22 both expound John 5 :19-30 {Tr. 23 also
runs quickly through John 5 : 31-47). Any future edition of the Trac¬
tatus should at least include S. 125 in an appendix, and it would not be
inappropriate to rename it Tractatus 17A. Of course it cannot be denied
that Trr. 20-22 and S. 125 appear to stand in quite different relations to
the Tractatus as far as the manuscript tradition is concerned. For the
circumstances that apparently demand explanation are the omission of
the former, but the insertion of the latter. Further reflection, however,shows that the contrast is an elusive one. For if an explanation is to be
sought for the omission of Trr. 20-22, one is also required for their prior,
even ' original', insertion. They disappeared from a position to which
they never really belonged. Indeed, it may well transpire that they never
belonged at all to one form of the collection and hence cannot be descri¬
bed as having disappeared or dropped out. Their absence would then
be one not of omission but of non-inclusion.

In what follows the discussion revolves around three factors :

(1) the division of the whole collection of the Tractatus into three
or more codices ;

(n) the overlapping of the subject-matter dealt with in Tractatus
18-23 (and Tr. 17 and 5. 125) ;

(111) chronological breaks in Augustine's preaching in this area of the
Tractatus.

These are all factors which have a possible bearing upon the originsof the disorder we have encountered, and particularly the absence of
Trr. 20-22. They all relate, though not with equal force, both to the
very beginnings of the tradition in Augustine's own library at Hippoand to any subsequent stage at which irregularities may have entered
in. They are essentially complementary ; their validity in any attempted
explanation of the irregularities is bound to be cumulative.
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(1) The division of the whole collection of the « Tractatus »
into three or more codices.

Possidius knew it in six codices113. (Nowhere else in the Indiculum
does he specify the number of manuscripts a work occupied, even for
more extensive ones like the City of God and the Enarrationes in Psalmos).
One can hardly regard the use of six codices as necessitated by the size
of the collection. Nevertheless they may conceivably have been of
roughly equal dimensions in which case the end of the second would have
occurred somewhere in the region we are considering. We can but
speculate. But since the omission or intrusion of tractatus or sermones
is most likely to have taken place at the beginning or end of codices,
the fact of division could be highly significant. For instance, the omis¬
sion of Trr. 20-22 is intelligible as the result of bringing together a codex
containing Trr. 1-19 and another comprising Trr. 23-54. It must be
immediately admitted that no exemplars attesting dividing-lines at
precisely these points, i.e. between 19 and 20, and 22 and 23, have sur¬
vived or are mentioned in mediaeval catalogues. Nevertheless, as we
saw above in discussing threefold divisions of the Tractatus, divisions
occur at several different points, and in particular between 21 and 22,
23 and 24, and 24 and 25. There is sufficient fluidity for other possibi¬
lities not to be ruled out. Indeed, the undoubted variation in the divi¬
ding-line is grist to my mill, for it asserts the currency of codices perhaps
calling themselves pars prima and pars secunda which if brought together
would not in many cases comprise the whole of Trr. 1-54- The resul¬
ting loss of one or more tractatus would be made all the easier if Trr. 1-54
originally contained no numeration, which I am coming to consider a
distinct possibility, especially if they were preached over a span of many
years. (We will develop this suggestion below, in considering the third
of the factors I have proposed). The sequence of the lections supplies
its own order, so that a system of numeration is certainly not essential.
Furthermore, if Augustine's ' master copy ' embodied the numbering
from 1 to 54, it becomes less easy to conceive of omissions and transposi¬
tions in the transmission. However, we need not place any great impor-

113. ZwinGGi, op. cit., pp. 124-125, suggests that the six codices eacli contained
one of the six series of sermons into which he believes that La Bonnardiere, with the
assistance of the present writer, has dissolved the Tractatus, viz., Trr. 1-12 ; 13-16 ;
17-19 and 23 ; 20-22 ; 24-54 1 55_I24- This attractive theory is, however, not
without its weaknesses. In my judgment La Bonnardiere has failed to prove a
break between Trr. 23 and 24 (see p.104 below with n. 123), and it must be doubted
whether Trr. 13-16 constitute a group distinct enough to warrant a separate codex.
According to La Ilonnardi6re, they follow Tr. 12 after an interval of less than four
months, and Trr. 1-12 themselves span a period of five months. Nevertheless,
Zwinggi's proposals seem to me to be along the right lines, and incidentally provide
him with a simple explanation for the omission of Trr. 20-22, viz., that the codex
containing solely these three sermons never featured in one branch of the transmission
of the Tractatus, or in other terms (see p. 95 above) one ' original edition ' lacked
Trr. 20-22.
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tance on this point, for the manuscripts present abundant evidence of
niisnumbering, which would facilitate the conjunction of codices repre¬
senting different divisions of the first half of the collection.
Most of the manuscript divisions of Trr. 1-54 discussed above belong

to mainly Germanic regions of central Europe including northern Swit¬
zerland. They date largely from the ninth century. There may be
some significance in the fact that three of the four earliest exemplars
to lack Trr. 20-22, Berlin Phillipps 1662, Salzburg a VII 33, and Basel
B.III.3, fit into this setting. If no such divisions are attested for
southern Gaul, where we have located the earlier phases of this tradition,
the cause may be simply the paucity of available manuscript evidence.
Possidius assures us that the introduction of divisions into Trr. 1-54
was not a ninth-century development.
The composite codex Oxford, Bodl. Baud. Misc. 139 may illustrate

the possibility I am putting forward, namely, the coming together of
two codices originating from different divisions of Trr. 1-54 into two
parts. The basic manuscript comprised Trr. 14-16, 19, 23-32, 36-45 and
48-54 numbered consecutively ' 14-44 '• The SaPs were made good
at St. Kylian's,Wiirzburg in the mid-ninth century, but whereas Trr. 17-18
and 20-22 were inserted with their correct numbers, Trr. 33-35 and 46-47
were given numbers three below the normal114. As the influence of the
original manuscript's numeration cannot explain this discrepancy, it is
feasible that the Wiirzburg scribe was drawing on two codices, one con¬
taining at least Trr. 1-22 and the other at least Trr. 33-54 but numbered
three less than the standard numeration. The numbering in the second
codex would presumably presuppose the earlier loss of Trr. 20-22 which
were however present in the first. Hence the two did not belong together
in a two-part division of Trr. 1-54. The same point is illustrated by the
two Weissenburg manuscripts Wolfenbiittel 4094 and 4102, containing
respectively Trr. 1-23 and Trr. 24-54 numbered probably ' 22-52 '. Now
the latter numbering may have arisen from a scribal slip, but if Wolfen-
biittel 4102 were to be joined with another manuscript containing Trr. 1-21
the result would be the omission of Trr. 22-23. Similarly if Wolfenbiittel
4094 were united with a codex numbering 26-54 as ' 24"52 '» the loss of
Trr. 24-25 would ensue.
It would be foolish to place excessive reliance on the details of the

argument in this section. The importance attaches to the undoubted
fact of the divisions, and this is but one strand in a triple thread of rea¬
soning.

(n) The overlapping of the subject-matter dealt
with in « Tractatus » 18-23 (and Tr. 17 and S. 125)

The omission of Trr. 20-22 could pass unnoticed because it left no
gap in the continuity of Augustine's exposition. Indeed, it decidedly
improved the smoothness of the transition from sermon to sermon

114. See n. 186 below, and also a. 125.
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A simple analysis of the way John 5 is dealt with115 will put the point
beyond doubt.

Tr. 17 : w. 1-18
S. 125 : vv. 1-18
Tr. 18 : v. 19 (in intention ; little of the Tr. actually deals

with it)
Tr. 19 : vv. 19-30 (Augustine aimed to return to v. 19 after

expounding the rest of the lection but left
himself 110 time to do so)

Tr. 20 : v. 19
Tr. 21 : vv. 20-23
Tr. 22 : vv. 24-30
Tr. 23 : vv. 31-47 (briefly), 19 and finally a quick run through 20-30.
Tr. 24 : ch. 6 : 1-14

It is undeniable that the loss of Trr. 20-22 causes no difficulty, but
rather removes considerable awkwardness. The same would be true
of S. 125 if it had originally belonged to the series but was subsequently
omitted. If this remains improbable, the fortunes of Trr. 20-22 and 5. 125
present a curious contrast. The former's omission removed reduplication,
the latter's insertion produced it. Not surprisingly, therefore, the two
features are never found together in one manuscript.
What has just been said about the omission of Trr. 20-22 applies with

scarcely less force to the omission of any one or two of them. It would
have taken an extremely shrewd reader or copyist to discern the anoma¬
lous situation resulting from the presence of only one or two of the inter¬
calated trio at Tractatus, while on the other hand the loss of any one of
them reduced the degree of duplication.
Even the transposition of Trr. 19 and 20 effects some tidying up, as

a glance at the above analysis will demonstrate. When it is unaccom¬
panied by any other change its contribution is admittedly limited, but
when it occurs together with the omission of Trr. 21 and 22 it produces
a sequence of exposition which, except for the persistent difficulty of
John 5 : 19, no longer involves Augustine in doubling back on his tracks.
The intrusion of S. 125 cannot be understood in these terms at all.

Hence it would not be consistent to claim that the omission of Trr. 18
and 19, which in several manuscripts accompanies S. 125 but is never
found without it, also decreases the element of repetition and has no
adverse effects.

Thus all the irregularities that mark the manuscripts in this region
of the Tractatus, except for the inclusion of 5. 125, possess the character

115. Wright, op. cit., pp. 318-319, and JTS n.s. 17 (1966), p. 185 ; La Bonnar-
dikre, op. cit., p. 106. Zwinggi, op. cit., p. 125, suggests that the duplication of the
exposition of John 5 may have been a contributory factor in a copyist's omission of
Trr. 20-22.
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of improving upon the order of Augustine's exposition as represented
by the regular sequence of Trr. 17-23. I11 itself, this consideration, on
the principle of lectio difficilior, might appear to be proof of their secon¬
dary nature, were it not that the problem each of them at least partly
resolves is caused by the presence of Trr. 20-22, which is itself in a real
sense a secondary feature. And if duplication in the original is tolera¬
ted here, why not also between Tr. 17 and Tr. 17A (= S. 125) ? Never¬
theless, it has to be admitted that this section of our argument not only
explains how an omission or transposition caused by some other factor
could have gone unnoticed, but also raises the possibility that a percep¬
tive copyist could have felt justified in producing such an omission or
transposition. This would provide a very simple explanation of the loss
of Trr. 20-22, for these are the three sermons a copyist working through
from Tr. 17 would most naturally omit, as a cursory glance at the above
analysis quickly reveals. Yet this is an explanation which I find too
simple to be fully satisfying.

1 (in) Chronological breaks in Augustine''s preaching
in this area of the « Tractatus »

Here we take up consideration of the implications of Mile Ha Bonnar-
diere's and M. Berrouard's dating of the Tractatus, which embody the
conviction that previous attempts to date the collection have foundered
on the persistent refusal to allow that Augustine produced them ' par
fragments '. If, as seems to me almost undeniable, the Tractatus were
thus composed in segments over a period of several years, it is a priori
likely that such groups of Tractatus would have found their way into
Augustine's library in separate codices.
But before we apply this reasoning to the problems of Trr. 17-23,

a further note about Trr. 55-124 is in order in this context. We have
argued above, in agreement with other students of the issue, that the
numeration ' 1-70 ' goes back to the library at Hippo. Now Ha Bonnar-
diere placed Trr. 1-16 in the years 406-7 and the rest in or after the year
418. This would mean that Trr. 1-16 and 17-54, which were separated
by more than a decade, have somehow received a consecutive numera¬
tion, while Trr. 17-54 and 55-124, which on this explanation were pro¬
bably all produced within three or four years116, have been allotted sepa¬
rate numbering systems. If Trr. 17-54 could thus be regarded as the
continuation of a series broken off in mid-course eleven or twelve years
earlier, while Trr. 55-124 were evidently distinguished from the thirty-
seven (or thirty-four) sermons delivered in the previous three or four
years, then we have a weighty indication that the separate numeration
'

1-70 ' reflects some difference of origin or genre between Trr. 55-124

116. La BoNNARDiftRE, op. cit., does not fix a terminus ad quem for Trr. 55-124
but appears to incline towards a date soon after A.D. 421 ; cf. pp. 87, 117, 140-141.
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and the earlier sermons. This evidence does not of course define the
nature of the difference between the two parts of the collection ; it merely
confirms what is strongly suspected 011 other grounds, that such a dif¬
ference truly exists. In case it should seem that this line of reasoning
depends on too many assumptions, we must spell out clearly that the
only assumption it requires is one for which evidence is not lacking, namely,
that Trr. 55-124 were either numbered ' 1-70 ' in Augustine's library
or demarcated from Trr. 1-54 in such a way that the introduction of this
numbering ensued at an early stage thereafter. It does not necessitate
any particular belief about the numeration of Trr. 1-54 ; theymay origi¬
nally have lacked numbers altogether.
However, if Berrouard's revised dating of Trr. 17-19 and 23-54 ls

accepted, the argument of the preceding paragraph loses much of its
force but is not entirely nullified. Berrouard agrees with Ha Bonnar-
diere in placing Trr. 1-16 in 406-7, but brings Trr. 17-54, with the excep¬
tion of Trr. 20-22, forward to 414. As he has not yet pronounced on the
date of Trr. 55-124, it is too early to say whether he has finally opened up
a gap of several years between Trr. 54 and 55, but this is certainly a conse¬
quence of combining his dating for Trr. 17-19 and 23-54 with Ha Bonnar-
diere's for Trr. 55-124. Trr. 17-19 and 23-54 thus come to occupy a year
roughly equidistant between Trr. 1-16 and Trr. 55-124. This set of cir¬
cumstances undoubtedly weakens the above argument which contrasts
in the case of Trr. 17-54 and Trr. 55-124 temporal proximity of origin
with separate systems of numeration, but in so far as Trr. 17-54, even
on Berrouard's showing, were delivered as long after Trr. 1-16 as Trr. 55-
124 were after Trr. 17-54 the argument retains some of its validity.
The possibility voiced above that Trr. 1-54 may originally have lacked

numeration altogether pinpoints the type of question raised by their
composition in separate blocks, in relation to the circumstances and man¬
ner in which the blocks were brought together to form one collection"'.

117. Zwinggi's study is of relevance in this connexion. He shows (op. cit., pp. 126-
129) on the basis of La Bonnardiere's dating of the Tractatus that they implement
only to a very limited extent the principle of lectio conlinua, the importance of
which in Augustine's preaching has been much exaggerated. He also points out
(pp. 124-125) that Possidius lists the Tractatus in a category which includes in
addition only the Enarrationes in Psalmos, distinguishing between the dictated and
the preached Enarrationes, while the Tractatus on John's First Epistle appear
elsewhere among the Tractatus Diversi {Indication X4. 1-5, X6. 148 ; Misc. A cost.
vol. IX, pp. 181-182, 204). The juxtaposition of the Tractatus on the Gospel and the
Enarrationes Zwinggi attributes to Possidius's recognition that like the latter the
former were ' ein Sammelwerk '. It is r.ot only the absence of a title for Fossidius's
category comprising these two collections that casts some doubt upon this explana¬
tion. Merely in being expositions of the whole of major biblical books and in virtue
of their consequent size, the Enarrationes and the Tractatus are unparalleled among
Augustine's liomiletic output. From this standpoint the ten sermons on I John
rightly belong elsewhere, and 110 doubt appropriately to a category that also includes
a short series of sermons on Genesis 1 and other small batches like De epiphania
traclalus seplem...Per vigilias paschae tractatus viginti Ires [Indication X". 58-62,



102 DAVID F. WRIGHT

La Bonnardiere divides Try. 1-54 into three segments, 1-16 dated in A.D.
406-7, 17-23 probably in 418-9, and 24-54 111 419-20 or 420-1. If this
reconstruction is correct, it means that in 418 or 419 after more than a
decade had elapsed since Tr. 16, Augustine preached Tr. 17 without
the slightest hint that he was resuming the consecutive exposition of
John's Gospel. The opening of Tr. 17 contains 110 backward or forward
reference. This contrasts markedly with his forceful reminder at the
start of Tr. 13 of his previous sermons on John which he had had to
discontinue 011 embarking upon the exposition of John's First Epistle
during the Easter Octave. La Bonnardiere calculates the interval bet¬
ween Trr. 12 and 13 as less than two months118. A similar backward
reference at the beginning of Tr. 15 suggests a lapse of time since Tr. 14,
but according to La Bonnardiere it can only have been a fortnight or
so at the most119. No doubt in preaching Tr. 17 Augustine could not
expect his congregation to recall sermons delivered ten years earlier,
but his sudden unexplained resumption is still rather odd. The diffi¬
culty is scarcely eased by Berrouard's date of 414 for the series of sermons
beginning with Tr. 17, for the interval since Tr. 16 is still one of seven
years. Do we envisage Augustine checking up among his manuscripts

17°"I75 '■ Misc. Agost., vol. II, pp. 195, 205). If Possidius was aware of the diversity
among the Tractatus, it is surprising that he has failed to indicate it, even in terms of
the distinction between dictation and preaching he applies to the Enarrationes.
Zwinggi's further suggestion that the bringing together of the sections of the Tracta¬
tus should be thought of as analogous to the collection of the Enarrationes into one
corpus raises some interesting questions. How did Possidius know which Enarra¬
tiones had been preached and which dictated ? Was an index or inventory avai¬
lable ? Certainly Augustine possessed a catalogue of his works which Possidius
used (cf. Wji.mart, Misc. Agost., vol. II, pp. 158-160). Does this then preclude the
possibility that Possidius's description of the Enarrationes reflects the circumstances
in which he found them in the library at Hippo, i.e., still in sections according to
their diverse origins and not arranged after the order of the Psalms ? This state
of affairs is no doubt rather unlikely, for the numbering of the Psalms afforded the
easiest and most obvious of methods of arrangement. Likewise the Traclalus would
arrange themselves in accordance with the Gospel text (except in the case of the
slight difficulty over Trr. 20-22) without the need for any additional enumeration.
Thus Possidius's sex codices probably indicates that his examination of the Traclatus
revealed their lack of a continous numeration, and in this respect they were like the
Enarrationes. (It should not be forgotten that on several Psalms, most notably
I'S. 118 (iiq), Augustine produced more than one enarratio, so that if the individual
enarrationes were to be numbered consecutively they would total many more than
150). But if Possidius's description of sex codices suggests to us that the Tractatus
are similar to the Enarrationes also in being ' ein Sammelwerk ', it is doubtful
whether Possidius was aware of this further similarity.

118. Op. cit., pp. 52-53. It must be mere coincidence that in two early or mid-
ninth-century codices, Wiirzburg M.p.th.f. 74 and Munich 6287, both probably from
Freising, pars prima comprises only Trr. 1-13, while the tenth-century Lorsch
catalogue lists a part one containing only twelve Traclatus, presumably 1-12. But
see n. 113 above.

119. Ibid., pp. 56, 53. Among early manuscripts Salzburg a VII 33 (ix1) alone
begins with Tr. 15.
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to discover the point he had reached in the Gospel back in A.D. 407 ?
Had he never preached on John 5 (where Tr. 17 resumes) or an)' subse¬
quent chapter since that date, and had no such sermons found their way
on to his shelves alongside Trr. 1-16 ? Questions like these are multiplied
in one's mind by the idea of the composition of the Tractatus in groups
over a number of years. It has already been suggested in this study
that breaks like those posited by Da Bonnardiere make it at least possible
that when Trr. 1-54 first reached completion (with or without Trr. 20-22)
different titles, especially sermo, and perhaps even homilia, in addition
to tractatus, were in evidence among them and continuous numeration
was absent. Similarly, the intervals between the batches of sermons
would have allowed occasional sermons to insert themselves, such as

Tr. 17A (S. 125) and perhaps Trr. 20-22.
When, however, we turn to the details of Da Bonnardiere's dating in

relation to our problem area, we encounter no tailor-made solutions to our
questions. Berrouard's dates, on the contrary, are in one important
respect positively helpful in our enquiries. Da Bonnardiere's major
dividing-line between Trr. 1-16 in A.D. 406-7 and Trr. 17-124 in the years
beginning 418-9120 does not favour any straightforward hypothesis for
the intrusion of S. 125, which always occurs after Tr. 17 and never before
it. In a footnote added while her book was in the press Mile La Bonnar¬
diere appears to accept my isolation of Trr. 20-22 from their setting in
the Tractatus but sees no immediate reason for dating them differently
from Trr. 17-19 and 23121. More recently, however, Berrouard has argued

120. RoNDKT, in ItSIt 53 (1965), pp. 656-657, believes that La Bounardiere's
dating of Trr. 17-124 needs to be revised. He suggests a date a year or two earlier.

121. Op. cit., pp. 117-118 n. 1. Augustine's reference in Tr. 22 : 10 to lucerna ilia
in the church suggested both to the Maurists (PL 35, 1579 11. (a)) and to Tiu.kmont,
op. cit., pp. 710-711, that it was preached by the light of a lamp, i.e., in the winter
months. Both authorities swallowed their surmises because Tr. 27 was obviously
delivered on August 10 (St. Laurence). La Bonnardiere's dating (p. 108) places
Trr. 17-23 between Faster and August, which would require some revision for
Trr. 20-22 if the suspicions of the Maurists and Tillemont were after all correct.
ZwinGGI, op. cit., p. 119, suggests very interestingly that Trr. 20-22 were preached
to the Hippo congregation at large but Trr. 17-19 and 23 to a more restricted and
better instructed audience, perhaps consisting largely of clergy, monks and nuns.
If this was the case, then in the light of the same writer's claims for the rest of
Trr. 1-54 in this regard, it is Trr. 17-19 and 23, not Trr. 20-22, that should be treated
as constituting the insertion. This would mean, however, that John 5 : 1-18 (Tr. 17)
and 31-47 (expounded, albeit briefly, only in Tr. 23) never featured in the ongoing
exposition of the Gospel to the normal mixed congregation of the Christian commu¬
nity at Hippo (see the analysis on p. 99 above). Zwinggi's account of the dupli¬
cation of coverage between Trr. 18, 19 and 23 and Trr. 20-22 is also inconsistent
with Berrouard's recent study, which shows, in my mind convincingly, that Trr. 17-19
and 23 belong with Trr. 24-54 in one series of sermons, and argues that Try. 20-22
were delivered a few years later. Zwiuggi does not of course consider what kind of
audience is reflected in Sermo 125, which like Tr. 17 expounds John 5 : 1-18. The
exordium immediately suggests a body of hearers well-versed in the Scriptures, or at
least in Augustine's expository sermons, but there is 110 other indication, except
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at length and with persuasive force that Try. 20-22 reflect a more advan¬ced stage in Augustine's controversy with Arianism than the parallelexposition of John 5 : 19-30 in Try. 18, 19 and 23, and has assigned theirproduction to the years 418-9, soon after Contra Sermonem Arianorumbut four or five years later than the same writer's date of 414 for Try. 17-19and 23-54122. If Berrouard's conclusions are sound, then the first halfof the collection would have been complete, in the sense that Try. 1-19and 23-54 provide an exposition of the whole of John 1-12, some yearsbefore Try. 20-22 were delivered. Thus one could regard Try. 1-19 and23-54 as constituting the original' edition ' or ' version ' of the first partof the corpus, and a genuine possibility emerges that this version couldhave enjoyed some circulation before Try. 20-22 were even preached,let alone inserted into their present position between Try. 19 and 23.
There is no inherent improbability in this suggestion that Try. 1-54,with or without Try. 20-22, were known and read outside Augustine'slibrary even before Trr. 55-124 were composed. Indeed, the separatenumeration of Trr. 55-124 and the frequency of manuscripts containingoiily one half of the collection speak in its favour. Furthermore, suchpublic knowledge of Try. 1-54 alone could easily have led to requests forthe completion of the exposition of the Gospel and thus to the productionof Trr. 55-124 (see further n. 68 above). Of course the separate circula¬tion of Try. 1-54 does not of itself argue the absence of Trr. 20-22. It

merely renders more likely the possibility, given the datings proposedby Berrouard, that an' original edition ' of the Tractatus lacked not onlyTrr. 55-124 but also Try. 20-22.
The next point of division in La Bonnardiere's dating scheme fallsbetween Trr. 23 and 24, which again is of no obvious assistance in explai¬ning the disorder prior to Tr. 23. But elsewhere we have already seriouslyquestioned whether the evidence justifies a break between 23 and 24,and have been confirmed in our doubts by Berrouard's recent demons¬tration that Try. 17-19 and 23 belong closely with Trr. 24-54 as one seriesof sermons123.
But if most of the details of these proposed chronological divisionsdo not correspond precisely to the manuscript dislocations, it remains truethat the chief area of discontinuity in the first half of the Tractatus isalmost exactly the same both in the manuscript tradition and in the

perhaps in the last paragraphs, that the bishop might be addressing a gathering ofspiritales. La Bonnardi£re, op. cit., p. 118 n., put forward the very tentativeproposal that the two sets of sermons 011 John 5 : 19-30, Trr. 18, 19 and 23 and Trr. 20-22, were preached in different places.
122. La date (op. cit), pp. 140-141, 146-159, 164.
123. La BoNNARDiiiRE, op. cit., pp. 87-88, 104-105, 117 ; Wright, in JTS n.s. 17(1966), p. 185 ; Berrouard, La date, pp. 121-130. The reason given by La B.,pp. 87-88, for treating Trr. 24-54 :ls a separate group leads logically to the inclusionof Trr. 17-23 as well, as she shows on p. 105.
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dating schemes of La Bounardiere and Berrouard. This can hardlybe pure coincidence. It rather reinforces the general tenor of our
argument that the distribution of the Tractatus in their original six codices
reflected the different years in which they were preached, and that this
distribution is indirectly reflected in a host of extant manuscripts, not
merely those ending or beginning in this region but even more so those
that lack or transpose one or more of Trr. 18-22 or include S. 125.
This endeavour to unravel the disorder of Trr. 17-23 has so far con¬

centrated mostly on the absence of 20-22 and to a lesser extent on the
presence of S. 125 which presents a somewhat analogous case. We are
not claiming to provide exhaustive explanations of how everythinghappened, but merely to suggest the kind of contexts and considerations
which make the irregularities at least less incomprehensible. Without
some element of speculation even this much would be impossible, and
when we move on from the omission of Try. 20-22 to other irregularfeatures it becomes even more inevitable.

Concerning S. 125 there is perhaps little more to be said. It must be
remembered that we have no grounds whatsoever for supposing that it
enjoyed any length of life in isolation from the Tractatus. Scope for itsinsertion may have been provided by the breaks in the Tractatus around
Tr. 17 that have been discussed above. But even if its insertion can be
conceived of as formall}' analogous to the original introduction (orsubsequent reintroduction ?) of Trr. 20-22, for both actions would result
in double coverage of the pericopes with which they deal, a genuine
difficulty remains. Mile La Bonnardiere has suggested that the dogma¬tic issues posed by John 5 : 19 may have been responsible for Augustine's
combining in the Tractatus two sets of sermons on John 5 : 19-30, i.e.Trr. 18-19 and 23, and Trr. 20-22, but this reasoning would not applyto the non-controversial sermons on John 5 : 1-18124.
For the other irregularities classified earlier in this article we can merelythrow out some guesses along the lines drawn above and trust they will

appear intelligent. The features in question may in part have originatedfrom the fusing of two codices deriving from different two-part divisions
of Trr. 1-54. Thus the omission of Trr. 18-19 and the insertion of S. 125which always accompanies it could both have occurred in bringing toge¬ther two manuscripts containing Trr. 1-17 and 20-54. (The unravellingof the relationships between the divergent Incipits the manuscripts
present for S. 125 should in due course help in assessing the status of the
different irregularities that are found in the same exemplars). The

124. Op. cit., u. 1 on pp. 117-118. A. KunzElmann, Die Chronologie der Sermonesdes hi. Augustinus, in Misc. Agost., vol. II, pp. 470-471, brought Tr. 17 and S. 125into close connexion by virtue of their common subject-matter, and regarded theprevious sermon referred to in S. 125 : 7 as Tr. 17. La Bonuardiere, p. 107, pointsout that these two sermons are Augustine's sole expositions of John 5 ; 1-18 whichdisclose that this pericope had been read liturgically first.
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transposition of Trr. 19 and 20 together with the omission of 21 and 22
could have resulted from the correction of a copy lacking Trr. 20-22
from one which had only Trr. 1-20. For the obvious place for Tr. 20
is before Tr. 19 and not after it, according to the analysis of contents
given above. Then the transposition of 19 and 20 unaccompanied by
any other irregularity would be explicable as resulting from a subsequent
final correction in terms of the replacement of 21 and 22. We may well
be on the right track if we allow for the possibility that attempts to
(re-)introduce one or more of Trr. 20-22 caused disorder, simply because
their absence occasioned 110 obvious lacuna for them to (re-)occupy. There
is some evidence in the manuscripts to support this hypothesis125. And
there is always the chance that a copyist has tidied the order and coverage
of Augustine's exposition, for instance, by transposing Trr. 19 and 20.
All the well-attested irregularities produce a smoother continuity in this
area.

DISTINCTIVE TYPES OF TEXT ?
*

This article has established some clearly distinguishable branches of
the manuscript tradition of the Traclatus, branches which are not easily
correlated with the three classes of manuscript generally identified,
namely, French and Belgian (Bouvain and Maurist editions), Italian,
and German126. For if the inclusion of S. 125 at its earliest recognizable
point and in subsequent centuries belongs to the Italian tradition, the

125. In Berlin Phillipps 1662 (viii ex. ; Fulda) the original absence of Trr. 20-22
lias been corrected only for Tr. 20, inserted by a tenth-century scribe on folios
which interrupt Tr. 23 : 2. Somewhat similarly in Berlin Ham. 55 (xii ; Citeaux)
Trr. 20-22 have been re-inserted by a secondary although roughly contemporary
hand on 13 ff. which interrupt Tr. 23 : 2, which means that they have been placed as
nearly as possible between Trr. 19 and 23 where they belong. But in Berlin, Preuss.
Kullurbes. 22 (xv2 ; Cologne) this has led to the order 19, 23, 20-22, 24, all numbered
consecutively. Vich 27 (xii ; Vich) is an intriguing manuscript in this regard.
Homeliae 17-23 are : 17 + S. 125 (unnumbered), 20-23 (' 21 ' at beginning, ' 20 '
at end), 18-19, 24. After the end of 19 (' 22 ') there occurs the Incipit of Tr. 23 with
the instruction ' Require retro '. Since S. 125 has the Dicipit which elsewhere is
very often accompanied by the absence of Tr. 18-19, it seems clear that in this
manuscript, or more likely in its original, this deficiency has been made good from a
manucript that lacked Trr. 20-22 (so that 23 followed 19). Lerida Roda 1 (xii2 ;
from Roda near Vich) attests the local presence of an exemplar omitting 20-22. In
Padua 1650 (xiii : Padua) Trr. 19, 23-25 are numbered ' 19-22 ', but then follow
correctly numbered Trr. 20-22 after a note Hec omelia et duae quae sequuntur oblivionc
transpositae sunt quia ordo earum post XVIIII capitulum est. Next comes Tr. 26
unnumbered, and Tr. 27 as ' 26 '. I can explain this whole state of affairs only in
terms of the use of two exemplars, one lacking and the other containing Trr. 20-22.
Perhaps the former comprised only Trr. 1-19, 23-25. Finally, we have indicated
above (see p. 82) grounds for believing that Valenciennes 80 reflects an earlier
insertion of Trr. 20-22 into a branch of the tradition where they had previously been
unknown, though without any resultant disorder.

126. Cf. Willems, CCL 36, xi-xii.
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omission of Trr. 20-22 has at an early stage quite widespread connexions.
Similarly, although the French and Belgian group of exemplars has come
to be regarded as textually uniform, the oldest French manuscript,
Paris, B.N. lat. 1959, omits Trr. 21 and 22, transposes Trr. 19 and 20,
and presents numerous lacunae in the second half of the collection. This
manuscript is supported by several others from France, especially in
the north of the country.
But our discussion has been limited to what one can call ' external'

features of the tradition, i.e., the order and presence or absence of whole
tractatus (and Sermo 125). It has not extended to a comparison of textual
readings, and hence I cannot yet say whether the groups of manuscripts
thus demarcated embody distinctive types of text in any more than minor
details. On the basis of a collation of Vienna 725 (ix1 ; N. Italy), contai¬
ning fragments of Trr. 116-117, with two other early Italian manuscripts
Ruth J. Dean very hesitantly suggested the possibility of an Italian
text-tradition127, but Willems denies any significant difference between
the French-Belgian, Italian and German traditions128. (For Willems
the German tradition is marked by the division of the work into three
codices). Willems may possibly be right, but his conclusion as he pre¬
sents it rests on inadequate foundations129, and much spade-work remains
to be done.

INTRODUCTION TO A CHECK-LIST OF THE MANUSCRIPTS

The list that follows this introduction has been drawn up in the cir¬
cumstances outlined near the beginning of this article, and consequently
displays various deficiencies. It is intended to be exhaustive, but no
doubt has several omissions, most likely for Spain (and Portugal), Aus¬
tria, parts of Germany and Switzerland. With regard to homiliaries
and lectiouaries containing selections from the Tractatus I have been
unable to devise any perfectly adequate and precise principles of inclusion.
Most pre-tenth-century manuscripts have been included, but ignorance
and the unavailability of analyses have imposed limitations on the fulfil¬
ment of this general principle. (The listing of ninth-century copies of
Paul Deacon's homiliary is doubtless incomplete, but this is no serious
loss). Nevertheless, homiliaries represent a fair proportion of the manus¬
cripts prior to the tenth century, as a glance at pp. 58-60 above will show.
In addition, some later homiliaries have been included, in particular
those evidencing an unusually heavy indebtedness to the Tractatus (e.g.
Madrid 194 ; Naples VI. B. 2) or a direct use of patristic sources (e.g.

127. Op. cit., pp. 117-118.
128. CCL 36, xi-xii.
129. Details of the extent of Willems' collations are given by van den Hout, in

4ugustiniana 5 (1955), pp. 298-299.
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Grenoble 32 and 33), or a distinctive type of collection (e.g. Vatican
4222 ; Vienna 1616). Moreover, occasional uncertainty whether extractsand fragments derive from homiliaries or not has normally been resolved
by inclusion.
With regard to homiliaries, some further comments are in order.

H. Barre has distinguished between the ancient type of patristic homiliary,such as those of Alan of Farfa, Paul Deacon and even Raban Maur's
earlier collection of seventy Homilies on the Principal Festivals130, which
reproduced textually the sermons of the Fathers, the dicta authentica
calholicorum alque orlhodoxorum Patrum, and the Carolingian type, whichdealt iu homilies closely related to the text of the liturgical readingof Scripture, more akin to exegetical commentary and indulging in thereshaping and fusion of patristic material to produce centos or virtuallynew texts131. This involved greater recourse to commentaries than ordi¬
nary sermons, but works like Augustine's Tractatus on John qualifiedunder both heads. Since the latter type of homiliary engages in muchheavier manipulation of its sources, by way of abbreviation, insertions,provision of continuity, etc., its emergence offered a convenient pointat'which to draw the line for the purposes of drafting this list. Hence
we have included hardly any of the Carolingian or later more strictlymediaeval132 types, with the occasional exception such as the Mondsee
homiliary in Vienna 1014, which in turn was the principal and direct
source of a Bavarian homiliary of the second quarter of the ninth centuryand influenced other Carolingian models like the collections of Smaragdusand the later Raban Maur133.
We have also omitted a group of Florentine homiliaries of the eleventh

and twelfth centuries in the Biblioteca Medicea Daurenziana134, fromwhich the readings varying from the Maurist text of the Tractatus were
conveniently assembled in the first half of the last century by A.B. Caillauand B. Saint-Yves135, and a similar corpus of eleventh century compilations

130. Homiliae de Testis Praecipuis, PL 110, 9-134, compiled at Fulda in the years814-26.
131. Barr6, Les homdliaires carolingiens de Vecole d'Auxerre (Studi e Tesli, 225)Vatican City, 1962, pp. 139-141 ; Un homiliaire bineventain du XI" siecle (Vaticanlat. 4222), in Melanges Eugene Tisserant, vol. 6 (Studi e Tesli, 236) Vatican City, 1964p. 94 ; li£A 13 (1967), p. 413.
132. The mediaeval type utilized post-patristic authors like Bede ; Barrh, inRP.A 13 (1967), p. 413.
133. BARRk, L'homiliairc caroligien de Mondsee, in RB 71 (1961), pp. 71-107,especially 78-90 ; Les homeliaires carolingiens..., pp. 4-29 and passim; H. GrkgoirK,Les homlliaires du Moyen A ge. Invenlaire et analyse des tnanuscrits (Rerum Ecclesias-ticarum Documenta : Fontes, 6) Rome, 1966, pp. 9-11.
134. GRkGOlRE, op. cit., p. 9. To his list one could add codices Plut. 21.10 and

30 sin. 1.
135. PL 47, 1200-1221. The occasional reference to Monte Cassino's manuscriptsis also included. The chief Monte Cassino homiliaries are codd. 11H, 12H, 100IIH,102H, 105GG, 109GG, xioGG, 116GG, 305H.
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at Monte Cassino. Also left out is another group of composite homiliaries
of the eleventh and succeeding centuries now in the Biblioteca Vallicelliana
at Rome138. Homiliaries of all three groups make considerable use of the
Tractatus, but fairly adequate analyses of them are available in the familiar
catalogues.
Despite Barre's distinction between the' sermons ' of the early patristic

homiliaries and the ' homilies' of the Carolingian and ' mediaeval'
collections, it should not be imagined that abbreviation etc., did not
have a place in the compilation of the former. I have sometimes been
uncertain whether or not an item from the Tractatus in a homiliary repre¬
sents the full text or an abridgement. The more recent analyses mark
a great advance in this respect, but a more detailed breakdown of parts
of Paul Deacon's collection is probably called for if my suspicions are
correct. A microfilm examination of Manchester, Rylands 12, a Fuxeuil
homiliary of the ninth century deriving many items from Paul Deacon,
reveals that two with the same Incipit and Explicit as Paul Deacon,
pt. II, nos. 102 and 103, disclose considerable omissions not indicated
in Gregoire's analysis137.
This check-list also excludes manuscripts of the works of other writers

who draw upon or quote from the Tractatus, even though in the case
of, e.g., Eugippius, some very early manuscripts survive138, and likewise
of the collection of Augustine's sermons known as De Verbis Domini
et Apostoli, in which according to the recent list of contents drawn up by
Dom P. Verbraken139, Tr. 33 appears as item 47, and part of Tr. 71 as item
56.
In listing more than one library in the same city or town strict alpha¬

betical order has been observed, and similarly with the various collec¬
tions in the major libraries, except that the basic fonds ' Vatican lat. '
appears first. Manuscripts which obviously belong together as companion
volumes have normally been listed together. Folio numbers are not
specified except where the manuscript contains other material, which for
this purpose does not include Augustine's text of the Gospel of John,
lists of capitula, prefaces, indexes, etc., associated with the Tractatus
themselves. For manuscripts, especially homiliaries, containing parts
of the Tractatus amid other writings, I have given the precise extent of
the Tractatus extract (e.g. ff. 6r-7v) wherever the information could be
had. Sometimes I have had to be content with the folio number on

136. Gr6goirE, op. cit., p. 11. Again, otlier manuscripts could equally be
mentioned.

137. Ibid., p. 109. The details are given below, 11. 163.
138. Cf. Lowe, A List of the Oldest Extant Manuscripts of Saint Augustine, in

Misc. Agost., vol. II, p. 246.
139. La Collection de Sermons de Saint Augustin « De. Verbis Domini et Apostoli »,

in RB 77 (1967), pp. 27-46, at p. 31 ; list of manuscripts, pp. 42-46. That Tr. 71is not complete is indicated at PL 39, 2431.
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which the extract begins, and. sometimes only with the number of the
item. The century is indicated in capital Roman figures : ix /x meansthe turn of the ninth and tenth centuries, i.e., circa A.D. 900, and ix-x
means ninth or tenth century.
The contents of the manuscripts are given in Arabic numerals and,

solely in the list itself and nowhere else in this article, not even in the
footnotes to the list, in italics. Furthermore they are identified accor¬
ding to the numeration of the Tractatus in the printed editions but in
the order in which they appear in the manuscripts. The use of the sepa¬rate numbering ' 1-70 ' for Try. 55-124 is indicated by ' (a) ' at the endof the statement of contents. The preceding sections of this study showhow often the numbering in the manuscripts diverges from that of the
editions, but it seemed unnecessarily burdensome to spell out the detailsin every instance. The divergences of significant groups of manuscriptshave in any case been dealt with above140.
With regard to the sections of individual Tractatus, it has been conside¬

red necessary to indicate contents only by reference to the sections or
chapters in which a manuscripts or extract begins or ends. This means
that ' 8 : 3-4 ' does not specify the whole of chapters 3 and 4 of Tr. 8,but merely that the item begins at some point in Tr. 8 : 3 and ends some¬where in Tr. 8 : 4.
In specifying provenances, immediate and ultimate, I have deliberatelygiven fairly explicit geographical indications, normally anglicized, which

expert inediaevalists and palaeographers may think superfluous. They
may however be appreciated by those who like thewriter are neither media-
evalists nor palaeographers and are often frustrated by shorthand refe¬
rences to scriptoria, abbeys and the like which are beyond their ken.
The preparation of this list and the accompanying discussions hasbeen rendered possible only by the admirable co-operation of a greatnumber of librairies and individuals in response to written enquiries.Its improvement in terms of greater completeness and closer accuracywillbenefit from similar contributions by librarians, archivists and others

with direct access to the manuscripts, and especially by future cataloguers,who, one would express the hope, will make it their concern to examine
manuscripts of the Tractatus with eyes open for the distinguishing featuresdocumented above.

140. It has occasionally been a problem to know how far to trust catalogue entrieswhich may be mere transcriptions of the manuscript's numbers but alternativelymay identify contents according to the numeration of the editions. If a cataloguestates that a manuscript contains ' 1-122 ', experience has taught that it is mostprobably a complete copy of Trr. 1-124 with some misnumbering or omissionsomewhere along the way.
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A CHKCK-UST OF THE MANUSCRIPTS

Aberdeen, King's Coll. 219; Sr. Paul's Catli., Uondon; xn ex.; 1-124
Admont, Stiftsbibl. 165 and 166 ; Austria (? Admont Abbey) ; xn2 ;

165, ff. ir-i88v, 1-18, 20, 19, 21-45 ; 166, ff. ir-mT,~ 46-124
Amiens, Bibl. Munic. 569 ; Selincourt Abbey, dioc. Amiens ; xii ;

ff. ir-i02v, 55-124

Angers, Bibl. de la Ville 175 (167) ; Abbey of St. Sergius, Angers ; ix ;
2 : 13-18, 20, 19, 23-54 : 8

176 (168) Abbey of St. Aubin, Angers ; xi ;
1-18, 20, 19, 23-54

177 (169) ; All Saints' Abbey, Angers ; xn ; 1-
18, 20, 19, 23-54

Arras, Bibl. Munic. 45 (35) ; Abbey of St. Vaast, Arras ; xv ; 1-124
(mutil., lacks many folios)

— —- 849 (539) ; Abbey of St. Vaast, Arras ; xi in. ;
1-54 (lacks ff. 86, 94, 100, 113)

AvranchES, Bibl. Munic. 109 ; Reims ; ix med. (ff. 77-end) ; f. i79r,
10 : 12-13

Bamberg, Staatl. Bibl. Misc. Bibl. 118 (B. II. 11) ; Bamberg Catli. ;
xi ; 1-82 (a)14'

Misc. Bibl. 119 (B. III. 1) ; Bamberg Cath. ; xn ;
55-124 (a)

Barcelona, Archivo de la Corona de Aragon S. Cugat 21 ; Abbey of
San Cugat del Valles, near Barcelona ; xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 82v-
87'), 18-124 [a)

Basel, Offentl. Bibl. der Univ. B. III. 3 ; ? N. Switzerland (then Char¬
treuse of Val Ste. Marguerite, Basel) ; ix ; ff. 3r-i55v, 1-19,
23-24 ; ff. I58r-289v, 55-124 (a) ; many lacunae142

Berlin, Deutsche Staatsbibl. Ham. 55 ; Citeaux Abbey ; xii ; 1-19,
23 : 1-2 [20-23 : 2] 23 : 2-124143'

141. F. LeiTSCHuh and H. Fischer, Katalog der Handschriften der Koniglichen
Bibliothek zu Bamberg, vol. 1 (1) (Bamberg, 1895-1906), pp. 100-101. See nn. 68
above and 200 below.

142. Fully described by meyer and BurckhardT, op. cit. (n. 68 above), pp. 206-
210, who give details of the lacunae and their completion by later hands, as well as
evidence of the liturgical use of both sections of the manuscript, which were origi¬
nally two separate codices. For Morin's questionable linking with the exemplars
attested for Reichenau and St. Gallen see p. 77 above. He got his Serm. Morin 12
(ff. ir-3r) and 13 (ff. 155v-157*) from this manuscript.

143. On the subsequent insertion of Trr. 20-22 into this manuscript which origi¬
nally lacked them see 11. 125 above. Thirteen sheets, ff. 84-96, have been intruded,
in effect between Trr. 19 and 23, but because they in fact interrupt Tr. 23 : 2 the
beginning of Tr. 23 was recopied. Cf. Berlin Phillipps 1662 and Preuss. Kulturbes. 22.
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— — Phillipps 1662 ; Fulda Abbey (then St. Vincent's
Abbey, Metz, and College of Clermont, Paris) ; viii ex. ; 1-19,
23 : 1-2 [20 ;x]23 : 2-35'44

— — Phillipps 1663 ; College of Clermont, Paris ; x ;
1-124

Pliillipps 1676 ; St. Zeno's Cath., Verona (then
St. Vincent's Abbey, Metz, and College of Clermont, Paris) ;
A.D. 796-9 ; item 96, 51 : 1-8 ; 98, compilation from 55-56, 58-59,
61-63 ; 103, compilation from 120 : 1-5 ; 119, 121 : 5, 122 : 1 ; 185,
cento includ. 92 : 1-2, 93 : 2-4, 96 : 1, 4 (Alan of Farfa's Homi-
liary,' Egino's Codex ')145

tlieol. lat. fob 342 and 343 ; Liesborn Abbey,
dioc. Minister ; xn2 ; 342, 1-18, 20, 19, 23-33 ; 343, 34-124 (a)

theol. lat. fol. 346 ; (? Corbie Abbey or N.-W.
Germany, then) Werden Abbey, dioc. Cologne ; viii /ix ; l-54lie

144. For Fulda as the provenance of this codex see pp. 78-79 above, and for the
insertion of Tr. 20 on ff. 160-167 hy a tenth-century hand see n. 125 above. The
implication is that the corrector was working either from a manuscript that ended
with Tr. 20 or from one which lacked Trr. 21-22. For complete corrections of the
absence of Trr. 20-22, cf. Berlin Ham. 55 and Preuss. Kulturbes. 22. B. blschofk in
his study Panorama dsr Handschriftenuberliejerung aits der Zeit Karls des Grossen,
inKa rl der Grosse : Lebenswerk und Nachleben, edd. W. Rraunfels et al., vol. 2 :
Das Geislige Leben, ed. Bischoff (Diisseldorf, 1965), p. 248 n. 114, relates this manus¬
cript to the Hersfeld school rather than to Fulda itself, and links it with another copy
of the Tractatus, the codex of which fragments survive in Gottingen Midler III and
Hersfeld C. 165. On the Berlin codex see also W. Kokhlkr, Die Karolingischen
Miniaturen, vol. 3 (Berlin, i960), pp. 99, 109.

145. Described, but without details of foliation, by V. ROSE, Die Handschriften-
Verzeichnisse der Koniglichen Bibliothek zu Berlin, vol. 12, pt. 2 : Die Lateinischen
Meerman-Handschriften des Sir Thomas Phillipps (Berlin, 1892), pp. 81-95. Written
under Bishop Egino of Verona, it is almost entirely based on Alan of Farfa's Roman
collection of some three or four decades earlier ; cf. the comparative tables in
GrEgoire, op. cit., pp. 231-236. (A. CllAVASSE, Le Sermonaire des S lints-Philippe-
et-Jacques et Le Sermonaire de Saint-Pierre, in Eph. Lit. 69 (1955), PI'- T7_24> thinks
both collections have used independently of each other the ancient i10miliary of
St. Peter's, Rome). Hence the iinpreciseness of Rose's analysis can be overcome by
using Gregoire's analysis of Alan's collection. Items 96, 98, 103, 119 and 185 are
Alan, pt. I, nos. 86, 88, 93, and pt. II, nos. 15 and 82. For precise details of the
content of item 98 see Gregoire, pp. 43-45 ; item 103, pp. 46-47 ; item 185, pp. 64-65.
Gregoire's study does not entirely supersede that of E. Ilosr, II Sermonario di Alano
di Farfa, in Eph. Lit. 50 (1936), pp. 375-383 and 51 (1937), PP- 210-241, summarily
reproduced by J. LECI.ERQ, Tables pour I'inventaire des homiliaires manuscrils, in
Scriptorium 2 (1946), pp. 197-205. Alan's collection enjoyed a great vogue in
Bavaria, and Hosp's analysis was based solely on manuscripts preserved at Munich ;
see codices 4547, 4564, 14368, 17194 and 18092 in this list. For a detailed breakdown
of the contents of items drawn from the Traclatus reference should be made to
Gregoire, who sometimes refers back to Hosp.

146. On the back cover iS pasted a fragment of another ix-x century manuscript
containing the end of Tr. 104 and the beginning of Tr. 105 numbered as ' Sermo 51 '.
Cf. rose, op. cit., vol. 13 (Verzeichniss der lateinischer Handschriften), pt. 1 (1901),
p. 80.
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theol. lat. fol. 675 ; Abbey of St. Hubert, in the
Ardennes ; xii ex. ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. y2T-y6v), 20-124 : 3 (a)

— Preuss. Kulturbesitz 22 (Phillipps 571) ; Cologne
(? Chartreuse of St. Barbara) ; xv2 ; ff. ir-386r, 1-19, 23, 20-22,
24-124 (a)

Berne, Bnrgerbibl. 103 ; Montieramey Abbey, near Troyes ; ix-x ;
ff. 8r-i62\ 1-19, 23-52 : 8

Bernkastel-Kues, St. Nikolaus Hospital (Cusanusstift) 32 ; Italy
(Florentine) ; xv ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 77v-82r), 18-124

Bi.oomington, Univ. of Indiana, Lilly Lib. Ricketts 160 ; S.-E. Italy
(or Dalmatia ?) (Beneventan, Bari-type) ; xi/xii ; 19 : 8-12

Bordeaux, Bibl. Munic. 11 ; St. Mary's Abbey, La Sauve Majeure, near
Bordeaux; xii in. ; ff. 2i3v-2i5v, extracts from 1 : 1-1 (' brief,
not in order ')

Boulogne, Bibl. Munic. 56 ; Abbey of St. Bertin, St. Oiner ; xi ; 55-
124 (a)147

Brescia, Bibl. Civica Queriniana A. II. 11 ; Abbey of Sts. Faustinus and
Jovita, Brescia ; xn-xm ; 1-19, 23-110 : 5(«)147bls

Brno, Univ. Knih. A. 9 (IV.Z.a.6) ; Augustinian Hermits, Brno ; A.D.
1471 ; ff. 2r-nov, 1-17, S. 125, 20-124

Bruges, Grootseminarie 20/192 ; 1'? Monastery of St. Donatian, Bruges) ;
xii ; 1-124

Brussels, Bibl. Royale 48 (1058) ; Corsendonck Priory, prov. Antwerp ;
xv ; ff. ir-i97v, 1 : 7-124

— 903-4 (1057) ; Corsendonck Priory ; xiv ; ff. 3r-
I26v, 1-48 ; ff. I29r-i49v, 49-65 ; ff. i5or-i54r, 74-79 ; ff. i54v-
162b 95-100 ; ff. i62v-igor, 104-124 ; ff. i90r-2iov, 66-73, 80-
94, 101-103

— 1831-3 (932), f. i4irv ; x ; 29 : 4-7
— 4712 (1056) ; St. Mary's Abbey, Villers-la-Ville,

near Namur ; xiii ; 44-124
— 5565 (1053) ; St. Peter's Abbey, Gembloux ; xi ;

1-124 (the Louvain editors' Gemblacensis)
— 9381-2 (1054) ; St. Laurence's Abbey, Liege ;

xii ; 1-124
— II. 1116 (1035) ; St. Mary's Abbey, Aulnoye, near

Cambrai ; xiii ; vol. I (Phillipps 4697), 1-38 ; vol. II (Phillipps
4724), ff. ir-i6iv, 39-124

1^7. Written soon after the death cf Abbot Odbert of St. Bertin in 1007. Cf.
E- lesne, Les Livres, «Scriptoria» et Eibliotheques du commencement du VHP a la
fin du XIe Siecle (Histoiie de la Propriety Ecclesiastique en France, 4 [.Memoires et
Travaux des FaculUs Catholiques de Lille, 46], Li'le, 1938), pp. 239-240.

147 bis. In the first part of this manuscript Trr. 1-19, 23-54 are divided into
smaller unnumbered homilies, somewhat as in Vich 27 and Cambrai 558.
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Cambrai. Bibl. Mimic. 363 (344) ; Cambrai Cath. ; xiii ; ff. 2f>5r-399v,
1-124

— 529 (488) ; Abbey of Holy Sepulchre, Cambrai ;
xii-xiii ; 1-124

— 558 (516) ; Cambrai Cath. ; xii ; ff. ir-74v, 55-
124ns

Cambridge, Corpus Christi Coll. 17 ; xii ; ff. ir-24ir, 1-124
— 344 ; xiii/xiv ; ff. 85r-246v, 1-124
— St. John's Coll. 9 ; Welbeck Abbey, Notts. ; xii ; 1-124
— 46; Hexham Priory, Northumberland ; xii ; 43-124 (a)
— •— — 216 ; Chicksands Priory, Bedfordhsire ; xii; 1-124
— Trinity Coll. 116 ; Christ Church Cath. Priory, Canterbury ;

xii in. ; 1-124
— Fragm. ; xii ex. ; 40 : 11-41 : 3, 120 : 2-121 : 3U9
— Univ. Lib. Ii. 3. 28 ; xii ; 1-111 : 5, 113 : 3-124
—- — —- Kk. 4. 5.; Cath. Priory of Holy Trinity, Norwich;

xiv ; ff. ir-i44r, 1-124
— Pembroke Coll. 136 ; xv ; ff. i6v-I03v, 1 : 7-

6 : 15, 25 : 6-124 : 5
— Pembroke Coll. 209 ; xv ; 1-124 : 7
— Peterliouse 154 ; xv ; ff. 30v-254v, 1-124

Carrsruhe, Badische Landesbibl. Aug. XV ; Reichenau Abbey ; ix ;
f. 33rv, 121 : 4-5 ; ff. 74r-76v, compilation from 67-71 ; ff. 79v-
82r, 105-107 : 4 (Paul Deacon's Homiliary, pt. II)

— Aug. XIX ; Reichenau Abbey ; ix ; ff. 3v-5r,
51 : 9-13 ; ff. 64r-67r, 80-82 ; ff. 70^73 \ 83 : 2-86 ; ff. 74r-77v,
87-91 : 4 (Paul Deacon's Homiliary, pt. II)

— Aug. XXIX ; Reichenau Abbey ; ix ; ff. 6r-8r,
24 (Paul Deacon's Homiliary, pt. I)

— Aug. XDVII ; Reichenau Abbey ; ix in. ; 1-124150
— Aug. BXXVI ; Reichenau Abbey ; ix in. ; 1-21

(1and introductory rubric to 22) (cf. St. Gallen 168)

148. See preceding note.
149. Not mentioned in M.R. J ames's catalogue, but listed by H. SchEnki,, Biblio-

iheca Patrum Latinorum Britannica II, 11 (Vienna, 1897), p. 70, and confirmed from
a xerox copy supplied by the Librarian, Mr. Philip Gaskell.

150. For the variation in the titles used in this manuscript see p. 67 above, where
evidence is given indicative of an affinity to Chartres 6. In the Carlsruhe codex
(f. 82*) the numbers at the end of Tr. 18 and beginning of Tr. 19 were originally one
less in each case and have been corrected. The same seems to have happened in
Chartres 6, f. 78r. Heidelberg 10, 12 probably belongs with these two manuscripts.
It has the same introductory rubric to Trr. 55-124 as Carlsruhe, Item de eodem libro
sermones, and like Carlsruhe begins Tr. 55 with Pascha, jratres... This latter feature
(see n. 68 above) and the numeration ' 1-124 ' (see p. 75 above) suggest that in
Carlsruhe and Chartres we have early exemplars of a secondary, normalized state of
the tradition.
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Aug. Fragm. 98 ; Reichenau Abbey ; ix ; 17 : 7-15
— Fragm. Ettenheimmiinster 462 + Engelberg,

Stiftsbibl. 59 ; Italy (then Abbey of Ettenheimmiinster, dioc.
Strasbourg) ; vi/vii; fragments : Carlsruhe, 75 : 5-76 : 2, 79 :
2-80 : 2 ; Engelberg, 77 : 5-78 : 2, 111 : 4-112 : 1 (a)151

— Karls. 1438 ; Abbey of Gottesau, near Carlsruhe ;
ix in., ; ff. irv, 3r-4v, 51 : 10-13 (Paul Deacon's Homiliary, pt.
II)

Cesena, Bibl. Malatestiana D. III. 3 ; Franciscan Convent, Cesena ;
xv ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 79r-83r), 18, 20-21, 19, 22-124

Charon-Sur-SaonE, Bibl. Munic. 2 (2) ; Abbey of Da Ferte-sur-Grosne,
near Chalon-s.-S. ; xii ex. ; 1-124 : 6

Chantirry, Musee Conde 121 (607) ; St. Mary's Abbey, Himmerod,
near Treves ; A.D. 1154 ; ff. ir-202v, 1-124

Charrevirre, Bibl. Munic. 246B ; St. Mary's Abbey, Belleval, dioc.
Reims; A.D. 1156-7; vol. I, 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 79r-83r), 18-43 ;
vol. II, 44-124

Chartres, Bibl. Munic. 6 (17) ; Chartres Cath. ; ix ; 1-124 (damaged by
war action)182

Cormar, Bibl. de la Ville 298 (23) ; (? Collegiate Church of St. Martin,
Coltnar) ; A.D. 1474 ; 1-18, 20, 19, 21-124 (a)183

151. The oldest exemplar of any part of the Tractatus (not early eighth century,
as A. bruckner, Scriptoria Medii Aevi Helvetica, vol. 8 (Geneva, 1950), p. 15). The
manuscript was cut up for book-binding in the late fifteenth century, probably at
Ettenheimmunster. There survive the remains of 4 ff., 2 in each place. Concerningthe Engelberg fragments, which were later at Offenburg in the same Strasbourg
region, I have been unable to secure more detailed information than the catalogues
provide. I am indebted to Dr. Kurt Hannemann for a xerox copy of the fragmentsof the Carlsruhe folios, whose precise contents were originally as follows : f. ir,
Tr. 75 : 5 line 18 (diligimus) to 76 : 2 line 3 (mansionem) ; f. i7, 76 : 2 lines 3 (apud)to 27 (tempus) ; f. 2r (right half only), 79 : 2 lines 16 (remptori) to 41 (nullum) ;f. 2V (left half only), 79 : 2 line 41 thabebat) to 80 : 2 line 3 (fructum toll). TheTractatus bear no title ; we merely have FINIT XXI INC XXII, and EXP XXV.
The following variants from the CCL text are discernible with greater or lesser
degrees of clarity : f. iR the first word of 76 : 1 cannot easily be Interrogantibus, but
what it is instead is indecipherable ; line 6, [Iscari\othis ; line 8, [? fact]urus (CCL,
factum) ; 76 : 2 line 2, meus meus : f. i7, 76 : 2 line 5, suis se ; line 6, ipsa causa est ;line 9, diliguntur (diligunt1) ; line n, sonant ; line 12, [habu]erunl ; lines 20-21,
perse [??] (per os eius) ; line 22, om. de2 ; lines 22-23, delectionem, mansionem ;
line 25, esse potuit ; line 26, illam (ilia) : f. 2r, 79 : 2 line 19, sanguines ; line 21,
restores ; line 23, intellegerent ; line 28, ergo (enim) ; line 31, idem dicit : f. 2T, 80 : 1
lines 10-11, [pro)pietatem ; line 13, propietates ; l'ne 14, om. utique ; line 15, est ;80 : 2 lines 2-3, probably dittography of omnem palmitem... toilet cum after et (line 3).

152. See 11. t50 above.
153. Not identified as the Tractatus in Iohannem either by Catalogue gdniral des

manuscripts des Bibliotheques publiques de France, vol. 56 (Paris, 1969), p. 10, despite
a full description, or by C. Samaran and R. Marichal, edd., Catalogue des manus-crits en icriture latine porlanl des indications de date, de lieu ou de copiste, vol. 5
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Cologne, Erzbischof. Didzesan-Bibl. 69 ; Darmstadt ; ix ; 55-124 (a)
Copenhagen, Kongel. Bibl. Gl. kgl. S. 33 fol. ; St. Mary's Abbey, Bor-

desholm, near Kiel ; A.D. 1487 ; 1-18, 20, 19, 21-124
Darmstadt, Hess. Land.es- u. Hochschulbibl. 797 ; Chartreuse of St.

Barbara, Cologne ; xiv/xv ; ff. 50r-8or, extracts from 1 : 1-123 : 3
Dijon, Bibl. Mimic. 167 (134) ; Citeaux Abbev ; ff. i90r-i94v, xrn,

92-94

Donaueschingen, Fiirstl. Fiirstenberg. Hofbibl. Fragm. B. III. 20 ; x ;
24 : 3-6

Douai, Bibl. Munic. 254 ; Abbey of Anchin, near Douai ; xir ; 1-54
— 255 ; Abbey of Sts. Rictrudes and Peter, Mar-

chiennes, near Douai ; x/xi ; 1-55
271 ; Abbey of Sts. Rictrudes and Peter, Mar-

chiennes ; xn ; ff. iv-78v, 55-124 {a)
Dusseldorf, Landes- u. Stadtbibl. B. 80 ; Holy Trinity Abbey, Essen ;

ix-x ; ff. 23r-24v, 121 : 4-5, 5-end
Durham, Cath. Lib. B. II. 16 ; Durham Cath. ; xi ex. ; 1-124
— B. II. 17 ; Durham Cath. ; xi ; 1-124
— Univ. Lib. Cosin V. II. 3 ; xv1 ; ff. ir-300v, 3 : 3-124

EngelberG, Stiftsbibl. 15 ; Engelberg Abbey ; xn ; f-I241B3a
Epinal, Bibl. Munic. 13 ; Abbey of Moyenmoutier, Vosges ; x ; 1-30
Erfurt, Wissensch. Allgemeinbibl. Amplon. Octav. 20 ; ? Italy (then

Collegium Ainplonianum, Erfurt Univ.) ; ff. I30r-I32v, xiv1,
extracts from 18-20, 5, 14

— Amplon. Quart. 170 ; ? Italy (? France) (then
Collegium Amplonianum) ; xiv1 ; ff. i45r-i6ov extracts from
1-9, 11-18, 20, 19, 23-45 : 8

Eton, Coll. Lib. ior ; Eton Coll. ; vol. I (ff. ir-i8ir), xv, 1-124
Florence, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana Plut. 12, 11 ; xv ; 1-17, S. 125

(ff. I07r-H3r), 18-124 (a)
— Plut. 14 dext. 5 ; Holy Cross Convent, Florence ;

x ; 2 : 4-17, S. 125 (ff. 791-84 v), 20-49 .8,69 : 1-78 : 1,49 : 8-69 : 1(a)
Plut. 16 dext. 4 ; Holy Cross Convent, Florence ;

xi ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 64X.68'), 18-124 : 7 (a)
— Plut. 16 dext. 5 ; Holy Cross Convent, Florence ;

(Paris, 1965), p. 573, where it is regarded as uncertain whether the date is that of the
archetype or of this copy.

153 a. Written during the abbacy of Frowin, c. 1142 /3-1178. This is one of the
very few manuscripts (two others being Valencia, Bibt. Univ. 31 and 39) of which I
have no information beyond that furnished in the printed catalogues. Irregularities
cannot be ruled out.
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XI ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 65Mh/), 18-124 (a)1B3b
— Aedil. 8 ; Florence ; xi ; ff. ir-i23v, 1-17, S. 125

(ff. 32v-34r), 18-124
— Conv. Soppr. 557 ; Vallombrosa ; xiii ; 1-17, S. 125

(ff. 70r-73v), 18-124
— Fesul. 7 ; Eateran Canons, Fiesole, near Florence ;

xv ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 4bv-49r), 18-124 (a)
— Mugell. 5 ; Franciscans (Observants) of Bosco,

region of Mugello, N.-E. cf Florence ; xii ; 1-17, S. 123 (ff. s6r-
59'), 18-124 (a)153c

— S. Marco 619 ; St. Mark's Convent, Florence ;
x ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 51 v-54r), 18-124 (a)

— S. Marco 644 ; St. Mark's Convent, Florence;
ix ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 55r-58v), 18-124 (a)

Fulda, Hess. Landesbibl. A.a.3 ; Constance Cath. (then Abbey of Wein-
garten, dioc. Constance) ; ix-x ; 22-54

Ghent, Rijksuniversileit, Centr. Bibl. 167 ; Abbey of St. Maximin, near
Treves ; xii ; 1-19, 23-124

GiESSEn, Universitdtsbibl. 677 ; St. Mark's Abbey, Butzbach, S. of
Giessen ; xv2 ; 37-124

— 678 ; St. Mark's Abbey, Butzbach ; xv2 ; ff. 2r-
140', 1-37 : 3

GoTTingen, Niedersdchs. Staats- u. Universitdtsbibl., Deutsches Seminar
Miiller III, ff. ir-2v -j- Hersfeld, Stadt. Museum C. 165 (2 ff. in
binding); Germany153"1; viii/ix ; Gottingen, f. irv, 102 : 5-
103 : 1 ; f. 2rv, 105 : 5-7 (a) ; Hersfeld, ?

Gotha, Forscliungsbibl. Membr. I. 40 ; Augustinian Canons of Neuwerk,
near Halle ; XI-XII ; f. 139E 34 : 10-end

— Membr. I. 57 ; St. Martin's Cath., Mainz ; x-xi ;
ff. 23'-262 v, 1-124

153 li. On this manuscript see 15.11. Garrison, Studies in the History of Medieval
Italian Painting, vol. 2 (Florence, 1953-6), pp. 56-60, 69, where on the strength of
its Florentine illumination it is dated cuite precisely ' very early in the third quarter
of the twelfth century '. (In vol. 1 (1953-4), P- 66 and Index Garrison refers to this
codex as Plut. 16 dext. 4 [sic] containing Augustine's Commentary on Luke (!).
It is correctly listed on pp. 138, 152, but in vol. 3 (1957-8), pp. 158, 187, 198-199 and
Index it appears still as the Commentary on Luke, though rightly as Plut. 16 dext. 5.)

153 c. See Garrison, op. ext., vol. 1, pp. 27, 160-164, 176, where it is confidently
assigned to a date early in the second quarter of the twelfth century. The scribe
identifies himself in the colophon as ' Arelinus ', i.e., from Arezzo, which confirms
the strong evidence of the illumination in favour of an origin in the Florentine region.
An additional note at the end asserts ".hat it was given to the Franciscans of Bosco,
by the Medici brothers, Cosimo the Elder and Lorenzo, in 1438, suggesting to
Garrison that it may have come from Castelfioreutino, to the south-west of Florence,
where three other volumes donated by the Medici in the same year had previously
lain.

153 d. P\>r its Hersfeld origin according to Bischoff see n. 144.
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— Membr. I. 68 ; xv in. ; f. 84r, 124 : 5- ?
Graz, Universitdtsbibl. 397 ; Augustinian Canons of Seckau, N.-W. of

Graz ; xii ; vol. I, 1-18, 20, 19, 21-45 ; vol. II, 46-78
411 and 438 ; St. Lambrecht Abbey, W. of Graz ;

xii/xiii ; 438, 1-18, 20, 19, 21-45 ; 411, ff. ir-i07r, 46-124
Grenoble, Bibl. de la Ville 32 (101) ; La Grande Chartreuse ; xn1 ;

ff. i9v-25r, 9 ; ff. 42v-44v, 24 ; ff. 86r-88v, 101 ; ff. 88v-89v,
94 : 3-6 ; ff. 8gv-giv, 102 : 1-end ; ff. ioov-io2r, 92 ; ff. nov-H2v,
12 : 11-end ; ff. ii2v-n8r, 45 ; ff. n8r-i22v, 26 : 2-13 ; ff. i29v-
I3ir, 11 : 3-7 (Homiliary, pt. I : Temporale)15i

33 (102) ; La Grande Chartreuse ; xn1 (ff. 1-203),
xiii-xiv (ff. 204-245) ; ff. nr-i3r, 1 : 8-13 ; ff. 2ir-26v, 124 :
5-end, 1-5 ; ff. 6or-63r, 4 : 10-end ; ff. io2v-io4v, 70 ; f. io5r,
71 : 1-2 ; ff. io5v-io6v, 67 ; ff. h7r-ii9v, 80-81 ; ff. i22v-i24r,
51 : 9-end ; ff. I44r-i45r, 87 ; ff. I72r-i74r, 83 : 2-84 ; ff. 198 v-
201v, 85-86 ; ff. 241 v-242r, 119 : 1-3 ; ff. 2i5r-2i6r, 80 : 1-2 ;
f. 238™, 27 : 1-6 ; f. 205™, 12 : 11 ; ff. 205v-2o6 (bis)T, 40 : 2-4 ;

v ff. 207v-2iir, 52 : 6-13 (Homiliary, pt. II : Sanctorale)155
's-HeerEnberg, Huis Bergh Inv. 195 ; Augustinian Canons of Flone,

dioc. Liege ; A.D. 1125 ; fragments of 124 : 6-<S1B5a
Heidelberg, Universitatsbibl. Salem 10, 12 ; St. Mary's Abbey, Salem,

dioc. Constance ; xii ; ff. 2r-i40v, 39-124156
Heiligenkreuz, Stiftsbibl. 10 ; Abbey of Heiligenkreuz ; xii1 ; 1-17,

S. 125 (ff. 54v-57v). 20U24
Hereford, Cath. Lib. P. 9.5; St. Kenelm's Abbey, Winchcombe, Glos. ;

xii in. ; ff. ir-i99r, 1-124
Innsbruck, Univ.-Bibl. 108 ; Abbey of St. John Baptist, Stams, W. of

Innsbruck ; A.D. 1347 ; 1-124 (a)
KlosterneuburG, Stiftsbibl. 26 ; St. Mary's Abbey, Nienburg, near

Magdeburg ; xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 73v-77v), 20-124
27 ; St. Mary's Abbey, Nienburg ; xv ; 1-17,

S. 125 (ff. 52r-55v). 20-124

154. Cf. R. ETAix, L'homiliaire cartusien, in Sacris Erudiri 13 (1962), pp. 67-112,
especially pp. 104-112, where litaix stresses the singularity of this ' pure ' type of
lectionary, composed at La Grande Chartreuse soon after the formation of the Order
for its new liturgy and compiled directly from the writings of the great Fathers,
rejecting later authors.

155. See preceding note. The date of ff. 204-245 is given as xn-xv by Samaran
and Marichal, op. cit., vol. 6, p. 469.

155 A. G.I. LiEFTinck, Manuscrits dat&s conserves dans les Pays-Bas, vol. 1
(Texte), Amsterdam, 1964, p. 24.
156. Bischoff, Kreuz und Buck im Friihmittelaller und in den crsten Jahrhunder-

ten der spanischen Reconquista, in his Mittelalterliche Sludien, vol. 2 (Stuttgart, 1967),
p. 284, dates this codex in the twelfth century (but mistakenly identifies it as the
Sennones de Verbis Domini). So too Lowe in CLA VIII, n. 1119. See also
11. 150 above.
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Laon, Bibl. Munic. 317 ; Vauclair Abbey, near Laon ; xii ; 1-38
Leipzig, Karl-Marx-Univ. Bibl. lat. 250 ; Dominican Convent, Leipzig ;

xin ; 1-124
LE mans, Bibl. Munic. 260 ; St. Peter's Abbey, La Couture, Le Mans ;

ix ; 54 : 7-end, 55 : 2-124 (a) (the Maurists' codex Abbatiae de
Cultura)

Lerida, Catedral Bibl. Roda 1 ; St. Peter's Abbey, Roda, near Vich,
Barcelona ; xn2 ; ff. ir-i5iv, 1-19, 23-122 : 7157

LifIGE, Universite, Bibl. Gener. 117 C (112) ; Priars of Holy Cross, Liege ;
xv ; 1-124

— 125 C (113) ; xv ; 1-124
LiliEnfeld, Stiftsbibl. 164 ; Lilienfeld Abbey ; xiv ; ff. ir-79r, 1-39
Lincoln, Cath. Lib. 9 ; St. Mary's Cath., Lincoln ; xii ; 1-84, 113-124

— 186 ; xiv/xv ; ff. ir-2i6v, 1-124
Lisbon, Bibl. Nac. Alcob. 402 (XXIV) ; Abbey of Alcobasa, N. of Lis¬

bon ; xiii ; 1 : 3-124

London, Brit. Mus. Addit. 10936 ; St. Mary's Abbey, Huysburg, near
Halberstadt ; xii ; 1-18, 20, 19, 21-124

— Addit. 10937 ; La Grande Chartreuse (then Sal-
vatorberg Chartreuse, Erfurt) ; xii ; 1-124158

— Addit. 15408 ; xv ; 1-124
— Addit. 17289 ; St. Mary's Abbey, Le Pare, near

Louvain ; xiii ; 1-43 (the Louvain editors' Parcensis)
— Addit. 18313 ; ? Abbey of Prato, near Florence

(then Dominican Convent, Vienna) ; A.D. 1466 ; ff. ir-200v,
1-17, S. 125 (ff. 54v-58r), 20-124159

— Burn. 291 ; St. Mary's Abbey, Poppiena, near
Florence ; xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 66T-joT), 20-124 (a)

Harl. 1916 ; Glastonbury Abbey ; xii ex. ; ff.
ir-i8or, 1 : 8-124 (a)

■— Harl. 3114 ; Abbey of Sts. Mary and Nicolas,
Arnstein, near Koblenz ; xiii ; ff. ir-i34v, 34-124

Harl. 3171 ; A.D. 1477 ; 1-124 (a)
■— Royal 3. C. X; Cath. Priory of St. Andrew, Roches¬

ter ; xii in. ; 1-124
— Royal 5.B.XIII ; Cath. Priory of St. Andrew,

Rochester ; xii ; ff. ir-48r, extracts, beginning at 1 : 8
Royal 6. A. XIII ; xii ; ff. i68r-i72v, 1

157. For information concerning this manuscript I am indebted to Fr. Josep
J anini of Valencia.

158. For identification of provenance cf. Lehmann, op. cit. (nil. 70, 83, above)
vol. 2, pp. 223, 238, 449, 536.

159. Written by one ' Thomas Herraunt ' of ' I'raitensee '.
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— Lambeth Palace 44 ; Lanthony Priory, Glos. ; xn ex. ; 1-124
— William H. Robinson Trustees (via Sotheby <§• Co.) Phillipps

1095 ; x in., 1-43 beg. (ff. ir-i52v) ; x/xi, 43-54 ; xi, 55-124 (a)
Lucca, Bibl. Capit. Feliniana 21 ; St. Martin's Cath., Lucca; ix1 ;

1-124 (lacunae)160
Madrid, Bibl. Nac. 193 ; Royal Library, Madrid ; x ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff.

77r-82r), 18-124161
— 194 ; Monte Cassino ; x ; f. 14l 120 : 6-9 ; f. 16v,

122 ; f. 27v, 121 : 1-4 ; f. 34^, 121 : 4-5 ; f. 37V, 46 ; f. 39V, 47 ;
f. 44r, 54 ; f. 47v, 80 ; f. 48v, 81 ; f. 49v, 94 ; f. 5iv, 102 ; f. 53r,
103 ; f. 54r, 104 ; f. 62v, 92 ; f. 63v, 93 ; f. 66r, 32 ; f. 77V, 11 ;
f. ii7r, 123 : 4 ; f. 123v, 66 ; f. 161 v, 51 : 9-13 (Homiliary, pt.
11)162

160. This manuscript has been very briefly described by I,. Schiaparelli,
II codice 490 delta Biblioleca Capilolare di Lucca e la Scuola Scrittoria Lucchese,
(sec. V1I1-IX) (Sludi e Testi, 36) Vatican City, 1924, pp. 104-105, and ObERLEiTnER,

*op. ext., vol. I/2, p. 122. Preliminary examination of a microfilm copy suggests the
work of careless scribes, or a poor original. The Tractalus are numbered correctly
as far as the beginning of Tr. 27 and severally entitled amelia, though this designa¬
tion appears only irregularly. The numbers between Trr. 13 and 17 have undergone
erroneous correction by the deduction of one in each case. Prom the end of Tr. 27
110 numbers or titles are found, except at the commencement of the second part
(Incipiunt Sermones... a Cena Domini) and between Trr. 67 and 68, where finit
sermo XIII incipxt XIIII is perhaps secondary. Several folios have been lost, one
in each case between ff. 32/33 (lacuna of Tr. 10 : 9-11 : 1), 38/39 (13 : 2-6), 47/48
(15 : 25-end), 51/52 (17 : 14-18 : 2), 88/89 (34 : 7-35 : 3), 90/91 (36 : 4-8), 96/98
(39 : 6-40 : 4), 149/150 (86 : 2-88 : 2), 153/154 (94 : 1-95 : 2), 176/177 (118 : 4-119 : 4),
178/179 (121 : 5-122 : 6), 180/181 (123 : 5-124 : 2). In addition, on f. 79" the text
omits Tr. 28 : 5-9. Inside the back cover is pasted the top half or so of a leaf of another
copy of the Tractatus, written in a large clear late Carolingian minuscule, probably of
the first half of the twelfth century, containing in the first column Tr. 102 : 4 lines 24
(palatn) to 35 (Deo), and in the second 102 : 5 lines 2 (an polius) to 14 (colimus).
Kacli column now contains 19 lines. The leaf has been turned to the right through
ninety degrees before pasting. A stray folio bound in as f. 97 appears to be of an
early date, but its script is so faint as to be all but totally illegible 011 microfilm.
Oberleitner gives Bischoff's name as his authority for the date of Lucca 21,

presumably alluding to Bischoff's study Scriptoria e Manoscrilti Mediatori di
Civiltci dal Sesto Secolo alia Riforma di Carlo Magno, in Centric Vie di Irradiazione
dclla Civiltd nell' Alto Medioevo (Settimane di Studio del Centra Italiano di Studi sull'
Alto Medioevo, ir ; Spoleto, 1964), at p. 485, where he mentions this manuscript as
one of several written shortly after the famous MS. 490 (produced c. 800) and
betraying a persisting Visigothic influence.

161. According to Inventario General de Manuscritos de la Biblioleca Nacional,
vol. 1 (Madrid, 1953), p. 144, ff. ir-3r contain fragments of the Tractatus in a twelfth-
century hand.

162. C. LamboT, Sept sermons inedits de S. Augustin dans tin homdiaire du Alont-
Cassin, in RB 48 (1936), p. T14 with n. 1. The analysis in Invenlario General (see
previous note), vol. 1, pp. 144-156, being unaware of Lambot's study, lacks many of
his identifications, including all those for the Tractatus. Lambot observes that if
one judges by the space they occupy the Tractatus are not always complete. This
homiliary is related by both content and script to others preserved at Monte Cassino.

THE MANUSCRIPTS OF THE « TRACT. IN EVANG. IOH. » 121

Manchester, John Rylands Lib. lat. 12 ; Luxeuil Abbey ; ix ; f. 8rv,
12 : 12-13 ; ff. 8"-gT, 45 : 1-2 ; f. 9", 26 : 2-3 ; ff. 12^16^', 124
(abbrevn.) ; ff. 3ir-35v, 67-72 (abbrevn.) ; ff. 53v-54v, 123 : 4-
end (abbrevn.) ; ff. 64v-66v, 51 : 9-13 ; ff. 7iv-73r, based on 11-12
(?) ; ff. 74v-75v, 80 : 2-end ; ff. 89r-92v, 87-91 (abbrevn.) ; ff.
94v-97r, 80 : 1, 81-83 (abbrevn.) ; ff. I20v-i25r, 83 : 2-86 (slight
abbrevn.) (Luxeuil Homiliary)163

163. This manuscript is not included in the list of codices indubitably written at
Luxeuil given by Lowe in CLA VI, pp. xv-xvn. It was similarly passed over in
silence in Lowe's earlier study The * Script of Luxeuil ». A Title Vindicated, in
RB 63 (rg53), pp. 132-142. Earlier still P. Salmon in Le Lectionnaire de Luxeuil
(Paris, ms. lat. 9427) (Collectanea Biblica Lalina, VII ; Rome, 1944), p. XLiv
included it among those manuscripts for which a Luxeuil origin could be affirmed
with confidence, though he dated it in the eleventh century.
It was described by L.W. Jones, Dom Victor Perrin and Three Manuscripts of

Luxeuil, in Bull, of John Rylands Lib. 23 (1939), pp. 166-168, 178-181, and analyzed
with little identification of contents by M.R. James, Catalogue of the Latin Manus¬
cripts in the John Rylands Library at Manchester, vol. 1 (Manchester, 1921), pp. 33-37.
James, following Perrin, dates it eighth or ninth century, but its dependence on
Paul Deacon's homiliary rules out the eighth. It has about 30 items in common
with Paul, some two-thirds of its total, but arranged with virtually no regard for
Paul's order. I have examined the items from the Traclatus by microfilm (see
above p. 109), with the following results :
ff. 89r-g2v : same Incipit and Explicit as Paul Deacon, pt. II, no. 103, for which

Grisgoire, op. cit., p. 109, gives the contents as Trr. 87 : 1-91 : 4. Our manuscript's
contents are as follows : Haec mando vobis ut diligemus invicem. Maneat ergo
dilectio : ipse est enim fructus nosier unde alibi dicii, El posuit nos ut fructum adferamus,
hoc est, ul invicem diligamus (= 87 : 1 lines 7-8, 86 : 3 line 12, 87 : 1 lines 14-15) ;
then 87 : 2 to line 2 (suslinere), and line 5 (Si mundus) to end of 87 ; 88 : 1 line 13
(Non est) to 2 line ro (servabunt), omitting intra in gaudium Domini tui (1 lines 25-
26) ; 88 : 4 line 13 (Ergo) to end ; 89 : 1 lines 16 (Si non) to 33 (factus est) ; Unde
et apostolus ail, Quicumquc ...iudicabunlur (3 lines 5-7) ; 89 : 4 lines 14 (Hi sunt)
to 27 (humana) ; 90 : 1 to line 2 (odit), 3 line 27 (Quomodo) to end of 90 ; Deinde ait,
Si opera..., 91 : 1 line 7 to 2 line 5 (prophetas), id est, heliam el lieliseum ; 2 lines 8
(Fecit) to 10 (quinque), ...quinque panibus et duobus piscibus saciavit. Et talia
miracula plurima quae nemo alius fecit. Dicit Marcus, ...3 lines 14 to 20 (sanavit cos) ;
4 complete.
ff. 94v-97r : same Incipit as Paul Deacon, pt. II, no. 100, which Gregoire, p. 109,

gives as Trr. 80, 81, 82, but different Explicit. Contents : 80 : 1 lines 2 (secundum)
to 8 (vitis vera), and 10 (Sic enim) to 11 (ovis), and 14 (ab ilia) to end of 1 ; Vel ita,
Ego sunt vitis vera, id est, sapienlia, innocentia, iuslilia vera, id est, non per gratiam
sed per naluram. Ex quo vos accepistis ul sitis sapienles, innocentcs et iusti ; 81 : 1
line 5 (Manete) to 2 line 5 (superborum) ; 2 line 21 (Qui enim) to end of 2 ; 3 lines 2
(Qui) to 4 (facere), and 8 (Sive ergo) to r2 (ferre), and 16 (Si quis) to 4 line 3
(vobis) ; 4 lines 12 (Quando si) to r6 (verba eius) and line 19 (Tunc) to end ;
82 : 1 lines 2 (In hoc) to 7 (gloria est) ; Sequitur, si ergo in hoc..., lines 13 to 20
(caelis est) ; 2 line 7 (Sicut) to 3 line 1 (dilectione mea) ; 3 lines 9 (Tamquam) to r6
(diligimus), and lines 21 (Quid est) to 22 (gratia mea), line 25 (non ergo) to end of 82
(apparently ; script very faint) ; 83 : 1 lines 2 (Haec) to 9 (nostrum) ; Sed ille eliam
ante hominis susceplionem in ilia aeternitate gaudebat, quando nos elegit ante mundi
constitulionem (cf. lines 9-10) ; lines 24 (Gaudium) to 30 (resurgentium).
ff. t20v-r25r : same Incipit and Explicit as Paul Deacon, pt. II, no. 102, which

according to Gregoire, p. 109, contains 83 : 2-86. Contents : 83 : 2 beginning to
84 : 2 line 11 (vitam) ; 2 line 45 (Diligamus) to 85 : 3 line 42 (glorietur) ; 86 beginning
to 2 line 22 (merita) ; 2 line 26 (Audi, ingrate) to end of 86.
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Mantua, Bibl. Comm. C. V. 4 (363) ; Abbey of San Benedetto Po, near
Mantua ; xiii-xiv ; 1-19, 23-124

— D.V. 3 (466) and D.V. 4 (467) ; Abbey of San Bene¬
detto Po ; xi ; D.V. 3, 1-48 ; D.V. 4, 49-124

Melk, Stiftsbibl. 354 (323. F 23) ; ? Melk Abbey; XV; ff. it-i?2v, 1-17,
S. 125 (ff. 52v-55v), 20-124 med.le3a

— 642 (795. O 32) ; ? Melk Abbey ; xv ; ff. i74v-
179v, 5 (' sermo quartus ')

Milan, Bibl. Ambrosiana F. 60 sup., ff. 5orv, 52r-54r; Abbey of Bobbio
(?) ; viii ex.; extracts from 1- ? 49163b

— H. 146 inf. ; Avignon ; x, ff. 23v-27v, compila¬
tion from 67-71 ; ff. 27v-3ir, 105-107 : 4 (both items from Paul
Deacon's Homiliary, pt. II) ; ' somewhat later' : ff. 63r-64v,
12 : 12-end ; ff. 64v-67r, 45 ; ff. 6yt-'/2i, 26 (probably from Homi¬
liary)164

In addition, ff. 3ir-35v may bear some relation to Paul Deacon, pt. II, no. 23,*
which is an abbreviated form of Trr. 67-71 (GREGOIRE, op. cil., p. 96). The item
here is constructed from Trr. 67 : 1 line 5 (Ne mortem) to 72 : 3 line 28 (et nos.
Sequitur de eo quod dicit, Quia ego ad Patrem vado : quodcumque petieritis [Patrem,
mg.] in nomine meo, hoc faciam. Cf. 73 : 1.) The same methods of compilation
have been followed as are illustrated above.

163 a. For my knowledge of these two Melk codices I am indebted to the obliging
assistance of Professor Plante (see n. 50 above). In MS. 354, where the Tractatus
appear as ' Omeliae', Tr. 5 is unnumbered, and other dislocations occur with the
omission of Trr. 18-19 and subsequently, so that Tr. 124 is ' Homilia CXV '. The
manuscript contains also the collection of Sermones ad /ratres iv eremo (ff. i77r-ig9v)
and Augustine's Tractatus in Epislulam Iohannis (ff. I99v-225r). Melk 642 is a
volume of miscellaneous, mainly homiletic, material.

163 b. On this codex see Lowe, CLA III, no. 339, with further bibliography in
the Supplement volume, p. 50, nos. 336-340 (where two corrections are needed : the
article by Natale is on pp. 54-74, not 3-18, and Collura gives a photograph of only
f. 4ir). In CLA it is connected with the Tractatus of Augustine only in R.A.B.
Mynors' Index of Authors, Supplement, p. 73. According to Bischoff, Wende-
punkte in der Geschichte der lateinischen Exegese im Fruhmiltelaller, in Miltelalterliche
Sludien, vol. 1 (1966), p. 269 n. 141, the contents of these folios were first identified
in 1961 by E. Dekkers as an almost complete exposition of John 1: 1-11 : 9 in the
form of excerpts from the Tractatus.

164. ObERT.EiTNER, op. cit., vol. i/2, p. 143, though with no identification of the
first item or recognition of the second as Paul Deacon, pt. II, no. 25, so that the
reference to the title of Tr. 104 is beside the mark (cf. GrEgoirE, op. cit., p. 96). The
other three items listed (in a ' somewhat later hand ') most probably derive from
another homiliary. Parts of Trr. 12, 45 and 26 in the same order are found also in
Manchester, Rylands 12, ff. 8r-gv (see above), Reims, Bibl. Munic. 427 (St. Thierry ;
x-xi), ff. i37r-i57v, and Graz, Universitalsbibl. 88 (Seckau ; xn1), ff. 26r-3or, and
doubtless in other manuscripts also. But though the Incipits are the same in each
case for Trr. 45 (beginning) and 26 (2 line 6, Magna gratiae), they differ for Tr. 12
(11 line 39, Quomodo qui, Reims and Graz ; 12 line 3, Ergo quantum, Rylands and
Milan), and the extent of the extracts is not constant (the first item ends at 12 : 13
line 17 (lucem) in Rylands 12 ; the second at 45 : 2 line 25 (conlemnunt) in the same
manuscript, and at 45 : 8 (end) in Graz 88 ; the third at 26 : 3 line 14 (Patrem meum)
in Rylands 12 and at 26 : 8 line 9 or 15 (erat Verbum) in Graz 88).
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Modena, Bibl. Capit. O. III. 14 ; [? St. Geminiatius' Catk.] Modena ;
xi ; 1-17, S. 125 (as' 18 '), 18, 20-21, 19, 22-124 (a)

— Bibl. Estense a W. 1. 13 (B. 672) ; Abbey of San Prospero, near
Reggio (then St. Peter's Abbey, Modena) ; A.D. 1273 ; ff. 2yyT-
282C 122 : 9-124 (numbered ' 119-121 ')

Monte Cassino, Bibl. dell' Abbazia 21EF (56, 214) and 22EE (51, 222) ;
Monte Cassino; xi2 ; 21EE, 117, S. 125 (pp. 235-248), 18-38;
22EE, 39-124

— 170E (312, 246) ; Monte Cassino ; xi ; pp. 246-248,
includes 55 : 1

— 523E (407, 118) ; ? N. Italy or France164b ; vii/
viii ; f. irv (pp. 201-2), 112 : 1-2 (-f- 44 : 1) ; f. 2rv (pp. 203-4),
113 : 4-end (abbrevn,)165

— Fragm. ; Monastery of Sts. Cosmas and Damian,
Tagliacozzo, near Avezzano (Beneveutan) ; xiii ; one fob, frag¬
ment of 60160

Montpellier, Bibl. Munic. 16 ; Abbey of St. Guillem-du-Desert, N. of
Montpellier ; xii1 ; item 1, 3-10

164 b. Located by Bischoff, Panorama..., p. 251 n. 139, in the central or western
parts of N. Italy.

165. Cf. Wright, op. cit., p. 323 n. 2. WillEmS in CCL collated only ff. ir
(p. 201) and 2v (p. 204), containing the continuous text of Trr. 112 : 1 to line 8
(Sciebat autem el locum) and 113 : 6 line 7 (ex discipulis) to end. Tr. 112 is intro¬
duced as a sermo without a number. The other two pages are less straightforward.
F. iv (p. 202) carries 011 where f. ir ends (with the misplacement of locum, as noted by
Willems) as far as 112 : 1 line 10 (suis). Next comes an insertion from Tr. 44 : 1
lines 4-7, with some variants from the CCL text : Hortor (Proinde peto et admoneo)
caritatem vestram, fratres (not in CCL), ut in his (iis) quae aperta sunt sermonem
nostrum non requiratis ; nam nimis longum est (erit) in singulis immorari. After the
omission of 112 : 1 lines 10-28, which in meaning are similar to the insertion from
Tr. 44 (cf. in eis quae manifesto sunt non immorantes), we have lines 28-29 : ut t>°c ubi
opus est causa puscente (poscenle) faciamus. The text jumps to 112 : 2 lines 2
(Sciebat, inquid, locum Iudas qui...) to 6 (tempus), omitting inquit (line 3), and
reading Ubi (Ibi), plus obina and obes. The script on f. 2r (p. 203) is less clear,
particulary at the foot. It contains Tr. 113 : 4 lines 21 (non ostentatione) to 27
(cor meum), 113 : 5 to line 3 (pontificem), and 113:6 lines 4 (Erat autem) to 7 (c ttu),
with the following variants : 113 : 4 lines 22-23, homo prebeat (praebeat homo) ; 25,
iniusta (iniuste) ; 113 : 5 line 2, om. eum and reads misit, inquid, Annas Iesum
ligatum ; 113 : 6 line 6, om. (?) iam ; 7, inserts ministri after ei.
Thus the two pages not collated by Willems reveal a text rather different in

character from that suggested by his collations. The presence of a sentence from
Tr. 44 in Tr. 112 : 1 is not amenable to any simple explanation. Nor is it readily
obvious why the scribe compressed his text at the foot f. 2r (which contains one line
more than ff. i» and iv, 23 against 22), with the last complete line squashed in height
and a further two words, et tu, written below the far right end of this additional line.
The text runs on without a break on to f. 2".

166. Cf. Lowe, A New List of Beneventan Manuscripts, in Collectanea Vaticana in
lionorem Anselmi M. Card. Albareda, vol. 2 (Studi e Testi, 220) Vatican City, 1962,
p. 225, based on M. InGUANEZ, Frammenti di codici Abruzzesi, in Miscellanea Gio¬
vanni Mercati, vol. 6 (Sludi e Testi, 126) Vatican City, 1946, p. 276. The fragment
could not be located in June 1971.
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— Bibl. de la Faculte de Medecine 152 ; Oratory, Troyes ; x ; ff. 299 v-
302v, 1 : 1-8

— 240. Concerning this manuscript see below, in
note 205

Munich, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 2556 and 2557 ; Abbey of Alderspach, near
Passau ; xii ; two vols., 1-18, 20, 19, 21-124167

— 3714 ; Augsburg Cath. ; xii ; 1-124
— — — 4515 ; Benebiktbeuern Abbey, dioc. Freising ; xii ;

1-18, 20, 19, 21-124
— 4547 ; S. Bavaria (then Benediktbeuern Abbey) ;

viii/ix ; item 15(b), 121 : 5, 122 : 1 ; 82, cento includ. 92 : 1-2,
93 : 2-4, 96 : 1, 4 (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary, pt. II)168

— 4564 ; Benediktbeuern Abbey ; ix1 ; f. 2iir, 51 :
1-8 ; f. 2i6v, compilation from 55-56, 58-59, 61-63 ; f. 242"", com¬
pilation from 120 : 1-5 (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary, pt. I)109

— 6287 ; Freising Cath. ; ix1 ; 1-13
—■ —• — 954° > Abbey of Oberaltaicli, near Regensburg ; xii;

1-18, 20, 19, 21-41
— 11303 ; St. Saviour's Abbey, Polling, dioc. Augs¬

burg ; xv/xvi ; 1-19, 23-124
— 14286 ; Abbey of St. Emmeran, Regensburg ;

viii /ix ; 30-124 (a) (prob. abbrevn,)170
— 14368 ; Abbey of St. Emmeran, Regensburg ;

ix1 ; f. 33r, 121 : 5, 122 : 1 ; f. i46r, cento inclnd. 92 : 1-2, 93 :
2-4, 96 : 1, 4 (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary, pt. II)171

— — — 14581 ; Abbey of St. Emmeran, Regensburg ;
xi ; f. i25r, extract from 29

— 14653 ; Abbey of St. Emmeran, Regensburg ;
viii2 ; 30 : 6-54 (numbered' 27-51 ')172

167. Though the catalogue gives the contents as 118 sermons, L suspect the whole
work is present, with misnumbering.

168. According to K. GambER, Codices Liturgici Laiini Antiquiores (Spicilegii
Friburgensis Subsidia, I) Fribourg, 1963, p. 293, the best manuscript of the summer
part of Alan's collection. Wrongly listed as ' 457 ' in the studies of Hosp andLeclercq (see n. 145 above).

169. This manuscript was the basis of Hosp's analysis of pt. I (see n. 145 above).
170. From the plate in Lowe, CLA IX, no. 1293, of f. 14', where Tr. 34 begins atch. 2, and a microfilm of ff. ir-3r, it is probable that this manuscript gives only an

abridged text. Tractatus 30-54 are numbered ' 31-56 ' (' 49 ' is not used).
171. The basis of Hosp's analysis of pt. II (see n. 145 above).
172. The codex consists of 183 ff., but part of Serm. App. 160 appears at the end

probably occupying f. 183. The catalogue specifies Trr. 30-55 as '26-51 ', but
examination of plates and a section of microfilm, confirmed by enquiry of the
Staatsbibliothek, has corrected this. The codex has lost its first quire, so that if it
commenced with the beginning of a Tractatus it must originally have contained
Trr. 29-54.
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— 15807 and 15808 ; Salzburg Cath. ; xii ; two vols.,
1-18, 20, 19, 21-124

— 17194 ; Freising (then Schaftlarn Abbey, dioc.
Freising) ; ix ; item 1, 24 ; 79, 51 : 1-8 ; 81, compilation from
55-56, 58-59, 61-63 (mainly Alan of Farfa's Homiliary, pt. II)173

— 18022 ; Tegernsee Abbey, S. of Munich ; A.D.
1460 ; 1-18, 20, 19, 21-124

— 18092 ; Tegernsee Abbe)' ; viii ex. ; includes
51 : 1-8 ; compilation frcm 55-56, 58-59, 61-63 ; compilation from
120 : 1-5 (i.e., Alan of Farfa's Homiliary, pt. I, items 86, 88,
93)174

— 21512 ; Weihenstephan Abbey, dioc. Freising ; xii ;
1-18, 20, 19, 21-48

— 22216 ; Windberg Abbey, near Straubing ; xii ;
1-18, 20, 19, 21-45

— 29046 + 29055a 4- 29162 + Augsburg, Staats-
u. Stadtbibl. Fragm. lat. 14 ; Benediktbeuern Abbey, dioc. Frei¬
sing ; ix in. ; fragments : Augsburg, 99 : 4-6, 101 : 4-5 ; 29046,
106 : 3-5, 113 : 4-114 : 4, 115 : 2-5, 117 : 5-118 : 1, 123 : 4-5, 124 :
1, 2 ; 29055a, 109 : 2-4, 110 : 1, 2-3, 111 : 5-112 : 1 ; 29162, 106 :
6-107 : 1, 108 : 4-end (a)175

Nantes, Bibl. Munic. 11 ; xii ; 1-18, 20, 19, 23-124 (mutil. at end)
Naples, Bibl. Naz. VI. B. 2 ; Troja Cath., near Foggia (Beneventan) >

xi in. ; ff. 90v-99r, 15 ; ff. 99r-i03r, 38 ; ff. I37v-i42v, 43 ; ff. 142v"
143E 42 : 14-end ; ff. i66r-i6gr, 33 ; ff. i69v-i74r, 44 ; ff. i77v"
i83r, 10 ; f. 183", 11:2; ff. i84r-i89v, 29-30 : 7 ; ff. i96r-200r>
37 ; ff. 20or-2o8v, 49 : 1-25 ; ff. 2o8v-2iov, 31 : 8-end ; ff. 2iov-
2i5r, 28 ; ff. 2i5r-2i8v, 48 ; ff. 223r-224r, 49 : 26-end ; ff. 225r-
227r, 51 : 1-8 ; ff. 227r-230v, 52 ; ff. 270r-27ir, 59 ; ff. 2jir-272T,
60; ff. 273V-285V, 112-118; ff. 286^-288^, 55 : 1-6; ff. 288V-
289V, 56 ; ff. 294r-2g6r, 119-120 : 5170

173. Used in Hosp's analysis (see n. 145 above). rose, op. cil. (n. 145), pp. 81-95,
gives a table of comparison with Berlin Phillipps 1676 (Egino). Ff. 28-172 contain
81 items, corresponding with omissions to Egino, items 1-98. They are preceded by
some pieces from Paul Deacon's collection.

174. According to Gamber, op. cit., p. 292, the best manuscript of pt. I of Alan's
collection. Used by Hosp (see n. 145 above), but no details of foliation or numera¬
tion are available.

175. Cf. B. BischoFF, Die Siidostdeutschen Schreibschulen und Bibliotheken in der
Karolingerzeil, vol. 1 (second edit., Wiesbaden, i960), pp. 31-32. Munich 29055a
was formerly Gottingen, Universitatsbibl. Fragm. Kasten 3, I.

176. For a detailed analysis of the Tractatus in this homiliary for the first part of
the liturgical year I am indebted to the Director of the Biblioteca Nazionale. Lambot
recovered two unpublished sermons from it : Sermons inidits de S. Augustin sur
I'aveugle-ni de l'£vangile, in RB 50 (1938), pp. 185-193.
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VI. B. 6 ; xii ; 1-17 : 11, 19 : 5-23 : 8, 32 : 8-124
(other lacunae ?)177

— VI. B. 7 ; xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 71^-7^), 18-124 (a)
— — VI. B. 17 ; Church of San Domenico Maggiore,

Naples ; xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 76v-8ir), 20-124
— VI. C. 20 ; Chartreuse of St. Baurence, Ba Padula,

dioc. Capaccio ; xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 88r-93r), 18-54
— VI. D. 3 ; Eboli (? St. Peter's Abbey), prov. Sa¬

lerno ; A.D. 1500 ; 1 : 7-17, S. 125 (ff. 54r-57r), 20-124 : 8
Novara, Bibl. Capit. XXII ; Novara Cath. ; xi ; 1-93 : 4178
Nuremberg, Stadtbibl. Cent. I. 51 Dominican Convent, Nuremberg ;xv1 ; ff. ir-i3ov, 1-22, 24-124 (many lacunae)179
Orleans, Bibl. Munic. 76 (73) ; Abbey of Fleury, St. Benoit-sur-Loire ;

xii ; 2 : 2-15 : 19, 15 : 21-18, 20, 19, 23-27 : 4, 30 : 3-41 : 3, 41 : 5-
42 : 15, 43 : 2-100 : 1, 101 : 3-102 : 4, 104 : 2-112 : 3 (a)180

—

145 (122); Abbey of Fleury; x-xi; pp. 115-124,1
— 161 (138) ; Abbey of Fleury ; ix-x ; 1-18, 20, 19,

v 23-108, 110-124 : 8 {a), considerable omissions from 55-124 (theMaurists' Floriacensis)181
—

191 (168) ; Abbey of Fleury ; xi ; pp. 241-245,
extracts includ. 26 : 11-13, 62 : I182

I77- The lacunae occur between ff. 60 and 61, and 76 and 77. There may beothers.

178. As Tr. 93 is numbered ' 91 ' (ObErleitnER, op. cit. I /2, p. 182), there may beirregularity at an earlier stage. Further details have been unobtainable.
179. The whole manuscript lacks 79 folios, of which about 44 are missing from theTraclatus, but the absence of Tr. 23 seems ' intentional as the numbering runs onfrom 22 to 24 (' 23 ')• Cf. K. Schneider, Die Handschriften der Stadtbibliothek

Niirnberg. vol. 2 : Die Lateinischen Mittelalierlichen Handschriften, pt. 1 : Theolo-gische Handschriften (Wiesbaden, 1967), p. 52.
180. I am obliged to M.F. Hauchecorne, the Conservateur of the Biblioth£que,for clearing up the confusion of the entries in the successive Orleans cataloguesof 1820 and 1885 /1889 (1889 merely reproduces part of the 1885 entry). The codexhas lost the original folios i-v, lxxxi (between the present pp. 133 and 134), cxxix-

cli (between pp. 228 and 229), clxxix (between pp. 302 and 303), clxxxvii (between
pp. 316 and 317), two (of which the lower third remains) between pp. 497-498, two(of which scraps survive) between pp. 501 and 502, and three after p. 515 and before
pp. 516-517 of which only a few words of each line are left, from the latter sections of
Tr. 116. The first few items are entitled severally homelia, but thereafter sermo is
the usual title, but tractatus also sometimes occurs. The numbering in the secondpart jumps from 43 to 54, and then reverts from 58 to 46.

181. This manuscript is ascribed to the ninth century in Lowe, CLA Supplement,
p. 38,110. 1804. On the contents see above, pp. 66,88-89. Two quires of thismanus-cript, pp. 263-278 and 419-434, formed for a time ff. 3-18 in Paris, B.N. n.a.l. 2243.They were returned to Orleans in 1886. The original numbering of Try. ' 18-22 '(= the editions' 18, 20, 19, 23, 24) has been corrected to ' 19-23 ', and further correc¬ted in the case of ' 21 and ' 22 ' to the editions' ' 23 ' and ' 24 '.

182. The text varies considerably from the editions : so P. CourcellE, in RfiA 2
(195b). P- 45° n. 4.
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— — 334 (283) ; Abbey of Fleury ; xi ; pp. 157-160,
67- ? (extracts ?)

Oxford, Balliol Coll. 6 ; W. England (Gloucester region) ; xii in. ;
1-124183

— Bodleian Lib. Auct. D. 1. 10 ; St. Diary's Abbey, Missenden,
Bucks, (then St. George's Chapel, Windsor); xii/xiii; 1-124

— Bodl. 153 ; Winchester ; xv in. ; ff. 73r_I39r>
abbrevn. of 1-124

— Bodl. 301 ; (? Normandy, then) St. Peter's Cath.,
Exeter ; xi ex. ; I-I24164

— Canon. Pat. lat. 147 ; N. Italy (Florence) ; xii ;
ff. ir-235r, 1-124 (a)185

— Canon. Fat. lat. 182 ; N. Italy ; xiii ; 1-124
— Fat. theol. C. 10 ; England ; xii in. ; f. ioorv,

121 : 3-122 : 3 ; f. ioivr, 23 : 9-11 ; f. 101A", 22 : 9-10, 12-13
— Baud. Misc. 124 ; St. Kylian's Cath., Wiirzburg ;

ix med. ; 55-124 (a)
— Baud. Misc. 139 ; (?) Benediktbeuern Abbey, dioc.

Freising (original MS) and St. Kylian's Cath., Wiirzburg (addi¬
tions) ; ix1 (original MS), ix med. (additions) ; ff. ir-2iv, 14-16 : 7
(ff. 22r-38v, 16 : 7-18) ff. 39r-49v> 16 ■ 7, 19 : 1-18 (ff. 5or-70v,
19 : 18-23 : 1) ff. 7ir-i23v, 23 : 1-32 : 8 (ff. i26r-i38B 32 : 8-36 : 2 ;
f. 139", 36 : 4-5) ff. I24r-i25v + i4or-i89v, 36 : 2-45 (ff. i8gv-
i98v, 46-48 : 1) ff. i99r-234v, 48 : 1-54 : 7188

183. Perhaps from Winclicombe Abbey, Glos. Cf. N. Ker, English Manuscripts
in the Century after the Norman Conquest (Oxford, i960), pp. 7, 41, 53.

184. ker, op. cit., p. 24 ; O. PachT and J.J.G. Alexander, Illuminated Manu¬
scripts in the Boldeian Library Oxford, vol. 1 (Oxford, 1966), p. 35.

185. In this manuscript Trr. 19-54 were originally numbered ' 20-55 ' but have
subsequently been corrected. See Garrison, op. cit., vol. 3, pp. 134-136, 168.
Comparative study of its illumination places it in the second quarter of the twelfth
century, and confirms the Florentine provenance indicated by the notes connecting
it with the city in the period 1247 to 1320 found on a folio added at the end.

186. Cf. Wright, op. cit., pp. 322T, with references to BisciioFF, Die Siidost-
deutschen Schreibschulen, p. 38, and Bischoff and HoFMANN, Libri Sancli Kyliani,
pp. 20-21, 41, 122. The script of the core of the manuscript is close to that of the
Benediktbeuern school in the first half of the ninth century, but it is not inconcei¬
vable that it was written elsewhere, though hardly at Wiirzburg itself, by a scribe
trained at Benediktbeuern. The original core contained Trr. 14-16, 19, 23-32, 36-45,
48-54, numbered ' 14-44 '• The Wiirzburg scribe who inserted the ten absent
Tractatus (bracketed in the list above ; the foliation is that of the composite volume)
followed a variety of procedures. 3etween ff. 2iv and 39r (originally consecutive)
he copied on f. 22r (a half sheet, cut laterally ; verso is blank) the end of Tr. 16
(which reappears in the original on f. 39r) before supplying Trr. 17-18. But between
ff. 49v and 7ir he removed a sheet containing the end of Tr. 19 and the start of 23.
On f. 50r he transcribed the end of 19 together with its number in the original, ' 17 ',
then intercalated 20-22 with correct numbers, and finally copied the end of 23 from
the original, but numbered it ' 19 ' instead of ' 18 ', on the lower half of f. 70' (top
and recto blank), Likewise for the insertion of Trr. 33-35 he removed a folio and
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— — — Laud. Misc. 143 ; St. Mary's Abbey, Eberbach,
near Heidelberg ; xii ; ff. ir-io8v, 37-124

— Laud. Misc. 144 ; xii ; ff. ir-io5v, 1-37 : 1
— e Mus. 6 ; St. Edmund's Abbey, Bury St. Edmunds ;

xi /xii ; pp. 1-440, 1-124
— Christ Church 88 ; Abbey of Sts. Mary and Chad, Buildwas,

Shropshire ; A.D. 1167 ; ff. ir-i72r, 3 : 5-48 : 9, 77 : 1-124
— Magdalen Coll. XCIII ; Charterhouse of Jesus of Bethlehem,

Sheen, Middx. ; xv1 ; ff. I33r-i36r, 49 : J-25187
— Merton Coll. II ; xiv in. ; 1-124
— XIV ; xiv ; ff. 273r-3o8v, 1-23 beg. ; ff. 3c>9r-

3I9T, end 110-124
— Queen's Coll. 386 ; xii ; 1-124 (a)188
— St. John's Coll. I ; St. Mary's Abbey, Reading ; xiii /xiv ; ff.

ir-32iv, 1-124
Padua, Bibl. Univ. 1650 ; Augustinian Hermits, Padua ; xiii ; 1-19,

23-25, 20-22, 26-124189
Paris, Bibl. Mazarine 613 (963) ; Priory of Val St. Martin, Louvain ;

xiv ; 44-124
— 635 (287) ; Grands Augustins, Paris ; xiii ; ff. 72 v-

2411-18, 20, 19, 23-124
— Bibl. Nat. lat. 974 ; Abbey of St. Amand-les-Eaux, near Valen¬

ciennes, ix ; fragments, f. IIrv, 36 : 7-11 ; f. I22rv, 34 : 10-35 : 5
— lat. 1918 ; Abbey of St. Amand-les-Eaux ; ix-

x ; f. 1vr, 39 : 1-5 / f. 154", 37 : 6-9190

copied out 32 : 8-36 : 2 on ff. I26r-i38v, but since the excised folio belonged between
ff. 123* and I24r the order for the text is now : 123*, I26r-i38v, I24r-i25» (139rv), I40r.
(F. I39rv by the second hand supplies about two-thirds of the omission of Tr. 36 : 4-6
from the original's f. 125'.) Before introducing Trr. 46-47 the corrector erased the
beginning of 48 from the lower half of f. i8gT and replaced it with the beginning of 46.
Hence he had subsequently to supply the opening of 48 (f. ig8v) before the original
resumed. On p. 98 above we have ventured a possible explanation of the later
scribe's inconsistency in numbering Trr. 17-18 and 20-22 correctly but 33-35 and
46-47 three less than correctly (this also applies to his re-copying of the beginning and
end of the Traclatus on either side of these last two insertions). In addition to the
intercalation of the ten missing Traclatus, and probably subsequently to it, certain
lesser lacunae in the original manuscript were made good by other Wiirzburg hands.
See blschoff and Hofmann, Libri Sancti Kyliani, p. 41.

187. Partly written by John Dygon, reclusus apud Sheen, in A.D. 1438. Cf. on
Dygon (Dygoun) Ker, Medieval Libraries of Great Britain, second edit. (London,
x964), pp. 179 (where he is assigned to a reclusory listed separately from the Char¬
terhouse at Sheen), 290 (presbiter et reclusus de Bethelehem de Skene), 305 ; A.B.
Emden, A Biographical ltegister of the University of Oxford to A.D. 1500, vol. 1
(Oxford, 1957), P- 615.

188. Hie est liber Sancte Marie de M....ei (partly erased, f. I9|v).
189. See 11. 125 above.
190. Though clearly listed separately from the rest of the codex in P. Lauer,

Catalogue ghiiral des manuscrits latins, vol. 2 (Paris, 1940), p. 238, these two folios
are not so distinguished in Samaran and Marichal, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 95.
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lat. 1959 ; N. France ; viii ex. ; 1-18, 20, 19,
23-108, 110-123 : 5 (a), considerable omissions from 55-123191

lat. i960 ; St. Martial's Abbey, Limoges ; ix ;
ff. ir-i9ir, 55-124

lat. 1961 ; ix (ff. ir-232r), x-xi (ff. 232v-333v) ;
1-19, 23-124 (incomplete at end)

lat. 1962 ; xii ; 1-52 (incomplete)
lat. 1963 ; Chartreuse of Le Liget, dioc. Tours ;

xii/xiii ; 1-18, 20, 19, 23-54
lat. 1964 ; xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 52v-55v), 20-124
lat. 1965 ; xii-xiii ; ff. ir-259r, 1-124

— — lat. 1966 ; xiv ; 1-124
lat. 1967 ; xiii in. ; 1-124 : 5
lat. 20:2 ; Abbey of St. Amand-les-Eaux, near

Valenciennes ; ix (ff. irv, I36rv) and xii in. ; f. irv, 24 : 2-6 ;
ff. ir-97v, 55-124 ; f. 136^, 26 : 1-4

lat. 2034 ; N.-E. France (then St. Martial's Abbey,
Limoges) ; viii ex. ; ff. i58v-i59v, 5 : 1, 17 (?) - end

lat. 2117 : xiv ; f. 241v, extracts, 6 : 25-26, 7 : 11-14
lat. 21J4 ; St. Peter's Abbey, Moissac, Tarn-et-

Garonne ; xi-xii ; ff. 72v- ?, extracts, beginning at 1 : 7192
lat. 2877 ; St. Martin's Abbey, Tournai ; xii ;

f. 10v, extracts, 27 : 6, 26 : 11
lat. 3323, ff. 8r-205r; xii ; 1-124
lat. 8912 ; Abbey of Echternach, near Treves ;

xi2; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 63^-66 •"), 20-124
lat. 9604 ; St. Martin's Abbey, Marinoutier, near

Tours ; ix ex. ; f. 66v, 51 : 9-13 ; f. nor, 80-82 ; f. nir, (incom¬
plete at beg.) 83 : 2-86 ; f. h2r, 87-91 : 4 (Paul Deacon's Homi-
liary, pt. II)193

191. See pp. 88-89 above with u. 107.
192. According to the catalogue ff. 72»-mv contain 297 extracts from the Trac-

tatus and the Enarrationes in Psalmos, beginning with Tr. 1 : 7 line 32, Videt se
quisque gesture onus carnis. A similar series of excerpts from the Tractalus in Tortosa
230 has the same Incipit (cf. B. BERTomEU, Los Cddices Medievales de la Catedral de
Tortosa, Barcelona, 1962, p. 382). Whether the collections of extracts end alike it is
impossible to say on the basis of the information provided. The Explicit (f. 509
given for this item in the Tortosa catalogue derives not from the Tractalus but from
Sermo 40 : 1 (PL 38, 244), and no Explicit is given in the Paris catalogue. The two
manuscripts appear to have at least one further item in common, but nothing more
in either of them comes the Tractatus.

193. Analyzed together with Paris, B.N. n.a. 1. 2322 (see n. 197 below) by
L. DELISEE, Notices et Exlraits, vol. XXXI (1884), pt. 1, pp. 194-195, 312-314, but
wrongly identified as the second part of Alcuin's homiliary. It differs from the
analysis of Paul Deacon's collection for the summer and the commune sanctorum
given by GrEGoirE, op. cit., pp. 93-114, in the following particulars (numbers refer
to pt. II in Gregoire) : lacks nos. 1-31 and begins in the course of 32 ; no. 37 is fol¬
lowed by no. 57, which is missing from its own place, and then nos. 39 and 38 ;



lat. 10399 ; Abbey of Echternach, near Treves ;
vin ; abbrevn., f. 42", 42 : 1-43 : 1 ; f. 43", 49 : 2-18

lat. 11635 1 Corbie Abbey (then Abbey of St.
Germain-des-Pres, Paris) ; viii ex. ; 55-124 (a) (perhaps the
Maurists' Corbeiensis)19i

lat. 12194 and 12195 ; Abbey of St. Germain-des-
Pres, Paris ; x (12194, ff. 2i7r-2i8v : xn) ; 12194, 1-18, 20, 19,
23-38 ; 12195, 38 : 8-124 (probably one of the Maurists' Ger-
manenses duo195)

nos. 58, 60, 70, 79 and 80 are missing; no. 82 is the alternative noted by GrIvGOIRE,
p. 105, in Vatican 8563 ; no. 93 is lacking ; nos. 119-134 are missing.

194. Identified as the Maurists' Corbeiensis tentatively by DEAN, op. cit., p. 117
n. 4, and firmly by WiLLEMS, CCL 36, ix. I know of no evidence to indicate the
contents of the Maurists' codex (it is not mentioned in Paris, B.N. lat. 11660-1, their
main volumes of collations for the Tractatus). Dean's alternative suggestion that
this might be their Fossatcnsis is clearly unacceptable. According to B.N. lat. 11660,
ff. i8r-48r, the Fossalensis contained the whole work.

193. These two codices are companion volumes comprising a single copy of the
whole work. MS lat. 12194 originally ended (f. 2i6v) at Tr. 38 : 8 line 17 (ex Aegyplo
populum suum), but a later scribe has supplied the completion of Tr. 38 on ff. 2iyr-
2*8*. MS lat. 12195 begins at Tr. 38 : 8 line 7 (Nisi crediderilis quia ego sum), which
means that it provides an overlap of a few lines between the two codices. The use
of different titles in the course of these manuscripts merits a brief analysis (in which
the numbers of the Tractatus are those of the editions and not those in the manus¬

cripts, where, as indicated above, Trr. 19 and 20 are transposed, and as a result of the
omission of Trr. 21 and 22, 23-124 are numbered ' 21-122 '). It is difficult to discern
any design in the way individual Tractatus are entitled. Tr. 1 begins : ' Incipit
Tractatus Sci Augustini de euangelio secundum Iohannem. Ab eo quod scriplum est :
In principio... ', which looks like an introductory title to the whole work merged
with that for Tr. 1 — hence the use of tractatus in the singular. Thereafter titles are
used as follows : tractatus for Trr. 1-5, 13-14 and 26-27 '• omelia for the end of Tr. 49
(which begins as sermo) and the beginning of 50 ; and sermo on every other occasion
where a designation occurs at all, except for one real peculiarity. Tr. 29 (' 27 ' in the
manuscript) begins : ' Incipit sermo XXVII Sci Augustini de euangelio Sci Iohannis
de eo ubi ait, lam aulem die festo... ', where the re-appearance of the references to
St. Augustine and John's Gospel is odd. But it ends simply Explicit liber Septimus,
followed immediately by Incipit liber octavus. Ab eo quod ait, Nonne Moyses... ',
introducing Tr. 30 (which ends as ' sermo XXVIII '). G. Folliet (to whom I am
obliged for most of my knowledge of these two codices) has suggested that ' liber '
means chapter of the Gospel, but although Tr. 29 deals with part of John 7, so too
does Tr. 30, and the exposition of chapter 8 does not begin until Tr. 33. In any case,
why this unparalleled reference to the chapters of the Gospel ? It is possible, though
not easily conceivable, that behind ' liber ' stands the Latin for ' twenty ', for then
the numbers of these two Tractatus would be correct in the sequence in this manus¬
cript. But i am at a loss to imagine how this corruption could have occurred.
Throughout the two manuscripts, with an inconsistency that seems almost random

but allows for patches of uniformity, the Tractatus appear most often with a title at
the end (e.g., ' Explicit sermo XI ') but not at the beginning (' Incipit undecimus '),
less frequently with a title in both places (e.g., for Trr. 92-102), more rarely with one
only at the beginning (e.g., for Trr. 50-61), and sometimes with a title in neither
position. With like irregularity, an Explicit is totally lacking on some sixteen
occasions (e.g., for Trr. 50-61), and a few times the word ' Incipit' before ' sermo '
etc. is absent.

lat. 12196 ; Abbey of St. Germain-des-Pres ; xn ;
1-54 (perhaps one of the Maurists' Germanenses duo196)

—- — lat. 12197 ; Abbey of St. Germain-des-Pres ; xn
in. ; 1-18, 20, 19, 23-38

lat. 14291 ; Abbey of St. Victor, Paris ; xn ;
1-18, 20, 19, 23-124

lat. 15295 ; The Sorbonne ; xiii ; 1-18, 20, 19,
23-124

lat. 16850; Oratory, Paris; xn; 1-17, S. 125
(ff. 75r-78r), 18, 20, 19, 21-124

lat. 16852 and 16853 '< Abbey of Sts. Cornelius and
Cyprian, Compiegne, N. of Paris ; xiii in. ; 16852, 1-54 ; 16853,
55-124

lat. 17390 ; Notre-Dame Cath., Paris ; xn ; 55-
124

lat. 17391 ,' Priory of St. Martin-des-Champs,
Paris ; xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 66r-7or), 20, 18-19, 21-124 (a)

lat. 17392 ; College of Navarre, Paris ; xii ; 43-
124

— — lat. 17393 ; Convent of Jacobins, rue St. Jacques,
Paris ; xiv ; ff. larger, 1-18, 20, 19, 23-124

nouv. acq. lat. 2247 ; St. Peter's Abbey, Cluny ;
xi /xii ; 7 (lacuna at beg.)-19, 23-64 : 1 (some folios damaged)

nouv. acq. lat. 2322 ; St. Martin's Abbey, Marmou-
tier, near Tours ; ix med ; f. 24r, 121 : 4-5 ; f. 41*, compilation
from 67, 69-71 ; f. 46', 105-107 ; 4 ; f. 114', 51 : 9-13 ; f. 150*,

According to the Maurists' prefatory Admonilio (CCL 36, xiii) among their
manuscripts were vetustissimi Germanenses duo. However, in Paris, B.N. lat. 11660
only one codex from St. Germain-des-Pr6s is collated, which cannot be identified
with the two-volume copy in MSS lat. 12194 and 12195. (See the following note.
In addition, the original catalogue or press numbers of these two manuscripts at
St. Germain-des-Pres were 195 and 196, whereas the one whose collations survive
was 197, according to MS lat. 11660, f. sor.) It remains possible, however, in
default of further information concerning the second Germanensis vetustissimus,
which, if we may judge from a varia lectio noted on Tr. 87 ; 1 (PL 35, 1853 n- *)■ was
probably a complete copy of the work, that it is now Paris, B.N. lat. 12194 and 12195.
I know of no evidence to exclude this identification. If it is erroneous, then there is
no other extant candidate for the second Maurist manuscript from St. Germain-des-
Pr£s.

196. See the last paragraph of the preceding note. The codex Germanensis
collated as codex 6 in Paris, B.N. lat. 11660 apparently contained only Trr. 1-54, for
it does not feature in the collations for the second half. Paris, B.N. lat. 12196 is the
only manuscript extant from St. Germain-des-Pres which could possibly be iden¬
tified as the Maurists' one (which berrouard, Homilies, p. 114, regards as unknown
today). It is, I think, early enough for them to speak of it as vetustissimus, and
examination may well reveal the original St. Germain-des-Pres press mark, 197,
which the Maurists' codex bore. Tae sequence of numbers between these three
manuscripts, MSS lat. 12194 to 12196. is probably parallel to their original sequence.
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80-82 ; f. 155 v, 83 : 2-86 ; f. 158', 87-91 : 4 (Paul Deacon's Hoini-
liary, pt. II)197

— uouv. acq. lat. 2441 ; Beauvais Cath. (then Cister¬
cians of Chaalis (Troussures Chateau), dioc. Beauvais) ; xi ;
1-124

— uouv. acq. lat. 2611 ; xii ; 58 (end)-94 (incomplete),
95 [end)-99 : 9

— nouv. acq. lat. 2639, f. nrv ; xii ; 121 : 3-122 : 2
— Bibl. Sainte Genevieve 235 ; Abbey of St. John Baptist, Be Jard,

S.-E. of Paris ; xix ; ff. 3V-4V, 17 : 1-11

Pistoia, Archiv. Capit. del Duomo C. 158 ; xi ; 1-124

Porto, Bibl. Publ. Munic. 13 (no. 39) ; Porto Cath. ; A.D. 1261 ; 1-17,
S. 125 (ff. 90r-g5r), 20, 18-19, 21-40

Prague, Knih. Metrofi. Kapit. A. 73/6 ; xiv ex. ; ff. ir-i97v, 1-17, S. 125,
20, 22-124

— A. 108/3 1 St. Vitus' Cath., Prague ; xv1 ; ff. 198*-
204v, 1-2

*
— Univ. Knih. VI. C. 17 ; Augustinian Convent of St. Giles, Tfebon

(Wittingau), S. of Prague ; xiv ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 79r-83r), 20-
124

— XII. B. 11 ; Monastery of Goldenkron, dioc.
Prague ; A.D. 1408 ; ff. 2i2T-22jv, selections

Princeton, University, Dept. of Art and Archaeology Friend 1; St. Mar¬
tin's Abbey, Tournai ; xi/xii ; ff. iv-i73v, 39-12419H

197. See n. 193 above. Analyzed by DeuseE, op. cit., pp. 193-194, 298-312. A
complete copy of part two of Paul Deacon's homiliary, differing from Gregoire's
analysis exactly as does Paris, B.N. lat. 9604 except that nos. 79-80 are present in
this manuscript, as are of course nos. 1-31 and 119-134. After no. 94 (b) a rubric for
St. Martin directs the reader to nos. 108-109 below ; similarly after no. 103 a rubric
refers to nos. 54-55 above. At the end occur Ps.-bede, Homilies III : 70-71 (PL 94,
450-455 ; cf. CCL 122, 383), which do not appear in the table of contents.

198. This manuscript may be the one that appears in the Phillipps catalogue as
no. 2037, which was almost certainly one of the major portion of the collection,
146 manuscripts in all, bought by Phillipps from St. Martin's Abbey, Tournai,
in 1822-3, which was fraudulently sold by a man in Brussels charged with their
safekeeping (cf. A.N.L. Munby, Phillipps Studies 3 (Cambridge, 1954), p. 22). Its
absence from Schenkl's catalogue of the Cheltenham library indicates its failure to
reach there. Thus though the Princeton manuscript, for details of which I am
grateful to Professor Kurt Weitzmann, bears none of the identification marks noted
by Munby, Phillipps Studies 4 (1956), p. 165, this would not be surprising in the
circumstances. However, the fact that it does not display the pressmark ' B. 28 '
mentioned in Phillipps' catalogue may tell against the identification. The I,ouvain
editors of the Traclalus used a codex Tornacensis containing the whole work, which
may equally have become Phillipps 2037. If it survives today, it remains uniden¬
tified .
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Reims, Bibl. Munic. 92 ; St. Mary's Abbey Man... ensis (? Germany)
(then Abbey of St. Remi, Reims) ; xii ; 1-124 (a)199

— 93 and 94 ; Abbey of St. Remi, Reims ; xii ; 93,
1-38 ; 94, 39-124 (together form one Remigiensis used by Mau-
rists)

Rome, Bibl. Angelica 177 (B. 7. 6) ; Convent of St. Augustine de Urbe,
Rome ; xiv ; 1-124

— Bibl. Naz. Centr. S. Andrea della Valle 116 ; Church of San Andrea
della Valle, Rome ; xiv ; 1-18, 20, 19, 23-35 : 7

— Bibl. Vallicelliana A. 14; S. Italy (then Rome) ; viii/ix and
(ff. i69r-i78r) xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 93r-98v), 20-124 (a)200

199. The Maurists' Admonilio (PL 35, 1378-1380) mentions only one Remigiensis
among their manuscripts, but in their collations in Paris, B.N. lat. 11660, ff. 49r-
221r, two Remigienses are encountered, codices 4, which may be Reims 92, and 8,
which is listed in two parts and is certainly Reims 93 and 94. If Reims 92 is codex 4,
then according to these collations its text includes several glosses, especially in the
region of Trr. 5 ff. Reims 92 fits the bill in numbering Trr. 55-124 as ' 1-70 '.

200. On the liturgical significance of this manuscript see WlLLEMS, CCL 36, ix-x,
and G. Low, II codice Ms A. 14 della Biblioteca Vallicelliana (del sec. IX) c il suo
contributo alia liturgia romana, in Miscellanea Liturgica in Honorem L. Cuniberti
Mohlberg, vol. 2 (Bibliothcca ' Ephcmerides Lilurgicae ', 23) Rome, 1949. pp- 245-266.
ObERLEITNER, op. cit., vol. 1/2, p. 228, repeats the error of A. Reifferscheid, in
Sitzungsber. der Kaiserl. A/tad. der Wissensch., Phil.-Hist. Classe 53 (Vienna, 1866),
p. 335 n. 10, that the omission is of Trr. 18-20. As a result of the disordering of the
sheets indicated by Reifferscheid, the present order of the text is as follows : Trr. 1-2 :
13, 4 : 7 (f. 141")-5 : 4, 2 : 16 (f. i8r)-4 : 4, 5 : 4 (f. 249- etc. Thus in the process
two folios have been lost, containing respectively Tr. 2 : 13-16 and Tr. 4 : 4-7. The
twelfth-century ff. i69r-i78r supply the loss of Trr. 37 : 10-41 : 8. Rubrics and
headings in later manuscripts similar to those found in Vallicell. A. 14 demonstrate
its connexions with a widely influential line of tradition. The heading to the
Capilula for the first half is as follows (f. ir) : In nomine Dei summi incipiunt capitula
in exposilum euangelii sancti Iohantlis edita a sanclo Agustino in primis de [what
comes next is not legible on microfilm ; probably as Reifferscheid gives, nalalc
Domini noslri lesu Christi, which is the completion in the parallels noted below].
This formula is found in Naples VI. B. 7, in manuscripts from the region of Florence
such as PTorence 16 dext. 4 and Mugell. 5 and London, B.M. Burney 291, and in
essence in Durham, Cath. B. II. 17 (exposihonein...Augustino venerabile episcopo),
which in other respects is far distant from these Italian exemplars. A trace of its
influence may even be discerned in manuscripts like Oxford, St. John's I, where Tr. 1
begins after the bare heading In r.atali Domini. Similarly, the index of lections
from part two of the collection (cf CCL 36, ix 11. 7) is prefaced with the rubric
(f. 3V) : Hoc in libello mserunlur omelns Aureoli Augustim expositum in Iohannis
euangelium et unicuique euangeln lechones per haec capitula repperies adnotatas.
Together with the index itself this formula (with the variant Aurehoh) recurs in
Bamberg 118 but situated after Trr. 1-54 as part of the introduction to the second
half (f. I99r). In Florence 16 dext. 4, Lincoln 9 and Vich 27, on the other hand it
occupies a position comparable to that in Vallicell. A. 14. In Vatican 7615 the
index of lections, which precedes the list of Capitula for part two, bears the title
Item incipiunt capitula eiusdem Augustini super Iohanne partis II a cena Domini
usque in finem et per haec capitula repperies adnotatas (so OberlEiTner, op. cit.,
vol. I /2, p. 289), which represents the fusing of the end of the rubric discussed above
with the heading for the Capitula of part two found in Vallicell. A. 14 (f. 3r) and in
several other manuscripts. These connexions between Vallicell. A. 14 and other
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Rouen, Bibl. Munic. 467 (A. 85) ; Abbey of St. Evroult, S.-W. of Rouen
(then Abbey of St. Ouen, Rouen) ; xn ; 1-124 (the Maurists'
Audoenensis)200a

— 468 (A. gi) ; St. Peter's Abbey, Jutnieges, dioc.
Rouen ; xn ; 1-124 (the Maurists' Gemmeticensis)

St. Gallen, Stiftsbibl. 155 ; St. Gallen Abbey ; x ; 55-124 (a)
— 168 and 169 ; St. Gallen Abbey ; ix1 ; 168, 1-21

(,and introduction to 22) ; 169, 22-54 (for 168 cf. Carlsruhe Aug.
EXXVI)

— 241 ; St. Gallen Abbey ; ix1 ; pp. 65-172, abbrevn.
of 1-18, 20

St. Omer, Bibl. Munic. 23 (two vols.) ; vol. I, xn, 1-40; vol. II, xiii, 41:
10-124 : 8

— 116 ; Abbey of St. Bertin, St. Omer ; xv ; 55-124
(a)

Salisbury, Cath. Lib. 67 ; Salisbury Catli. ; xii in., and xiii (ff. ir-
24v, 227r-22gv) ; 1-124

\

Salzburg, Bibl. der Erzabtei St. Peter a VII 33 ; St. Peter's Abbey,
Salzburg ; ix1 ; 15-19, 23-36 : 9201

Schaffhausen, Stadtbibl. 18 ; All Saints' Abbey, Scliaffliausen ; xi ;
1-18, 20, 19, 21-124

Siena, Bibl. Comunale F I 2, ff. qr-205r ; St. Mary's Cath., Siena ; xii
in. ; 1-124201<*

Stuttgart, Wiirttemberg. Landesbibl. H.B. VII 17 ; Constance Cath.
(then Abbey of Weingarten, dioc. Constance) ; ix in. ; 2 : 2-21 : 12

copies of the Traclatus would probably be found to be far more extensive were fuller
information available.
In the opinion of M.P.J, van den Hout (Augustiniana 5 [1955], p. 297) the

variant readings displayed by this manuscript ' ne sauraient s'expliquer que par des
erreurs des divers stdnographes ', which is for him confirmation that all the Tractatus,
and not merely Trr. 1-54, were truly preached to a congregation. I do not share this
scholar's view of the origins of Trr. 55-124 (he is persuaded by the arguments of
M. Le Landais), and have not yet been able to examine the kind of variations he
adduces, to ascertain whether or not they support the inferences he draws.
200 a. The earlier location of Rouen 467 (A. 85) at St. Evroult is established by

G. Nortier, Les Bibliolheques Medievales des Abbayes Benddictines de Normandie
(new edit. : Bibliotheque d'Histoire et d'Archeologie Chretiennes, Paris, 1971),
pp. 114-115, 122, 190, [200].

201. Cf. K. ForstnER, Die Karolingisehen Handschriften in den Salzburger
Bibliotheken (Ende des 8. Jh. bis Ende des 0. Jh) (Mitleilungen der Gesellschaft fur
Salzburger Eandeskunde, 3 Erganzungsband) Salzburg 1962, p. 35. The omission
has been confirmed in a communication from Dr. Adolf Halinl.

201 a. i learnt of this manuscript (which is not listed in ObERLEITnER, op. cit.)
from the description by Viviana JEmolo in Censimento dei codici dei secoli X-
XII, in Studi Medievali 11 (1970), at pp. 1075-1076.
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— theol. et phil. fol. 132 ; Abbey of Wiblingen,
near Ulm ; A.D. 1444 ; 1-18, 20, 19, 21-124 (a)

Tarragona, Museo Diocesano ; xiii in. ; 39 : 4-106 : 1 (some lacunae)202
Tortosa, Catedral Bibl. 230 ; xiii ; ff. yT- ?, extracts, beginning at 1 : 7203
Tours, Bibl. Munic. 289 ; St. Martin's Abbey, Marmoutier, near Tours ;

ix in. ; 10 : 12-16 : 3, 19 : 16-end, 23-38 : 420i
— 290 ; St. Martin's Abbey, Marmoutier ; xi ; 43-

124 : 7
— 291 ; St. Gatian's Catli., Tours ; xi ; ff. 9r-i55r,

43-124
— 292 ; St. Gatian's Cath., Tours ; xii ; 1-124
— — — 293 ; St. Gatian's Cath., Tours ; xi ; ff. ir-24ir,

1-42

TrEnto, Bibl. Comun. 1568 (on permanent loan to Soprintendenza alle
Belle Arti, Castello del Buonconsiglio, Trento) ; xiv ; 1-124

Treves, Stadtbibl. 125/71 ; Italy ; x/xi ; 1-124
— 126/1236 ; Priory of Eberhardsklausen, near Tre¬

ves ; A.D. 1483 ; 1-124
TroyES, Bibl. Munic. 116 ; xiii ; 1-121 beg.
— —• — 199 ; Abbey of Clairvaux ; xii ; 1-124
— 200 ; St. Peter's Abbey, Montier-la-Celle, Troyes ;

xii ; 1-19, 23-124
— 536 ; St. Peter's Abbey, Montier-la-Celle ; x ;

1-19, 23-38, 41
— 853 ; N. Italy (then region of Ravenna, and St.

Paul's Abbey, Besangon) ; viii ex. ; f. 27v, 121 : 5, 122 : 1 ; f. 8or,
cento (mutil. at beg.) includ. 92 : 1-2, 93 : 2-4, 96 : 1, 4 (Alan of
Farfa's Homiliary, pt. II)205

202. For my knowledge of this manuscript I am indebted to Fr. J. Janini of
Valencia.

203. See n. 192 above.
204. Between ff. 28 and 29 (Trr. 16 : 3 and 19 : 16) probably 16 folios have been

lost.

205. Analyzed briefly by LeclERCQ, op. cit. (n. 145 above), pp. 197-198, and
GrijGoirE, op. cit., pp. 18-21. CiiavassE, op. cit. (n. 145), argues for its importance
as an early witness to the homiliary of St. Peter's, Rome, independent of both
Alan's and Egino's versions. It merits a full-scale study in its own right. As to its
provenance, WiemarT, in JTS 28 (1927), p. 122 n. 2, followed by Leclercq, p. 197,identified it as the Cathedral Chapter of Laon. Lowe, CLA VI, no. 840, noted itsconnexion with Ravenna, and a tenth-century ex-libris of a St. Mary's Abbey, presuma¬
bly in the same region (Gregoire, p. 18, suggested Pomposa), while Rtaix, in R&A 11
(1965), p. 9 n. 2, reported the opinion that it comes from St. Paul's Besangon without
adducing any evidence. The evidence for Etaix's report is given in an article
contributed by him jointly with B. de Vregilee to Scriptorium 24 (1970), pp. 27-39,Les Manuscrits de Besanfon, Pierre-Francois Chifflel et la Bibliotheque Bouhier.Some notes of Pere Chifflet (1592-1682) preserved in Berlin, Deutsche Slaatsbibl.
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turin, Bibl. Naz. Univ. G. iii. 28 ; Bibl. Ducale, Turin ; xv ; ff. ir-
3r, 49 : 26-50 ; ff. 3r-4v, 52 ; ff. 4v-i5r, 55-66 ; ff. i5v-39v, 103-121 :
320 6

ulm, Stadtbibl. 6681-89 ; Swabia (then Neitliart Family Lib., ulm) ;
xiv in. ; pp. 1-248, 1-18, 20, 19, 21-124207

uppsala, Universitetsbibl. C. 636, ff. 84r-85r; France (then Franciscan
Convent, Stockholm) ; xiv ; 92 : 1

utrecht, Bibl. der Rijksuniv. 3. J.i (53); Augustinian Canons, Utrecht;
xv ; 1-124

valencia, Bibl. Univ. 31 ; Monastery of San Miguel de los Reyes,
Valencia ; xv ; ff. 3iv-2i4v, 8-124

— 39 ; Monastery of San Miguel de los Reyes, Valen¬
cia ; xv ; 1-124

valenciennes, Bibl. Munic. 80 ; Abbey of St. Amand-les-Kaux, near
Valenciennes ; xii ; 1-124 (almost certainly the Louvain edi¬
tors' codex S. Amandi ; see n. 227 below)

— 166 ; Abbey of St. Amand-les-Eaux ; ix ; f. 2rv,
10 : 2

— 498 ; Abbey of St. Amand-les-Eaux ; xi ; inside
back cover, fragments of 6-8

vatican city, Bibl. Apost. lat. 481 ; xv ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 68r-7iv),
18-124 : 5 (a)208

— lat. 482 ; xii ex. ; 1-124 (a)
— lat. 483 ; Monastery of the Holy Cross in Jeru¬

salem, Rome ; xi ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 82v-87r), 18-124 (a)

Phillipps 1866 (Rose—rec. 17), f. 46l list the volumes he inspected at the ancient
Abbey of Canons Regular of St. Paul at Besan^n early in the seventeenth century
and among them ' Aliud Homiliarium ex Sanctis Leone et Augustino ', which the
writers identify (p. 29) as Troyes, Bibl. Munic. 853, a location it reached via the
Bouhier family library at Dijon.
This manuscript is preceded in Chifflet's list by ' Homiliarium vetus absque

principio el fine ', which Ktaix and de Vregille identify as Montpellier, Bibl. de la
Faculte de Midecine 240. Of this homiliary from the first half of the ninth century
no printed analysis exists, but since it is composed chiefly of Alan of Farfa's collec¬
tion (loo. cit., and Etaix, RpA i i (1965), p. 9, where he publishes from it new sections
of two sermons by Caesarius), it presumably contains the selections from the Tracta-
lus normally found in copies of Alan's homiliary, viz. Trr. 51 : 1-8 ; a compilation
from 55-56, 58-59, 61-63 i another from 120 : 1-5 ; 121 : 5, 122 : 1 ; and a cento
including 92 : 1-2, 93 : 2-4, 96 : 1, 4 (= pt. I, nos. 86, 88, 93 ; pt. II, nos. 15, 82, in
the analysis in Gregoire, Les Homeliaires du Moyen Age.)

206. For a careful analysis of this manuscript's contents (it is not listed by
Oberleituer) I am grateful to Professor Stelio Bassi, the Director of the Biblioteca.
The Traclatus are numbered three less than in the editions.

207. Dr. Sieber of the Stadtbibliothek has informed me that the Tractalus are
numbered up to 119, which in default of other evidence I assume to reflect misnum-
bering rather than precise contents.

208. Belonged to Cardinal Filippo Calandrini, bishop of Bologna A.D. 1447-76.
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lat. 637 ; Church of St. Vincent at the Vatican ;
ix ; ff. i26r-i6ov, extracts from 1-18, 20, 19, 21-123 : 5 (incomplete
at end)209

lat. 3835 and 3836 ; Basilica of Sts. Philip and
James, Rome ; viii in. ; 3835, ff. 29v-32r, 51 : 1-8 ; ff. 229""-
239v, 67, 69-71 ; 3836, ff. 98r-ioiv, cento includ. 92 : 1-2, 93 : 2-4,
96 : 1, 4 ; ff. io4v-io7r, 7 : 7-10, 13-14, 15-16 ; ff. I07r-i09v,
7 : 17-18, 19-22 (Agimond's Homiliary, pts. II and III)210

lat. 4222 ; S. Italy (Beneventan) ; xi1 ; f. 22rv,
4 :1-6 ; ff. 43r-46r, 1 ; ff. 59r-6ov, 124 : 1-8 ; ff. 94r-io2r, 5-6 ;
ff. io8r-H2r, 8 : 2-9 (abbrevn. ?) ; ff. H9r-i20v, 16 ; ff. i69v-
171 \ 17 : 1-10 (Homiliary)211

lat. 7615 ; xi ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 66r-70r), 18-122 : 9
[a)

lat. 13501 ; S. Italy (Beneventan) ; xi2 ; f. 41™,
fragments of 34 : 4-9

lat. 14004 ; S.-E. Italy (then Archiepiscopal Semi¬
nary, Capua; Beneventau, Bari-type); xi ; 2 : 15-101 : 1, 115 : 5-
124

Arch. S. Pietro C 96 ; St. Peter's Basilica, Rome ;
xi-xn ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 6ir-64r), 20, 18-19, 21-124 (a)212

Arch. S. Pietro C 105 ; St. Peter's Basilica, Rome ;
ix/x ; ff. 277r-279r, 51 : 1-8 ; ff. 28iv-282r, compilation from 55-
56, 58-59, 61-63 (mutil. at end) (Homiliary, pt. I)213

209. See pp. 76-89, above.
210. The analysis of G. I<o\v, Ein Stadtromisches Lektionar des VIII. Jahrhun-

derts, in Romische Quarlalschri/t 37 (1929), pp. 15-39, is superseded by Gregoire's,
L'homeliaire romain d'Agimond, :n Eph. Lit. 82 (1968), pp. 257-305. Scholars are
agreed that Agimond's collection is closely related to earlier Roman homiliaries,
which possessed a primitive African base. Cf. ChavaSSE, op. cit. (n. 145 above) ;
Le calendrier dominical romain au sixihne siecle, 111 : Un homeliaire romain du
sixieme et du septieme siecle', in RSR 41 (1953), pp. 111-122 ; Le sermonaire d'A gimond:
Ses sources immidiates, in Kyriakon : Festschrift Johannes Quasten, edd. P. Granfield
and J.A. Jungmann, vol. 2, Minister, Westf., 1970, pp. 800-810.

211. BarrE, Un homHiaire benevenlain... (op. cit., 11. 131 above), pp. 89-119,
especially pp. 94-97. Although more a collection of ' homilies ' than ' sermons '
(see pp. 108-109 above), it represents a good textual tradition and is very largely
independent and original both in content and in arrangement.

212. For its unusual numbering see p. 91 above. This manuscript is briefly
described by Franca de Marco in Censimento dei codici dei secoli X-XII, in Studi
Medievali 11 (1970), at pp. 111-112. It is assigned to the eleventh century and to
central Italy as its area of origin. An index to the Gospel and accompanying
Tractaius appears on ff. ir-2*.

213. Analyzed by low, II piii antico Sermonario di San Pietro in Vaticano, in
Rivista di Archeologia Cristiana 19 (1942), pp. 143-183, who demonstrates its close
affinities, even its ' absolute identity ', with Egino's collection, Berlin Phillipps 1676,
i.e., with the Roman homiliary of the early eighth century known usually as that of
Alan of Farfa (see n. 145 above). It is probably independently based on the ancient
and authentic homiliary of St. Peter's ; cf. the articles of A. Chavasse listed in nn. 145
and 210 above. It ends imperfectly with Maundy Thursday.
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— Borg. lat. 371 (M. VII. 9); xr; ff. ir-2v, fragmentsof 50 : 2-5
— Chig. A. VIII. 241; xv; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 85r-90r),18-124 (a)
— Palat. lat. 176 ; x-xi ; ff. 87v-i6ir, extracts (perh.similar to Vat. lat. 637, ff. i26r-i6ov — see above)
— Palat. lat. 206 ; Abbey of Sts. Mary and Nazarius,Lorsch, dioc. Mainz ; x ; 1-33
—

— — Palat. lat. 207 ; Abbey of Sts. Mary and Nazarius,Lorsch ; viii ex. ; 24-54213a
— Regin. lat. 195 ; France (? N. Italy) (then Como,N. Italy) ; ix ex. ; ff. 3ir-39v, compilation from 55-56, 58-59,61-63 (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary, pt. I, 88)
— Regin. lat. 307 ; N. France ; ix1 ; extracts, f. i84r,36:1 ; f. 185', 1 : 13 ; f. i86r, 1 : 16-18
— Ross. 303 (VIII. 239); xi; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 55v-58 v), 18-124 [a)
— Urb. lat. 68 (114) ; xv ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 77r-8ir),18-122 : 3

Vendome, Bibl. Mimic. 38 ; Abbey of Holy Trinity, Vendome ; xi ;1-43 : 9 (?) (one of the Maurists' Vindocinenses duo)214
—

41 ; Abbey of Holy Trinity, Vendome ; xi ; 43 :
9 (1)-124 (a) (probably the second of the Maurists' Vindocinenses
duo)il5

— 136 ; ? Abbey of Holy Trinity, Vendome ; xii ;42 : 14-124 (a)

213 A. This manuscript is includedin Lowe, CLA Supplement, no. 1769, p. 115, aswritten at Lorsch Abbey late in the eighth century. This revised dating and ascrip¬tion to Lorsch (it later belonged to Heidelberg University before removal tothe Vatican) necessitate valuable adjustments at several points in our study. Inparticular, we are able to locate precisely another witness to the omission ofTrr. 20-22 in a region of central Europe where it is already well attested. Moreover,it now becomes a possibility that this codex is the second of the three containingparts of the Tractatus listed in the Lorsch catalogue discussed above on p. 78 : In alio[codice\ LII [Tractatus ]. But even if the cataloguer failed to notice that themanuscript begins with Tr. ' 21 ', and not with the first Tractatus, it ends withTr. ' 51 ', not ' 52 ', so that the identification remains doubtful. Lowe gives thecontents as Trr. 21-51 ; they are of course Trr. 24-54. I have not seen Bischoff'sstudy, Lorsch im Spiegel seiner Handschri/ten, inDie Reichsabtei Lorsch. Festschrift zumGedenken an ihre Stiftung 764 (Hessische Historische Kommission ; Darmstadt, 1964).
214. The Maurist editors of the Tractatus claimed to have used codices Vindoci¬nenses duo (PL 35, 1379-1390). In Paris, B.N. lat. 11660, one of their collections ofpreparatory material, codex 5 is Vindocinensis 25M (a small ' 2 ' appears unobtru¬sively above the word). It does not feature among the collations after Tr. 43 : 9.Thus although Vendome 41 is probably a companion volume to Vendome 38 andtherefore the Maurists' second Vindocinensis, the two manuscripts have been collatedseparately. This 110 doubt explains why they are listed as two codices while thetwo-volume Reims 93 and 94 appears as one Remigiensis (see above, u. 199).
215. See previous note.
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Venice, Bibl. Naz. Marciana lat. Z. 59 (1797) ; St. Mark's Church,
Venice ; xv ; ff. ir-2i6v, 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 6or-64r), 18-124

— lat. Z. 60 (1690) ; St. Mark's Church, Venice ;
xii ; ff. 5r-i85v, 1 : 4-40 : 4

— lat. II. 18 ; xiii ; ff. Ii5r-ii7v, extracts from 1-4
— lat. II. 102 (2148) ; St. Margaret's Church, Padua ;

xiv in. ; 1-18, 20, 19, 21-124 (a)
Vercelli, Archiv. Capit. XLVI (58) ; N. Italy ; ix ex. ; 1-124
Verona, Bibl. Capit. XXXVI (34) ; St. Zeno's Cath., Verona ; ix ;

1-17, S. 125 (ff. Ii7v-i25r), 18, 20-21, 19, 22-53 : 13
— LII (50); Burgundy; viii/ix; ff. jiv-jdT, 7 :

7-10, 13-14, 15-16 ; ff. 76r-79r, 7 : 17-18, 19-22 (Homiliary)216
— Bibl. Comun. 3034 ; St. Zeno's Cath. (then Abbey of St. Zeno

the Greater) Verona ; ix2 ; fragmentary remains of 55 : 1-57,
61-64, 66-77 : 1 (a)217

Vich, Bibl. Capit. 27 (II) ; Vich Cath. ; xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 6iv-65r),
20-23, 18-19, 24-124218

Vienna, Osterr. Nationalbibl. 655 ; St. Mary's Abbey, Garsten, near
Linz ; xii ex. ; ff. ir-n8v, 55-(?) 124 (a)219

216. Etaix, Un homiliaire ancien dans le ms. LII de la Bibliotheque capitulaire de
Virone, in RB 73 (1963), pp. 289-306 ; GrEgoirE, op. cit., p. 8. This Burgundian
collection seems to be based 011 a lost Roman homiliary. The extracts from the
Tractatus are found also in Agimond's homiliary, pt. Ill, Vatican 3836, ff. io4t-io9v.
While there is general agreement that this manuscript was written in a monastery,
perhaps one of little prominence, in Burgundy and reached Verona soon afterwards,
and certainly by the early ninth century (see also Lowe, CLA IV, 110. 505 ;
R. Hanslik, Benedicti Regula [CSEL 75 ; Vienna, i960], p. xi/vij), there are textual
and palaeographical reasons for linking parts of it with the Abbey of Sts. Peter and
Praejectus at Flavigny (diocese of Dijon, Cote d'Or). Its origin therefore remains
unclear. A Burgundian foundation connected with Flavigny would presumably
meet the situation. See Etaix, art. cit., p. 299 ; Bischoff, Panorama..., p. 242
n. 66 ; B. Fischer, Bibeltext ur.d Bibelre/orm unter Karl dem Grossen, in Karl der
Gross! : Lebenswerk, vol. 2, p. 169. The inclusion of the codex in G. Turrini's
Millennium Scriptorii Veronensis dal IV« al XV° Secolo : Esempi di Scrittura Vero¬
nese... (Verona, 1967), pi. 13, is unaccompanied by any indication that the author is
not claiming it for the Verona scriptorium (a possibility which Etaix, loc. cit.,
emphatically rejects). Turrini places the manuscript unambiguously in the eighth
century, and also dates codex XXXVI (see my list above) more precisely to the end
of the ninth century.

217. On this reconstructed codex see the works of G. Moschetti and M. Carrara
listed in Clavis Patrum Lalinorum (second edit.), no. 278. More precise indication
of contents is given by Carrara, II piii antico Codice della Biblioleca Comunale di
Verona, pp. 10-n. Trr. 56, 72 and 75 are complete, 55, 62, 70 and 73 virtually so.
The manuscript seems to have been a companion volume to Verona, Capit. XXXVI.

218. On this manuscript, for details of which and for other assistance I am indeb¬
ted to Dr. M.S. Gros, see 11. 125 above. The Tractatus are sub-divided into liturgical
homilies ; cf. n. 147 above.

219. Denis's catalogue describes the contents as sermons I-LXIV of the second
part. Misnumbering may disguise the presence of the whole of Trr. 55-124.
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— 697 ; ix ; fragments inside covers, end 1-beg. 2
725 ; ? N. Italy (then Baumgartenberg Abbey,near Cinz) ; ix1 ; front flyleaf, 116 : 7-117 : 2220

■—

1014 ; Abbey of Sts. Peter and Michael, Mondsee,near Salzburg ; ix in. ; extracts, ff. i6r-igr, includ. 92 : 1-2; ff.
i9r-2iv, includ. 74 : 1-2; ff i46r-i48r, includ. 123 : 5;ff. 189v-i90v -f- ii8rv, includ. 51 : 9-13 (Homiliary, pt. II)221

— 1616 ; N. Italy (or W. Switzerland) (then SalzburgCath.) ; viii ex. ; ff. 28r-3iv, 124 : 1-4 ; ff. 79r-88v, 50 (Homi¬liary)222
— 4287 I xv; ff. i04r-n6r, extracts
— Schottenklosterbibl. 58 (50 g. 1) ; xv ; f. 222v, 15 : 23-26 ; ff. 231v-232r, 33 : 5-end ; f. 232v, 38 : 5-10 ; f. 390", 26 : 1-1 ; ff. 39ir-392V, 26 : 12-16 ; ff. 392V"395r. 27 : 1-1

Volterra, Bibl. Comun. Guarnacci 6778 (CXI. 8, 5 ; 22), ff. 1-210 ;Church of St. Cecilia the Ivess, Volterra ; xiv ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff.64v-68r), 18-124
Vorau, Bibl. des Chorherrenstiftes 104 (XIV) ; Austria (? Augusti-nian Canons, Vorau) ; xn ex. ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 65r-68v), 18-124 : 3223
WerthEim, Fiirstl. Lowenstein-Wertheim-Rosenbergsches Archiv Pragni. 2 ;(? St. Kylian's Cath., Wiirzburg, then) Bronnbach Abbey, dioc.Wiirzburg ; ix1 ; 6 : 1-3, 9-12
Winchester, Cath. Lib. II ; Cath. Priory of St. Swithin, Winchester ;xi/xii ; ff. ir-26ir, 1-124
Wolfenbuttee, Hcrzog-August-Bibl. 4094 (10) ; Abbey of Sts. Peterand Paul, Weissenburg ; ix in. ; 1-23
— 4096 (12) ; Abbey of Sts. Peter and Paul, Weis¬senburg ; ix ; ff. I77r-i79r, extracts from 15 : 1-14 (AugustinianHomiliary)224

220. Dean, op. cit. In her edition of the text of this fragment Miss Dean hasinserted the heading Tractatus CXVII in one of the lacunae. It is far more likelythat Sermo [Homilia] LXIII was in the original.
221. Copied between 811 and 819, cf. BarrE, L'homiliaire carolingien dc Mondsee,in RB 71 (1961), pp. 71-107. See above p. 108.
222. Cf. LamboT, Sermon inSdit de saint Augustin pour une fete de martyrs dans unhomiliaire de type ancien, in RB 68 (1958), pp. 187-199 ; GrRgoirE, op. cit., pp. 132-141. Lambot puts the composition of the homiliary presented in this manus¬cript circa 650-750, and regards it as based on an African collection of the early sixthcentury, which itself goes back to a more primitive compilation. According toLambot, Bischoff suggests the manuscript was written in a scriptorium betweenN. Italy and Burgundy, perhaps the Abbey of Sts. Peter and Andrew, Novalesa,W. of Turin, or St. Maurice, Agaune, S. of Bake Geneva.
223. P. Fank, Catalogus Voraviensis, seu Codices Manuscripli Biblithecae Canoniaein Vorau (Graz, 1936), p. 51. As a result of the disordering of the sheets the text isto be read in the following order : ff. Ir-I741', i83r-i90T, I75r-i82v, I9ir-233v.
224. Morin, Les « Tractatus S. Augustini » du ins. 1096 de Wolfenbuttel, in RB 31(1914-19), p. 150. This remarkable collection of Augustinian sermons goes back to
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— 4102 (18) ; Abbey of Sts. Peter and Paul, Weis¬
senburg ; ix in. ; 24-54225

WiiRZBURG, Universitdtsbibl. M.p.th.f. 74 ; S. Bavaria (? Freising) (then
St. Kylian's Cath., Wiirzburg) ; ix med. ; ff. ir-94r, 1-13228

— M.p.th.f. 124 ; xii ; 55-124 (a)
Zurich, Zentralbibl. Z. XIV. 17 (614) ; xii ; f. irv, 87 : 1-88 : 3 ; ff. 2r-

3 V, 122 : 8-123 : 5 ; f. 4™, 124 : 4-5
ZwETTb, Stiftsbibl. 19 ; Zwettl Abbey ; xii ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 64v-68r),

20-124

the manuscripts used by the louvain editors

For their edition of the Tractatus, which was published in 1576 at
Antwerp in volume 9 of their Opera Omnia, the Couvain editors used
seven manuscripts (vol. 9, p. 457), of which three can be identified
today :

1. Parcensis, Trr. 1-43 = Condon, B.M. Addit. 17289
2. Floreffiensis, Trr. 1-43
3. Gemblacensis, Trr. 1-124 = Brussels 5565
4. Tornacensis, Trr. 1-124
5. Cambronensis, Trr. 1-124
6. S. Amandi, Trr. 1-124 = almost certainly Valenciennes 80227
7. Carthusiensis, Trr. 1-124

I know of no candidates for identification as the remaining four,
unless Condon, B.M. Addit 10937, of the twelfth century, be the codex

the activity of Caesarius of Aries, according to Morin. On its use of the term
tractatus see above 11. 39.

225. See n. 76 above.
226. In Die Sudostdeutschen Schreibschulen, pp. 115-116, Bischoff asserted that the

scribe of this manuscript, one Tisc, must have originated in the Freising school even
if his script subsequently underwent variation elsewhere. This connexion with
Freising, which Bischoff qualifies somewhat in Libri Sancti Kyliani, pp. 42-43, is
probably confirmed by Munich 3287 (ix1 ; Freising) which alone of other early
manuscripts also contains Trr. 1-13 and no more.

227. According to the editors' Castigationes el Variae Lectiones (vol. 9, p. 457)
their codex S. Amandi contained the whole work, and Valenciennes 80 is the only
known copy from St. Amand-les-Eaux which fulfils this requirement. Two items
of information received through E. Bleuzen confirm this identification. A piece of
parchment sewn into the last sheet of the codex bears the date 1570, a probable
indication of the year the manuscript was collated for the Louvain edition which
appeared in 1576. Secondly, the last words of Tr. 14 in Valenciennes 80 are Deus
bibit mortem ne mors biberet homir.em (Maurists, PL and CCL : uicit...uinceret), which
was the reading in the Lou vain edition. However, since all the manuscripts used
for this edition, as well as all earlier editions, presented this reading, this last point is
of limited significance. For one distinctive feature of Valenciennes 80 see p. 82
above.
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Carthusiensis. It was brought from Ra Grande Chartreuse to Erfurt inthe fifteenth century (see 11. 158 above).

the manuscripts used by the maurist editors

The Maurists' edition of the Tractatus appeared in the second partof their third volume (Paris, 1680). Their Admonitio228 lists fourteenmanuscripts, but it omits at least one and is probably inconsistent inthe way it counts pairs of codices together forming a single copy of thework. Nor do they specify the contents of their manuscripts, thoughin several cases these can be determined from the collations in Paris,B.N. lat. 11660 and 11661.

1. Fossatensis, Trr. 1-124 ; circa A.D. 840
2. Germanensis (velustissimus), Trr. 1-54 = probably Paris, B.N.lat. 12196 (see n. 196 above)
3. Germanensis (velustissimus), Trr. 1-124 (?) = perhaps Paris,B.N. lat. 12194, 12195 (see n. 195 above)
4. Corbeiensis — perhaps Paris, B.N. lat. 11635, containing Trr. 55-124 (' 1-70 ') (see n. 194 above)
5. Remigiensis, Trr. 1-124 in two parts = Reims 93, 946. Remigiensis, Trr. 1-124 (55-124 as ' 1-70 ') = probably Reims92 (see n. 199 above). Not mentioned in the Admonitio.
7. Gemmeticensis, Trr. 1-124 = Rouen A. 91
8. Floriacensis, Trr. 1-124 = Orleans 161 (see above p. 88 andn. 181)
9. Audoenensis, Trr. 1-124 = Rouen A. 85

10. Beckeronensis, Trr. 1-27229
11. Pratellensis, Trr. 1-124
12., 13. Vindocinenses duo, Trr. 1-124 = most probably Vendome38 and 41 (see n. 214 above)
14. Carcassonensis, Trr. 1-17, S. 125, 20-124 (55-124 as' 1-70 ')15. Abbatia de Cultura — Re Mans 260, containing Trr. 54-124

The Maurist editors also took note of the variant readings listed bytheir Louvain predecessors from their seven manuscripts, which explainshow on occasion they could refer to more manuscripts than their own

228. PL 35, 1379-1380 ; CCL 36, xiii.
229. This manuscript from the Cistercian house of La Merci-Dieu on the RiverGartempe in Haute-Vienne disappears from the collations in Paris, B.N. lat. 11660,ff. Ir-i7v, after Tr.\ 27. Itis referred to in the edition only on Trr. 1 and 2 (PL 35,1384 n. 1, 1389 n. 1, 1390 n. 1).
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maximum, once even to seventeen manuscripts230. Of the unidentified
codices, the Fossatensis and most probably the Becheronensis must now
be regarded as lost. It is possible that the Pratellensis and the Car¬
cassonensis still survive, but in the latter case the mass of exemplars
including 5. 125 throws up not a single serious candidate for identifi¬
cation.

manuscripts lost or missing

For the sake of completeness I include the following information about
a few manuscripts known of in modern times :

Chartres 154 (106) : destroyed in the war.
Miinster, Universildtsbibl. (Regia Bibl. Paulina) 41 (215) : destroyed
in the war.

Poznan, Archiwum i Bibl. Archidiecezji 14 : destroyed in the war.
Treves 124 : lost between 1831 and 1891.
Treves 127 : lost.
Phillipps 2037 : location perhaps unknown — see n. 198 above.
Phillipps 4477 : last observed when offered for sale by Jacques Rosen¬
thal of Munich early in 1899 (see Wright, op. cit., p. 326 n. 1). En¬
quiries in Munich have failed to discover the buyer.

David F. Wright

POSTSCRIPT : J.P. Weiss and R. Etaix have shown that the Commentary
on John ascribed to Salonius by C. Curti (see p. 70 above) is a Carolingian
production, a dating which its otherwise remarkably early use of the Praefatio
Incerti Auctoris (or in fact of Alcuin ?) must confirm. See Weiss's review in
Revue des Etudes Latines 46 (1968), pp. 481-482, and his studies in Studia
Patristica 19 (TU 107 ; Berlin, 1970), pp. 161-167, and SE 19 (1969-70), pp. 77-
114, and Etaix's review in RHE 65, (1970), pp. 133-135. According to
P. Verbraken in RB 80 (1970), pp. 341-2, Etaix earlier accepted Curti's ascription.

230. On Tr. 1 : 9 (PL 35, 1384 n. 1). Cf. also the reference to thirteen manuscripts
011 Tr. 54 : 3 (PL 35, 1786 n. 2), a total which equally cannot be reached solely from
the Maurists' own codices. The Louvain editors' Parcensis is explicitly mentioned
on Tr. 5 : 14 (PL 35, 1421 11. 1). Fifteen are referred to 011 Tr. 12 : 12 (PL 35, 1490
n. 1), which must include at least one manuscript in addition to their own (so van
den HouT, in Auguslinia/ia 5 [1955], p. 302 n. 7, correctly but working only from
the Maurists' Admonitio), and perhaps two if their Corbeiensis contained only
Trr. 55-124 (see above).
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Pelagius the Twice-Born

D. F. Wright

THE PURPOSE of this article, which makes no claim to originality,1
is to present to a wider public of churchmen what might be called
'the new look on Pelagius'. Recent studies of this notorious heretic
have led to the inescapable conclusion that he has not received a fair
deal from the historians of dogma. Every student of theology is
familiar with the Pelagianism so forcefully refuted by Augustine of
Hippo, and most have learnt to regard it more as a kind of humanism
than as a wrong-headed version of Christianity. It is frequently
depicted as a rationalistic moralism after the manner of Stoicism.
'Nature, free-will, virtue and law', wrote Harnack, 'these—strictly de-
fined and made independent of the notion of God—were the catch ;
words of Pelagianism: self-acquired virtue is the supreme good which is
followed by reward. Religion and morality lie in the sphere of the free);
spirit; they are won at any moment by man's own effort.'1 And even if*:
we do not subscribe to Harnack's characterisation of the movement as
godless rationalism, yet it remains true, in the words of Robert F.
Evans, that 'Pelagius and the heresy called by his name continue to
provide occasion for careless slogans and confident postures. In ■

centres of theological learning, the cry "Pelagianism" is inevitably^
hurled whenever the schemes of men appear to threaten the necess:
and sufficiency of the divine grace.'3 Even Growing Into Union has'
not penetrated beyond the level of caricature; Pelagianism is 'thev
doctrine of self-salvation through self-sufficient self-reliance'.4
From the fifth century onwards the name of Pelagius has suffered

from being uncritically lumped together with his chief followers, :
Celestius and Julian, who undoubtedly adopted more brazenly anti-,.
catholic stances as the controversy progressed. In this essay we shalk
concern ourselves solely with Pelagius, partly because he will always:
retain the central interest as the trail-blazer of the alleged heresy, and
partly because it is above all the image of his theology and religion that
twentieth-century scholars have so conspicuously clarified.

7 Pelagius the Twice Born

Pride of place in a brief survey of Pelagian research must go to
Alexander Souter for his unravelling of the complicated manuscript
tradition of Pelagius's Commentary on the Thirteen Epistles ofSt. Paul,
which for the first time gave students a text which could be regarded as
reliably authentic.6 (Souter's analysis of the manuscript evidence has
recently been challenged in one major respect,9 but his achievement
remains fundamental.) It is of major significance that Pelagius should
have chosen Paul's Epistles as the subject of his Commentary. Its
central importance in the elucidation of his theology is further enhanced
by the fact of its composition some years before the outbreak of the
controversy with Augustine, and so before he incurred on that front
the suspicion of unorthodoxy in his views on man, sin and grace. A
pupil of Souter, A. J. Smith, in a series ofpainstaking articles stimulated
by Souter's own researches pinpointed Pelagius's indebtedness in the
Commentary on Romans to earlier writers, especially Origen (through
the mediation of Rufinus), Ambrose, 'Ambrosiaster' and Augustine
himself in his earlier anti-Manichaean and 'pre-Augustinian' works.'
The Swiss scholar Georges de Plinval contributed an excellent full

account ofPelagius's life and activities as a writer, teacher and reformer,
and also a study of his language and style.8 Plinval's work gave a
great impetus to Pelagian research, partly by his earlier ascription to
Pelagius himself of nineteen writings of uncertain but broadly Pelagian
(in the generic sense) authorship.9 Plinval's attributions have been
variously received. They were swallowed wholesale by John Ferguson
in his rather inadequate little book on Pelagius,10 and ignored in an
equally slight but epoch-making volume on Pelagius's theology and its
sources by the Swedish scholar Torgny Bohlin.11 All subsequent
"expositions of the thought of Pelagius have been to a greater or lesser
extent based on Bohlin, who 'provided a new point of departure for

^ Pelagian studies'.12
Most of the latest advances in this field have been made by English-

l speaking scholars, which is most appropriate since Pelagius is the first
(author of British origin known to history. Not all these studies have

ity- f been of permanent value. The endeavours of J. N. L. Myres and
"John Morris to interpret the early Pelagian movement in terms of the
hsbcial and political context provided by the end of Roman rule in
^ Britain13 have not stood the test of critical examination, but more
substantial and no less stimulating contributions have issued from the

§ pens of Robert F. Evans of the University of Pennsylvania and Peter
^ Biosyn of All Souls.14 The net result of these scholarly developments
| has been to pose with renewed urgency the kind of question long asked
p in the case of other heresiarchs, namely, 'How Pelagian was Pelagius?'

The time will not ripe for a definitive answer to this question until
|(a consensus emerges concerning the authorship of the many contested
| treatises claimed for Pelagius by Plinval,16 and until a further improved

• text of the Pauline Commentary is published. But it is already fully
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possible to set forth the main outlines ofPelagius's thought as he himself
presented it rather than as Jerome or Augustine reported it. Whether
such an exposition justifies describing him as an exponent of 'twice-
born' religion,16 the reader may be left to judge for himself. What is
beyond doubt is that Pelagius painted his own portrait rather more
attractively than Augustine did. He deserves to be heard in his own
cause for a change.
It must first be emphasised that Pelagius saw himself as standing

four-square within the tradition of the orthodox catholic Church.17
His writings drew upon theologians of both East and West, he was a
stalwart opponent of Arianism, and he probably wrote also against
Apollinarianism. Above all, Pelagius constructed his theology in
conscience opposition to Manichaeism, the late-gnostic dualistic
determinism of Persian provenance to which Augustine adhered for an
embarrassingly long time before his conversion (and to which Julian
the Pelagian reckoned he never ceased to adhere). Pelagius had no
time for an ideology which attributed to evil substantial being, declared
sin inevitable and located it in the very nature of our humanity as one
of its two constituent principles. This anti-Manichaean orientation
ofPelagius's thinking has many ramifications (for instance, in his refusal
to set body or flesh over against spirit or soul), as well as explaining
the undeniable affinities between Pelagius and Augustine's anti-
Manichaean phase. It is a crucial determining factor which has only
in recent years received due prominence in the interpretation of his
thought, largely through Bohlin's book and derivative studies.18
It is doubtful if any theologian of the early centuries placed a higher

premium on the doctrine of divine creation than Pelagius. As Evans
puts it, 'Pelagius' insistence that man can be without sin is an emphatic
assertion of the doctrine of creation by a just God; it is nothing more,
and it is nothing less.'19 It is well known"that" Pelagius expounds an
anthropology which insists that man is bound neither by external
necessity, such as original sin or 'irresistible grace', nor by internal
necessity, such as belongs to the non-human creation from which man
is distinguished by freedom of will. The human 'capacity for either
direction', for obedience and disobedience alike, is an essential pre¬
requisite, in Pelagius's view, for all judgments of moral worth, for all
talk of reward and punishment. Both good and evil are only real when
they are the actions of spontaneous will. This estimate of man's
freedom as always constitutive of his being, such that we can call it the
only 'necessity' of human nature, remains valid for Pelagius throughout
the career of every individual and through all the stages of salvation
history, though as we shall see, Pelagius has other things to say which
in practice radically qualify it.
For the moment we must re-emphasise that the human capacity for

good and hence for sinlessness is a divine endowment and not a cause
for boastfulness on man's part. It has clearly proved a difficult thing
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to give Pelagius the credit he deserves on this point. Harnack's
accusation quoted above that he conceived of nature and free will
independently of the notion of God could not be more erroneous.
For Pelagius human freedom is never independent of God.20 It owes
its existence to God's creative grace (for so he came to describe it in
the course of the controversy), and is never the achievement of man
himself, who neither creates his own freedom nor is able ever to destroy
it. Therefore, when a man exercises his freedom to do good he is
utilising a God-given ability, and for that good act both God and the
human agent must receive credit, God for the gift and man for the right
exercise of it. But man's obedience would be impossible without his
possession of a divinely implanted capacity which survives unimpaired
any and every abuse of his freedom.21 Western thinking has been so
conditioned by Augustinianism that goodness achieved without the
continual grace of God, viewed as an enabling activity 'from without',
is almost automatically classified as 'natural' in a pejorative sense. It
is precisely at this point that we must stand outside our tradition if we
are to let Pelagius praise the grace of God as he desires. ■

Pelagius's Commentary on the Epistles of St. Paul sketches a rudi¬
mentary Heilsgeschichte or 'salvation-history' of which we must take
note if we are to present a just account of his anthropology. For
although he notoriously rejected the (Augustinian) notion of original
sin, he did take a reasonably realistic view of the force of sin as an
ingrained habit in human history. It is this conception of an ever-
increasing incubus of 'the habit of sinning' (consuetudo peccandi) upon
successive generations that we must relate to his exposition of the three
'times', the time of nature, the time of law and the time of grace.82
The time of nature consisted of the era from Adam to the giving of

the law through Moses. During this period there were several indi¬
viduals, so Pelagius believes, who were able to live without sin by means
of the law of their own nature or their reason or conscience (these
concepts are closely connected with one another in Pelagian thought).
But all the time the snowball of human sinfulness which Adam's
disobedience had set rolling was gathering size and momentum.
Gradually through ignorance, which was always in Pelagius's mind a
basic cause of sin, the potentiality of man's true nature was obscured,
being overlaid, as it were, by generations of almost universal iniquity
as by layers of rust. It was to remedy this situation that the law was
given through Moses, inaugurating the time of the law which lasted
until the coming of Christ. And just as the gift of the written law was
God's oure for the desperate plight of mankind, which had been in
progressive declension ever since Adam, so the incarnation was a
further divine response to humanity's moral bankruptcy after the
effects of the law had 'worn off'. This is how Pelagius himself sum¬
marizes the whole development: 'In the time of nature, the Creator
could be known by the guidance of reason, and the rule of righteousness
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of life was carried written in the heart, not by the law of the letter but of
nature. But man's way of life became corrupt, nature was tarnished
{decolor) and began to be inadequate, and so the law was added to it,
whereby, as by a file, the rust should be rubbed off and its original
listre restored. But subsequently the habit of sinning came to prevail
so strongly among men that the law proved incapable of healing it.
Then Christ came, and the Physician himself in his own person, not
through his disciples, brought relief to the sickness at its most desperate
stage.2?)
Before we proceed to Pelagius's doctrine of the work of Christ,

three points deserve special emphasis. In the first place, the essence
ofman's created nature was in no way affected at any point in the moral
deterioration of mankind. Pelagius followed the creationist rather
than the traducianist view of the origin of the soul, which means that
in his teaching each birth stands in a direct relation to divine creation.
Hence there is much truth in the dictum that for Pelagius 'each man is
his own Adam', in terms of both undiminished potentiality for moral
perfection and beginning of sinning.
But secondly, although human nature is never corrupted, diseased or

vitiated in any way, so that no doctrine of original sin defined as
transmission ofguilt or infection is allowable, nevertheless Pelagius does
not minimize the consequences of the long sad tale of human disobe¬
dience, the effects of 'the long-standing practice of sinning', 'the
inveterate habit of moral failure'.84 Before Christ 'the habit of sinning
grew so strong that no one fulfilled the law'.85 Commenting on the
image of the wild olive tree in Romans 11: 24, Pelagius says of the
forefathers of the Jews that 'they forgot the law of nature, fell away
from their nature (degeneraverunt a natura), and through successions
of sinning and a persistent habit of sin began to be almost by nature
{quasi naturaliter) bitter and unfruitful'.26 Elsewhere Pelagius can
speak of the slavery of sin and of being so drunk by habitual sinfulness
that one sins almost unwillingly {invitus) and creates for oneself a
'necessity" of sinning.87
Such statements should not mislead us, for in the same context

Pelagius insists that sin never becomes part of a man's nature {non
naturale) and dwells in him like a lodger rather than as owner-occupier.
Or again he depicts sin as staining human nature with the rust of
ignorance, which could be dealt with by the file of the law. 'By con¬
stant application of its abrasive injunctions the rust of ignorance was to
be done away and man's newly polished nature was to stand out again
in its pristine brilliance.'28 This may suggest a literally superficial
theory of sin, but must be taken alongside Pelagius's repeated assertions
that the power of habitual sinning in the times of nature and of law
rendered the vast majority of mankind incapable of keeping God's law,
whether the law of nature or the Mosaic law. Prior to Christ, the
law had become powerless to keep a man from sinning, and able only
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to make him conscious of his law-breaking. Nevertheless, Pelagius
will also affirm that sinlessness remained always a possibility, even if
never or very rarely actualized. Because of the encrustments of habit
and oblivion, the hidden treasures of the soul are left untapped. 'It
lies beyond the grasp of man to know and to be what he is and re¬
mains.'22
A third point brings us to the work of Christ. In his distinction

between the time of law and the time of grace, Pelagius is not contrasting
law and grace. The Mosaic law is no less grace than the grace of
Christ is law.30. This becomes more easily intelligible when we remem¬
ber that a fundamental cause of sin is ignorance, ignorance both of the
divinely created potential of human nature and of the will of God.
Ignorance is encountered by impartation of knowledge, and this the
law achieves no less than the example and instruction of Christ. From
this angle law and grace are in no sense antithetical.
It does not follow that Christ's redemptive ministry is interpreted

solely as one of revelation and education. Pelagius believes in atone¬
ment by penal substitution. Christ's death was a sacrificial offering
for the sins of men which secures their forgiveness, a bearing of con¬
demnation which preserves from hell. And if the remission of the
cross releases a man from past guilt, the teaching and example of Christ
have power to snap the binding force of sinful habit and open up
again the possibilities of freedom from sin. The reconciliation of
Christ means the restoration or re-establishment of the natural inherit¬
ance of humanity. Redemption signifies the realization of the promise
inherent in our divinely created destiny. Creation and salvation are
impressively held together in the mind of Pelagius.
Thus we are generati of God by creation, and regenerati, born again,

made regenerate, by the grace of the Gospel in conversion-and-
baptism.81 Pelagius conceives of a radical discontinuity between what
we would call 'the natural man' and the baptized Christian. Baptism
plays a central role in Pelagius's thought as 'the sacrament of justifica¬
tion by faith'.32 Sola fides occurs quite often in the Commentary,
linking together forgiveness of sins through Christ's death, conversion,
baptism, and the enjoyment of righteousness understood as acquittal,
for past sins.85 But Pelagius also unambiguously teaches justification* .

by works, for the baptized ChrisT&nust fulfil works of righteousness for
which the blotting out of the past and his present acceptance through
faith have prepared him.34 So in fact justification by faith alone
'applies to the unique situation of the individual at his conversion and
baptism'.35
The implications of the 'baptismal regeneration' posited by Pelagius

are worth pondering, against the background of what has gone before
concerning human freedom, the power of sinful habit and the time of
grace, and with reference to his setting in the history of the early Church.
It is easy to imagine Pelagius's teachings at Rome as a protest against
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lax Christian behaviour which tended to obscure the lines of demarca¬
tion between Christian and pagan. It is also important to place
Pelagius fully within the circles which had felt the impact of asceticism
from the Christian East. One feature of this Westernization of the
ascetic movement, which is linked especially with the names of Jerome
and Rufinus and found a ready welcome among the Roman aristocracy,
was the tendency to universalize the ethic of the elite and apply to the
whole Christian community the demands of ascetic discipline. Several
of Pelagius's writings were addressed to high-born Roman ladies whose
conversion to the faith was a conversion from the world to the life of
ascetic renunciation. He is presented to us in our sources as a coun¬
sellor of Christian perfection, concerned to vindicate the ideal of a
Church visibly holy in all its members. In other words, he propagated
a Christianity of discontinuity, with the crisis of conversion and
baptism constituting the decisive break with the old life. As he wrote
to Demetrias, 'Everything that retards or undermines progress in the
"spiritual" life you overcame at the outset at the moment of your
conversion. The desire for marriage, concern for one's posterity, the
lure of luxury and ease, the pomp of the world, the lust for riches—you
rejected them all, and can say with Paul, "The world is crucified to me,
and I to the world".'38 'In its spiritual meaning,' declared William
James, 'asceticism stands for nothing less than for the essence of the
twice-born philosophy'.37
Pelagius refuses to allow that the person speaking in Romans 7 is

Paul the Christian apostle. The whole passage culminating in the cry
'Wretched man that I am! Who will deliver me from this body of
death?' voices the experience of one who has not yet passed through the
death and resurrection of Christian baptism.38 But 'if any person has
been converted from his sins, he can by his own effort and God's grace
be without sin'.38 'How is it possible for the flesh to be contrary to the
self in a baptized Christian?'40 One can realize how utterly ruinous to
Pelagius's understanding of the Christian religion would have been a
'peccatology' which rooted sin so deeply in human nature that it
survived even the waters of baptism. We can probably gain a fair idea
of how Pelagius viewed the crisis of conversion and baptism from the
accounts Cyprian and Augustine gave of their own experiences.
'While I lay in darkness and gloomy night,' wrote Cyprian, 'wavering

to and fro, tossed uncertainly about on the foam of this boastful age,
my steps wandering astray, knowing nothing of my real life and a
stranger to truth and light, I used to regard it as an especially difficult
and demanding thing in the light of my own character at the time,
that a man should be capable of being born all over again—a hope
which the divine mercy had promised for my salvation, and that a man
quickened to newness of life in the laver of saving water should be able
to put off what he had previously been, and although retaining all his
bodily structure, should be himself changed in heart and soul. "How,"
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I said, "is such a conversion possible, that there should be a sudden
and rapid divestment ofeverything that, either innate in us has hardened
in the corruption of our material nature, or acquired by us has become
inveterate by long accustomed use?". . . . Such were my frequent
thoughts. And as I was myself so fast bound by the innumerable
errors of my former life that I did not believe I could be released from
them, so I was disposed to acquiesce in my besetting faults, and in
despair of improvement I used to cherish my wickedness as if it was
actually native and indigenous to me. But as soon as the stain of my
earlier life had been washed away by the aid of the water of (new) birth
and a clear light from above had flooded my purified heart, as soon as I
had drunk of the Spirit from heaven and the second birth had restored
me to a new man, then straightway in a wondrous fashion doubts began
to be resolved, hidden things to be revealed and the darkness to become
light. What before had seemed difficult began to appear feasible, what
I had thought impossible capable of accomplishment. Thus I was
able to recognize that what was born after the flesh and spent its
previous life at the mercy of sin was of the earth, while that which the
Holy Spirit was enlivening had begun to belong to God.'41
Augustine's story in the Confessions, especially books 8 and 9, is too

well known to need rehearsing. But it is highly interesting to observe
that the words in it to which Pelagius in Rome reacted with such
indignation—in an incident normally regarded as the outbreak of the
controversy—are found in book 10, when Augustine is analysing his
present condition at the time ofwriting, that is, some twelve or so years
after his conversion. Here Pelagius encountered not once but four
times the prayer 'Grant what you command, and command what you
will' (Da quod iubes et iube quod vis), set amidst a description of the
state of the long-baptized Augustine stressing his frailty in face of the
manifold temptations he experiences day by day. It was surely not
merely against the single sentence that Pelagius reacted but against the
whole depressing portrait of the continuing strength of old lusts and
habits. It breathed a defeatist spirit which he could not excuse. (In
the subsequent controversy Julian was to accuse his catholic opponents
of teaching that 'baptism does not grant complete remission of sins
nor remove our faults, but shaves them down, so that the roots of all
our sins are retained in the evil flesh, like the roots of shaved hair on
the head, whence the sins may grow again and need cutting off once
more.'43)
Augustine seems to have been reluctant to provoke an open confron¬

tation with Pelagius. This may have been partly due to the friends they
held in common, such as Paulinus of Nola, and the enemies they also
shared, like Jerome. But it is not improbable that it owed something
to the nostalgia Augustine felt for a position he had once espoused but
adhered to no longer. Parts of his early anti-Manichaean work on
Free Will were highly congenial to Pelagius,43 and difficult to square
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with his more developed anti-Pelagian views. Moreover, the picture
of Augustine that we gain from his writings in the years immediately
after his conversion and baptism suggests not a little 'the sudden relief
of tension, the happy unclouded sense of serious purpose'," which
Pelagius always associated with the decisive change of regeneration.
So when some years later Augustine girded up his loins for combat with
the Pelagians both his hesitancy in entering the fray and the vehemence
with which he eventually joined battle may be explicable in part from
his wistfulness and embarrassment when reminded of attitudes and
ideals he once maintained himself. Since then he had come to regard
the Christian life more as one long convalescence than a confident
advance from grace to perfection. And so, it seems, it was Pelagius
and not Augustine who preserved the true outlook of the earlier
centuries of the Church, which came to terms with the problem of
post-baptismal sin only with painful slowness. 'Pelagius is the last,
the most radical, and the most paradoxical exponent of the ancient
Christianity—the Christianity of discontinuity.'"
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Piscina Siloa or piscina Salomonis ?
(Possidius, Indiculum XG. 57)

Among the ' Miscellaneous Sermons ' (Tractalus Diversi) of Augustine
listed in the Indiculum traditionally ascribed to Possidius we meet
the following title :

De quinque porticibus ubi multitudo
languentium iacebat et de piscina Siloa
(X6. 57, ed. A. Wilmart, Miscellanea Agostiniana, vol. 2, Rome, 1931, p. 195).

From the early seventeenth century onwards, this has been identified
with the present Sermo 125, which deals with the healing of the paralytic
at the pool of Bethsaida (Bethesda, Bethzatha) narrated in John 5, 1-18.
This identification has persisted until the present day, despite the confu¬
sion involved between the pool of Bethsaida and the pool of Siloam,
whither Jesus sent the man born blind in chapter 9 of John's Gospel.
I do not know when the confusion was first noticed in print, nor do I
know of any attempts to explain it, nor of any discussion whether it
should be laid at the feet of Augustine or Possidius1.
Before we grapple more closely with the problem, we must clear out

of the way two solutions which are 110 more than enticing possibilities.

A. Two entries may have been conflated into one (as has happened at
one place in the editio princeps of the Indiculum by Vlimmerius — see
the next article), either by Possidius or a later copyist, so that the ori¬
ginal would have read :

De quinque porticibus ubi multitudo
languentium iacebat.

De piscina Siloa.

1. The edition of the Indiculum in Acta Sanctorum Augusli, Tontus Sextus
(Antwerp, 1743), p. 456F, has no comment on' Siloe '.
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The conflation of the two would have been facilitated in the mind of
its perpetrator by the fact that the incident referred to in the first also
took place at a piscina. Nor would much textual variation be required
to move from

...IACEBATDEPISCINA... to ...IACEBATETDEPISCINA...,
whether we suppose the insertion of ET to have resulted from careless
dittography or from deliberate correction by someone who concluded
that careless haplography had taken place.
Furthermore, Augustine preached several sermons on the Siloam

pericope : Sermo 135, Sermo 136, Sermo 136A (= Mai 130), Sermo 136B
(= Lambot 10) and Sermo 136C (= Lambot 11). None of these is
listed by Possidius (cf. Wilmart's table, Misc. Agost., vol. 2, p. 225),
unless, that is, one of them is listed in the separate entry Dc piscina Siloa
hypothetically isolated above.
But there are at least two objections to this solution of the difficulty.

,In the first place, there appears to be no manuscript support for the
omission of ' et', although we cannot rule out the possibility that a
more up-to-date critical edition than Wilmart's, such as that in prepara¬
tion for the Corpus Christianorum, Series Lalina, by Fr. Glorie, may throw
new light on this point. In any case it may be felt that the solution could
be made to rest 011 emendation alone, if the traditional text were held
to be intolerably difficult, which I am inclined to think it is. But second¬
ly, De piscina Siloa would not be the title we would expect for any of
Augustine's expositions of the pericope from John 9, either in terms of the
content of these sermons or in terms of the style of most of the titles
listed by Possidius. De piscina Siloa is not sufficiently indicative of the
substance of the scriptural passage or any of the sermons on it. Possi-
dius's conventions would lead us to expect a title in line with one of
the following examples :

Ex evangelio ubi Dominus oves suas
Petrc commendat

Ex evangelio : Qui non odit patrem et
matrem, et cetera

De duobus caecis

(X6. 89, 123, 10 ; Misc. Agost., vol. 2, pp. 199, 201, 191).

The opening words of either Tractatus in Iohannem 44, in which Augus¬
tine comments on ch. 9 of John's Gospel, De homine quem Dominus Iesus
illuminavit, qui caecus nalus fuit, or Tractatus 45, De illuminato illo qui
natus est caecus (CCL 36, 381, 388), would be much more appropriate
than De piscina Siloa. Of Augustine's sermons on John 9 listed above,
none may be said with certainty to have a proper title in the manuscripts,
but Florus of Lyons referred to Sermo 136 as De inluminatione caeci nati
(cf. C. Charlier in Revue Bened. 57, 1947, p. 181). Since none of these
sermons concentrates substantially on the piscina itself, even though they
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invariably enlarge on the significance of the Siloa-missus etymology,De piscina Siloa would be virtually without comparable parallel inPossidius, for it would have to be taken as shorthand for something like' On the enlightening of the blind man at the pool of Siloam '. I includedthe qualification ' virtually ' in this statement because the first titlethat would result from the division of X6. 57 into two entries would providesomething of a parallel :

De quinque porticibus ubi multitudo
languentium iacebat.

But we should hesitate to solve one difficulty by creating another, espe¬cially if the new difficulty is duplicated.
We might of course have recourse to a hypothetical lost sermon whichactually corresponded to the title De piscina Siloa, but with no less thanfive extant sermons which can find no home in Possidius we dare notindulge in the luxury of another, no longer extant, on the same pericopebut rather different.

B. The second resolution of the anomaly is simplicity itself : Augustinereally did preach a sermon which dealt with the healing of the paralyticand the restoration oj sight to the man bom blind ! Such simplicity has themark almost of genius. It is after all not inconceivable that the preacher'smind moved from one healing at a pool to another. Moreover the two
parts of the title would then agree remarkably well with Augustine'shomiletic expositions of these two incidents. Although he regularlyexplained the etymological significance of ' Siloa ', as we have alreadynoted, to my knowledge he never once used the name ' Bethsaida '(or any of its variants) nor even repeated the Gospel's other name for it,probatica piscina. Although he discerned symbolical meaning in thenecessity of descending into this particular pool (e.g., Sermo 124, 3 ;PL 38, 687), he was most drawn to the significance of the quinque portionswhich spoke of the bondage of the five books of Moses (e.g., Sermo 125, 2 *PL 38, 689).
But no such sermon of Augustine's has survived and I am thereforeinclined to regard this hypothesis as less forceful than the one I shall

present below, but probably more attractive than the one outlinedabove and certainly not impossible. It undoubtedly has one factorin its favour which any simple identification of the entry at IndiculumX6. 57 with a sermon 011 John 5, 1-18 such as Sermo 125, with or without
an unresolved anomaly, cannot claim. The entry would then be much
more obviously in line with most, if not all, of the two-part entries inthe section of the Indiculum listing the Tractatus Diversi, that is to say,the second part would specify a subject different from, or additional to,that specified in the first part. Some bipartite entries specify two textsor passages from Scripture, such as Xl!. ir6 (Misc. Agost., vol. 2, p. 201) :
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De aposlolo ubi ait : Qui gloriatur in Domino
glorietur, et de versu psalmi septuagensimi :
In tua iuslilia crue me et exime me ;

or X®. 114 {ibid.), without citation of texts :

Ex evangelio ubi Iesus arborein arefecit,
et de illo ubi se finxit longius ire.

Others indicate the two incidents or topics, such as X°. 29 (p. 193) :

De vocatione apostoli Pauli et commendatione
dominicae orationis.

Yet other titles combine subject and text, for example X®. 193 (p. 207) :

De Samson et de versu psalmi quinquagensimi
septimi : Si vere ergo iustitiam loquimini
[iusta iudicate].

An entry nearer to the traditional reference of X®. 57 is found immediately
preceding it :

Item de utilitate agendae paenitenliae, et de
versu psalmi quinquagensimi : Miserere mei Deus, et cetera (X®. 56, p. 195).

Here the subject and the text presumably interpenetrate each other
rather than follow one another in sequence. Even closer is the following
title :

De flamma in rubo et ex eo quod non
conburebatur, per ieiunium
quinquagesimae (X®. 109, p. 200).

If, as seems likely, this lists our Sermo 7, the second part of the title
refers to a very early section of the sermon (7, 2 ; CCL 41, 71). A diver¬
gent manuscript reading,... rubo in Exodo eo quod..., would unify the title,
but Wilmart rejects it (p. 200). At any rate, X®. 109 offers as close a
parallel as I have found to X®. 57 as the latter has been traditionally
understood, i.e., as designating a sermon on John 5, 1-18 with a mistaken
reference to Siloam instead of Bethsaida. Some may think that to
examine the items in the Indiculum with this degree of closeness is
inappropriate for a writing of this kind. Yet the items do fall into certain
clear patterns, which at least indicate how we must understand X®.57,
even if we conclude that it remains without precise parallel among the
Tractatus Diversi. De quinque porticibus ubi multitudo languentium
iacebat et de piscina Siloa should not be read as equivalent to De piscina
Siloa et quinque porticibus ubi etc., or to De quinque porticibus piscinae
Siloae ubi etc. Since in the Johannine text the portions enter the picture
only in relation to the previously mentioned piscina, we are entitled
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to discern some significance in the position of et de piscina Siloa in the
second, not the first, part of the title. That is to say, the form of the
title leads us to look for a sermon in which the exposition of the piscina
Siloa is developed later than Augustine's treatment of the quinque portions.
Does this requirement enable us to identify the sermon that Possidius's
title relates to ?

According to Tractatus in lohannem 17, 2 (CCL 36, 170) and Sermo 125,
1 (PL 38, 688) Augustine had often preached on the scriptural passagein question. In addition to Tractatus in lohannem 17 there survive
three sermons on the pericope, Sermo 124 {PL 38, 686-688), Sermo 125
{PL 38, 688-698) and Sermo 125A (= Mai 128, ed. Morin, Misc. Agost.,
vol. 1, pp. 370-375 ; PLS 2, 514-518). Moreover, John 5, 1-18 was one
of the lections on the occasion of Lnarratio in Ps. 83, cf. 83, 10 {CCL 39,
1157). Of these the last is automatically excluded from consideration
(and in any case Augustine makes only passing mention of the Gospel
text), and Sermo 125A offers exposition neither of the quinque porticus
nor of the piscina Siloa. Sermo 124 is brief, and condenses the inter¬
pretation of not only the piscina or aqua and the quinque porticus but
also other ingredients in the incident into a few rapid lines (124, 3 ; PL 38,
687). We are left with Sermo 125. Here the quinque porticus are
treated at some length in ch. 2 {PL 38, 689-690), while the piscina is
considered quite briefly in ch. 3 (690) and again in ch. 6 (693). The
piscina does not receive the prominence implied by the otherwise curiously
placed last phrase in Possidius's title.
But is the identification of this title with Sermo 125 seriously in doubt2 ?

In his helpful review of my study The Manuscripts of St. Augustine's
Tractatus in Evangelium Iohannis " : A Preliminary Survey and Check-

List in Recherches Augustiniennes 8, 1972, pp. 55-143, Pere G. Folliet
remarked that in discussing Sermo 125 and its relationship to the Tractatus
(it has so far been found only in manuscripts of this collection, between
Trr. 17 and 18) I failed to refer to the agreement between the title in
Possidius's Indiculum X®. 57 and the title of the Maurists' Sermo 1253.
The two are indeed virtually identical :

De quinque porticibus ubi multiludo
languentium iacebat et de piscina
Siloa (Possidius)

De quinque porticibus, ubi multitudo
languenlium jacebat ; et de piscina
Siloe, cap. ix {Sermo 125, title ;
PL 38, 688).

2, M. F. Ilerrouard appears uncertain that Sermo 125 is the one designated
by Possidius at Xe.57 ; cf. Homilies sur I'Evangile de Saint Jean X V11-XXXIII
(Bibliotheque Augustinienne, (Fuvres de Saint Augustin, 72 ; Paris, 1977), p. 717.

3. Rev. et. aug., 19 (1973). P- 319-
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Apart from punctuation, ' Siloe ' for' Siloa ' and the addition of ' cap.ix ' are the only differences. (For purposes of comparison we can ignorethe Maurists' introductory phrase, ' Rursum in Joannis cap. v. ') Butthe addition of ' cap. ix ' and the semi-colon after ' jacebat' togethersuggest that the Maurists were aware of the force of the position of ' etdie piscina Siloe '. Indeed, their form of the title agrees perfectly withthe second of two resolutions of the anomaly (Siloam instead of Bethsaida)discussed and felt to be not impossible under B. above. But if this inter¬
pretation of Possidius's title is sound, it cannot be combined with theidentification of Sermo 125 with Possidius's entry. For Sermo 125makes no mention of Siloam or John 9. One is left wondering what theMaurists thought they achieved by their punctuation and addition of'

cap. ix '.
G. Folliet took the agreement between Possidius and Sermo 125 tosuggest that the latter was still separate from the Tractatus in lohannemwhen Possidius drew up his catalogue, or edited Augustine's own cata¬logue. That is to say, Sermo 125 was not inserted into the sequenceof the Tractatus by Augustine himself or while in the library at Hippo.
But the issue is not so simple (indeed, nothing is simple in this regionof the Tractatus !). For where did the Maurists' title come from ? Theirtext of Sermo 125 was based on two authorities. One was a manuscriptof the Tractatus, now lost, from Carcassone Cathedral which furnished

no title beyond ' De eadem lectione '. This much can be ascertained fromtheir copy of the Carcassonne text in one of their volumes of collations,Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat. 11661, ff. i6ir-i65v. (In none of the numerousmanuscripts of the Tractatus where it is found does Sermo 125 possess atitle any more colourful than De eadem lectione, Item in eodem, Item undesupra or the like4.)
The Maurists' other base was Jacques Sirmond's edition of forty newAugustinian sermons published in 1631, where our Sermo 125 was n° XV(S. Aurelii Augustini... Serniones Novi numero XL, Paris, 1631, pp. 170-193 and notes, unpaginated, ad fin.). Sirmond's preface bespeaks hisconcern to vouch for the authenticity of his sermons, which he restspartly on the antiquity of his main manuscript and partly on the corro¬borating testimony of Possidius and ' Bede', i.e., Florus of Lyons.In his Notae Sirmond invokes Possidius on eight of the first sixteen

sermons, while ' Bede ' merits rather more mentions overall. WhereSirmond's manuscripts furnish him with sermon titles he seems invariablyto indicate how far they agree with any corresponding titles in Possidius
or ' Bede '. In cases of discrepancy he makes plain whether he has chosento follow the manuscript(s) or the writer in question. Thus for his Ser-
mones XXIV and XXXI he prefers ' Bede "s titles to the manuscripts',and for Sermo I Possidius is given precedence over the manuscript.Once, for Sermo VII, he tells us that he has himself provided the title.

4. See lily article The Manuscripts..., supra cit., pp. 90-94.

« PISCINA SILOA » OR « PISCINA SALOMON IS » ? 53

Sirmond's source for our Sermo 125, his Sermo XV, was a codex ofSt. Vincent's Abbey, Metz, from which he derived none others of hisforty new productions and about which he tells us nothing further.His Notae make no mention of a title in the manuscript, but they dogive the title (De infirmo iacente ad piscinam) of the sermon (De VerbisDomini 42, now Sermo 124) to which he believes Augustine's new sermonrefers at the outset. He then concludes Sed nostri diserte meminit Pos¬sidius5.

The evidence speaks unambiguously. Sirmond found 110 title in theMetz manuscript (which must strengthen the probability that it was amanuscript of the Tractatus in Ioliannem, or possibly a homiliary whichhad derived the sermon from a copy of the Tractatus). But the discoveryin Possidius of a title that fitted his Sermo XV was all that he needed.(It fitted it up to a point. He either did not notice or failed to comment
on the puzzling name Siloe.) He made the identification and gave thesermon a title it has retained ever since :

De quinque porticibus ubi multitudo
languentium iacebat, et de piscina Siloe6,

subjoining the comment, Meminit Possidius Indiculi cap. VIII.
Clinching confirmation of this account of things is provided by an earlierprinting of the sermon. At the end cf volume 10 of the 1614 Parisedition of Augustine's Opera Omnia a number of new sermons appearedwhich had been pirated from Sirmond and published against his will.Here we find our sermon as the third item (pp. 390-393) under the title,Possidius de quinque porticibus ubi multitudo languentium iacebat, etde piscina Siloe1. I submit that the mention of Possidius at this pointputs the issue beyond doubt.
It was then Jacques Sirmond who forged the link between our Sermo

125 and Possidius, and we are left with Possidius as the sole authorityfor the title containing the allegedly erroneous reference to Siloam.

5. Sirmond, Opera Varia..., Paris, 1696, vol. 1, cols. 329-344, ' Notae in XL.Serniones Novos S. Augustini ', especially cols. 331-332 (Lectori) and 337. Tlieoriginal edition of 1631 is not available in Edinburgh.
6. Aurelii Augustini... Sermones Novi numero XL, p. 170. I am grateful to G. Fol¬liet for confirming the form of Sirnlond's title in this edition. The Louvain edi¬tors' text of the Indiculum read' Siloe ' at this point, which accords with Sirmond'sreading (cf. edition of Cologne. 1616, Opera Omnia, vol. 1, p. 17). The edilioprinceps of the Indiculum by J. Vlimitterius was published in 1564 (D. AureliiAugustini... Sermonum pars una hactenus parlim mutila, partim desiderata... unacum Indiculo Possidii..., Louvain, 1564). This edition is not to be found in Edin¬burgh, but it was reprinted in the Froben edition of the Opera Omnia (Basel, 1569)of which Vlinimerius was one of the editors. Here the reading was' Syloa ' (vol. 1,fol. D*r).
7. Cf. my study The Manuscripts..., supra cit., p. 93. For a xerox copy of therelevant pages of the 1614 edition I am again indebted to G. Folliet.
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I am free once again to pursue my speculations about the relation of
Sermo 125 to the Tractatus in lohannem in Augustine's library, but we
are no nearer to resolving the anomaly of ' Siloa '. There remains
also the question whether we should persist in identifying Sermo 125
with the sermon listed at Xfi. 57 in Possidius's inventor}', in the full
knowledge that we have no evidence from the manuscripts of Sermo 125
of any title of significance.
We must now take our argument a step further and ask whether

Augustine ever called the piscina of John 5 the pool of Siloam. What
in fact did he call it ? As far as I can discover he never called it the
pool of Bethsaida (Bethesda, Bethzatha) nor did he call it the pool of
Siloam8, but on three occasions at least he called it the pool of Solomon.
Indeed, on the only occasions when he gave it a name he called it the
pool of Solomon :

1. In a phrase that must immediately remind us of Possidius's two-part
title :

quinque portions circumdabant piscinam Salomonis
(Sermo 272B, 3 = Mai 158, 3, ed. Moriu, Misc. Agost.,
vol. 1, p. 383 ; PLS 2, 524).

2. In Tract, in Ioh. 20, 2 Augustine speaks of the healing of one person
only among those who lay
in quinque porticibus piscinae illius Salomonis
(CCL 36, 203)

3. In Enarr. in Ps. 83, 10 (CCL 39, 1157) Augustine refers to
quinque illae porlicus Salomonis,

and proceeds to cite John 5, 3.

8. Oil the other hand Augustine showed 110 reticence in using the name ' Siloam '
when he preached on John 9. Cf. Sermo 135, 1, 2 ; 136, 2 (PL 38, 746, 751), 136A, 1
(= Mai 130, Misc. Agost., vol. 1, pp. 377-378 ; PLS 2, 520), 136 B( = Lanibot 10,
PLS 2, 792), 136C (= Lanibot 11, PLS 2, 796 ; ed. J. Lemarie, Rev. et. aug., 24,
T-97%> PP- 9°-9i)> Tract, in Ioh. 44, 2 (CCL 36, 382) ; cf. also Sermo 7, 3 (CCL 41, 72),
De doct. christ. 2, 16, 23 (CCL 32, 48). — Mlle A.-M. La Bonnardiere has kindly
communicated to me the results of her researches on Augustine's use of John 5, 1-18 :
1) Augustine speaks of the pool of Siloam only on John 9, never on John 5 ; 2)
In his references to the pericope John 5, 1-18 Augustine never cites or alludes to
that part of John 5, 2 which describes the piscina as the piscina probalica called in the
Hebrew ' Bethsaida/Bethzatha'. This is all the more surprising since he was
fond of noticing the Hebrew proper names in the Bible and giving their meaning,
probably with the aid of Jerome's De nominibus hebraicis. ' Tout se passe comme
si ce fragment du chapitre 5 de Jean (Jo. 5, 2a) ne faisait pas partie du texte de
Jean qu'il avait en mains. ' Mlle La Bonnardiere notes that the word probatica
never occurs in the Tractatus in lohannem. Nor have I found it elsewhere—despite
the Maurists' heading at Sermo 124, 3 (PL 38, 687) and the entry in their Index,
Piscina probatica Siloe, at PL 46, 534.
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This last text suggests a plausible explanation of how the confusion
arose. From the single portions Salomonis of John 10, 23, Acts 3, 11
and 5, 12 Augustine's mind might have moved to the quinque portions
around the piscina of John 5, 2 which he proceeded to think of as the
quinque portions Salomonis. The next stage was to call the piscina
around which the five porticoes were situated the piscina Salomonis
(cf. Morin's note, Misc. Agost., vol. 1, p. 383 n. 1).
But was the confusion merely Augustine's ? It is attested also in a

group of manuscripts of the Vulgate whose Capitula on John's Gospel
entitle the pericope in question In porticu salamonis. Ad natatoriam
piscinam hominem ab infirmitate annorum XXXVIII. The manuscripts
range from the seventh or eighth to the ninth centuries, and comprise
some of the weightiest of Vulgate codices : the celebrated Book of Armagh
and Book of Kells, both in Trinity College Library, Dublin, the Echternach
Gospels (Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat. 9389), and the Gospels codex from St.
Germain, now Bibl. Nat. lat. 11553. These manuscripts represent a
range of Irish and continental — southern French and Italian — textual
types.
The same Capitula occur in Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat. 254, a rather later

codex Colbertinus which preserves an Old Latin text of the Gospels but
for the rest of the New Testament is Vulgate. They are contained also
in the seventh-century codex aureus of the Gospels in Stockholm, Kttngl.
Biblioteket, which is another witness to the Old Latin version of the Gos-
jiels9.
Is there any connexion between these Capitula and Augustine's confu¬

sion ? The Capitula appear to confirm our surmise that the confusion
arose at first over the porlicus, and only by transference embraced the
piscina as well. But did Augustine's mistake influence these particular
Gospel Capitula ? His references to the porches and pool of Solomon
hardly seem prominent enough to make this at all likely. After all,
they have gone almost unnoticed until the present10 ! On the other hand
it is almost inconceivable that these Capitula should be responsible for
Augustine's error. Although the origins and development of capitula
in biblical manuscripts remain shrouded in obscurity, it is scarcely credi¬
ble that Augustine should have had access to capitula of John's Gospel
which at this point were so markedly divergent from the text of the
Gospel itself. More research is called for 011 the emergence of capitula.
In the meantime I am left with the feeling that behind the curious agree-

9. Nouum Teslamenlum Domini Nostri Iesu Christi Laline secundum editionem
Sancti Hieronymi..., edd. J. Wordsworth, H. J. White, pt. 1, fasc. 4 (Oxford, 1895),
p. 497. On the manuscripts see fasc. 1 (1889), pp. xi-xiv, xxviii, and fasc. 5
(1898), pp. 706-708.

10. M. P. Berrouard was puzzled by the piscina Salomonis at Tract, in Ioh. 20, 2,
but had not noticed the other occurrences of this anoulaly ; cf. Homilies (supra
cit.), p. 226 n. 6.



56 DAVID F. WRIGHT

ment between Augustine and these Capitula on John lurks a more wide¬
spread tradition of confusion which we may no longer be able to trace11.
If, then, Augustine's confusion lay in calling the pool of Bethsaida

the pool of Solomon, how did the reading piscina Siloa arise ? An
invaluable clue is supplied by the oldest and weightiest manuscript of
Possidius's Indiculum, Verona, Bill. Capit. XXII (20), ff. 56-69. The
catalogue is here interpolated into the chapter on Augustine in Gennadius's
De Viris Illustribus. The manuscript dates from the sixth century but
' le texte de 1'Indiculum, dans ce contexte, pourrait etre anterieur, tel
quel, au vie siecle ' (Wilmart, Misc. Agost., vol. 2, p. 154). The original
reading of this manuscript was piscina Saloa [ibid., p. 195)12. I suggest

11. The erroneous description of Iiethsaida as the pool of Solomon probably
owes nothing to confusion with any pool in Palestine bearing Solomon's nanle.
The well-known Pools of Solomon not far front Bethlehem, which are basically early
Roman or Herodian, can hardly be relevant to the question. Less well-known
and more problematic is rijv ZoLopwvoi; KoLuppnQpctv mentioned by Josephus
in his account of the old city wall of Jerusalem that went back to the time of David
and Solomon. From Siloam this wall ' bent again eastwards towards Solomon's
Pool ' (Jewish IVar 5:4:2, 145, ed. H. St. J. Thackeray, Josephus, vol. 3 (Loeb
Classical Library, London and New York, 1928), pp. 242-243). This pool, often
identified with ' the King's pool ' of Nehemiah 2 : 14, has been variously located.
Still to be found (e.g., H. G. May, Oxford Bible Atlas1, London and New York,
J974> PP- 961 140) is the now largely abandoned identification with the birket el-
liamra, the so-called Lower Pool or Old Pool of Siloam (cf. B. Pierotti's claim to
have fixed its position with certainty by excavation, Jerusalem Explored, Being
a Description of the Ancient and Modern City, vol. 1, London and Cambridge, 1864,
PP- 3°-3')- Some scholars identify Josephus's pool with a simple rock-cut basin
in front of the Gihou spring in the Kidron valley (cf. L. H. Grom.Enberg, Atlas
of the Bible, London and Edinburgh, 1956,p. 96, map 24B ; L. H. Vincent in Diclion-
naire de la Bible, Supplement, edd. L. Pirot and A. Robert, vol. 5, Paris, 1949,
col. 942 ; id. and A. M. steve, Jerusalem de I'Ancien Testament in Recherches d'archio-
logie et d'histoire, vol. 1, Paris, 1954, PP- 80-81, 281-283, and pi. 61). This view
is rejected by J. Simons, Jerusalem in the Old Testament. Researches and Theories
(Studia Francisci Scholten Memoriae Dicata, vol. 1 ; Leiden 1952), pp. 192-193,
227> 335-336. Simons favours an unknown site in the Kidron valley to which
a canal led southwards from Gihon.
The Bordeaux pilgrim of A. D. 333 mentions two great pools built by Solomon

ad latus templi immediately before recording the twin pools and five porches of
Bethsaida. After further references to pools in the context of Solomon's construc¬
tions the account speaks of Siloam, which habet quadriporticum (Itinerarium Burdi-
galense 589, 7-9 ; 591, 7 - 592, 1 ; CCL 175 (Itineraria et alia Geographica), 14-16).
Other pilgrims' narratives or surveys of the holy places make mention of the Bethsai¬
da or Siloam pools in close proximity to works of Solomon ; cf. Peter Deacon,
De locis Sanctis C 4 (CCL 175, 95) ; Ps.-Antoninus Placentinus, Itinerarium 23
(CCL 175, 141) — ante ruinas templi Salomonis sub platea, quae discurrit ad Siloam
fontem secus porticum Salomonis.
But Josephus's text was not cited by any Christian writer, so far as I have been

able to check. Nor have I found any parallel, apart front the Vulgate manuscripts'
Capitula, to Augustine's designation of the piscina and porticus of John 5 as Solo¬
monic.

12. Cf. E. Kaijnka, Die dltesle erlialtene Abschrift des Verzeichnisses der Werke
Augustins, in Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien, Phil.-hist. Klasse, Sitzungsber.
203 : 1 (Vienna, 1925), p. 16, who helpfully points out that Saloe was a place in
Lydia !
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that Saloa in the Verona manuscript preserves the sole surviving trace
of the original reading of the Indiculum, namely, Salomonis or an abbre¬
viation thereof. Saloa itself cannot represent an abbreviation in the
Verona manuscript, which uses abbreviations very sparingly13.
Future editors of the Indiculum will no doubt regard the restoration

of piscina Salomonis on the basis of piscina Saloa as an extremely bold,
perhaps intolerably bold, emendation. I shall be intrigued to see what
Fr. Glorie makes of it in his Corpus Christianorum edition. For Glorie
has already given notice that he intends to demonstrate that Augustine,
not Possidius, was the compiler of the Indiculum, which Possidius merely
edited14. But if Augustine wrote it, we have no grounds for expecting
him to have written piscina Siloa, but perfectly adequate grounds for
expecting piscina Salomonis, even if the sermon in question did not
actually name the piscina, as Serrno 125 fails to, for Augustine seems
instinctively to have thought of the pool as Solomon's.
By the same token there is no reason why Possidius should have written

piscina Siloa (if for the sake of argument we suppose him to have written
the Indiculum), unless the mistake was his own. Nor would he have
written Salomonis unless either he was so familiar with Augustine's
mind as to have been aware of his regular mistaken usage in this regard,
which we must judge to be extremely unlikely, or he was working direct
from the manuscripts of Augustine's sermons and came across one in
which the pool was called Solomon's pcol, either in the text or in the
title. While this second possibility cannot be ruled out of court, we
would have to conclude that this sermon no longer survives, for of the
three places where piscina Salomonis (or porticus Salomonis) occurs,
Tract, in Ioh. 20 and Enarr. in Ps. 83 are automatically excluded and
Sermo 272B is not a serious candidate1".

13. Kaunka, ibid., p. 6.
14. Das « zweite Aenigma » in Augustins Opusculorum Indiculus cap. X*. 1-4 :

« Tractatus Psalmorum », in Corona Graliarum ... Eligio Dekkers O.S.B... Oblata
(Bruges and The Hague, 1975), vol. 1, p. 289 n. 1.

15. Of Augustine's extant sermons 011 John 5, 18, two are furnished with the
same title in the manuscripts, De infirmo iacente ad piscinam. This is the sole
title at all similar to Possidius's entry with a manuscript basis.
(I) It is part of the title of Sermo 124 in the Dc Verbis Domini et Apostoli collection
in which it is no. 42 :

Item eiusdem de Verbis Domini in Evangelio secundum Iohannem de infirmo
iacente ad piscinam.

Cf. P. Verbraken, La collection de sermons de Saint Augustin « De Verbis Domini et
Apostoli », in Revue Bened. 77, 1967. p. 30, from Engelberg, Stiftsbibl. 16.
(II) In abbreviated form a very similar title is given in Vatican lat. 471 for Sermo
125A (= Mai 128) :

Eiusdem in evang. sec. loh. de i. i. ad pise.
Cf. Misc. Agost. vol. 1, p. 370.
It so happens that in his much interpolated version of the Indiculum (cf. the

Maurists' comment, PL 42, 1099-1100) Vlimnlerius inserted this title ' De infirmo
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But 1'ossidius may well have left ' Salomonis ' (or its abbreviation)
faithfully unaltered, whether or not he understood it. We can only
suppose that a later copyist altered the text to ' Siloa ' (or its equivalent),
confounding one Johannine pool with another, yet at least making sense
of a text that must have appeared obviously faulty. The Verona manus¬
cript was itself altered to read ' Siloa ' probably in the eighth century16.
Since all the other manuscripts used by Wilmart read ' Siloa ' or its
equivalent, this ' correction ' must have been introduced at a fairly
early stage in the dominant branch of the tradition. If it strains credu¬
lity to believe that the original reading has survived in only one manus¬
cript, and only in somewhat cryptic form, it may be no less difficult a
challenge to explain the reading ' Saloa ' in the Verona codex. I have
looked carefully through Kalinka's detailed listing of the manuscript's
deficiencies without discovering a comparable case where the basic form
of a presumably well-known biblical name (Siloa) has been so clearly
corrupted. To put it the other way round — in my view the right way
round, the manuscript offers no parallel to this case of a strange reading
which becomes plausible in the light of a strange irregularity in Augustine
himself.

Before we rest our case we must reckon with the evidence of Caesarius.
His Sernto 171 on the same pericope in John 5 not only bears the title
in both its manuscripts De piscina Syloa (Syloae), on which Morin com¬
ments ' inepta sane inscriptio, sed hand dubie ex archetypo ', but also begins
with the words Lectio sancti evangelii quae de piscina Syloae loquitur...
Morin refers to the earlier occurrence of the error in the title of Sermo 125
of Augustine, a title ' authenticated by Possidius17 '. Does this not
suggest that Augustine, to whom Caesarius owed so much, may well
have originated the error after all18 ?

iacente ad. piscinam, ser. ', immediately before X*. 57 (cf. Opera Omnia, Basel 1569,
vol. 1, fol. D,r). As his marginal reference indicates, Vlimmerius's source for
this title was our Sermo 124. See further my study of the sermons of Augustine
on Vlinlmerius's edition of the Indiculum, infra p. 61-72.

16. So Wilmart, ad loc., Misc. Agost., vol. 2, p. 195. But unless I have misun¬
derstood him, Kalinka, op. cit., pp. 16, 26 indicates that the reviser in this case
merely added a Tilgungspunkt above the letter thus — saloa. Kalinka's text also
inserts a small thin L with a short base between the s and the a either on the same
level (p. 16) or slightly below (p. 26). If this is what Wilmart took to be the correc¬
ting 1, it is patently different front the normal usage of the reviser, who in other cases
inserted an obvious i (with a dot) above the letter or space in question. Does
this difference suggest that the alteration of saloa to siloa was done by a corrector
different from—and later than ?•—the chief reviser of the manuscript ? The
point is relevant to the date at which the Siloa reading is first attested. The oldest
manuscript of the Indiculum with Siloa as its original reading belongs to the first
half of the ninth century (Wilnlart, Misc. Agost., vol. 2, p. 151).

17. CCL 104, 699 ; id., Studia Caesariana. Nouvelle serie d'inddits tirde du manus-
crit 3 d'Tlpinal, in Revue Bdndd., 23 (1906), p. 359.

18. The next sermon of Caesarius in Morin's edition, Scrmo 172, deals with
the healing of the blind man of John 9 and refers repeatedly—and now correctly—-
to Siloain (CCL 104, 702-703).
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In the first place we must remember that Caesarius could not have
derived the mistake from Augustine's own works. Even if Caesarius
was dependent on a lost exposition of Augustine, we are bound by the
extant evidence to assume that Augustine never called the pool of Bethsai-
da piscina Siloa1!). Caesarius could have derived the error only from
the Indiculum, and then only if his copy had this reading20. Secondly,
Morin's edition of Sermo 171 of Caesarius at no point identifies any depen¬
dence on Augustine. On the contrary, he comments as follows : ' Tou-
jours peu a l'aise, semble-t-il, sur ce terrain, Cesaire est ici encore tribu-
taire de quelque devancier inconnu '21. Thirdly, it is not at all inconcei¬
vable that the error originated with Caesarius and only subsequently
influenced the text of Possidius's Indiculum. If on the other hand
Caesarius was influenced by Possidius, this is proof positive that the
correction or corruption that produced ' Siloa ' took place fairly early
in the manuscript tradition. A further possibility for which I can advan¬
ce a little supporting evidence is that the confusion between Bethsaida
and Siloam had wide enough currency to affect both Caesarius and the
text of Possidius's Indiculum22.

David F. Wright

19. The confusion between Bethsaida and Siloam seems at times to have exercised
a peculiarly irresistible fascination. Whether or not the Maurists noticed it in their
title for Sermo 125, their Index under Piscina probatica Siloe (sic) (PL 46, 534)
refers the reader to Sermo 124,3 where Augustine, with reference to the pool (of
Bethsaida), speaks simply of the piscina without naming it. A similar gratuitous
reference to the scene of the healing in John 5 as the pool of Siloam is to be found
in the index to S.D.F. Salmond's English translation of the De consensu Evangelista-
rum (The Works of Aurelius Augustine, ed. M. Dods, vol. 8, Edinburgh, 1873, p. 510).
The text (De Cons. Evang. 4, 14) does not mention the pool, let alone give it a name.
No doubt similarly mistled by the title of Sermo 125, A. Kunzelmann, Die Chrono¬
logic der Sermones des HI. Augustinus, in Misc. Agost., vol. 2, pp. 470-471, extends
the confusion to other sermons.

(Among the literature that ventures to date Sermo 125, Verbraken, Ptudes
critiques sur les sermons authentiques de Saint Augustin (Instrumenta Patristica,
XII ; Steeubrugge and The Hague, 1976), p. 83 includes Anton Zwinggi's article in
Liturgisches Jahrbuch 20, 1970, pp. 92-113. In fact Zwinggi refers, pp. 94, 104,
to Sermo Mai 125, now Sermo 139A.)

20. Morin found Sermo 171 of Caesarius in two manuscripts, British Library
Addit. 30853 of the eleventh or twelfth century from San Domingo de Silos, near
Burgos, and Kpinal, Bibl. Munic. 3 (16). a twelfth-century collection from the
Abbey of Moyenmoutier in the Vosges (CCL 103, lxxxix-xc, xci, xciii). Spanish
representatives were very much to the fore among the manuscripts of Possidius's
Indiculum used by Wilmart (Misc. Agost., vol. 2, pp. 151-155, 157-158).

21. Revue Bdned., 23 (1906), p. 359.
22. At least two manuscripts of the Vulgate Gospels have ' Siloe ' or ' Siloae '

inserted into John 5, 4. They are London, British Library Royal I.A.XVIII,
a ninth-century codex from St. Augustine's Canterbury known as Ethelstan's
Gospels but written in France with a conservative, mainly Irish text (cf. H. H. Glunz ,

History of the Vulgate in England from Alcuin to Roger Bacon, Cambridge, 1933,
p. 63), and Berne, Biirgerbibl. 671, an Irish Gospels codex of the ninth or tenth
centuries (cf. Nouum Testamentum..., edd. Wordsworth and White, pt. 1, fasc. 4
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PP- 532~533 I S* BERGER, Histoire de la Vulgate pendant les premiers siecles du Moyen
Age, Paris, 1893, pp. 49-50, 56-57). At the same time, ' liethsaida ' is retained
in John 5, 2 in both manuscripts.
Furthermore, Wordsworth and White suggest (loc. cit.) that confusion between

Bethsaida and Siloatn may be responsible for the mention of the inferior pars of the
piscina which is found in some Old Latin texts of John 5, 2 (cf. A. Jumchrr, Itala.
Das Neue Testament in alllateinischer (jberlie/erung, vol. 4, Johannes-Evangelium,
Berlin, 1963, p. 41). These witnesses from the fourth to sixth centuries are the
Corbeiensis (Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat. 17225), Vercellensis (Vercelli, Archiv. Capit.)
and Veronensis (Verona, Bibl. Capit. VI (6)). They are sufficiently weighty autho¬
rities for Jiilicher to include the reference to the inferior pars in his basic text at
this point. There is no African support for such a reading.
A Gospel text reading piscina (natatoria) Syloae (Syloe) is also attested by Recen¬

sion II of the Pseudo-Jerontian commentary on the Gospels (Pseudo-Gregory,
Expositio Sancti Evangelii), and by a group of two manuscripts of Recension I
(Pseudo-Jerome, Expositio I V Evangeliorum). See B. Griesser, Die handschriftliche
t)berlieferung der Expositio IV Evangeliorum des Ps. Hieronymus, in Revue Bintd. 49
(1937), PP- 300"3°4- Griesser notes the singularity of the biblical text and refers
to the apparatus in Wordsworth-White. The other manuscripts of Recension
I have a lacuna in the commentary between John 4, 43 and 5, 25, so that the agree¬
ment between the pair of manuscripts and Recension II establishes that the original
version was based 011 a Gospel text marked by the inclusion of ' Syloae (Syloe) '.
Griesser, p. 309, suggests the commentary originated in Ireland or Upper Italy.
B. BiSchoff, ' Wendepunkte in der Geschichte der lateinischen Exegese itn Fruhmit-
telalter ' in Sacris Erudiri 6 (1954), p. 237, inclines towards Ireland. The origins
of the commentary belong to the late seventh or eighth centuries.
I have so far found no other evidence indicative of a confusion between Bethsaida

and Siloam in the patristic and early medieval centuries. Bede's homily on John
5, 1-18 which is closely dependent on Augustine's Tractalus in Iohannem, never
gives the piscina a name, but elsewhere he cites John 5, 2 and clearly distinguishes
between the two pools. (Homeliae I, 23, CCL 122, 161-169 ; In Ezram et Neemiam
lib. 3, CCL T19A, 345 ; De locis Sanctis II, 4, CCL 175, 257). Two other writers
manage to distinguish equally clearly between the two while also failing to use the
name ' Bethsaida ' or any of its variants (Theodosius, De situ terrae sanctae 8,
CCL 175, 118-iig; Ps.-Antoninus Placentinus, Itinerarium 23, 27, CCL 175, 141,
143). Peter Deacon's De locis Sanctis likewise speaks only of the probatica piscina
without using ' Bethsaida ' (C4, CCL 175, 95), although he also incorporated a
passage from Bede's work of the same title which distinguished by name between
the two pools (D, ibid. = Bede, De locis Sanctis II, 4, CCL 175. 257). Other accounts
also make the distinction quite clear (cf. Ps.-Eucherius, De situ Hierusolimae Ep. ad
Fauslum Presbylerum, CCL 175, 238 - used by Bede). The Bordeaux Pilgrim's
narrative records a profusion of piscinae around the Temple area and to the south
and east but gives no ground for confusing Bethsaida and Siloam (Itinerarium
Burdigalense 589, 7-9 ; 590, 6-7 ; 591, 7 - 592, 3 ; CCL 175, 14-16).
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Augustine's Sermons in Vlimmerius's
Editio Princeps of Possidius's Indiculum

The first printed edition of Possidius's catalogue of Augustine's works
(or Possidius's edition of Augustine's catalogue of his works) was publi¬
shed in 1564 by Joannes Vlimmerius1 :

D. Avrelii Avgvstini Hipponensis Episcopi,
Sermonvm pars vna, hactenvs partim mutila,
partim desiderata, et ex venerandae antiquitatis
exemplaribus nunc recens eruta, vna cum
Indiculo Possidii Episcopi... (Louvain, 1564),
lvi pp. (paginated separately, = sigs. e iiir-nr ivv).

It was reprinted with negligible textual differences in the first volume
of the Froben brothers' 1569 Basel edition of Augustine's works, an
edition to which Vlimmerius contributed, signally in volume 10, contai¬
ning the Sermones2. The Indiculum occupied ff. Cir-E3r of volume i3.

1. On Vlimmerius, an Augustinian canon of Val-Saint-Martin in Louvain, seeNieuw Nederlandsch Biografisch Woordenboek 7 (1927), cols. 1272-1273 (J. Pruytier),and Nationaal Biografisch Woordenboek 3 (1968), cols. 917-921 (W. Lourdaux).There is a useful study by Cyrille Lambot, Jean Vlimmerius dditeur de sermons de
S. Augustin, in Revue Bdndd. 79 (Memorial Dom Cyrille Lambot, 1969), pp. 185-192,reprinted from Annates de la Socidtd royale d archdologie de Bruxelles 50 (1961),
pp. 144-149.

2. Donl Lambot in the essay referred to in the previous note, and again in CCL 41,xxv-xxvi, gives an account of Vlimmerius's contribution to the 1569 sermonsvolume which does not square with the copy in New College Library, Edinburgh.Lambot asserts that the new series De Diversis which Vlimmerius created for
this edition consisted of 123 items, in two parts. Items 1-51 reproduced the new
sermons published in Vlimmerius's 1564 collection, while items 52-123 had been
gathered in subsequent research, especially among manuscripts of the Abbey ofCambron, as Vlimmerius himself told the reader. When the Louvain editors
assigned the sermons volume in their Antwerp edition to Vlimmerius, he merely
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The most cursory comparison between Vlimmerius's edition and the
critical text of the catalogue contributed by Andre Wilmart to Miscellanea
Agostiniana, vol. 2 (1931), reveals glaring divergences even in the disposi¬
tion of its contents. Vlimmerius's dedicatory preface (1564, sig. e ivr ;
reprinted unchanged 1569, fol. C ir) declares that he has rearranged
the inventory in commodiorem atque aliquanto concinniorem ordinem.
The difference in arrangement can be seen at a glance from the follo¬
wing tables (which omit the numeration supplied by Wilmart) :

WILMART

Contra Paganos
Contra Mathematicos
Contra Tudaeos
Contra Manicheos
Contra Priscillianistas
Adversus Donatistas
Contra Pelagianistas
Adversus Arrianos
Adversus Apollinaristas
Item diversi libri et tractates vel cpis-
tulae...

[Quaestiones]

VLIMMERIUS

[Contra Paganos]
[Contra Mathematicos]
[Contra Iudaeos]
ContraManicliaeos
[Diversi libri]
I)c Div. Quaest. EXXXIII [seriatim]
[Diversi libri]
Contra Arrianos
Contra Donatistas
Contra Pelagianos
[Lin. in Psalmos]

republished volume 10 of the 1569 Basel edition, so that volume 10 of the Louvain
theologians (1577) contained nothing new. Such is Lambot's account. The
volume 10 of the 1569 Basel edition (which Lambot declares to be ' excessively
rare ') turns out to contain only 43 items in its De Diversis series — at least in
the only copy I have seen, in New College in the University of Edinburgh. All
43 had appeared in Vlimmerius' 1564 volume. They were in fact the first 43
items in the De Diversis collection listed by the Maurist editors (PL 39, 2436-2437).
At the moment of writing I do not have access to the first Antwerp printing of the
Louvain edition, but in the Cologne reprint of 1616 the De Diversis collection does
indeed consist of 123 items in two parts 1-51 and 52-123, with the second entitled
Pars Altera Sermonum de Diversis, qui per Theologos Lovanienses anno M. D. LXXVI
[sic] accesserunt (vol. 10, p. 477). This agrees with the Maurists' statement, that of
Vlimmerius's 1564 volume, 51 were extracted to become the first part of the new
De Diversis collection to which the Louvain editors added the second part of 72 new
sermons (PL 38, 13-14, with ' 62 ' erroneously for ' 72 '). The 43 items of 1569
had been increased to 51 by the addition of five sermons contributed by Vlimmerius
to the Froben edition of 1556 and published in a separate group in the 1569 edition,
and three others that appeared in 1564 : Sermones 355 and 356 were placed elsewhere
in 1569, and Sermo 319 apparently was not included separately because of confusion
with Sermo App. 212, no. 3 in the old De Sanctis series. See n. 22 below.
The De Diversis collection in the Louvain edition remains Vlimmerius's work,

but Lambot seems to have confounded his 1569 and 1577 productions. It is the
Louvain edition's preface which asserts that it includes nlauy previously unpublished
sermons which Vlimmerius transcribed front Cambron manuscripts (edition of
Cologne, 1616, vol. 1, fol. a4r).

3. For uly scrutiny of Vlimmerius's edition I have mostly used the 1569 edition,
which alone was available to me in Edinburgh. But latterly the exemplary kindness
of Dr. G. Folliet procured for lile a xerox copy of the first printing, for which I
express my warm gratitude.
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[Diversi libri]
[En. in Psalmos, Tract, in loliannem]
Epistulae
Tractatus diversi

[Serniones /Tractatus]
De versibns Psalmorum

[De diversis]
De verbis Evangelii
De verbisApostoli

Epistolae [alphabetice]
[Sermones /Tractatus de tempore et de
Sanctis]

What Vlimmerius's preface does not tell us4 is that he considerably
increased the length of the Indiculum by inserting titles not listed by
Possidius —- if indeed this is the correct explanation of the expansion
of the Indiculum in his edition. At first sight it appears a most unlikely
procedure for a researcher so painstaking and discerning in unearthing
new sermons of Augustine. Moreover, if he expanded the Indiculum
to include titles derived from his discoveries up to 1564, why did he
not further expand it to take account of his later finds in the years up
to 15695 ? And what of his concern to use Possidius's list as a tool to
determine the authenticity of unpublished sermons attributed to Augus¬
tine ? In his preface to the Indiculum he presents it noslris marginum
scholiis illustratus, quibus et per ipsum Augustinum et per veteres Patres qui
eius scripta passim citare non dubitant, opera esse Augustini convincuntur
(i564. sig- e- ivr fob C ir ; cf. too the dedicatory epistle to the
1564 volume as a whole, sig. *ivr). Could Vlimmerius have failed to
realize that to include titles from published or manuscript sermons,
even when corroboration of their Augustiuian authenticity appeared
to be furnished by ' Bede ' (i.e., Florus) or Eugyppius, would frustrate
one of the chief aims of his edition of the Indiculum8 ?

And yet no other interpretation of the evidence seems possible than
that Vlimmerius himself inserted many new sermon titles into the Indicu¬
lum. In the absence of his sole manuscript (from Villers-en-Brabant)
conclusive proof that the enlargement was wholly his own work rather
than already partly embodied in his manuscript cannot be claimed,
although the preface to volume 1 of the Louvain edition suggests it
was wholly Vlimmerius's work7. His confessed rearrangement of the

4. Unless commodiorem bears the force of' more ample, more complete ', which is
not the more natural meaning.

5. But see note 2 above. The 1569 volume of sermons contains nothing that had
not been published by 1564.

6. See Lambot, art. cit., pp. 190-192 on Vlimmerius's approach to the question of
the authenticity of Augustine's sermons.

7. WILMART, Misc. Agost. vol. 2, pp. 149-150, clearly regarded Vlimmerius's
manuscript as lost. It may perhaps prove identifiable from a fresh search among
the manuscripts, such as Fr. Glorie will no doubt undertake in preparation for
his new critical edition in Corpus Chrislianorum.
Johannes Molanus's preface to the Louvain Opera comments as follows : Edidimus

autem Indiculum Possidii, cum B. Augustini vita, prout Villariae et Lobiis ille manu-
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contents of the Indiculum, itself an outrageous editorial practice by
later standards, makes it much easier to believe that he was capable
also of expanding its contents. And if we were, per impossibile, to suppose
that he did nothing more than rearrange it, we would have to conceive
of a manuscript of the Indiculum which included not only sermon titles
deriving from such well established collections as De Verbis Domini and
De Verbis Apostoli but also titles from sermons that Vlimmerius was
the first to publish, together with the Indiculum, in 1564, and others from
sermons not published until 1577 or, in some cases, decades later. This,
I suggest, is much more incredible than Vlimmerius's insertion of titles
into his manuscript's text of the Indiculum. Although in the event
he inserted very few titles from sermons now regarded as pseudo-Augus-
tinian, the very fact that any insertions were made robbed the work of
its unimpeachable authority in determining the authenticity of disputed
sermons.

The two hundred odd items collected by Possidius under the category
' Miscellaneous Sermons ' (Traclatus diversi — X6 in Wilmart's numbering
of the main sections of the work) follow no obvious order, although some
chronological sequences have been established8. What Vlimmerius
did was to arrange these sermons in a systematic manner in five groups,
De versibus Psalmorum, [De diversis], De verbis Evangelii, De verbis Apos¬
toli, and [De tempore et de Sanctis]. Within each group he has further
arranged the titles in the appropriate biblical or calendrical order, with
the exception of the section I have labelled [De diversis]9, which apparent¬

scriplus extat. Nam qui antea Louanii, cum sermonibus deDiversis, editus erat, is et ordi-
nem immutatum habebat, et quaedam addita, quae in manuscriptis non deprehendimus.
Nec tamen arbitror eum mala fide usum fuisse, qui primus Indiculum in lucent edidit :
sed dum saepius Lipsii, Costerii, et aliorum apud Regulares nostros Martinianos
describeretur, humano forsan errore factum est, ut quaedam ex marginibus in contextum
irrepserint (edition of Cologne, 1616, volume 1, f. a<r). This comment puts the
issue beyond doubt, while doing its utmost to save Vlimmerius's reputation, but
unconvincingly.
The Louvain text of the Indiculum (ibid., pp. 12-19) is therefore the editio princeps

of the normal form of the work.
8. Cf., e.g., D. DE BruvnE, La chronologie de quelques sermons de S. Augustin,

in Revue Blned. 42 (1931), pp. 185-189 ; C. LamboT, Un « ieiunium quinquagesimae »
en Ajrique au IVe siecle et date de quelques sermons de S. Augustin, ibid. 47 (1935),
pp. 114-124 ; Id., Le catalogue de Possidius et la collection Carthusienne de sermons de
S. Augustin, ibid. 60 (1950), pp. 3-7.

9. My use of this classification is unrelated to its use by Vlimnlerius—see note 2
above. The Maurists even asserted that Vlimmerius entitled his 1564 volume ' De
Diversis ' (PL 38, 13-14). In fact his use of this designation for his collection
of new or newly-edited sermons does go back to this 1564 publication, although
not in the title of the volume. His marginal references in his text of the Indiculum
to sermons found elsewhere in the volume identify them as ' De diversis 25 ' etc.
But this collection, like the subsequent De diversis series of 1569 and 1577, include
many sermons which in the Indiculum Vlimmerius placed by their titles among
groups other than the one I have called De diversis.
In the 1564 corpus, although the sermons for the most part follow a biblical

or calendrical sequence, their order is partly dictated by Vlimmerius's manuscript
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ly follows no particular sequence, as is evident from the Old Testament
sermons scattered indiscriminately throughout it.
Each of these five groups Vlimmerius enlarged beyond the material

supplied by Possidius. Most of his additional titles were taken from
collected Sermones published so far, but several were derived from other
sources, such as other sections of the Indiculum, other writings of Augus¬
tine (mostly odd sermons not classed with the collected Sermones), the
Augustinian compilations of Eugyppius and ' Bede ' (i.e., Florus), and
unspecified manuscripts (normally for sermons soon to be published for
the first time in the Louvain theologians' Opera Omnia)10. But Vlimme¬
rius does not explicitly indicate whether he found a title in Possidius or
somewhere else. This has to be worked out by comparing his edition
with Wilmart's (helped by Wilmart's useful indexes). Where a title
is lacking in Possidius, or markedly divergent, the source can nearly always
be located by means of Vlimmerius's marginal annotations.
Both his 1564 preface (supra cit.) and the separate title-page of the

Indiculum in this edition (sig. e iiir) mention his marginal scholia, which
for the most part identify the sermons to which the titles belong. In
the 1564 edition they do this often by referring to the folios and numbers
of the sermons published subsequently in the same volume. For the
titles in the group [De tempore et Sanctis], which for some reason Vlimmerius
separated from his other groups of sermon titles by the intervening
alphabetical inventory of the correspondence of Augustine, Vlimmerius
identified only sermons published by him in 1564, apart from a few attes¬
ted by ' Bede ' or still only in manuscripts. He includes no reference
to sermons in the older De tempore and De Sanctis series. But elsewhere
Vlimmerius's annotations often give the number of the sermon in the twin
early medieval collections De Verbis Domini and De Verbis Apostoli,
or occasionally in the Quinquaginta Homiliae collection. Normally such
references also mention ' Tom. 10 ', which may indicate in general terms
that this is where the sermons are to be found in collected editions but
is more likely to refer to the forthcoming 1569 edition. This is confirmed
by the fact that many references appear in the form ' Tom. 10 fol. '
(i.e., lacking folio number). This in turn supports the impression given
by the 1564 preface that Vlimmerius published the Indiculum in that

sources. Neither here uor in volume 10 of the 1569 and 1577 Opera Omnia did
he find it necessary or appropriate to carry through a rigorously systematic arrange¬
ment of the sermons in order. In the latter editions the traditional collections
would have exerted constraints which he clearly did not feel in working with the
Indiculum.
The scriptural arrangement of Vlimmerius's Indiculum is paralleled by the

Index Posterior... Sacrae Scripturae locorum utut passim elucidatae sunt, interpreta-
tiones ordine Biblico tradens, at the end of volume 10 (1569), ff. CCiv-(FP iv),
which is presumably also his work.

10. Vliinmerius's annotations never speak explicitly of manuscripts, but his
recourse to a manuscript is evident, so I conclude, whenever he merely gives an
Incipit in the margin, with no indication of volume and folio.
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year only because of the pressure of one of his scholarly patrons. Every¬
thing suggests that he planned to produce it together with the 1569 edi¬
tion. The singular advantage of the 15G9 reprinting of the Indiculum is
that the marginal notes now locate nearly all the sermons by volume and
folio in other volumes, chiefly volume 10, of this collected edition. As
a consequence most, but not all, of the identifications by reference to the
medieval collections, such as De Verbis Domini, have disappeared.
But there appear to be no new identifications which were not already
present, albeit for the most part in different forms, in the 1564 edition.
And since the 1569 reprinting is unchanged from 1564 apart from the
marginal notes, it does not incorporate any new titles from sermons that
Vlimmerius discovered after 1564. Moreover, all the sermons identified
in 1564 only by Incipit appear in the same form in the 1569 reprinting.
I take this to mean that the sermons concerned were still in manuscript
only11. Similarly titles identified in 1564 only by reference to ' Bede '
remain in the same form in 1569 ; several of the sermons from which
' Bede ' got his extracts and titles were to be published in full by Vlimme¬
rius but not until 157712.
Among the sermons Vlimmerius identified by Incipit only are three

that were not published until 1631, when they were items 10, 11 and 35
in Jacques Sirmond's 5. Anrelii Augustini... Sermones Novi numero XL.
They are now Sermones 35, 41 and 357. For the first of these Vlimmerius
could find a title in Possidius (X6. 84), but for the latter two his titles
must have come from the manuscript(s). Why did Vlimmerius not
publish these sermons himself subsequently in the Eouvain volume 10 ?
From what manuscript or manuscripts did he know of them ? Sirmond's
sole source for all three was codex DD. 12 of the Parisian Abbey of
St. Victor, now Paris, Bibl. de 1'Arsenal 506. In addition he found the
greater part of Sermo 41 in his highly esteemed ancient papyrus manuscrit,
now Geneva, Bibl. de la Ville 16. He also found all three sermons listed
in an index to Roberto de Bardi's Colleclorium of Augustinian sermons13.

11. This is relevant to lily correction of Lambot in note 2 above. Otherwise in
the 1569 Indiculum Vlimnlerius would be referring by Incipit only to some sermons
that were published in the second part of the new De diversis series in 1569 (according
to Lairtbot). In reality they were not published until 1577. The items in question
here are Sermones 23 (De div. 122), 273 (De div. 101), 280-282 (De div. 103-105),
306 (De div. 94). In addition 1577 saw published the full text of Sermones 51 (De
div. 63) and 233 (De div. 86) which Vlimmerius knew in 1564/1569 only in frag¬
mentary or mutilated form.

12. Sermones 191 (De div. 60), 205 (68), 222-223 (80-81), 233-234 (86-87), 23^
(88), 302 (hi). Also in 1564/1569 Vlimmerius referred to the published fragment
from ' Bede ' from a sermon, Sermo 23, which was published in full in 1577 as De
diversis 122.

13. Sirmond, Opera Varia... (Paris 1696), vol. 1, cols. 336, 341 (' Notae in XL.
Sermones Novos S. Augustini '). Sirmond's 1631 volume is not available to me.
An incomplete text of Sermo 41 was earlier published in the Paris Opera Omnia
of 1614 against Sirmond's wishes. See P. Petitmengin, A propos des editions
patrisliques de la Conlre-Rdforme : Le « Saint Auguslin » de la Typographic Valicane,
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Did Vlimmerius's researches extend as far as Paris ? Perhaps he was at
this point dependent on his uncle Martin Lypsius, a fellow-Augustinian.
On his death in 1555 Vlimmerius fell heir to the fruit of Dypsius's syste¬
matic pursuit of new Augustinian texts. He sent a body of material to
Basel for inclusion in the Froben edition of 155b14. Not only were all
but five sermons rejected, but the rest were not returned to him. He
complains in the preface to his 1564 volume (sigs. *iiv-iiiv) of having to do
Lypsius's research all over again. Perhaps he failed to track down the
manuscript from which Lypsius may have known of these three sermons
later published by Sirmond.

*
* *

The aim of this present study is modest enough, namely, to identify
the sources of the titles of the sermones or tractatns (Vlimmerius seems
to use these designations indiscriminately) in the strange editio princeps
of the Indiculum. For each of Vlimmerius's group of sermon titles, I
have appended below an inventory of his sources, listing items in his
order (which is without numeration). When he got his title from Possi¬
dius I have given the numbered reference fromWilmart's edition. Where
published sermons or fragments were his source, I have given the present-
day numbers of the sermons or fragments15. I have sought to distin¬
guish between published fragments from ' Bede ' (Florus), several of
which Vlimmerius included in his 1564 corpus, and the derivation of
titles alone from the Augustinian compilation falsely ascribed to Bede.
I cannot claim exhaustive accuracy for these lists, but Vlimmerius's

vagaries must take at least some of the blame for their inadequacies.
Sometimes he repeats titles without rhyme or reason, sometimes he
lists sermons twice according to the different elements in their titles
(which are sometimes divided into two for this purpose). Sometimes
he includes both Possidius's entry and a published sermon's title when it
is fairly clear that the two should be identified. Sometimes he concocts
a title for a sermon from a scriptural text that appears only half-way
through the sermon. On one occasion he (or his manuscript) combines
two titles that Wilmart lists separately. In his numbering of the Psalms
he (or his manuscript) is too oft°u careless. Iti the section [De tempore et
Sanctis] the number of sermons his titles record is frequently at variance
both with the number attested by Possidius and the number he, Vlimme¬
rius, actually identifies as extant.

in Recherches Augustiniennes 4 (1966), pp. 231-236, to which I owe the identification
of Sirmond's manuscripts.

14. Cf. LamboT, Revue Bined. 79 (1969), pp. 185-187.
15. For the post-Maurist sermons I have used the definitive intercalations of

P. Verbraken, Eludes critiques sur les sermons authentiques de Saint Auguslin
(Inslrumenta Palristica, XII ; Steenbrugge and The Hague, 1976).
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Sometimes Vlimmerius appears to have identified Possidius's entry
with a title furnished by a published sermon or other source and then to
have omitted the former in favour of the latter or a title nearer to it than
to Possidius's version. He reshaped several of the titles he took from
sermons, often to bring them more into line with the style of Possidius's
titles, but on occasion without obvious cause. He did not include all
of the entries in Wilmart's edition, but then in the absence of his manus¬

cript we cannot be sure whether they were all available to him. Nor did
he include all of the titles of published sermons at his disposal. But in
view of Vlimmerius's versatile waywardness it must often be difficult to
judge whether an omission is deliberate or negligent. When a title is
identical or virtually identical with one catalogued by Possidius but is
also identified by Vlimmerius's marginal reference with an extant sermon
bearing a similar title, I have normally given Possidius as the source.
In brackets I have listed, by their Maurist or post-Maurist (Verbraken)

numbers, the sermons that Vlimmerius identified with his titles. Ser¬
mons from which he derived titles appear of course without brackets as
the source of these titles. Where Vlimmerius offers no identification
of a title with an extant sermon, I have given none, even in cases where
the identification is not only straightforward for us but also should have
been easy for Vlimmerius.
Wilmart dismissed Vlimmerius's editio princeps with a perfunctory

'

parait etre assez artificielle ' (Misc. Agost., vol. 2, p. 149). A kinder
verdict may be in order, at least for the blocks of sermon titles, so long
as we cease to regard his aim as the faithful reproduction of Possidius's
list. The sections studied here deserve to be viewed as the fruit of an
industrious attempt to catalogue systematically all the titles of Augusti¬
ne's sermons presented by Possidius or by extant sermons or fragments.
The result is as much Vlimmerius's work as Possidius's. We might
even call Vlimmerius ' a new Possidius '1G.

Dc versibus Psalmorum17 (pp. xx-xxnu ; ff. C6r-Dir)
Sermo 13, X6. 145, Sermo 14, X8. 31, 24, 133, 134, 25, 46, 98, Sermo 40,

X6. 75, 71, 7, 47, 138, Sermones 18 and 17 (only one is listed but two

16. In what follows, the page references are to the 1564 edition, the folio references
to the 1569 reprinting. I have invariably repeated ' Sermo ' before a number,
but not the ' X' ' classification from Wilnlart's edition.

17. Possidius lists sermons de psalmo... non toto for Psalms 34, 46, 71 and 81,
using full words or Ronlau numerals (Wilnlart, X".7, 31, 34, 35). Vlimmerius
uses the same formula for Psalms 14, 37, 76 and 81, but with Arabic numerals
except for trigesimo seplimo in the 1564 edition. Since these entries obviously
derive froirt Possidius, I have had to hazard a guess at the most likely corruptions
of the numbers, which leave' 14 ' as somehow derived from the original' XI/VI '.
Vlimmerius also lists De versu psalmi quinquagesimi secundi (1564 ; ' 52 ', 1569)

and De versu psalmi nonagesimi primi, both again Possidian entries, apparently
derived from items which in Wilmart's edition are De versu psalmi quinquagensimi
quinti... (Xe.42) and... de versu psalmi nonagensimi... (X8.38).
The slip from' BXXIII ' (Xs. 146) to ' 83 ' is readily intelligible.
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are identified in the margin), X8. 80, 43, 90, 26, (on Ps. 107-Vlimmerius
lists it for Ps. 59 !), 44 (Sermo 22), 166, MS. (later Sermo 23), X6. 167,
34, 35, 149 ('forte ' Sermo 279 : 3-7, Incipit, Praecedente die dominico
cantavimus ; Vlimmerius's reference is wrong), 146, 38, Sermo 25, Sermo
26, X8. 147, 81, 40, 110, 48, hi, 108 and 168 (Sermo 29 — only one
identified), Sermo 30, X8. 197, 79, 189, 94, 107, 21 and 154 (Sermo 33 —

only one identified).

[De diversis] (pp. xxiiii-xxix ; ff. Dir-D2r)

De disciplina Christiana (PL 40, 669-678), X8. 14 (Sermo 9), 15 (Sermo
351), 56 (Sermo 352), 16 (identified as both Sermo 32 and the Caesarian
adaptation of it, no. ' 31 ' (= 32) in the Qninquaginta Homiliae), 55
(De utilitate ieiunii, CCL 46, 231-241), 9 (Sermo 4), 12 (Scrmo 2), ' Bede '
(later Sermo 3), X8. 13 (fragm. from 1 Bede ' = PL 39, 1731-1732, part
of Sermo 4A), 39, 17, 19, fragm. from ' Bede ' (part of later Sermo 23),
' Bede' (later part of Sermo 392)18, MS. (later Sermo Mai 135), MS.
(later Sermo App. io)19, Sermo 6 (cf. X8. 109), Sermo 7 (cf. X8. 109),
Sermo 341, Sermo 46, Sermo 47, X8. 176 (Sermo 56), 175, 177 (Scrmo 216),
De patientia (CSEL 41, 663-691), X8. 202 (De continentia, CSEL 41, 141-
183), 180, ' Bede ' (later Sermo 229), X8. 151 (fragm. from Eugyppius,
later part of Sermo 8), fragm. from ' Bede ' (later part of Sermo 344), MS.
(later Sermo 41), X8. 54, 1 and 2 and 165 (Vlimm. — ' tractatus diversi ' ;
cf. I. 34), 3, 5, ' Bede ' (fragm., later part of Sermo 342), X8. 22, 23,
Sermo 349, X8. 78, Scrmo 57 (cf. X.8 176), Sermones 355 and 356, Sermo
34, Sermo 107, Sermo 86 (cf. X8. 115), Sermo 38, Sermo, 48, Sermo 49,
MS. (De Hospilalitate ; later Maximus of Turin, Sermo 34, CCL 23, 132-
134, but here with the slightly divergent Incipit, Animadvertit sanclitas
vestra, fratres...), MS. (later Sermo 357), Xs. 84 (MS., later Sermo 35),
83 (Sermo 36), 82 (Sermo 37), 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 70, 76, 165
(' Tract, ii ' ; Vlirnmerius refers only to ' Bede's ' excerpt from Sermo 350),
169, 196, 198 (' duo ' ; Vlimmerius gives ' ser. mi ', viz. Sermones 15, 336,
337, 338), ' Bede ' (later part of Sermo 125A), Eugyppius (De providentia
Dei, CSEL 9, 1, 448-449), Sermo 60 (cf. X8. 103), X8. 41, 66, 155, 190, 191,
192, 193, 161, 32, 52, 143, 144.

18. Florus referred to this sermon by the title Ad conjugalos. It had long been
published in full under the title De muliere curva as no. 49 of the Quinquaginta
Homiliae, which Vlimnlerius failed to notice (in 1569 edition, vol. 10, cols. 548-
550-

19. Vlimmerius gives the Incipit only, Expositiones sanclarum scripturarum
si eo ordine... It had long been published as item 78 in the De Tempore series
but with a divergent Incipit, Si expositionem sanclarum... etc. (in 1569 edition,
vol. 10, cols. 757-760).
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De verbis Evangelii (pp. xxix-xxxix ; ff. D2r-D4v)
[Matthew]
X6. 8, Sermo 52, Sermo 109, XG. 136 (Sermo 53), Sermo 54, Sermo 55,

X6. 103 (Sermo 60), Sermo 61, Xs. 160 (Sermo 62), Sermo 100, Sermo 63,
X6. 50 (' 11011 puto extare '), 53, Sermo 65, Sermo 68 and Sermo 67, X6. 140
and 141 (Sermones 70 and 69), 199 (Sermo 71), 127 (Sermo 72), Sermo 73,
X6. 87, fragm. from ' Bede ' (later part of Sermo 95), X6. 142 (Vlimmerius
lists and identifies two— Sermones 76 and 75), Sermo 77, Sermo 96, Sermo
79, Sermo 83, X6. 85 (Sermo 82), I2T, Sermo 84, Sermo 85, Sermo 87, X6. 10
(Vlimmerius lists and identifies tow De duobus caecis — Sermo 88 and ano¬
ther not found, Incipit: Admonet 110s Dominus miraculis corporalibus, pre¬
sumably from MS.20), 114, Sermo 91, Sermo 92, X6. Sermo 97 (cf. X2. 25),
Sermo 93 (cf. X2. 24).

[Mark]
X®. 126 (Possidius — one ; Vlimmerius — two, but identifies none),

Sermo 233 (Incipit at line 10, Audistis quid dixerit Dominus...).

[Luke]
Sermo 51, 17-20 (Incipit, Cum esset duodecim annorum), X®. 162 (Sermo

98), Sermo 99, X°. 102 (Sermo 101), Sermo 102, X6. 117 (Vlimmerius lists
and identifies two —• Sermones 103 and 104), Sermo 105. Sermo 106,
Sermo 107, Sermo 108, Sermo no, X6. 129, Sermo 111, Sermo 112, Sermo
113, X6. 91, Sermo 115.

[John]
X4. 5, Sermo 119 (or VIII. 13), Sermo 122, Sermo 123, X®. 77, Sermo 124,

X6. 57, XG. 159 (cf. VIII. n), Sermo 127, Sermo 128, Sermo 129, Sermo 132,
XG. 132, 112, Sermo 134, XG. 38, fragm. from ' Bede ' (later Sermo 136),
Sermo 135, Sermo 137, Sermo 138, Sermo 139, X6. 156 (Sermo 368),
Sermo 354, XG. 72 (Sermo 142), Sermo 141, Sermo 143, XG. 6 (Sermo 144),
99, 104, 88, Sermo 147, Xs. 89 (Sermo 146), X6. 28 (Sermo 149).

De verbis Apostoli (pp. xxxix-xlvi ; ff. D4v-D6r)
Sermo 159, Sermo 153, Sermo 154, Sermo 155, Sermo 30, Sermo 151,

X6. 49- 42> Sermo 156 (probably a single title erroneously printed as two,
unless the second derives from Sermo 26, which is unidentified), Sermo
I57> Sermo 158, X6. 122, Serino 27, X6. 74 (' Nondum vidi. Faxit Dens,
ut veniat in lucetn '), 116, 163, Sermo 161, ' Bede ' (fragm., later part of

20. Apart from this Incipit and the attachment of the sermon to the healing of the
two blind men in Matthew 20, 29-34, Vlimmerius gives no further aid towards the
identification of the sermon (p. xxxiu ; fol. D39.
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Sermo 162), ' Bede ' (later Sermo 354A), X6. 113, Sermo 156 (as above,
but this time the two parts of the title are in reverse order and read more
suitably as one), Sermo 163, Sermo 128, De div. quaest. LXXXIII 71
(CCL 44A, 200-207 ; printed among Sermones from collection De verbis
Domini et Apostoli 85 ; cf. X2. 35), Sermo 164, Sermo 160, 5-7 (Incipit,
Haec est Christiana doclrina), Sermo 165, XG. 98, Sermo 166, Sermo 167,
X6. 68, Sermo 168, 'Bede' (later Sermo 167A), Sermo 131, Sermo 169,
Sermo 170, X®. 51, Serino 174, Sermo 175, ? (probably Sermo 176 but
unidentified), X®. 69, Sermo 178, Retract. 2, 32 (cf. X3. 10), Sermo 179,
Sermo 180, X®. 148, Sermo 181, Sermo 182, Sermo 183.

[De tempore et de Sanctis] (pp. lini-lvi ; ff. E2v-E3r)
X®. xoo and 170 (together eight ; Vlimm. refers only to ' Bede's '

title, from Sermo 191), 171 (seven ; only ' Bede's ' title, from Sermo 194),
172 (five ; De utilitate ieiunii (CCL 46, 231-241), Sermo 211 and ' Bede s '
title, from Sermo 205), 172 (two ; ' Bede ' from Sermo 218A), 174 (twenty-
three ; only ' Bede ' from Sermones 222 and 223, but see next), ' Tempore
Paschali, tract, xxxvi' (Vlimm. identifies sixteen — Sermones 240, 235,
231, 232, 237, 239, 242, 248, 253, 254, 245, 116, 255, 251, 252, and 243 —
and refers to ' Bede's ' titles from Sermones 228A, 233, 234, 236, 270),
' I11 octava Paschae, tract, xii ' (Sermones 376, 224,148, 260 and App. 172 —
only five), X®. 92 (cf. also 101 and 179 — together five ; Vlimm. lists ' a '
but identifies only six -—- Scrmones 261, 262, 233 (Incipit at line 10,
Audistis quid dixerit Dominus...), 26321, Caesarius Serino 210, and ' Bede '
from Sermo 265), 93 (cf. 164 ; Vlimm. lists ' iiii ' but identifies none), 96
(' Bede ' from Sermo 268), 106 (cf. 107 ; Vlimm. lists and identifies two —
Sermones 267 and 271), ' De advenlu Spiritus sancti, ser. Hi' (nil), ' De
sancio Slephano protomartyre, ser. vi' (Sermo App. 21222 — listed twice,

21. In 1564 (p. Mill) Vlimmerius had referred to his own text of Sermo 263
in the same volume. In 1569 (fol. E 2V) he referred instead to its appearance
as no. 174 in the old De Tempore series. It had been published in all editions
since Amerbach, but was to be re-edited by Vlimmerius in 1577 as De Diversis 90.
For this title, De Quadragesima Ascensionis Domini (Wilnlart, X'. 92), Vlimmerius

listed seven (including ' Bede ') in 1564 but only six (ditto) in 1569. This is pro¬
bably the only instance of such a change that I have detected (cf. next note). As
at present I have access only to the list of contents of the 1564 volume I cannot
identify the one that Vlimmerius dropped. It seems not to be a case of accidental
omission.

22. In 1564 Vlimmerius provided his own edition of Sermo 319, but this did
not appear in 1569, so that the marginal reference in the 1569 Indiculum relates
to the old De Sanctis 3, the first part of which is based on Serino 319. The latter
was restored in 1577 as De Diversis 51. Vlimmerius's text of De Sanctis 3 (1569,
vol. 10, cols. 1170-1171) was fuller than the present Sermo App. 212.
In 1564 Vlinimerius listed ten sermons for St. Stephen. (' 10 ' is erroneous for

'

100 '—in the De diversis sequence of the 1564 volume, which is unrelated to
the series of the same name in the 1569 and later editions.) In 1569 only eight
marginal references are given, but Vlimmerius must have intended all of the group
Sermones 320-324 to be included, even if he provided folio numbers for only three of
them.
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Sermones 320, 321, 322, 323, 324, App. 215, App. 211, Sermo 382), ' De
miraculis et beneficiis sancti Stephani ' (De civitate Dei 22, 8-9, CCL 48,
821-827), ' I11 festo sanctorum Fabiani et Sebasliani Martyrum ' (?), X6.
105, 124, 125 (Possidius — two ; Vlimm. — one), 130 (MS., later Sermo ;
306), 131, 139, 141, MS. (later Sermo 273), X6. 137 and 187 (together
three ; Vlimm. -— six, unidentified), Sermo 286, X6. 118 and 150 (toge¬
ther two ; Vlimm. records six, identifies five, Sermones 290, 292, 287 and :
'

Bede ' from Sermones 288 and 292), 119 and 158 (together two ; Vlimm.
— seven, Sermones 147 and 298), 128 (Vlimm. — five ; 'Bede' from •
Sertnones 302 and 304), ' In Basilica Tricillarum ' (unidentified, probably i
' Bede ' from Sermo 53), X6. 188 (Sermo 94), 184 (four ; Vlimm. identifies fc
only Sermo 309), 185 (MS., later Sermones 280, 281 and 282), ' Martyres,
etc. ', ' Martyrum festum ' (cf. X8. 152), X6.186, 194 -f- 195, Sermones 307 -
and 308 (three recorded), ' De apostolo Paulo et conversione eius, sermon, x '
(Sermones 324, 278, App. 189, fragm. = Sermo 43, 6-7 (Incipit, Quanta
Christi dignatio), fragm. = Sermo 279, 7-8 (Incipit, Corde creditur ad ,

iustitiam), Sermo 283, X8. 182 (Vlimm. records nine; Sermo 101), ' De
natali martyrum, ser. viii ' (Sermones 333, 31, 334, 335, 65), ' In festo
unius virginis, ser. vi' (Sermo 53).

David F. Wright
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The Manuscripts
of the « Tractatus in Iohannem »

A Supplementary List1

Any listing of the manuscripts and fragments of a work as popular in
the mediaeval Church as Augustine's Tractatus on John's Gospel is liable
to be incomplete, at least until all the volumes of Die Handschriftliche
(Jberlieferung tier Werke c/es lieiligen Augustimis have been published2.
Nevertheless, this supplementum is already overdue and must not be deferred
until it has a greater hope of being reasonably complete3. It follows the
same lines as my 'Check-List' of 1972, except that, in addition to new
entries, manuscripts listed then reappear here if in the interval fresh or

1. Cf. The Manuscripts of St. Augustine's « Tractatus in Ettangelium Ioltannis» :
A Preliminary Survey and Check-List, in Reclt. Augustiniennes 8 (1972), pp. 55-143,
hereafter 'Cheek-List'. A helpful review was contributed by G. Folliet in REA 19 (1973),
pp. 318-319. For this and for other assistance I express my warm appreciation. This
present study has benefited from grants awarded by the Earl of Moray Endowment of
the University of Edinburgh and the British Academy's Small Grants Research Fund
in the Humanities.

2. Published in the Sitzungsberichte of the Osterreichische Akadcntie der Wissen-
schaften, Philosophisch-historische Klasse, at Vienna : Band 1/1 and 1/2, Italien (Sitz.
263 and 267, 1969 and 1970), ed. M. Oberleitner ; Band If/1 and II/2, Grossbritannien
and Irland (Sitz. 281 and 276, 1972), ed. F. Romer ; Band III, Polen : Anhang,
Die Skandinavischen Staaten Danemark-Finnland-Schweden (Sitz. 289, 1973), ed. Romer ;
Band IV, Spanien undPortugal (Sitz. 292, 1974), ed. J. Divjak ; Band V/l and V/2, Bundes-
republik Deutschland und Westberlin (Sitz. 306 and 350, 1976 and 1979), ed. R. Kurz.
I gladly acknowledge helpful co-operation from the compilers of these volumes, which
are referred to hereafter by the editor's name and the volume number.

3. I have not been able to consult Professor 3ernhard Bischoff's inventory of ninth-
century codices in Munich, which is at present uriindexed and most likely includes some
Tractatus items, chiefly extracts and fragments, unknown to me. However, I have benefited
from information supplied by Professor Bischoff by letter, for which I am most grateful.
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revised information about contents, dating or provenance has come to
my knowledge. All manuscripts listed here for the first time are marked
by an asterisk (*).
Altogether just over seventy manuscripts make their first appearance in

this supplement. Although, as one might expect, fragments and extracts
are prominent among them, they include sixteen additional manuscripts
containing the whole or a major part of the Tractatus — Berlin theol. lat.
fol. 499 and 551 and Hdschr. 130 ; Gniezno 48 ; Krakow 1217 ; Lambach
L ; Madrid, Acad. Hist. 82 ; Munich 17054 and 22217 ; Pelplin 14 ; Sala¬
manca 2530 ; Sigiienza 108 ; Toledo 14-3 ; Valencia 892(34) ; Zeil 1 ;
one unlocated. The items from the Tractatus are listed in at least nine
significant homiliaries - Fabriano, San Silvestro 8 ; Gerona 44 ; Grenoble 9
and 24 and Toulouse 1161 and 1162 ; Leon 8 ; Madrid, B.N. 10 and 78 ;
Oxford, Bodl. Lyell 77 ; Paris, B.N. lat. 5302 ; Venice Z. 153 and 154.
Furthermore the fragments include the remains of at least seven pre-
tenth-century manuscripts (excluding homiliary fragments) - Brussels 1831-3
etc. ; Bad Hersfeld, Stadtarchiv fragm. ; Linz 668 etc. ; Munich 29382
(6-12 ; London, Lambeth 414 ; Paris, B.N. lat. 2269 ; Venice XII. 232.

Homiliaries

The publication of analyses of mediaeval homiliaries and lectionaries has
continued thick and fast since my 'Check-List' was compiled. Some
homiliaries have clearly merited inclusion in this supplementary list of
witnesses to the manuscript transmission of Augustine's Tractatus, but it
has become no easier to determine and apply consistent criteria of inclusion
and exclusion4.
Jean-Paul Bouhot has devoted a series of studies to the collection known

as Sancti catholici Patres, compiled early in the twelfth century and drawing
on an interpolated version of Paul Deacon's homiliary as one of its three
chief sources. For the festival of one or more apostles Sancti catholici
Patres prescribes the nine Tractatus 80-88 in succession (Bouhot,
Uhomeliaire des^ « Sancti catholici Patres». Reconstitution de sa forme
originate, in REA 21 (1975), pp. 188-189). Some manuscripts of the
collection contain a few additional items from the Tractatus (Bouhot,
Uhomeliaire des «Sancti catholici Patres». Tradition manuscrite, in
REA 22 (1976), pp. 147-148, 180, 183), but even this did not seem to warrant

4. Pre-tenth-century manuscripts are normally included, but sufficiently precise
information to justify inclusion is sometimes lacking. For example, Troyes, Bibl. Munic.
154 dates, according to the catalogue, from the ninth century. It contains the second part
of Paul Deacon's homiliary with a few irregularities (especially the insertion between
PD II, 53 and 54 of items 47 to 58 of part two of Alan of Farfa's compilation), but no
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the inclusion of representatives of this collection in our inventory, let
alone of copies of Robert de Bardi's fourteenth-century Collectorium
sermonum sancti Augustini which drew heavily on Sancti catholici Patres,
including Trr. 80-88.
Bouhot regards Trr. 80-88 as belonging to the interpolations in the

compiler's copy of Paul Deacon's collection. Although he is unable to
point to any exemplar of Paul Deacon which contains even the majority
of his (Bouhot's) alleged interpolations, he draws attention to the eleventh-
century lectionary of Cluny which has several parallels with the kind of
adapted Paul Deacon he envisages (Bouhot, L'homeliaire des « Sancti
catholici Patres». Sources et composition, in REA 24 (1978), pp. 115-116,
152-153). But why does Bouhot say nothing about a small series of items
in the original Paul Deacon which could have provided virtually the whole
of Trr. 80-88 ? I reproduce half a page of Reginald Gregoire's analysis
of Paul Deacon (Les homeliaires du moyen age. Inventaire et analyse des
manuscrits, Rome, 1966, p. 109) :

Commune sanctorum

100. In Vigilia unius apostoli
Ego sum uitis ucra... agricola (Jean 15, 1)
Iste locus euangelicus fratres ubi se dicit Dominus uitem — et habitauit in nobis.
Augustin, Tract, in Ioh., 80, 81, 82. C.C., 36, p. 527-534.
P.L., 35, 1839-1844.

101. In Natale unius apostoli
Hoc est praeceptum meum... (Jean 15, 12)
Cum cuncta sacra eloquia dominicis plena sint praeceptis quid est — nunc
decertantes iuuat.

Grdgoire, Homiliae in Euangelia, II, 27. P.L., 76, 1205-1210.

102. Sermo beati Augustini episcopi
Hoc est praeceptum meum ut diligatis inuicem sicut dilexi uos... (Jean 15, 12)
Siue dicatur praeceptum siue mandatum ex uno uerbo greco utrumque — ad
rationem salutis.
Augustin, Tract, in Ioh., 83, 2-86. C.C., 36, p. 535-543 (P.L., 35, 1845-1852).

103. Haec mando uobis ut diligatis inuicem... (Jean 15, 17)
Ac per hoc intellegerc — ipso faciente fecit. Haec autem ipse non illis facientibus
fecit.

Augustin, Tract, in Ioh., 87, 1-91, 4. C.C. 36, p. 543-555.
P.L., 35, 1852-1862.

A comparison with items 308-316 in Bouhot's analysis of Sancti catholici
Patres (Rev. Et. Aug. 21, 1975, pp. 188-189), presenting Trr. 80-88 individual-
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ly 'In natale apostolorum unius siue plurimorum. Sermo beati Augustini
episcopi', suggests that at least for Trr. 83 and 87 Paul Deacon's texts
omitted some lines at the beginning. (Some doubt may also persist whether
Paul Deacon presented an unabridged text of these Tractatus ; cf. my
'Check-List', p. 121 n. 163). But even if the compiler of Sancli catholici
Patres went back to a copy of the Tractatus themselves for his items 308-
316, it was patently Paul Deacon who prescribed what he was after. 'Inter¬
polation' seems quite an inappropriate description.
I have not included in this supplementary list the various manuscripts

used by Raymond Etaix to reconstruct : Le lectionnaire de /'office a Cluny,
in Recherches Augustiniennes 11 (1976), pp. 91-159. This system incor¬
porated seventeen items from the Tractatus (p. 154), in part from Paul
Deacon and perhaps in part from other homiliary or lectionary collections.
Etaix has sought to depict the Cluniac lectionary in use at the close of the
twelfth century. This Cluniac lectionary was adopted by the Abbeys
of St.-Remi and St.-Thierry at Reims in the course of the twelfth century.
Extant^ manuscripts in the Bibliotheque Municipale at Reims preserve
in part* the usage of these Abbeys (cf. R. Etaix, Les homiliaires liturgiques
de Saint-Thierry, in Saint-Thierry : une abbaye du VIe au XX" siecle. Actes
du Colloque international d'Histoire monastique, Reims-Saint-Thierry,
11 au 14 octobre 1976 (Saint-Thierry, 1979), pp. 147-158).
I have, however, included the manuscripts that contain Le lectionnaire

cartusien pour le refectoire analysed also by Etaix in REA 23 (1977), pp. 272-
303. This lectionary was compiled in the middle or later half of the thir¬
teenth century (p. 302). It has drawn thirty-two items afresh from the
Tractatus of Augustine (p. 298), in addition to four complete and seven
'residue' Tractatus items taken from the office homiliary of La Grande
Chartreuse preserved in Grenoble 32 and 33, which were included in my
original 'Check-List' (see also below).
Collections which have not found a place in my earlier and present lists

of manuscripts will be covered in an inventory of the use of the Tractatus
in mediaeval homiliaries and lectionaries which I have begun to compile.
In Le lectionnaire de Voffice a Fleury : essai de reconstitution, in Rev.

Bened. 89 (1979), pp. 110-164, A. Davril has combined the numerous

marginal indications of lections in extant manuscripts from the Abbey
of Fleury now at Orleans' Bibliotheque Municipale with evidence provided
by surviving lectionaries of strictly limited extent and a late sixteenth-
century manuscript breviary. The reconstructed analysis reveals the
considerable use made of the ninth-century copy of the Tractatus in lohan-
nem which was later the Maurists' codex Floriacensis, Orleans, Bibl. Munic.
161 (138). Twenty-eight lections are identified which correspond to
indications in the margins of this codex, which also similarly designates
other lections whose use at Fleury Davril cannot document (see p. 112).
At the same time the Fleury office used another ten lections from
the Tractatus not designated as such in Orleans codex 161 (see p. 154).
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Division of the « Tractatus » into Two Sections
Tractatus 1-54 and 55-124 ('1-70')

This division is further attested (see 'Check-List', pp. 72-76) by Jonas
of Orleans (d. 843). In his defence of images against Claudius of Turin
he quotes from Tr. 118 calling it homilia sexagesima quarta (De Cultu
Imaginum 1 ; PL 106, 333-334).
Medieval library catalogues furnish plentiful evidence of the two-part

division of the Tractatus. For example, a ninth-century catalogue of the
manuscripts of Murbach Abbey in the Upper Rhineland lists 'In Johannem
ewangelistam sermones LXX' (W. Milde, Der Bibliothekskatalog des
Klosters Murbach aus dem 9. Jahrhundert (Beihefte zum Euphorion, 4 ;
Heidelberg, 1968), pp. 40-41). Other instances may be seen in the latest
volume ofMittelalterliche Bibliothekskataloge Deutschlands und der Schweiz,
Bd. 4 (ed. B. Bischoff), Teil 1 : Bistumer Passau und Regensburg, ed. C.E.
Ineichcn-Eder (Munich, 1977), pp. 145, 155, 166-167, 401, 417, 423, 526,
540-541, 580 s.
A later witness is Bartholomaeus de Urbino the compiler of the Mille-

loquium S. Augustini which was completed by 1347. He relates that the
volume of the Tractatus had been sometimes divided into two parts because
of its size. He had also seen it divided into three parts, the details of which
he does not provide. See further below, under Munich 14286, for other
additional late evidence for a three-fold division.

« Tractatus » 20-22

In 1977 Pere M.F. Berrouard published the second volume of his edition
and French translation of the Tractatus, equipped with an ample introduc¬
tion and extensive annotation : Homelies sur I'Evangile de saint Jean XVII-
XXXIII (Bibliotheque Augustinienne. GEuvres de saint Augustin, 72 ; Paris,
1977). In the introduction the author reproduces the arguments he advan¬
ced a few years earlier in favour of dating Trr. 17-19 and 23-54 in the year
414 and Trr. 20-22 in 419-420 (pp. 9-46 ; cf. id., La date des « Tractatus
I-LIV in Iolwnnis Evangelium» de saint Augustin, in Recherches Augusti¬
niennes 7, 1971, pp. 105-168). Sermo 125 he is inclined to place earlier
than its contiguous group of Tractatus, Trr. 17-19 (Homelies..., pp. 16-17).
For the purposes of a study of the manuscripts of the Tractatus in Iohan-

nem, it is Pere Berrouard's major contribution to have vastly reinforced
my arguments, based largely on external features and chronological cross-
references, for the independence of Trr. 20-22 by a close textual and theolo-

5. Modern cataloguers occasionally misinterpret the separate numbering of Tract.
55-124. See below on Munich 29382 (6-12 and Salamanca 2530).
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gical comparison of these Tractatus with Trr. 17-19 and 23-54 in general
and with Trr. 18, 19 and 23 in particular {La dale..., pp. 140-163 ; Home lies...,
pp. 12-18, 42-46). We may indeed describe the independence of Trr.
20-22 as one of the 'assured results' of study of the Tractatus over the last
decade and a half. To my knowledge no writer has called this conclusion
into question. One could even suggest that it would not have been
outrageous if Dom Verbraken had assigned these three Tractatus new
numbers among the Sermones of Augustine. They would presumably
become Sermones 126A, 126B and 126C (cf. Verbraken, Insertion des
nouveaux sermons de Saint Augustin dans la trame de Tedition benedictine,
in Corona Gratiarum... Eligio Dekkers O.S.B.... oblata (Bruges and The
Hague, 1975), vol. 1, pp. 311-337 = Etudes critiques sur les Sermons authen-
tiques de saint Augustin (Instrumenta Patristica XII ; Steenbrugge and The
Hague, 1976) pp. 19-42). This would be no less appropriate than it is to
leave Sermo 125 where it is among the Sermones rather than incorporate
it into the Tractatus as Tr. 17A.
It becomes clear that if we may validly speak of the original form of the

Tractatus, it was one that lacked Trr. 20-22. That is to say, as preached
Trr. 1-54 lacked 20-22. It is therefore conceivable that these three original¬
ly were found apart from 1-19 and 23-54 in Augustine's library. It is
certainly difficult, in the light of their separate origin and absence in partof the subsequent tradition, to suppose that they belonged to the series
that Possidius saw and catalogued as tractatus de evangelio Iohannis a
capite usque in finem in codicibus sex (Indiculum X4, 5 ; ed. Wilmart, Misc.
Agost., vol. 2, p. 182). We should therefore look more closely at a tentative
suggestion I made in 1964 (Journ. of Thcol. Stud. n.s. 15, 1964, p. 320)
that these three Tractatus may be entered elsewhere in Possidius's inventory.
Among the Tractatus diversi Possidius lists one :

Ex evangelio : Non potest Filius a se facere quidquam nisi quod viderit
Patrem facientem [ = John 5:19]
(X6. 159 ; Misc. Agost., vol. 2, p. 204).

Other things being equal, this would fit Tr. 20, but the following entries
in Possidius bear no relation to Trr. 21-22 and we must suppose that Trr.
20-22 would have stayed together. Earlier Possidius lists : Tractatus
diversi adversus supra scriptos [Arrianos] qui filium inaequalem Patri esse
contendunt

11. Ex evangelio Iohannis : Non potest Filius a sefacere... Patrem facientem
[ = John 5 : 19]

12. Ex eodem Iohanne : Pater enim diligit Filiuni et omnia demonstrat
ei = [John 5 : 20]

13. Item de trinitate, de : In principio erat Vcrbum
(VIII. 11-13 ; Misc. Agost., vol. 2, p. 174).
The explicitly anti-Arian Sermo 126 is a candidate for identification

with VIII. 11 here, as would be Tr. 20. But Tr. 21 is the only extant
sermon of Augustine on John 5 : 20. (Wilmart has no sermon to suggest
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suited for VIII. 12, Misc. Agost., vol. 2, p. 225.) But VIII. 13 does not fit
Tr. 22, and it is not easy to see why Possidius should include Trr. 20 and 21
in this category but not Tr. 22 - unless because it is perhaps less obviously
anti-Arian than the preceding two. But in the light of what is now securely
established about Trr. 20-22, there can be no objection to identifying them
with appropriate entries in Possidius separate from his listing of the Tractatus
in Iohannem series.

Among the manuscripts listed here for the first time, only one (as far
as my information goes at present) lacks Tr. 20-22, viz. Toledo, Bib I. del
Cabildo 14-3 of the early twelfth century, a second Spanish witness alongside
Lerida, Roda 1.
The Venerable Bede's Pauline fiorilegium is the earliest witness to the

omission of Trr. 20-22 (see my note in Journal of Theological Studies n.s. 15,
1964, p. 321). In my 'Check-List', p. 85, I drew attention to an editorial
reference implying that in his Homilies 1 : 23 (CCL 122, p. 169) Bede was
dependent on Tr. 20. The doubts I expressed on this point have been
more than confirmed by M.F. Bcrrouard's comment in his edition of
Homelies sur PEvangile de saint Jean XVII-XXXIII (Bibliotlieque Augusti-
nienne. CEuvres de saint Augustin, 72 ; Paris, 1977), p. 13 n. 19. He holds
that Bede's knowledge of Tr. 20 is far from certain.
Bede's copy of the Tractatus had in all probability been brought to

Wearmouth-Jarrow by Benedict Biscop, whose book-collecting activity
is surveyed by P. Wormald, Bede and Benedict Biscop, in Famulus Christi.
Essays in Commemoration of the Thirteenth Centenary of the Birth of the
Venerable Bede, ed. G. Bonner (London, 1976), pp. i 41 -169. This article
stresses the Gallic and Frankish sources of Biscop's imports to England.
While any attempt to locate the provenance of Bede's manuscript of the
Tractatus will require close textual study of the extracts in his Augustinian
fiorilegium on St. Paul, which awaits its first printing, it may be noted
that one of the places Biscop visited was Tours, the home of perhaps the
second oldest manuscript witness to the omission of Tr. 20-22, codex Tours
289. At the same time, as was suggested in 'Check-List', p. 86, the Lyons
region remains a stronger possibility.
In Journal of Theological Studies n.s. 15 (1964), p. 321, I cited Floras

of Lyons as a witness for the line of transmission in which Tractatus 20-22
were lacking. J.P. Bouhot has recently published an analysis of a short
patristic florilegium on the eucharist which at first sight provides evidence
to the contrary. The sixteen fragments in this collection, which is found
in Grenoble, Bibl. Munic. 131 (268), are derived, according to Bouhot,
mostly from Gratian's Decretum and Florus's (Pseudo-Bede's) Augustinian
fiorilegium on Paul. Items 6 and 7 are extracts from Trr. 62 and 27
respectively, with headings which give the standard numbers for the Tractatus
(Extraits du « De Corpore et Sanguine Domini» de Pascase Radbert sous
le nom d'Augustin, in Recherches Augustiniennes 12 (1977), pp. 152-153).
In the original version of Florus's collection, indexed by C. Charlier (Rev.
Bened. 57, 1947, pp. 174-175), Trr. 23 ff. were numbered '20 ff.'. The
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resolution of the discrepancy presumably lies in the use by the compilerof the florilegium of a copy of Florus's collection in which the numbersof the Tractcitus cited had been 'corrected'. Charlier notes the frequencyof such revisions in the transmission of Florus's work {art. cit., pp. 137-138).The Tractatus are thus 'correctly' numbered in the source references (givenin the margins, not the text) of the only early printed edition of Florus'scompilation that I have been able to consult, Bede, Opera (Cologne, 1688),vol. 6, cols. 380, 381, and Bouhot implies that the same holds for the earlierCologne printing of 1612 {art. cit., p. 152 n. 50). Variation in themanuscript tradition may also account for the sentence which appears inthe Grenoble codex's extract from Tr. 27 but not in Florus's {ibid., p. 153),unless it points us to look elsewhere for the Grenoble copyist's source.In addition to those writers listed in 'Check-List', pp. 82-85, Hincmarof Rheims (d. 882) also used a copy of the Tractatus that almost certainlylacked Trr. 20-22, or at least belonged to this branch of the manuscripttradition. He quotes at least nine different Tractatus ranging from Tr. 39to Tr. 123 with numbers three behind the standard enumeration (as wasnoted by H. Schrors, Hinkmar Erzbischof von Reims, Sein Leben und seineSchriftep, Freiburg im Breisgau, 1884, p. 169 n. 108). The evidence maybe found at PL 125, 330, 534, 566, 580-581.
The tenth-century bishop of Verona, Ratherius (890-974), twice quotesa dictum of Augustine's, 'Si peccata tua recte consideraveris, indicasti ;si abieceris, occidisti' {De Otioso Sermone 6). The recent editor of hisOpera Minora, Peter L.D. Reid, gives Tr. 22 : 5 as the source {CCL Cont.Med. 46, 160, 161), but at most the words embody no more than an echoof the passage. They have a genuinely Augustinian ring, but I have notsucceeded in locating their place in his works.
My attention was drawn to the possibility that Benedict's Rule mayreflect knowledge of Tractatus 22 by J.T. Lienhard's : Index of ReportedPatristic and Classical Citations, Allusions and Parallels in the « RegulaBenedicti», in Rev. Bened. 89 (1979), pp. 230-270 at pp. 237-238. Herea possible connexion between Tract, in Ioh. 22 : 5 and Regula 4 : 42-43is credited to Cuthbert Butler's third edition of the Regula (Freiburg,1935). This edition is not accessible to me in Edinburgh, but I discoveredfrom B. Linderbauer's edition {Florilegium Patristicum, XVII ; Bonn, 1928)that the reference is in fact to Scrmo Guelf. 22 : 5, i.e., the twenty-secondtractatus published by Morin in 1917 from the Wolfenbiittel codex Weiss.12 (4096), now Sermo 293D, according to P. Verbraken's standard inter¬calation6.

6. Insertion des nouveaux sermons... (art. cit.), p. 331 ; Etudes critiques {op. cit.),pp. 130, 186. — It is surprising to find as recent an edition of the Rule as that of R. Hanslik{CSEL 75, 1960, at pp. 31, 180) transmitting this reference unaltered as 'Aug. tract. 22, 5ed. G. Morin, p. 86, 169'. Sermo Guelf. 22 is most readily accessible in PES 2, 593-598. —Another of the three parallels listed by Lienhard, that between Tract. 8 : 3, 5, 9 and Regula
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The library of the ancient monastery of Lobbes possessed a copy of theTractatus described in a catalogue compiled between 1049 and the mid-twelfth century as Augustini episcopi super evangelium Ioannis tractatusCXXI ad populum. The recent editor of this catalogue infers the absenceof Trr. 20-22. See F. Dolbeau, Un nouveau catalogue des manuscritsde Lobbes aux XT et XIT siecles, in Rechercltes Augustiniennes 13 (1978),
pp. 3-36 at p. 18, and 14 (1979), pp. 191-248 at p. 195. The manuscriptin question is not extant, or if extant has not been identified.

Omission of « Tractatus » 21-22

In my 'Check-List', pp. 87-89, a French, even northern French, line oftransmission was established characterized by the omission of Trr. 21-22,with subsequent renumbering, and the transposition of Trr. 19 and 20.An exemplar of this kind was probably used by Adhemar, an obscuretwelfth-century canon of Saint-Ruf at Valence (Dauphine), in his Tractatusde Trinitate, which has been edited by N.M. flaring in Archives d'histoiredoctrinale et litteraire du moyen age 32 (1965), pp. 111-206, 287-289,from Vatican City, Bibl. Apost. lat. 561, a manuscript of the secondhalf of the twelfth century in French script. Adhemar's numbers forthe Tractatus are normally two behind the editions', but since Tr. 20
appears as '18', the transposition of 19 and 20 may not have been
present. See Haring's edition, pp. 121, 131, 165, 166, 169, 178, 179, 184,196.

Another (lost) patristic collection on the Trinity by Adhemar was usedby his younger contemporary, Hugh of Honau, in his treatises De DiversitateNaturae et Personae and Liber de homoysion et homoeysion. Hugh'snumbers for the Tractatus are less consistent than Adhemar's, which
suggests that he drew his material from different sources. The numbers
are sometimes three less than the standard enumeration, more often twoless, on occasions quite irregular. In the second work, the transpositionof Tr. 19 and 20 is clearly attested. See Haring's editions in Arch. cThist.doct. et litt. du moyen age 29 (1962), pp. 131, 154, 156, 157, 159, 175, 185,198, 206, and 35 (1968), pp. 231, 246, 248, 255, 256.
Among the manuscripts listed here for the first time or with fuller detailsthan were given in my 'Check-List', Valencia 577 (39) from the Naplesregion has Trr. 19 and 20 transposed and lacks Trr. 21-22, with consequentadjustment to subsequent numbering (see below).

4 : 13-17, confuses our Tractatus with the Tractatus in Epistolam lohannis. As forthe third, between Tract. 43 : 1 and Regula 4 : 42-43, this is but one of many Au¬gustinian texts that parallel Benedict's sentiment (cf. La Regie de S. Benoit, ed. A.de Vogue and J. Neufville, vol. 1 (5C 181, 1972), p. 458). So no evidence has yet beenproduced to show that Benedict knew Augustine's Tractatus in lohannem.
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The Insertion of «Sermo» 125

Six more witnesses to the presence of Sermo 125 have been identified :

A. — Gerona, Museo Diocesano 44, IT. 63r-65r (Sermo 125 : 1-4), ff. 153r-
157v (Sermo 125:4-11). Although this eleventh-century codex is a
homiliary, there can be no doubt that its compiler derived Sermo 125 from
a copy of the Tractatus. The collection makes abundant use of the Tractatus
(see below), while Sermo 125 has survived only in manuscripts of the
Tractatus. Moreover, the only other Augustinian material used in the
homiliary is Sermo 75 (PL 38, 475-479), which is sandwiched between
Trr. 22 : 14-23 and Trr. 18-19. These form the lections for the Fridayin the second week of Lent. Now Sermo 75 appears in precisely the same
position, i.e., between Trr. 23 and 18, in a manuscript of the Tractatus
which also contains Sermo 125. This manuscript is Vich 27, which was
included in my earlier survey but without any reference to Sermo 75. As
we would expect, Sermo 125 has the same Incipit in Gerona 44 as in Vich 27,Nec auribus nee cordibus vestris reparant tamen... (cf. 'Check-List', p. 92),and the first part of Sermo 125 in Gerona 44 follows Tr. 17 as it does in
Vich 27 (and indeed in all the manuscripts where it is found).
It can therefore be confidently asserted that Gerona 44 provides no

evidence for the transmission of Sermo 125 independently of the Tractatus.
Indeed, it is virtually certain that Gerona 44 used either Vich 27, as
geographical proximity would tend to confirm, or a copy of the Tractatus
almost identical to it. Further corroboration of Gerona 44's dependence
on the Vich codex is given below on Vich 27.
The insertion of Sermo 75 in Vich 27 is surprising, but in no way parallel

to the singular fortunes of Sermo 125. Since it deals with Matthew 14 : 24-
33, it has no 'right' to appear among the Tractatus. Moreover, as Dom
Patrick Verbraken has kindly informed me, Sermo 75 has experienced a
fairly widespread transmission quite independently of the Tractatus, both
in the collection De Alleluia (studied by C. Lambot in Rev. Bened. 57, 1947,
pp. 89-108) and in several isolated manuscripts, mostly of Italian origin.
Vich 27 remains the only manuscript of the Tractatus so far known to
contain Sermo 75. Further research may serve to throw light on its
appearance here. It never featured in any of the early medieval homiliaries
which enjoyed a wide popularity.
For the other Gospel lections on Matthew the Gerona collection invariably

uses Jerome's Commentary. It so happens that Salamanca 2530, another
copy of the Tractatus with Sermo 125 intercalated and Trr. 18 and 19 placed
between Trr. 23 and 24 (see below), both as in Vich 27, also contains Jerome's
work on Matthew. The relationship between this copy of Jerome's
Commentary and the extracts from it in the Gerona homiliary remains to
be investigated.

B. — Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat. 5302 (from Languedoc or Catalonia) contains
for Lent virtually the same items as Gerona 44. From an analysis of the
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items from the Tractatus kindly provided for me by Raymond Etaix it
appears to be so close to the Gerona manuscript as to make dependence very
likely. However since three items either begin earlier or finish later than
their counterparts in Gerona 44, the compiler must have had access to a
copy of the Tractatus or to a modified version of the Gerona collection.
Therefore its inclusion of Sermo 125 : 4-11 (ff. 269r-271v) merits a mention,
even though in this particular it is identical to Gerona 44, no. 47a. It
does not, however, include Sermo 125 : 1-4 (Gerona 44, no. 27b) or Sermo
75 (Gerona 44, no. 336). See further below pp. 88-89.
C. — Another additional witness to Sermo 125 is Salamanca, Bibl.

Univ. 2530, IT. 50v-53v7. Here Sermo 125 has the same Incipit as in the
Gerona homiliary. It is introduced simply by Item de eadem lectione,
and ends with Explicit omelia XVII. These features, together with the
manuscript's transposition of Trr. 18 and 19 between Trr. 23 and 24, place
it alongside Vich 27 (see 'Check-List', p. 94, and below, and above on
Gerona 44). I suspect, although I have not been able to confirm, that
this Salamanca codex also contains Sermo 75 between Trr. 23 and 18.
D. — Siena, Bibl. Comun. F. I. 2 of the early twelfth century has Sermo

125 at fT. 59r-62r as [omelia] XVIII with the Incipit, Haec auribus et cordibus
vestris nota sunt, reparant tamen dicentis affectum.
E. — Valencia, Bibl. Univ. 892 (34) from the Naples region has Sermo

125 at IT. 97r-102v, with the Incipit, Haec auribus vestris et cordibus nota
sunt, reparant tamen dicentis affectum. It follows Tr. 17 with the sole
introduction, Sermo unde supra. The chaotic enumeration in this manu¬
script makes it impossible to determine whether S. 125 bears a separate
number from Tr. 17. The manuscript is aligned closely with Naples VI.
B. 17 among those that contain S. 125, both by its particular Incipit and
by its lack of Trr. 18-19 (see 'Check-List', pp. 90-91, 126).
F. — I am again indebted to R. Etaix, first by letter and subsequently

by his article VHomeliaire d'Ebrardus retrouve, in Rev. d'hist. des textes 8
(1978), pp. 309-317, for my knowledge of a lost homiliary containing
extracts from Sermo 125. In Abbe Jean Lebeuf's chapter on the tradition
of the Church of Auxerre in the work entitled Le cri de la foi ou Recueil
des differents temoignages rendus par plusieurs Facultes, Chapitres, Cures,
Communautes Ecclesiastiques et regulieres, an sujet de la Constitution
Unigenitus (3 vols., 1719), he cited 34 extracts from a twelfth-century
homiliary from Auxerre Cathedral. Among them was Sermo 125 : 2,
7, 10 from the homily for Thursday in the fourth week of Lent (fT. 110v-
115r). It is fairly clear from the other extracts from the Tractatus and the
parallels with Gerona 44 that Sermo 125 was derived from a copy of

7. Presencia de san Agustin en Espaiia (op. cit. under Salamanca 2530 below), p. 379.
This Salamanca codex is not listed by B. Lambert, Bibtiolheca Hieronymiana Manuscripla
(Instrumenta Patristica, iv), vol. II (Steenbrugge and The Hague, 1969), pp. 191-208.
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the Tractatus. The following Tractatus excerpts were cited by Lebeuf :
f. 51', Tr. 23 : 3 (Monday in Lent II)
f. 76v, Tr. 25 : 12 (Thursday in Lent III)
f. 98r, Tr. 29 : 6 (Tuesday in Lent IV)
f. 108r, Tr. 44 : 17 (Wednesday in Lent IV)
ff. 124v-l 31v, Trr. 21 : 8, 22 : 5, 9, 10 (Thursday in Lent IV)
IT. 134r-140r, Tr. 49 : 3, 8, 22, 24 (Friday in Lent IV)
f. 145r, Tr. 35 : 3 (Saturday in Lent IV)
f. 163v, Tr. 32 : 8 (Monday in Lent V)
IT. 169v-170r, Tr. 48 : 4, 6 (Tuesday in Lent V)
f. 173r, Tr. 26 : 15 (Saturday in Lent V)
f. 184r, Tr. 50 : 12 (Monday in Holy Week)
f. 187r, 7>. 51 : 12 (Monday in Holy Week)
f. 190v, Tr. 52 : 11 (Tuesday in Holy Week)
f. 263v, Tr. 74 : 1 (Vigil of Pentecost).

Apart from the last item (Gerona 44 does not go beyond Lent), the arrange¬
ment of homilies suggested by these extracts is very close to that in the
Gerona manuscript. But there are three divergences in the days of the
week^and for Thursday in Lent IV Gerona has only sections 4-11 of Sermo
125. However, since it has the rest of it for Friday in Lent I, the dependence
of the lost Auxerre homiliary on one like Gerona 44 remains an open
question8.

The « Tractatus » in Later Compositions

R. Etaix has edited a brief sermon put together by Caesarius using extracts
from Tr. 49 : 3, 12-15 in Trois Notes sur Saint Cesaire, in Corona Gratiarum :
Miscellanea... Eligio Dekkers... oblata, vol. 1 (Bruges and The Hague,
1975), pp. 220-227. Two manuscripts were available to Etaix, an inferior
copy of the first half of the ninth century written in the south of Burgundy
or the Rhone valley, later at St. Martial's Abbey, Limoges (Paris, Bibl.
Nat. lat. 2328, ff. 122v-124r), and a twelfth-century homiliary, B.N. lat.
3794, ff. 77v-79v, which in the fifteenth century was found at Beaune, near
Dijon.
The Commentary on John attributed to Bede edited by J.F. Kelly in

CCL 108 C (Scriptores Hiberniae Minores II, 1974), 103-131, relies very
largely on the Tractatus of Augustine. It is preserved in Vienna, Osterr.
Nationalbibl. lat. 997, ff. 67r-84v, a Salzburg codex of about the last decade
of the eighth century. The Commentary was written not long before,

8. I note that in her study Vexpression de I'anabase plotinienne dans la predication
de saint Augustin et ses sources, in Recherclies Augustiniennes 10 (1975), pp. 187-215,
which gives a great deal of attention to Tr. 20, Suzanne Poque refers mistakenly to Sermo
126 of Augustine, instead of Sermo 125, as found in several manuscripts of the Tractatus
(pp. 208-209). To my knowledge the transmission of Sermo 126 has no contact with that
of the Tractatus.
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probably in the circle of bishop Virgilius of Salzburg, and stands fully
in the Irish tradition of biblical exegesis. Kelly's index (151-152) lists 32
Tractatus, although Augustine is only named once and the author does not
indicate his sources. No Tractatus between 17 and 24 were used, but little
can be deduced from this, for comments are provided only on John 5 : 17,22
among the verses Augustine expounds in this section of the Tractatus.
However, a slightly later Salzburg manuscript of the Tractatus, Salzburg,
Bibl. der Erzabtei St. Peter a VII 33, does lack Trr. 20-22 (cf. 'Check-List',
p. 134).
On the other hand, unmistakable use of Tr. 20 is evident in a fragmentary

commentary on John's Gospel of the eighth century from Bobbio, now
part of Milan, Bibl. Ambros. F. 60 sup. (see below on this manuscript).
See p. 14 of the privately issued pamphlet In Principio erat Verbum (Steen-
brugge, 1961), where the text of the fragments is published9. Evidence is
hardly available to enable us to identify a recognizable Irish manuscript
tradition of the Tractatus, but the fragments agree with the Italian tradition
which does not attest the absence of Tr. 20-22 before the twelfth century.

F. Stegmiiller, Repertorium Biblicum Medii Aevi vol. VI (Madrid, 1958),
p. 449 no. 9944, lists an unpublished commentary on John's Gospel compiled
from Augustine, Gregory and others in Munich, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 14311,
ff. 162r-220v. Stegmiiller dated it to the eighth century, but Kurz V/l,
p. 445 and V/2, p. 351 puts it in the tenth and ninth-tenth centuries respective¬
ly. Preliminary examination by microfilm indicates that the use made of
Augustine's Tractatus is very fragmentary and generally paraphrased, and
therefore likely to be of little value for establishing the textual history of
the Tractatus.

Professor Bernhard Bischoff has kindly confirmed the later date, around
the middle of the tenth century, and given his judgment that it is an insignifi¬
cant compilation of Irish origin.

THE MANUSCRIPTS

(an asterisk denotes a manuscript not previously listed)

Augsburg, Staats- und Stadtbibliothek fragm. lat. 14 ; Benediktbeuern
Abbey ; ix in. ; f. lrv, 99 : 4-6 ; f. 2", 101 : 4-5. Cf. Kurz V/l, p. 138,
V/2, p. 52. See on Munich, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 29382 (6-9 and (12 below,
for further fragments from the same codex.

9. In Principio erat Verbum (Steeribrugge, 1961), p. 14. This privately circulated
pamphlet prints the text of this commentary. I am grateful to Dom E. Dekkers for a
copy. The pamphlet was produced to celebrate the completion of the first twenty-five
volumes in the Corpus Christianorum.
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(Augsburg, Staats- und Sladtbibliothek 2° Cod. 192 ; ff. 228r-234r,
listed by Kurz V/l, p. 138 and V/2, p. 52, is in fact from Traclatus
in Epistolam Iohannis 1 : 1-11).
Bamberg*, Staatsarchiv A 221/X, Standbuch 4566/4; Michelsberg

Abbey, Bamberg ; A.D. 1130 ; f. 1", 20 : 3-4 ; f. 2 rv, 35 : 3-6 ; f. 3rv,
41 : 1-4. Cf. Kurz V/2, pp. 72, 603.
Barcelona, Archivo de la Corona de Aragon S. Cugat 21 ; xii ex. For

this date cf. P. Bohigas (Balaguer), op. cit. (on Lerida 1 below), p. 147 no. 18.
Basel*, Ojfentl. Bibl. der Univ. B. Ill 2 ; Chartreuse of Val Ste Marguerite,

Basel ; ix and x ; ff. lr-3r, 24 ; ff. 98v-102v, 40 : 8-42 : 13 incompl. (lacuna);
ff. 113V-118T, 38. This homiliary is based on part I of Paul Deacon's col¬
lection, and is carefully analyzed by G. Meyer and M. Burckhardt,
Die Mittelalterlichen Handschriflen der Universitatsbibliothek Basel,
Bescbreibendes Verzeichnis, pt. B, vol. 1 (Basel, 1960), pp. 202-206. Tr. 24
is PD I, 1, but the other two Tractatus pieces do not derive from PD.
The 11th century Catalonian homiliary now preserved in Gerona's Museo
Diocesano prescribes partly parallel pieces for the same days : 7r. 41-42 : 14
(Thursday of first week in Lent), and 38-40 : 11 (Monday of second week).
In this Basel codex Tr. 38 has at the end 'E. [ = Explicit] omelia XXXVIII',
thus indicating by its correct numbering its derivation from a manuscript
of the Tractatus unlike Basel B. Ill 3 from the same provenance, which
lacks Tr. 20-22 and hence has numbers lagging three behind the editions.
Basel*, Ojfentl. Bibl. der Univ. B. IV 26 ; (? St. Gallen, then) Chartreuse

ofVal Ste Marguerite, Basel ; x ; ff. 60r-62v, 55 abbrev. ; ff. 66v-68r, compila¬
tion from 120 : 1-5 ; ff. 84r-85r, 121 : 4-5. Cf. Meyer and Burckhardt,
op. cit., pp. 395-399. This homiliary is likewise based on Paul Deacon,
although the first two Tractatus items here derive from Alan of Farfa I,
88 (part only) and 93.
Basel*, Ojfentl. Bibl. der Univ. B. VI3 ; Chartreuse of Val Ste Marguerite,

Basel ; ix-x ; ff. 26v-28r, 121 : 4-5 ; ff. 52r-56\ 67-71 extracts ; ff. 62r-66v,
105-107 : 4 extracts. — Folios 2r-199r of this codex are based on pt. II of
Paul Deacon's homiliary, items 14, 23 and 25 for the Tractatus pieces.
See the detailed analysis of the last two in Meyer and Burckhardt, op. cit.,
pp. 572-577. It is clear from their information that PD II, 23 is an
abbreviation of Tr. 67-71, not omitting 68. Since to my knowledge no
detailed breakdown of the contents of these items in PD is available elsewhere
in published form, in 'Check-List' I wrongly assumed that the contents
of PD II, 23 were uniform with the parallel item for Sts. Philip and James
in Agimond's Homiliary, Vat. lat. 3835, ff. 229r-239T, which in reality makes
no use of Tr. 68 and also has a different Explicit from 71 (and a divergent
Incipit ; cf. R. Gregoire, L'homeliaire romain d'Agimond, in Eph. Lit. 82
(1968), p. 276). Although it may still be assumed that Paul Deacon based
himself on Agimond's usage at this point, it is also clear that he drew afresh
from the Tractatus themselves. A correction is hence called for in 'Check-
List', p. 131 (Paris, B.N. nouv. acq. lat. 2322), as well as more precise
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indications on pp. 114 (Carlsruhe Aug. XV) and 131 (Paris, nouv. acq.
lat. 2322) that PD II 25 consists of an abbreviated form of Tr. 105-107 : 4.
Meyer and Burckhardt in their quite exemplary description of this
manuscript, point out that it agrees with Paris, nouv. acq. lat. 2322, in
placing PD II, 57 immediately after PD II, 37, as too does Paris, lat. 9604 -
see 'Check-List', p. 129 n. 193. The omission of PD II, 58 and 60 from
all three manuscripts is also noteworthy, although Basel B. VI 3 is through¬
out selective in its use of PD items. One further parallel with Paris,
nouv. acq. lat. 2322 lies in the appearance of Ps-Bede, Homily III : 71
(PL 94, 452-455) at the conclusion of both manuscripts (in the Paris one,
preceded by III : 70 also). On Paris, lat. 9604 and its connexions see now
R. Etaix in Revue d'histoire des textes 8 (1978), pp. 309-317.
Berlin (West), Staatsbibl. Preuss. Kulturbesitz theol. lat. fol. 346. On

this codex see now Zimelien Abendldndische Handschriften des Mittel-
alters aus den Sammlungen der Stiftung Preussischer Kulturbesitz Berlin.
Ausstellung 13. Dezember 1975 - 1. Februar 1976... (Wiesbaden, 1975),
p. 18 no. 16, which gives the date as the end of the 8lh century.
Berlin* (West), Staatsbibl. Preuss. Kulturbesitz theol. lat. fol. 499 ;

St. Mary's Abbey, Huysburg, near Halberstadt ; xii med. ; 55-124 {'1-69').
Cf. Kurz V/l, p. 138, and V/2, p. 88. I am also grateful to Dr. Gerard
Achten of the Staatsbibliothek for information about this and the following
three manuscripts.
Berlin* (West), Staatsbibl. Preuss. Kulturbesitz theol. lat. fol. 551 ;

Austria (Hallein, near Salzburg, then the Starhemberg Family Library) ;
xv2 ; ff. 218r-322r, 46-124. Cf. Kurz V/l, p. 139, and V/2, p. 88.
Berlin (West), Staatsbibl. Preuss. Kulturbesitz Hdschr. 22 (Phillipps 571);

no evidence of past connection with St. Barbara's Chartreuse, Cologne,
according to R.B. Marks, The Medieval Manuscript Library of the Charter¬
house of St. Barbara in Cologne, 2 vols. {Analecta Cartusiana, 21-22 ;
Salzburg, 1974), vol. 2, p. 445.
Berlin* (West), Staatsbibl. Preuss. Kulturbesitz Hdschr. 130 ; ff. 2-153,

E. or N.-E. France, ix1, 1-44 : 1 ; ff. 154-200, xi, 44-54 ; ff. 1, 201-274,
Germany, xii1, 55-124 ('1-70'). The manuscript belonged at an early date
to the Abbey of Gladbach (Monchengladbach). This volume was formerly
Phillipps 1095 (listed under London, William H. Robinson Trustees in
my 'Check-List', p. 120). It was bought for the Berlin Staatsbibliothek
in 1976. Cf. the description in Bibliotlieca Pliillippica : Medieval Manu¬
scripts : New Series : Eleventh Part... 30th November 1976 (Sotheby's,
London, 1976), pp. 5-7 and pi. 3.
Folio lv contains the anonymous preface Hie est Iohannes evangelista,

unus ex discipulis... {PL 92, 633-636 ; Nouum Testamentum... secundum
editionem Sancti Hieronymi..., edd. J. Wordsworth, H.J. White, pt. 1, fasc. 4,
Oxford, 1895, pp. 485-487), and an extract from Isidore, Etymologies
6:1:1-3 {PL 82, 229). Liturgical lections have been marked by a later
hand in the margin from Tr. 7 at least as far as Tr. 44. (I have so far been
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able to examine a microfilm of only ff. 1-154r). The use of titles is not
quite as Bibliotheca Phillippica, p. 6 indicates. Tractatus is the norm for
Trr. 1-17 (ff. 2r-72v), but omelia and sermo also put in appearances. Sermo
is used invariably thereafter at least as far as f. 153. None of the common
irregularities is present in the region of Trr. 17-23. Folio 153v ends at
Tr. 44 : 1 line 10, indicating some loss of text subsequently made good on
ff. 154 ff. Tr. 44 begins again on f. 154r with a patently degenerate text.
The manuscript was acquired by the Staatsbibliothek too late to be listed
in Kurz V/l, but it is included in V/2, pp. 113, 603.
Berne*, Biirgerbibl. 47 ; 'Liber Sanctae Marine' ; ix ; f. 96™, 80-82 ;

ff. 97v-98v, 87-91 : 4. — These items, probably composed only of extracts,
derive from Paul Deacon II, nos. 100 and 103. Over twenty pieces in this
homiliary de Sanctis come from Paul's collection, two were used by Alan
of Farfa, and one or two others by the homiliaries in Vienna, Osterr.
Nationalbibl. 1014 and 1616 (see 'Check-List', p. 140). Identification is
possible from the Incipits detailed by H. Hagen, Catalogus Codicum
Bernensium : Bibliotheca Bongarsiana (Berne, 1875), pp. 63-68.
Bologna*, Bibl. Univ. 1080 (2205), item xx (ff. 98-99) ; xm ; fragt.
Brussels*, Bibl. Royale 1831-3(932), f. 141™ ; + Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat.

974, IT. i, ii™, 122™ ; +1918, ff. lvr, 154™ ; +2012, ff. i™, 136" ; +nouv.
acq. lat. 1525, ff. 5-8 ; +Valenciennes, Bibl. Munic. flyleaves in codd. 60,
65, 66, 95, 100, 167, 448, 545 ; Abbey of St. Amand-les-Eaux, near Valen¬
ciennes ; ix2 ; fragments, of whose contents I have only partial details,
as follows :

Brussels : 29 : 4-7

B.N. lat. 974 : 36 : 7-11, 34 : 10-35 : 5
— — 1918 : 39 : 1-5, 37 : 6-9
— — 2012 : 24 : 2-6, 26 : 1-4

I am grateful to Professor B. Bischoff for assembling these membra some
of which appeared disiecta in my 'Check-List', pp. 113, 128, 129, 136.
Carlsruhe, Badische Landesbibl. Aug. XIX ; St. Gallen Abbey, then

Reichenau Abbey ; ix med.
Carlsruhe, Badische Landesbibl. Aug. XXIX ; St. Gallen Abbey, then

Reichenau Abbey ; ix in. — The origin of these two copies of Paul Deacon's
Homiliary at St. Gallen and their revised dates are derived from Bischoff
via Kurz V/2, pp. 207-208.
Carlsruhe, Badische Landesbibl. Aug. Fragm. 98 ; Reichenau Abbey ;

x-xi ; ff. 1 r-2v, 17 : 7-15. Cf. Kurz V/l, p. 141 for corrected date (from
Bischoff).
Carlsruhe, Badische Landesbibl. Ettenheimmiinster 462 ; vi, Kurz

V/l, p. 141 records Bischoff's dating of this fragment which is the oldest
extant manuscript of any part of the Tractatus. For further details see
my 'Check-List', p. 115.
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Clermont-Ferrand*, Bibl. de la Ville 1512 : Clermont Cath. (then Abbey
of St. Allyre, Clermont) ; x2 ; ff. 119r-120r, 121 : 5, 122 : 1, ff. 143v-145r,
cento inch 92 : 1-2, 93 : 2-4, 96 : 1, 4 (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary, pt. II,
15b, 82). On this codex, formerly Phillipps 21737, see R. Etaix, Le lection-
naire liturgique de la Cathedrale de Clermont au X' siecle, in Bulletin historique
et scientifique de TAuvcrgne 88 (1977), pp 239-253.
Durham, Cath. Lib. B. II. 17 ; Normandy (? Abbey of St.-Ouen, Rouen)

(then Durham Cathedral) ; xi2 ; 1-124. — It is now agreed that most of
the extant manuscripts that belonged to William Carilef, bishop of Durham
1081-1096, were produced in Normandy. See the studies of F. Avril
referred to below on Rouen 467 and the other literature he lists, including
Dodwell, The Canterbury School, pp. 115-117. Romer II/2, p. 105, dates
this manuscript more precisely to the end of the 11th century.
Durham, Univ. Lib. Cosin v.n. 3 ; circa 1400 (so Romer II/2, p. 113).
Eton, College Library 101, vol. I (ff. 1 r-l81r), 1-124 ; dated to the second

half of the 14th century by N.R. Ker, Medieval Manuscripts in British
Libraries, vol. 2 : Abbotsford-Keele (Oxford, 1977), pp. 713-714. It was
written in England, and, like many other English manuscripts, has the
extended title 'Aurelii Augustini... homiliae... quas ipse colloquendo...'
etc. (cf. 'Check-List', pp. 64-65).
Fabriano* (Marches), Abbey of San Silvestro de Monte Fano 8 ;

region of Bologna (or Ravenna) ; xn in. ; ff. 32r-37r, 17 ; ff. 49r-58r, 38-
40; ff. 104™ + 103+102 + 101 +105 + 106™, 15: 5-end; ff. 106v-108v,
33: 3-end; ff 114r-117r, 10: 4-end ; ff. 120r-125r, 29-31 : 7: ff. 125r-
128v, 44 ; ff. 133r-137v, 49 : 1-19 mutil. [-25] ; ff. 138r-147r, 34-36 ; ff. 151v-
155v, 42 : 14-43 ; ff. 155v-159\ 31 : 8-32 ; ff. 160r-163r, 28 ; IT. 163v-166v,
48; ff. 173v-174v, 49: 26-end ; ff 176r-183v, 41-42: 15; ff. 190v-196v,
50 : 5-52 : 6 ; ff. 196v-202r, 59-63 ; ff. 215r-219r, 55-57.
On this homiliary for Lent see J. Lemarie, Un nouveau temoin important
des « Tractatus in Matthaeum » de saint Chromace d'Aquilee : Thomeliaire
de San Silvestro de Fabriano, in REA 23 (1977), pp. 124-154. Whenever
the lesson comes from John's Gospel the compiler uses Augustine's Tractatus
and does so 'particularly generously'. Lemarie underlines the collection's
affinity with that in Venice Z. lat. 153 (see below).
Fabriano*, Bibl. Comunale Busta 354 ; S. Italy ; ix/x ; 2 ff., 49 : 1,

8-9. Cf. V. Brown, A Second New List of Beneventan Manuscripts, in
Mediaeval Studies 40 (1978), p. 251, based on C. Tristano, Nuove testi¬
monialize di scrittura beneventana a Fabriano, in Studi Medievali ser. 3,
18 (1977), pp. 377-383, with plates of ff. lv and 2r. Both these scholars
give the contents less than precisely. Folios lv and 2™ contain Tract.
49 : 1 lines 1-18 and 49 : 8 line 1 to 9 line 16.
Tract. 49, which is preceded on f. 1™ by an extract from Ambrose on

Luke, is here presented as the homily for Friday in the fourth week of
Lent, as in the Lenten homiliary from San Silvestro of Fabriano analyzed
by J. Lemarie also in 1977 (see immediately above). By a curious coinci-
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dence a folio is missing from the text of Tr. 49 in the San Silvestro collection.
Tract. 49, on the raising of Lazarus, is allotted to the Friday in Lent IVin numerous other homiliaries, including Gerona 44, Madrid, B.N. 78,Oxford, Bodl. Lyell 77, Paris, B.N. lat. 5302, Toulouse 1161, which are allentered in this Supplement.
Florence, BibI. Medicea Laurenziana S. Marco 619 ; (xi-) xn, accordingto B.L. Ullman, The Humanism of Coluccio Salutati (Medioevo e Umane-simo, 4 ; Padua, 1963), pp. 160, 278. The manuscript belonged to thelibrary of Coluccio Salutati, a Florentine chancellor (d. 1406), who collectednumerous manuscripts from monasteries in the Florence region. Itreached the Convent of San Marco through the hands of (?Niccolo Niccoliand) Cosimo de' Medici. Cf. Ullman and P.A. Stadter, The PublicLibrary of Renaissance Florence : Niccolo Niccoli, Cosimo dey Medici andthe Library of San Marco (Padua, 1972), p. 150.
Florence, Bibl. Medicea Laurenziana S. Marco 644 ; xn, according toUllman and Stadter, op. cit., p. 149.

&

Fulda, Hess. Landesbibliothek Aa 3 ; ix-x ; 22-54. According to KurzV/l, p. 139 and V/2, p. 172, has an unidentified text (In ilia narratione reigeste .../... consubstantialem patri esse) intruded at ff. 78v-80r as OmeliaXXXIV. Tr. 34 is numbered 'XXXV' but Tr. 35 ff. correctly.
Gdansk* (Danzig), Bibl. Gdahska Polskiej Akademii Nauk Mar. F. 227 ;St. Mary s Church, Danzig ; xv1 ; ff. 110V-119r, extracts (Flores). A copyof these Flores and other texts from the manuscript existed in codex Mar.F. 272 (St. Mary's Church ; xv1), which is now lost.
Gdansk* (Danzig), Bibl. Gdahska Polskiej Akademii Nauk Mar. F. 231 ;St. Mary's Church, Danzig ; xv ; ff. 119V-121v, 26 : 17-2
Gerona*, Museo Diocesano 44 ; Collegiate Church of San Felix, Gerona ;xi1 ; ff. 5V-8V, 47 : 7-end ; ff. 16r-19r, 53 ; ff. 46v-56v, 41-42 : 14 ; ff. 56v-63r, 17 ; ff. 63r-65r, Sermo 125 : 1-4 ; ff. 68r-76v + 24r-25v + 34rv, 38-40 •ff. 30v-31v+77r-83v, 22 : 14-23 ; ff. 84r-87r, Sermo 75 (PL 38, 475-479) ;ff. 87r-102r, 18-19 ; ff. 119r-123r, 25 : 10-end (f. 122rv, containing 25: 17-19,is missing) ; ff. 123v-130v, 15 : 5-end; ff. I30v-133r, 33 : 3-end ; ff. 133r-136v, 24 ; ff. 136M41', 10 : 4-11 : 2 ; ff. 141 r-149r, 29-31 : 8 ; ff. 149v-153r, 44 ; ff. 153r-157v, Sermo 125 : 4-end ; ff. 157v-177r, 20-22 : 13 ;ff. 177r-184v, 49: 1-25; ff. 184v-199v, 34-37; ff. 199v-204v, 42 : 14-43-ff. 204v-209v, 31 :8-32 ; ff. 209v-213v, 28 ; ff. 213v-217r, 48 ; f. 217rv, 33 :1-2 '•ff. 218r-219r, 49 : 26-end ; ff. 219r-224r, 26 : 15-27 ; ff. 234v-244r, 50 : 5-52 ;ff. 255v-260r, 55-56, 58 ; ff. 260r-261r, 112 : l-end (Homiliary).
See R. Etaix, L'Homiliaire conserve au Museo Diocesano de Gerona,in Analecta Sacra Tarraconensia 34 (1961), pp. 1-9, and for the provenance,correcting Etaix, J. Janini and J.M. Marques, Manuscritos de la Colegiatade San Felix de Gerona, in Hispania Sacra 15(1962), pp. 405-406. It belongsto the early 12th century according to P. Bohigas (Balaguer), La lllustracidn
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y la Decoracion del libro manuscrito en Cataluha : Periodo Romanico (Barce¬
lona, 1960), pp. 77-81.
Behind this Gerona homiliary lies a manuscript of the Tractatus like

Vich 27, which has both Sermo 125 and Sermo 75 interpolated among the
Tractatus. See above, p. 68, and below on Vich 27. A closely similar
Lenten homiliary exists in Paris, B.N. lat. 5302 (see below), and is attested
for a lost manuscript of Auxerre (see above, pp. 69-70). The Lenten
section of the homiliary in Madrid, Bibl. Nac. 78, displays close affinity with
Gerona 44 in its use of items from the Tractatus in lohannem but not Gero-
na's other sources, Jerome on Matthew and Bede on Mark and Luke.
The influence of the Gerona homiliary may be discernible in a thirteenth-

century liturgical fragment at Montserrat, now MS. 1039, item VIII, in
the Biblioteca del Monasterio (cf. Olivar, op. cit. (sec below on Montserrat),
p. 122). On f. lrv, Trr. 10 : 4 (Aliam rem narrat... not 20 : 4 as in Olivar)
and 29 : 1 (Quod sequitur de evangelio...) are the Incipits of the homilies
for Monday and Tuesday of the fourth week of Lent, as in Gerona 44.
(In view of the space suggested by the foliation here the text of the homilies,
or at least of the first, may not be as extended as in Gerona 44). The only
other detail of the bifolio fragment given by Olivar is : f. 3, Dominica in
passione domini. Ventrem, ventrem meum doleo..., i.e. Jcr. 4, 19 ff.
which is not recorded in Gerona 44. The fragment comes from the Abbey
of St. Benedict at Bages, near Manresa, north of Barcelona, and was later
at the Monastery of Manresa itself.
Olivar also analyses, pp. 135-139, a Cistercian Breviary from the

Monastery of San Clemente at Toledo of the first half of the thirteenth
century, MS. 1117. It is largely based on Paul Deacon's Homiliary,
although after PD II, 34 it includes a piece whose incipit is that of Tr. 92,
Dominus Jesus in sermone... (Compare item II, 82 in Alan of Farfa's
Homiliary, a cento from Tr. 92-96 beginning midway through 92 : 1).
MS. 1117 uses as guard-sheets 3 folios, 2 at the front and 1 at the back,
of a liturgical book of probably the end of the twelfth century (Olivar,
pp. 138-139). On ff. 1-2 for Sexagesima the homilies prescribed are those
earlier found as Alan of Farfa I, 52 (Caesarius, S. 199 ; see Morin, CCL
104, 802 for its very wide diffusion) and Paul Deacon I, 71 respectively.
Fol. 3 presents from Monday in the second week of Lent the same Incipit
as Gerona 44, Lectio sancti evangelii quae praecessit..., i.e. Tr. 38, and for
Tuesday a homily on Matthew 21 : 28-31 (32) from Jerome's Commentary
on Matthew, bk. 3 (CCL 77, 193-195), but with an Incipit that is not found
in Jerome's text, Homo iste ipse Deus est... The homily for Tuesday
in the second week of Lent is missing from Gerona 44 because of a lacuna
(Etaix, art. cit., p. 5). Since Jerome's Commentary was one of the three
other patristic sources used by the Gerona compiler, it is probable that this
Montserrat fragment supplies the missing item.
Ghent, Rijksuniv., Centr. Bibl. 167 ; xi, according to A. Derolez,

Inventaris van de Handscliriften in de Universiteitsbibliotheek te Gent (Ghent,
1977), p. 15.
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Gloucester*, Cath. Lib. 36, items 6-7 ; xn ex. ; 2 ff., fragt. See Ker,
op. cit., p. 154 no. 1702a. Probably from the same manuscript as the
fragment in All Souls, Oxford (see below).
Gniezno*, Bibl Kapit 48 ; Abbey of Canons Regular, Trzemeszno,

near Gniezno ; A.D. 1473 ; 1-124
Graz, Universitatsbibl. 397 ('Check-List', p. 118) ; vol. II contains 46-124.
Grenoble*, Bibl. de la Ville 9 (110) ; La Grande Chartreuse ; xm ;

ff. 6V-10\ 7 : 5-end; If. 42r-?, 85-86 ; ff. 45v-52r, 1-2.
Grenoble*, Bibl. de la Ville 24 (105) ; La Grande Chartreuse ; xm ;

f. 80", 24 : 6-end ; ff. 153r-159r, 55-58 ; ff. 233r-236v, 46 ; ff. 236v-237r,
101 : 5-6 ; ff. 237r-248v, 95-99 ; ff. 248v-250r, 103 ; ff. 250r-254v, 68-69,
71-72 mutil.
On these two manuscripts see R Etaix, Le lectionnaire cartusien pour

le refectoire, in REA 23 (1977), pp. 272-303. They contain the first and
second parts of the three-part refectory lectionary in use at La Grande

, Chartreuse. Like the homiliary for the office at La Grande Chartreuse,
preserved in Grenoble 32 and 33 (see 'Check-List', p. 118), the lectionary
makes considerable use of Augustine's Tractatus on John, in the form
both of the unfinished residue of the office lections to be read at table,
and of separate lections from the Tractatus. Etaix points out (p. 298)
that some of the Tractatus retain their numbers, which conform to a regular
'1-124' numbering of the whole collection.
Toulouse 1161 and 1162 provide the first and third parts of another

copy of the Carthusian refectory lectionary. Although Etaix shows
that Grenoble 9 is more faithful to the original arrangement than Toulouse
1161, it cannot be regarded as the original itself.
Grenoble, Bibl. de la Ville 32 (101) and 33 (102).
These volumes comprise a distinctive Carthusian homiliary of the first

half of the twelfth century compiled at La Grande Chartreuse (cf. Etaix
in Sacris Erudiri 13, 1962, pp. 67-112) It contains many items from the
Tractatus. Madrid, Bibl. Nac. 19147 (xv ex.) is based largely on the
second part, the Sanctorale, in Grenoble 33 (102), although the sequence
of items is not completely parallel. Cf. Divjak IV, pp. 244-245, and
Folliet, in REA 21 (1975), p. 355. Madrid 19147 is not listed in J. Janini
and J. Serrano, Los Manuscritos Liturgicos de la Biblioteca Nacional
(Madrid, 1969), and no published catalogue is available to provide further
information.
From the details of the Augustinian items in Tortosa, Bibl. de la Catedral

62 and 196 (the two manuscripts belong together as parts of a single twelfth-
century homiliary ; cf. E. Bayerri Bertomeu, Los Codices Medievales de
la Catedral de Tortosa, Barcelona, 1962, pp. 211-212, 353) given by Divjak
IV, pp. 274-275, 277-278, supplemented by Folliet, loc. cit., it is apparent
that this collection contains some pieces from the Tractatus (and others)
which are found in the Grenoble codices with the same Incipits but do not
feature in other earlier homiliaries. A more complete analysis of the
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Tortosa collection would be needed before the extent of the parallels could
be established, and possible affinities clarified. For the present I merely
list the parallels discernible from the information supplied by Bertomeu,
Divjak and Folliet :

Tortosa 62, ff. lr-? = Grenoble 32 no. 34a
38r-40v = Grenoble 32 no. 31 (7>. 101)
53v-57r = Grenoble 32 no. 33 (7>. 102 : l-end)

76v = Grenoble 32 no. 35b (Tr. 92)
94r-96r = Grenoble 32 no. 44b (7>. 11 : 3-7)
150v-l 51r = Grenoble 32 no. 58

163" = Grenoble 32 no. 59

Tortosa 196,
ff. 61 r-63r = Grenoble 33 no. 2i (Tr. 1 : 8-13)

77r-80v = Grenoble 33 no. 4c (Tr. 124 : 1-5)
96v-97v = Grenoble 33 no. 7
9T-99" = Grenoble 33 no. 8
HlM14r = Grenoble 33 no. 3b
152v-159v = Grenoble 33 no. 13c (Tr. 4 : 10-end)
171v-179v = Grenoble 32 no. 7 (Jr. 9)
212r-215r = Grenoble 32 no. 16 (Tr. 24)

In his study of the Carthusian homiliary, R. Etaix stressed its independence
of earlier collections, notably Paul Deacon's, and its direct use of the works
of the Fathers (cf. VHomiliaire Cartusien, in Sacris Erudiri 13 (1962),
pp. 104-112). As regards the Tractatus used by the homiliary, there are
obvious parallels with Paul Deacon's at several points :

(i) Tr. 51 : 9-13, with the same Incipit and Explicit, is prescribed by
both homiliaries for St. Laurence ;

(ii) Paul Deacon assigns Tr. 83 : 2-86 to 'Natale unius Apostoli', while
Grenoble 33 divides the block into four items — 83 : 2 — end (Sts.
Simon and Jude), 84 (ditto), 85 (St. Thomas) and 86 (ditto) ;

(hi) Paul Deacon presents Tr. 80-82 for the Vigil of an Apostle ; Grenoble
33 offers 80 and 81 separately for St. James.

(iv) Paul Deacon also presents for 'one Apostle' Tr. 87-91 : 4 ; Grenoble
uses 87 for St. Bartholomew ;

(v) Paul Deacon and the Carthusian collection both use Tr. 24, but for
the Fifth Sunday before Christmas and for the Fourth Sunday in
Lent respectively ;

(vi) Paul Deacon gives a compilation from Tr. 67, 69-71 for the Fourth
Sunday after Easter, while Grenoble presents 70-71 and 67 for
Sts. Philip and James.

Overall, eleven out of the 24 pieces from the Tractatus in the original
Carthusian homiliary (six more occur in the later additions to Grenoble 33)
are found earlier in Paul Deacon, although often in larger blocks of material.
Only textual comparison can indicate whether the Carthusian compilers
drew on the earlier and immensely popular collection.
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Another parallel suggests that three other pieces from the Tractatus may
have been derived from an already existing homiliary. Grenoble 32
nos. 38-40 are three items from the Tractatus which, as was noticed in
'Check-List', p. 122 n. 164, occur with the same Incipits and in the same
order in at least four other widely scattered manuscripts ranging from the
ninth to the early twelfth centuries. Further enquiry may show whether
any relationship exists between these five occurrences of this sequence of
extracts. The liturgical occasions and the extent, and therefore Explicits,
of the extracts are by no means uniform among the five.
Gubbio, Arch, della Catt. 11 D 5 ; xii2 ; extracts (Homiliary). See F. Dol-

beau, Les manuscrits hagiographiques de Gubbio, in Analecta Bollandiana
95 (1977), pp. 376-381.
Bad Hersfeld*, Stadtarchiv fragm. ; Italy ; ix med. ; f. lrv, 30: 6-

31:4 ; f. 2", 32 : 3-8. Cf. Kurz V/l, p. 140 and V/2, p. 201, where he
confuses it with the following fragment in linking it with Berlin (East),
Phillipps 1662. See my 'Check-List', p. 112 n. 144.
Bad Hersfeld, Stcidt, Museum fragm. C. 165 ; Hersfeld Abbey ; viii/ix ;

f. 1rv, 100 : 1-2 ; f. 2 rv, 102 : 1-3. The content of these fragments is given
by Kurz V/l, p. 140 and V/2, pp. 201-202, who numbers them 'C. 185'
(cf. V/2, pp. 185-6). They belong with Gottingen, Miiller III, IT. lr-2v
(see 'Check-List', p. 117).
Krakow*, Bibl. Univ. Jagillohska 1217 (AA. II. 15) ; xv ; pp. 5-128,

1-12 :13.

Lambach*, Stiftsbibl. L ; Lambach Abbey ; xn2 ; 1-18, 20, 19, 21-45.
From K. Holter, Die Handschriften und Inkunabeln, in Die Kunstdenkmdler
des Gericlitsbezirkes Lambach, ed. E. Hainisch (Osterreichisches Kunsttopo-
graphie, XXXIV/2 ; Vienna, 1959), p. 240. However in Mittelalterliches
Bibliothekskataloge Osterreichs, Bd. V, ed. H. Paulhart (Vienna, Cologne,
Graz, 1971), p. 57 n. 54, this codex is referred to as 'formerly Cml L'.
Laon*, Bibl. Mimic. 80 ; Abbey of St. Amand-les-Eaux, near Valencien¬

nes (then Laon Cathedral) ; ix. This manuscript contains a (Carolingian?)
commentary on John's Gospel which is in reality a condensation and re¬
working of Augustine's Tractatus, according to John J. Contreni, The
Cathedral School of Laon from 850 to 930. Its Manuscripts and Masters
(Miinchener Beitrage zur Medidvistik und Renaissance-Forschung, 29 ;
Munich, 1978), pp. 42, 75, 157, 186. The same commentary is also found
in Vatican Palat. lat. 176, tf. 87v-161r (cf. 'Check-List', p. 138).
Leon*, Real Colegiata de San Isidoro 8 ; (France ?) ; xii ; ff. 14r-19r

42 : 14-743 ; fT. 19r-24r, 17 ; IT. 28r-32r, 39 ; ff. 40r-45r, 19 : 19-?-24end ;
fT. 66v-73r, 15 ; ff. 73r-75r, 33 ; ff. 77v-82v, 10 ; ff. 82v-86\ 29 : 1-31 : 8 ;
ff. 86v-89v, 44 ; ff. 89v-93r, 18 : 3-7 ; ff. 93r-99r, 49 : 1-25 ; ff. 99r-105r,
34-7; ff. 107r-110v, 31 : 8-732 ; fT. 110v-114r, 28 ; ff. 114r-116v, 48 ; fT.
116V-117v, 33: 1-7; f. 117\ 49: 26-7end ; fT. 119r-123r, 26 : 15-727 ;
ff. 125v-l30r, 50 : 5-752.
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This MS is written in a French minuscule script, according to J.Z. Peerez
Llamazares, Catalogo de los cddices y documentos de la Real Colegiata
de San Isidoro de Ledn (Leon, 1923), p. 35.
The incomplete identification of the items in this manuscript provided

by Divjak IV, pp. 209-210, was supplemented by G. Folliet in REA 21
(1975), p. 354 (referring wrongly to 'ms. 4'). The parallels with Gerona,
Museo Diocesano 44, have enabled me here to suggest other identifications,
especially at the end of the various items. The parallelism is clearest
between Leon ff. 107r-130r and Gerona fT. 204v-244r, comprising Trr.
31 : 8-32, 28, 48, 33 : 1-2, 49 : 26-end, 26 : 15-27, 50 : 5-52 (the only in¬
consistencies are that, according to Divjak, 26 : 15-27 does not follow
immediately after the previous item as in Gerona, and the end of the item
in Leon beginning at 33 : 1 is difficult to identify in accord with Divjak's
information). The other parallels, although not so extended, are obvious
enough from the somewhat inadequate details provided by Divjak. Until
a closer examination has been carried out, certain questions remain :
I) In Gerona 44 Tr. 17 is preceded by an item ending in 42 : 14, in Leon

8 by one beginning in 42 : 14 (which in Gerona occurs later on, immediately
before the parallel sequence detailed above) ;
II) Are Tr. 15, 33 and 10 complete in Leon 8 ? In Gerona in the same

order they are 15 : 5-end, 33: 3-end, [24], 10:4-11 : 2. (In both manuscripts
the next items are 29 : 1-731 : 8 and 44. Tr. 24 precedes 15 in Leon).
III) Has Leon 8 no part of Sermo 125 (or Sermo 75) 7
Lerida, Bibl. Capit. Roda 1 ; Cathedral of Roda of Isabena (province

of Huesca, north of Lerida) ; xii2 (Divjak IV, p. 210-xii) ; ff. 1r-151v,
1-19, 23-122 : 7. M.S. Gros of Vich has put me right on the provenance of
this manuscript. I had earlier identified this manuscript with the one G.
Heine claimed to have seen in the archive of the Church at Roda 'in der
Nahe von Vich' (Serapeum 8 (1847), p. 94). It seems that the identification
must stand, for the contents are virtually identical (communicated to me
previously by Fr. J. Janini of Valencia) :
I. ff. 1r-151v = Tractatus
ii. fT. 152M75V = Augustine, Tractatus in Epistolam Iohannis (omitted

by Divjak IV, pp. 48, 210)
hi. fT. 177r-194T = Anselm, Cur Deus Homo (not mentioned by Heine)
iv. ff. 194v-206v = Anselm, De Casu Diaboli et de Veritate et de Libero

Arbitrio.

Heine's location of Roda must therefore be mistaken. The relation
between this manuscript and Vich 27 merits further study (see my previous
article, p. 106 n. 125). The earlier date for Vich 27 rules out the possibility
that this manuscript's supposed original deficiency with regard to Trr.
18-19 could have been made good from Lerida Roda 1. If the present
arrangement in Vich 27 is to be explained in terms of the lacuna being
filled from a manuscript lacking Trr. 20-22, as Lerida's does, this must
have occurred at an earlier stage in the local tradition.
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I have noted that P. Bohigas (Balaguer), La Ilustracidn (op. cit.) ...

Periddo Gotico y Renacimiento, vol. 2 (1967), p. 147 no. 20, gives the date
of the Lerida codex as the 11th century.
Linz*, Studienbibl. 668 (2 mutil. IT.) + Vienna, Osterr. Nationalbibl. 697

(flyleaf and endleaf, each of 2 ff. pasted together)+725 (flyleaf, 1 f.) ;
Upper Italy (then Baumgartenberg Abbey, near Linz) ; ix1 ; remains of
7 ff. ; Vienna 697, 1 : 5-11, 2 : 1-7 ; Linz, 46 : 6-7, 51 : 13-52 : 2 ; Vienna
725, 116 : 7-117 : 2. Cf. 'Check-List', p. 140, and Bischoff, Die
Suddstdeutschen Schreibschulen und Bibliotheken in der Karolingerzeit, vol. 2
(Wiesbaden, 1980), p. 50.
London*, British Library Harl. 3090 ; xi ; f. 134r, 6 : 25, 26.
London, British Library Royal 5. B XIII ; xn ; ff. 2V-48V, extracts from

1-124 in live books.

London*, Lambeth Palace Library 414 vol. I ; Abbey of St. Amand-Ies-
Eaux, near Valenciennes ; ix in. (ff. 1-79) ; f. 2", 29 : 5-6 ; 2v-3r, 38 : 8 ;
f. 3r, 38 : 4 ; f. 4r, 99 : 4 ; f. 40v, 29 : 8. (The extracts from the Fathers
which Romer II/2, p. 212, restricts to ff. 6r-40v, in fact comprise ff. lr-40v).
London*, Westminster Abbey 36, item 3 ; xv in. ; fragt. Ker, op. cit.

p. 165 no. 1835b. This fragment comes from the same manuscript as
Oxford, Merton D. 3.9 (see below).
Los Angeles*, Claremont Colleges Hannold Library Crispin 24 ;

Augustinian Canons, Rebdorf (Bavaria) ; xii ; ff. 107-125, extracts from
1-3, 5-7, 10-15, 17-19, 24-36, 38-42, 44-53, 55, 58, 62, 77, 79-84, 89, 91-92,
96, 98, 111-112, 118-119, 123-124. I owe my knowledge of this manuscript
to a letter from Dr. Rainer Kurz. It was formerly Phillipps 783. The
extracts from the Tractatus (here called Omeliae throughout) are occasional¬
ly misnumbered but accidentally, it seems, rather than as a result of any
standard irregularity in the collection. They vary considerably in length,
being sometimes only a single line. Two extracts from Tr. 10 are attached
to others from Tr. 5 (Ex eadem), although Tr. 10 also appears subsequently
in its proper place.
Madrid*, Academia de la Historia S. Millan 82 ; Monastery of San

Millan de la Cogolla, near Najera (prov. Logrono, Old Castile) ; xiv ;
1-11 mut., 21-22 : 9, 55-64 : 3, 66 : 1-80 : 1, 81 : 4-83 : 1, 88-123 (Divjak
IV, p. 216). The folios are to be read in the following order : 3r-39v,
41 r-43v, 44r-51\ 56r-62v, 52r-53\ 55rv, 54", 40", 63r-100v. From Divjak
it is impossible to decide whether the last Tractatus is 123 or 124.

Madrid*, Arch. Hist. Nac. Seccion de Codices Carpeta 1452 B frg. 3
(MS 1386 frg. 3) ; Benedictine Abbey of St. Saviour, Ona, province of
Burgos ; x in. ; 1 f., Ill : 1-2. Plate and transcription of recto in
A. Millares Carlo, Contribucidn al « Corpus» de Cddices Visigdticos
(Madrid, 1931), pp. 200, 203-206, where the fragment is dated in the 9th
century. His later study, Manuscritos Visigdticos. Notas Bibliograficas,
in Hispania Sacra 14 (1961), p. 89 (and separately, Monumenta Hispaniae
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Sacra, Subsidia, vol. 1, Barcelona-Madrid, 1963, p. 89), gives the revised
date, but by a confusion identifies the contents as from Tr. 35. The details
are correct in L. SAnchez Belda, Aportaciones al « Corpus» de cddices
visigdticos, in Hispania 10 (1950), pp. 441-442. In Corrections and Additions
to the Catalogue of Visigothic Manuscripts, Scriptorium 32 (1978), pp. 310-
312 B.A. Shailor refers to a fragment, Carpeta, 1452 B num. 1, which
appears to be this one, but apparently identifies its content in Migne as
part of Tr. 33.
Madrid*, Bibl. Nac. 10 ; Messina (then Library of Duke of Uceda,

Madrid) ; xii ; ff. 7r-10r, 45: 1 line 4-end ; ff. 10r-13v, 26 ; ff. 20v-23\
11 : 3- ?end ; ff. 99v-101v, 16 ; ff. 110r-lllv, 24 ; ff. 11 lv-l 15r, 7: 9-end ;
f. 126", 51 : 9-13 ; f. 141v, 80-? ; f. 142", 67 ; f. 143", 87 ; ff. 153r-154r,
123 : 4-end ; ff. 186v-188r, 52 : 6-end ; ff. 206r-207v, 107 : 5-? (Homiliary).
The identification of items from the Tractatus, which may well be

incomplete, depends on Inventario General de Manuscritos de la Biblioteca
Nacional, vol. 1 (Madrid, 1953), pp. 8-16, Divjak IV, pp. 220-221, and
Folliet, REA 21 (1975), p. 354. Although some of the items have the
same Incipit as homilies in Paul Deacon's compilation, they are normally
shorter than his selections.

Madrid*, Bibl. Nac. 78 ; Central Italy (then Library of Duke of Uceda,
Madrid) ; xi2 ; ff. 65v-69v, 41-42 : 14 ; ff. 69v-72r, 17 : 1-13 ; ff. 77r-79r,
38 ; ff. 83v-84v, 22 : 14-23 : 4 ; ff. 96v-97v, 25 :10-14 ; ff. 97v-101r, 15 ;
ff. 101v-102\ 33 ; ff. 104v-106r, 24 ; ff. 106r-108v, 10-11 : 2 ; ff. 108v-l 11r,
29-30 ; ff. 111 r-l 13r, 44 ; ff. 113r-115v, 18 ; ff. 115v-119r, 49 : 1-25 ; ff. 119r-
121r, 34 ; ff. 126r-127v, 31 : 8-32 : 5 ; ff. 127v-129v, 28 ; ff. 129v-131v, 48 ;
f. 133", 49 : 26-end ; ff. 134v-136r, 26 : 15-27 ; ff. 139v-142r, 50 : 5-51 : 8 ;
f. 142", 59 ; f. 142v, 60 : 1-3 mutil. ; f. 182", 71 ; ff. 182v-184v, 67, 69-70 ;
ff. 195v-196v, 74-75 ; ff. 204v-205v, 12 : 12-end ; ff. 205v-208\ 45 ; f. 303",
51 : 9-end ; ff. 350v-351r, 52 : 6-10 (Homiliary).
These details are based on Inventario General de Manuscritos de la

Biblioteca Nacional, vol. 1 (Madrid, 1953), pp. 68-83 ; Divjak IV, pp. 222-
225 ; Folliet, REA 21 (1975), p. 354, and on an examination of a micro¬
film of ff. 65-142. The interest of this homiliary for our purposes lies in
the close parallel between the sequence of the Tractatus used in ff. 65-142
of this manuscript and those used in Gerona, Museo Diocesano 44 analysed
by Etaix (see above). Although the Madrid items often vary from those
in Gerona, especially by starting earlier in the Tractatus or by being shorter,
they are nearly all assigned to the same days in Lent as their counterparts
in Gerona 44. Yet there can be no question of Madrid's dependence on
the Gerona collection for its Tractatus homilies, nor does the Madrid
collection make more than the smallest use of Gerona's other sources,
Jerome on Matthew and Bede on Mark and Luke.
Madrid, Bibl. Nac. 194 ; Monte Cassino ; x ; f. 14", 120 : 6-9 ; f. 16v,

122 ; ff. 27r-28r, 121 : 1-4 ; ff. 34v-36v, 121 : 4-5 ; ff. 37v-39v, 46 ; ff. 39v-?44r,
47 ; ff. 44r-46r, 54 ; ff. 46r-47r, 101 ; ff. 47v-48v, 80 ; ff. 48v-49v, 81 ; ff. 49v-
5lr, 94 ; ff. 51v-?53r, 102 ; ff. 53r-?54r, 103 ; ff. 54r-55v, 104 ; ff. 62v-?63v,
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92 ; fT. 63T-65r, 93 ; fT. 66r-68v, 32 ; fT. 77v-82v, 11 ; fT. 117r-119v, 123 : 4-5 ;
IT. 123v-124\ 66 ; IT. 161v-162v, 51 : 9-13.
These more precise details are based on Divjak IV, pp. 226-227. He

omits Tr. 122 which begins on f. 16v, and appears not to indicate the Tolios
on which some oT the extracts Trom the Tractatus end, unless, as Lambot
supposed (see'Check-List', p. 120 n. 162), the Tractatus are not always
complete. Divjak describes the script as Lombard (rather than Beneventan).
Its production is assigned to 'southern Italy' by J. Janini and J. Serrano,
Manuscritos Liturgicos de la Biblioteca Nacional (Madrid, 1969), pp. 10-11
no. 11. It later belonged to the library of the Duke of Uceda in Madrid.
Manchester, John Rylands Univ. Lib. lat. 12 ; Luxeuil Abbey ; ix1.

Franz Romer II/2, p. 219, records Bischoff's judgment confirming that the
manuscript originated from Luxeuil Abbey, and dates it in the first third
of the ninth century.
Milan, Bibl. Ambros. F. 60 sup., fT. 50rv, 52r-54r ; Bobbio Abbey ;

vin ex. The text of this fragmentary commentary on John's Gospel
has been published by the Editors of Corpus Christianorum in a privately
circulated pamphlet In Principio erat Verbum (Steenbrugge, 1961). Its
dependence on the Tractatus is indicated in detail in the footnotes. The
Tractatus used by the fragments are 1-3, 5, 11, 12, 17, 20, 25-30, 49. The
commentary may well have been compiled at Bobbio, for it belongs to
the tradition of Irish biblical exegesis in the early middle ages. I am grateful
to Dom E. Dekkers for a copy of this pamphlet.
Montserrat*, Bibl. del Monast. 792-VI ; Italy ; xii ; 2fT., extracts from

93 : 3, 74 : 1, 68 : 3, 69 : 1-2, 70 : 2. See A. Olivar, Els Manuscrits Litur¬
gies de la Biblioteca de Montserrat {Scripta et Documenta, 18 ; Montserrat,
1969), p. 74. See above on Gerona 44 for liturgical fragments at Mont¬
serrat containing Tractatus portions. None of these Montserrat manus¬
cripts is listed in Divjak IV.
Munich, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 4547 (Alan of Farfa's Homiliary, pt. II) ;

viii/ix ; from the Utrecht region, according to E.A. Lowe, Palaeographical
Papers, 1907-1965, ed. L. Bieler (Oxford, 1972), vol. 1, p. 37 n. 1.
Munich*, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 6264a ; Freising Cath. ; ix-x ; fT. 18r-26r,

83 : 2-86 ; fT. 105r-109v, incl. 26 ; cf. Kurz V/2, pp. 315-316. Folios lv-
126v contain basically material from pt. II of Paul Deacon's Homiliary.
Munich*, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 6327 ; Freising Cathedral ; ix ; fT. 10r-17r,

excerpts 94 : 4- ? (Explicit : ... proprie tamen nomine amborum spiritus
vocatur spiritus sanctus, cf. 99 : 5-7). Cf. Kurz V/l, p. 444 and V/2, p. 320.
On this and other Munich manuscripts additional information was help¬
fully provided by Dr. Karl Dachs of the Staatsbibliothek Handschriften-
abteilung.
Munich, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 14286 ; this codex (viii/ix) from the

Benedictine Abbey of St. Emmeran at Regensburg is clearly identifiable
with a manuscript described in the library catalogue of Dionysius Menger
drawn up in 1500/1501 : 'Item secunda pars sermonunt sancti Augustini
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super Iohannem et incipit : « Sic audiamus ewangelium quasi presentem
Dominum » etc., et sunt sermones 26. Item sermones operis sancti Augustini
episcopi in Iohanne a cena Domini usque in finem, et incipit : « A ccna
Domini secundum Iohannem adiuvante ipso» etc., et sunt 69 sermones
in antiqua scriptura et mediocri volumine. E. 18'. (Mittelalterliche
Bibliothekskataloge Deutschlands und der Schweiz, Bd. 4 : Bistumer Passau,
Regensburg, Freising, Wiirzburg, ed. B. BischofT, Teil 1 : Bistumer Passau
und Regensburg, ed. C.E. Ineichen-Eder, Munich, 1977, cat. 36, p. 199).
Munich 14286 has the same incipit {Tract. 30 : 1 line 9), and contains

Trr. 30-54 numbered as '31-56' (hence the 'sermones 26' of the catalogue)
and 55-124, probably in an abridged text. The previous item in the
catalogue ('Item prima pars sermonum sancti Augustini super Iohannem
ewangelistam et sunt XXX sermones, et incipit : « 'In principio erat verbum'
etc. Intuentes quomodo audivimus ex leccione» etc., et est antiqua
scriptura in mediocri volumine etc. E. 17') does not signify any manuscript
identified as from St. Emmeran. In view of the frequency of disorder in
copies of this section of the Tractatus, it cannot be assumed that it contained
Trr. 1-30 no more and no less. Although a catalogue of A.D. 1347 of
the library of Priifening Abbey in Regensburg presents similar entries
('S Item Augustini omelie XXX super Iohannem. Item liber [?MS has
'1', perhaps = 50] Augustini in uno volumine. $ Item omelie XXXI super
Iohannem sancti Augustini', Mittelalt. Bibliothekskat. ..., cat. 42, p. 429),
Tract. 30/31 does not appear among extant early codices as a dividing
point between 'part one' and 'part two' (cf. 'Check-List', pp. 76-80).
Munich*, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 17054 ; Schaftlarn Abbey, dioc. Freising ;

xii ; 1-124 {55-124 as '1-70'). Cf. Kurz V/l, p. 142 and V/2, p. 373.
Munich*, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 22217 ; Windberg Abbey, near Straubing ;

xn (A.D. 1142-1192) ; fT. lv-129r, 46-124. Cf. Kurz V/l, p. 142 and V/2,
p. 402. This is a companion volume of Clm 22216 (cf. 'Check-List',
p. 125).
Munich*, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 29382 6-12. Several fragments ofmanuscripts

of the Tractatus, some of which were listed under their former signatures
in my 'Check-List', p. 125 and in Kurz V/l, p. 142, have recently been
reunited under Clm 29382 and are thus listed in Kurz V/2, pp. 417-419,
603-604. Examination of a microfilm has enabled me to determine their
contents, which are incompletely noted by Kurz. In particular, under
Clm 29382 (6 he records fragments from Trr. 57-60, 63-64 which in reality
are Trr. 111-114, 117-118, i.e. '57' etc. in the second part of the collection
numbered '1-70'.
Clm 29382 (6-9 and 12 and Augsburg, Staats und Stadtbibl. fragm. lat.

14 (see above) are all remnants of a single early ninth-century copy of
probably Trr. 55-124 (numbered '1-70') from Benediktbeuern Abbey.
Together they contain of the Tractatus : 99 : 4-6, 101 : 4-5, 104 : 3-105 : 2,
106 beg., 106 : 3-5, 106 : 6-107 : 1, 107 : 4-6, 108 : 5-109 beg., 109 : 2-3,
110 :1-3,110 : 4-5, 110 : 5-6, 111: 2, 111: 5-112 : 1, 113 : 4-114 : 4, 115 :
2-5, 116 : 3-5, 117 : 1-118 : 1, 123 : 4-5, 124 : 1-2.
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Clm 29382 (10 and 11 preserve 1 and 2 folios respectively of twelfth-
century manuscripts of the Tractatus, containing respectively Trr. 33 :8-34 : 7 and 94 : 1-95 : 2. They are noteworthy in that no numbers or
even titles (tractatus, sermo, omilia) are given to the Tractatus here. Onlya new paragraph and a large initial capital mark the transition from Tr. 94
to 95, although Tr. 34 is introduced by the standard summary of the Gospellection. Since from the information in Kurz V/2 and from my examinationby microfdm, I have been unable satisfactorily to allocate the fragmentsbetween Clm 29832 (6 and (7 and (8, in the following list I have groupedthese three together :
Clm 29382 (6-8 : fragts. of 1 f., 104 : 3-105 : 2 ; fragt. of 1 f., 106 beg. ;1 f„ 106 : 3-5 ; 1 f., 106 : 6-107 : 1 ; 1 f., 108 : 5-109 beg. ; 1 f., 109 : 2-3 ;2 IT, 110 : 1-3 ; fragt. of 1 f., 110 : 4-5 ; fragts. of 1 f„ 110 : 5-6 ; fragt. of1 f„ 111 : 2; 1 f„ 111 : 5-112 : 1 ; 2 ff., 113 : 4-114 : 4 ; 1 f„ 115 : 2-5 ;2 IT., 117 : 2-118 : 1 ; 2 IT. and fragts. of 2 If., 123 : 4-5, 124 : 1-2.
Clm 29382 (9 : 1 f., 107 : 4-6
Clm 29382 (10 : 1 f., 33 : 8-34 : 7 (xii century)
Clm 29382 (11 : 2 IT.,94 : 1-95 : 2 (xii century)
Clm 29382 (12 : 4 strips from 2 IT., 116 : 3-5, 117 : 1-2
(My film includes a further strip whose text presents a citation of Romans
6:9-10, which does not appear to belong to the Tractatus).
Thus there survive at Munich 24 whole or fragmentary folios and at
Augsburg 2 folios of this ninth-century codex from Benediktbeuern. Profes¬
sor Bischoffhas further informed me by letter (11/11/1980) that an additional
fragment is still to be found separately as the rear cover lining in Clm 3076.
Oxford*, All Souls College Library Fragt. ; xii2 ; 2 bifolia, fragt. Cf.R.W. Hunt's Appendix, pp. 110-111, in E. Craster, The History of AllSouls College Library, ed. E.F. Jacob (London, 1971). Probably from the

same manuscript as the fragment at Gloucester Cathedral (see above).
Oxford, Bodleian Library Auct. D.I. 10 ; xii ex. (so O. Pacht and J.J.G.

Alexander, Illuminated Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library Oxford vol 3
Oxford, 1973, no. 250).
Oxford, Bodleian Library Bodl. 301 ; Abbey of St. Ouen, Rouen (thenSt. Peter's Cathedral, Exeter) ; xi ex. ; 1-124. Perhaps by the same scribe,certainly from the same scriptorium, as Rouen 467 (see below)
Oxford*, Bodleian Library Lat. theol. A. 1 ; f. 2rv ; x ; 51 : 3-8. Cf.

Romer II/2, p. 250 (and II/1, p. 111 - fragt. of Homily).
Oxford*, Bodleian Library Lat. theol. D. 20 ; Normandy ; A D 1091 •

f. 126™, 6:4; f. 152v, 12: 11, 17:4; ff. 152M53', 17:5; f. 153%5 : 15- ?-19, 5 : 18, 6:8; f. 153™, 46 : 6 ; f. 153v, 61 : 2 ; fT. 153v-154r
50 : 10-11 ; f. 154™, 124 : 5 ; f. 159r, 18 : 1.
Oxford, Bodleian Library Laud. Misc. 144. A companion volume to

Laud. Misc. 143 and hence likewise from St. Mary's Abbey, Eberbach,
near Heidelberg ; cf. Pacht and Alexander, op. cit., vol. 3, no. 1303.
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They date it, and by implication, L.M. 143, to the second half of the twelfth
century but Romer II/2, p. 273, puts it at the beginning of the century.
Oxford*, Bodleian Library Lyell 77 ; Monastery of Santa Giustina,

Padua ; A.D. 1466 ; Homiliary : - ff. 33v-35v, 4 : 1-9 ; ff. 49v-53r, 124 ;
ff. 147M5H, 17 ; ff 156r-158v, 38 ; ff. 187M9H, 15 : 6-end ; ff 191r-192v,
33 : 3-8 ; ff. 197r-199v, 10 : 4-end ; ff 199v-203v, 29 : 2-31 : 7 ; ff. 203v-206r,
44 ; ff 209r-213v, 49 : 1-25 ; ff 213v-215v, 34 ; ff. 217r-219v, 43 ; ff 219v-
220v, 31 : 8-end ; ff. 220v-222v, 32 ; ff 222v-225r, 28 ; ff. 225r-227v, 48 ;
ff. 227v-228\ S3 : 1-7 ; ff. 228v-232r, 41 ; ff. 232r-234r, 49 : 26-end ; ff. 234r-
238r, 26 : 15-27 ; ff 248v-250r, 50 : 5-14 ; ff. 250r-251r, 51 : 1-9 ; ff 251r-
255v, 55-58 ; ff. 255v-265v, 112-120 : 5. See A. de la Mare, Catalogue of
the Collection of Medieval Manuscripts Bequeathed to the Bodleian Library
Oxford by James P.R. Lyell (Oxford, 1971), pp. 227-238.
Oxford, Bodleian Library e Mus. 6 ; St. Edmund's Abbey, Bury St.

Edmunds ; xi ex. For date cf. R.M. Thomson, The Library of Bury St.
Edmunds Abbey in the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries, in Speculum 47
(1972), pp. 625, 627 n. 57.
Oxford*, Dr. R.W. Hunt ; xii ; 2 fragts ( = 1 fol.). Cf. N.R. Ker,

Fragments of Medieval Manuscripts used as Pastedowns in Oxford Bindings,
with a Survey of Oxford Binding c. 1515-1620 (Oxford Bibliographical
Society Publications n.s. 5, 1951-52 ; Oxford, 1954), p. 153 no. 1700.
Oxford*, Merton College D. 3.9, item 2 ; xv in. ; 1 fol., fragt. {' Omelia

49'). Cf. Ker, op. cit., p. 183. From the same manuscript as London,
Westminster Abbey 36 (see above).
Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat. 1961 ; St. Peter's Abbey, Moissac, Tarn-et-Garonne ;

x (ff. lr-232v), xi med. (ff 233r-333v) ; 1-19, 23-124 (incomplete at end).
On this manuscript see now J. Dufour, La Bibliotheque et le Scriptorium
de Moissac (Geneva-Paris, 1972), pp. xix, 14, 81, 84, 117-118. If not
written at Moissac, it belonged to the Abbey by the end of the eleventh
century.
Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat. 2154 ; St. Peter's Abbey, Moissac, Tarn-et-Garonne ;

xii in. ; ff. 72v-?, 1 : 7-7 See Dufour, op. cit. pp. 122-123.
'Check-List', p. 129 n. 192, noted the parallel with Tortosa 230. See

now the contents of Tortosa 230 more precisely identified partly by Divjak
IV, pp. 278-280, and more fully by G. Folliet in REA 21 (1975), p. 355,
who demonstrates the Tortosa manuscript's heavy dependence on the
Quinquaginta Homiliae collection. Sufficient information is given in
P. Lauer, Bibliotheque Nationale : Catalogue general des manuscrits latins,
vol. 2 (Paris, 1940), pp. 342-344 to show that the contents of Paris lat.
2154 are very similar. A selection of pieces from the Quinquaginta col¬
lection, probably more extensive than the available analyses of either
manuscript show, are preceded by two items which also occur together in
a fragment in Vallbona 4 (see below) :

1. Prudenter accipiat unusquisque vita praeceptoris non per .../... sed
eorum praecedentibus consequentia istis reddentur. This item (the
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Explicit in Paris lat. 2154 is not given) is described as 'Augustine, 45 extracts
of sermons' (Lauer) or 'Augustinus de penitentia' (Tortosa).
2. Videt se (et) quisque gestare onus carnis..., Tr. 1 : 7 line 32-34. Lauer

groups together ff. 72v-l 11v of Paris lat. 2154 as '297 extracts of the Tractatus
in Iohannem and the Enarr. in Pss.' The extracts from the Tractatus in Tor¬
tosa 230 (and in Vallbona 4) occupy only ff. 7r-11v and extend from
Tr. 1 : 7 (Videt se quisque gestare onus carnis...) to 124 : 5 (... non in bonis
quibus fruitur, opus est patientiae). They are often no more than a few
words in length. The collection in this Paris codex is probably identical.
In both the Tortosa and the Paris manuscripts the Quinquaginta material

is followed by a section from De moribus ecclesiae catholicae.

Paris*, Bibl. Nat. lat. 2269, ff. 17r-48v (palimpsest) ; Abbey of
St. Nazarius, Carcassonne ; viii/ix ; IT. 35v, 38r, 35r, 38v ( = ff. xvirv),
49 : 3, 11, 12, 14-15. See A. Mund6, El Commicus palimsest Paris lat.
2269. Amb notes sobre liturgia i manuscrits visigdtics a Septimania i
Catalunya, in Liturgica I: Cardinali I.A. Schuster in Memoriam (Scripta
et Documenta, 1 ; Montserrat, 1956), pp. 151-275, esp. pp. 209-210, 273-274
(transcription) and plate 5 (of part of IT. 35r, 38v).
Paris*, Bibl. Nat. lat. 3784, IT. 2-13+ lat. 2367 f. 111+nouv. acq. lat.

2479 (4 IT.) ; Italy, probably in North, perhaps near Verona (later St.
Martial's Abbey, Limoges) ; viii ex. ; parts of Alan of Farfa's Homiliary,
inch I, 88, a compilation from Trr. 55-56, 58-59, 61-63. See Lowe, CLA
V, no. 553 ; B. Bischoff, Panorama der Handschrifteniiberlieferung aus der
Zeit Karls des Grossen, in Karl der Grosse : Lebenswerk und Nachleben,
edd. W. Braunfels et ah, vol. 2 : Das Geistige Leben, ed. BischofT (Diissel-
dorf, 1965), p. 249 n. The piece from the Tractatus is in either lat. 3784
or nouv. acq. lat. 2479.
Paris*, Bibl. Nat. lat. 5302 ; Languedoc or Catalonia ; xn ; ff. 225v-228v,

41 : 1-11 ; ff. 228v-231r, 17 : 1-10 ; ff. 233r-235v, 38 ; IT. 237v-241r, 22:
14-23 : 10 ; fT. 250r-253r, 25 : 10-26 : 2 ; fT. 253r-256r, 15 : 5-21 ; IT. 256r-
257\ 33 : 3-end ; IT. 257v-259r, 24 ; fT. 259r-262r, 10 ; fT. 262r-266r, 29 :1-30 ;
fT. 266r-269r, 44 ; ff. 269r-271v, Sermo 125 : 4-11 ; fT. 271v-274\ 49 : 1-14 ;
ff. 274v-276v, 34 ; fT. 278r-280v, 31 : 8-32 : 9 ; ff. 281 r-283v, 28 ; fT. 283v-
285", 48 ; fT. 285v-286r, 33 : 1-2 ; f. 286rv, 49 : 26-end ; fT. 287r-288r, 26 :
15-end ; fT. 295v-298r, 50 ; ff. 304r-306v, 55-56 ; fT. 306v-309r, 112 : 1-113.
I am indebted to R. Etaix for my information about this homiliary which

is clearly related to that in Gerona 44 (see above). The Paris homiliary
begins only with Ash Wednesday, whereas Gerona 44 starts with
Septuagesima. Of the Tractatus items in Paris 5302 some are identical
with those in Gerona 44 but the majority are shorter. The formula Et
cetera at the end of some of them indicates that the scribe has abridged
his model. This probably accounts for his omission of Sermo 75 and Sermo
125 : 1-4, but not for all the Gerona items he does not include. The
question is complicated by the fact that two Tractatus items in Paris 5302
are longer (fT. 250r-253r, 306v-309r) and two start earlier (fT. 259r-262r,
295v-298r) than their parallels in Gerona 44. The Paris collection cannot
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be wholly dependent, therefore, on Gerona itself, although the close relation¬
ship between the two is undeniable. An analysis of this collection by
Etaix is included in this volume pp. 334-349.
Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat. 9604 ; Abbey of St. Germain, Auxerre ; ix med. ;

Paul Deacon's Homiliary, pt. II. See 'Check-List', pp. 129-130, and the
more recent studies of R. Quadri, Paolo Diacono e Lupo di Ferrieres.
A proposito di Parigi B.N. lat. 9604, in Studi Medievali ser. 3, 16 (1975),
pp. 737-746, and R. Etaix, VHomeliaire d'Ebrardus retrouve, in Rev.
d'hist. des textes 8 (1978), pp. 309-317, which together establish its revised
provenance. Etaix notes the paralles between the distinctive features
of this copy of part II of Paul Deacon and other early French copies, such
as Troyes 159, Paris B.N. lat. 11699 and 12404, and raises the intriguing
question whether they point to a distinctive version of the collection earlier
than the (German) one analysed by Gregoire and others and perhaps even
deriving from Paul Deacon himself.
Paris, Bibl. Nat. lat. 11635 ; x-xi, according to C. Samaran and R.

Marichal, edd., Catalogue des manuscrits en ecriture latine portant des
indications de date, de lieu ou de copiste, vol. 3 (Paris, 1974), p. 732.
Paris*, Bibl. Nat. nouv. acq. lat. 2657, IT. 5-6 ; xi-xu ; 6 : 5-6. Cf.

Nouvelles acquisitions latines et franfaiscs du Departement des Manuscrits
de la Bibliotheque Nationale pendant les annees 1972-1976, in Bibl. de
PEcole des Charles 136 (1978), p. 284. The Tractatus item (which is
imprecisely identified, the pages given for CCL not corresponding exactly
to Tr. 6 : 5-6) is followed by Sermo 201, which strongly suggests we have
here a homiliary or other liturgical fragment for Epiphany.
Parma*, Archivio di Stato Frammenti di codici 3 ; Abbey of S. Crisogono

(St. Chrysogonus), Zadar (Zara), Dalmatia (then Abbey of S. Giorgio
Maggiore, Venice ; then Abbey of S. Giovanni Evangelista, Parma) ;
xi ex. ; 2 mutil. IT., 50 : 11-12. Cf. E. Falconi, Frammenti di codici in
beneventana nelV Archivio di Stato di Parma, in Bullettino delT Archivio
Paleografico Italiano 3 rd. ser., 2-3 (1963-64), pp. 73-104, especially 100-104
with full transcription of text, and plates 5-8 ; V. Brown, A Second New
List of Beneventan Manuscripts, in Mediaeval Studies 40 (1978), p. 268.
See below for further fragments of this Bari-type Beneventan codex at
San Francisco.

Pelplin*, Bibl. Seminarium Ducliownego 14 (17) ; A.D. 1410 ; 1-124.
From Romer III, p. 181, who records the note at the end of the codex
Hie liber scriptus est ex duobus exemplaribus multum incorrectis et
discrepantibus. According to information provided by the Pelplin
Biblioteka, the numbering is irregular, reaching only '112'.
Rouen, Bibl. Munic. 467 (A. 85) ; Abbey of St. Ouen, Rouen ; xi ex. ;

1-124 (the Maurists' Audoenensis). G. Nortier's claim (see 'Check-List',
p. 134 n. 200 A) that this manuscript came from St. Evroult is not tenable.
Cf. F. Avril, Notes sur quelques Manuscrits Benedictins Normands du
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XI' et du XII' siecle, in Melanges d'archeologie et d'histoire, Ecole Franfaise
de Rome 77 (1965), p. 226, and Bibliotheque Municipale de Rouen :
Manuscrits Normands XI-XIT siecles (Rouen, 1975), pp. 43-44 (date
perhaps circa 1090). Avril believes the same scribe perhaps wrote Oxford,
Bodleian Lib. Bodl. 301 (later at Exeter Cathedral). Cf. to similar effect
C.R. Dodwell, The Canterbury School of Illumination 1066-1200
(Cambridge, 1954), pp. 11, 115-118, and in The St. Albans Psalter, O. Pacht
et al. (Studies of the Warburg Institute, 25 ; London, 1960), p. 202. J.J.G.
Alexander, Norman Illumination at Mont St. Michel 966-1100 (Oxford,
1970), p. 100 n. 1, probably confuses MS 467 with 468 when he describes
it as from Jumieges.
Salamanca*, Bibl. de la Univ. 2530 ; Colegio de San Bartolome,

Salamanca ; (then Palace Library, Madrid) ; xii ; ff. 1 r-l 81v, 1-17, Sermo
125 (ff. 50v-53v), 20-23, 18-19, 24-124 (55-124 as '1-70'). Cf. Divjak IV,
p. 250 ; J. Domi'nguez Bordona, Manuscritos con Pinturas (Madrid,
1933), vol. 1, p. 452 ; M.T. Herrera and J. Oroz Reta, Presencia de san
Agustin en Salamanca, in Presencia de san Agustin en Espaha, ed. J. Oroz
Reta (Augustinus 25 ; Madrid, 1980), pp. 379-380, where it is presented
as containing only 70 Tractatus. (The list of Augustinian manuscripts
in the University Library at Salamanca given by Herrera and Oroz Reta,
pp. 374-381, amplifies Divjak's catalogue (IV, pp. 249-250) but also differs
from it at several points).
Salisbury, Cath. Lib. 67 : see now N.R. Ker, The Beginnings ofSalisbury

Cathedral Library, in Medieval Learning and Literature Essays presented
to Richard William Hunt, edd. J.J.G. Alexander and M.T. Gibson (Oxford,
1976), pp. 23-49, at pp. 31, 33, 40, 46. Ff. lr-179r of MS 67 were written
probably in the last quarter of the eleventh century under bishop Osmund.
San Francisco*, Bernard M. Rosenthal Collection s.n. ; Abbey of St-

Chrysogonus, Zadar (Zara), Dalmatia; xi ex.; 2 ff., 19 : 18-20, 21 :3-6. Lis¬
ted in V. Brown. A Second New List of Beneventan Manuscripts, in
Mediaeval Studies 40 (1978), p. 271, but not identified as Augustine. I
am grateful to Professor C.E. Murgia of the University of California,
Berkeley, for providing me with a xerox of these folios. Other fragments
of the same manuscript of the Tractatus survive at Parma - see above.
San Gimignano*, Bibl. Comun. 14 ; Collegiate Church of San Gimignano;

xii ; ff. 6v-7r, 1 : 16-18 ; f. 41v, 82 : 3-4 ; ff. 60v-61r, 29 : 6-7 ; f. 61rv, 111: 3 ;
ff. 71 v-72r, 29 : 6 ; f. IT, 25 : 12 ; f. 76", 80 : 3 ; ff. 83v-85v, 6 : 11-15 ;
f. 118r, 13 : 12 ; f. 121", 32 : 7-9 ; ff. 121v-122r, 65 : 3 ; f. 122r, 66 : 2 ;
f. 122", 73 ; ff. 122v-123r, 87 : 1-2 ; f. 123v, 102 : 5 ; ff. 130v-134r, 26 :
10-20 ; f. 134", 50 : 9-11. Inventari dei Manoscritti dclle Biblioteche
d'Italia, vol. 88 : S. Gimignano, Biblioteca Comunale, ed. G. Garosi
(Florence, 1972), pp. 74-97. The Tractatus from which the extracts derive
are usually numbered in the manuscript : Tr. 6 and 13 correctly, (25 not
numbered), but 26 and later ones two less than the standard numbering
of the editions. This suggests that a manuscript of the Tractatus lacking
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two homilies, perhaps 18 and 19, was used by the compiler (cf. 'Check-
List', p. 92). The manuscript is a collection of Auctoritates Patrum.
Siena, Bibl. Comunale FT. 2, ff. 9r-205r ; St. Mary's Cath., Siena ; xn

in. ; 1-17, Sermo 125 (ff. 59r-62r), 18-124. The presence of Sermo 125,
as [omelia\ XVIII and with my Incipit A ('Check-List', pp. 90-91), I have
fixed from a microfilm of Trr. 17-23, which has also revealed other interest¬
ing features :
(a) Three liturgical lections are identified in the manuscript : Tr. 17 :

1-13 line 11 (Mirum non esse debet..) for Friday in the first week of Lent ;
Tr. 17 : 13 line 11-? (Pater meus, inquit, usque modo..) for Thursday in
Lent III ; Tr. 19 : 19-? (Non possum ego...) for Thursday in Lent II. These
calendrical indications are clearly original to the manuscript.
(b) Tr. 23 (here '24') is supplied with a twofold capitulum, Ab eo... et

retractatio eorum quae supra tractaverat, ab eo... Between 23 : 4 and
23 : 5 occurs a heading in larger script, Retractatio superiorum.
Siguenza*, Bibl. de la Cat. 108 (202) ; xiii ; 1-80 beg., 81 : 2-84. Divjak

IV, p. 258.
Soest*, Stadtarchiv, Augustinus Tract, in Ioh. ; xi ; 3 ff., frag. From

Kurz V/l, p. 448 and (more fully) V/2, p. 455. Folios 1-2 contain Tr.
24 : 3-7 (possibly a homiliary fragment, as Tr. 24 is the first item in Paul
Deacon's collection). Fol. 3 is ascribed to the Tractatus by Kurz but I
have so far failed to identify it from the Incipit and Desinit he gives.
Stuttgart*, Wiirttemberg. Landesbibl. theol. et phil. 4° 261 ; Abbey of

Zwiefalten ; xii ; ff. 12r-19v, extracts.
Toledo*, Bibl. del Cabildo 14-3 (lii-98) ; St. Mary's Cathedral, Toledo ;

A.D. 1105 ; 1-19, 23-124. Cf. Divjak IV, p. 266 ; Millares Carlo, Tra-
tado de Paleografia Espanola, 2nd. edit. (Madrid, 1932), pp. 259, 474. The
omission of Trr. 20-22 is evident from information kindly supplied by
Ramon Gonzalvez. The subsequent Tractatus are numbered three less
than in the editions at least as far as Tr. 58 (there is no break in the numera¬
tion at Tr. 55), but Tr. 124 eventually appears as 'Sermo CXV11V. At
least one folio, 77, containing the end of Tr. 17 and the beginning of Tr. 18,
has been misplaced and now occurs in the middle of Tr. 15.
Toledo*, Bibl. del Cabildo 33-1 ; x med. ; f. 132" (item 56), 105 : 1-6

mutil. J.F. Rivera Recio, El «homiliarium gothicum» de la Biblioteca
Capitular de Toledo, Homiliario Romano del Siglo IXjX, in Hispania Sacra 4
(1951), pp. 147-167, despite his title, dates it 930-960 (p. 148), 930-950
(p. 167). Our item, the sole to bear indication of its liturgical occasion
(the Ascension), is evidence of the influence of Paul Deacon's homiliary.
Toulouse*, Bibl. Munic. 1161 : Chartreuse of Beauvoir or Saix-les-

Castres, E. of Toulouse ; xiii ; ff. ?-53r, 1-2 ; ff. ?-262", 7 : 5-end ; ff. 265r-
27lv, 49.
Toulouse*, Bibl. Munic. 1162 ; Chartreuse of Beauvoir or Saix-les-

Castres, E. of Toulouse ; xiii ; ff. 12r-19r, 104-105, 107 ; ff. 28r-30\ 93 ;
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ff. 36r-45r, 74-79 ; fT. 53r-57v, 45 : 6-end ; IT. 60v-63v, 26 : 4-end ; IT. 85v-90r, 11 : 5-end ; ff. 90r-94r, 12 : 1-11 ; f. 166rv, 51 : 12-end ; ff. ?-263\7 : 5-end. On these two manuscripts see above on Grenoble 9 and 24
Valencia, Bibl. Univ. 288 (31) ; Italy (Naples, Library of Ferdinand I,King of Aragon), then Monastery of San Miguel de los Reyes, Valencia ;xiii ; ff. 31 r-214r, 7: 21-124. The ascription to the thirteenth centuryfollows Divjak IV, p. 287. All the other catalogues and descriptions Ihave consulted place it in the fifteenth. So T. de Marinis, La BibliotecaNapoletana dei Re d'Aragona, vol. 2 (Milan, 1947), p. 21. For these Valenciamanuscripts, the signature in brackets is the number in the catalogue ofGutierrez del Cano.

Valencia*, Bibl. Univ. 892 (34) ; Italy (Naples, Library of Ferdinand I,King of Aragon), then Monastery of San Miguel de los Reyes, Valencia ;A.D. 1481 ; 1-17, Sermo 125 (ff. 97r-102v), 20-124. Omitted from myprevious check-list because of inadequate identification in the cataloguesthen available to me. See Divjak IV, pp. 290-291 ; de Marinis, op. cit.,vol. 2, p. 21. The colophon on f. 360v identifies the scribe of the majorpart of the manuscript as Francesco [Spera], a Venetian ; it was completedby Rodolfo Brancalipo. From the plate in de Marinis, vol. 3 (1947), Tav.26, of the beginning of Tr. 1 on f. 4V it appears to contain a degenerate text.That this is so I have now been able to confirm from a microfilm of IT. 83v-125r, containing Trr. 15-24 : 1. Apart from its frequently divergent andsometimes outrageous text, the numbers of the Tractatus are erratic. Theyare rarely given at the beginning of the several Tractatus and appear regularlyin the upper margins, where Tr. 22, for example, is variously numberedXVII, XXIII, XXII and XXIIII. On two occasions the Gospel lectionis introduced as the Gospel of Luke ! Liturgical lections are reflectedat two points. On f. 84r, Tr. 15 : 6 {lesus ergo fatigatus ex itinere...) isintroduced by a separate title in capitals with a large initial HOMELIADEC1MA SEP - {Tr. 15 is numbered '17' at the beginning). LikewiseTr. 16 : 3 line 22 {Et ecce quidam regains...) is introduced by SERMOVNDE SVPRA. No indication of liturgical occasion is given in thissection of the manuscript. See above, p. 69, for the appearance of Sermo125, whose Incipit relates the MS to Naples, Bibl. Naz. VI.B. 17 (cf. 'Check-List', p. 126).
Valencia, Bibl. Univ. 577 (39) ; Italy (Naples, Library of Ferdinand I,King of Aragon), then Monastery of San Miguel de los Reyes, Valencia ;xv ; 1-18, 20, 19, 23-124. Cf. de Marinis, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 22. Orderof Tractatus between 17 and 24 checked by microfilm.
Vallbona de las Monjas*, Bibl. del Monast. 4 ; xiii ; ff. 12v-15r, briefextracts from 1 : 7 to 124 : 5. Cf. Divjak IV, p. 298. These extracts,which are in part difficult to decipher on microfilm, occur also in Tortosa230, IT. 7r-llv. They begin, Videt se quisque gestare onus carnis, and end,non in bonis quibus fruitur, opus est patientiae. See above on Paris, B.N. lat.2154. A. Cordoliani, Inventaire des manuscrits de comput ecclesiastique
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conserves dans les Bibliotheques de Catalogue, in Hispania Sacra 5 (1952),
pp. 150-151, implies that this manuscript may have belonged to the
monastery of Santas Creus between Barcelona and Tarragona. Vallbona
is in the province of Lerida and the diocese of Tarragona.
Vatican City, Bibl. Apost. Arch. S. Pietro C 96 ; xi - so P. Salmon,

Les Manuscrits Liturgiques Latins de la Bibliotheque Vaticane, vol. 5 (Studi
e Testi 270 ; Vatican City, 1972), p. 78, and see 'Check-List', p. 137, n. 212.
Vatican City, Bibl. Apost. Arch. S. Pietro C 105 ; St. Peter's Basilica,

Rome ; x2 ; ff. 21T-219', 51 : 1-8 ; ff. 281v-282v, 55 : 1-4. The revised
dating and contents for the final item, where the manuscript breaks off
mutilated, are based on R. Gregoire, L 'homeliaire de Saint-Pierre au Vati¬
can, in Studi Medievali 3rd. ser., 13 (1972), pp. 233-255, whose analysis
supersedes that of G. Low. Salmon, op. cit., vol. 4 {Studi e Testi, 267 ;
1971), no. 13, gives the date as tenth century.
Vatican City, Bibl. Apost. Palat. lat. 176 ; Abbey of St. Amand-les-

Eaux, near Valenciennes (later, Abbey of Sts. Mary and Nazarius, Lorsch) ;
ix med. ; ff. 87v-l 61r, extracts. For provenance and date, see Bischoff,
Lorsch im Spiegel seiner Handschriften {Miinchener Beitrdge zur
Mediavistik und Renaissance-Forschung, Munich, 1974, Sonderdruck aus
Die Reichsabtei Lorsch. Festschrift zum Gedenken an ihre Stiftung 764,
ed. F. Knopp, Darmstadt, 1964), pp. 51, 106-107.
Vatican City, Bibl. Apost. Palat. lat. 206 ; Central (or Southern) West

Germany (then Abbey of Sts. Mary and Nazarius, Lorsch); ix/x; 1-33.
For provenance and date cf. Bischoff, op. cit., pp. 49, 106-107.
Vatican City, Bibl. Apost. Palat. lat. 207 ; viii/ix - so Bischoff, op. cit.,

pp. 22, 106-7. Lowe, CLA Supplement (1971), p. 115, no. 1769, placed
it in the late eighth century. Bischoff does not identify the manuscript
with any entry in any of the medieval catalogues of Lorsch, on which see
Ibid., pp. 16-17. Cf. 'Check-List', pp. 78, 138 n. 213A.
Vatican City*, Bibl. Apost. Palat. lat. 430 ; S. Germany ; ix med. ;

ff. 41 r-42v, 51 : 1-8 mutil. ; ff. 46v-47r (?), 120: 1-5 (Alan of Farfa's
Homiliary, supplemented). It has proved possible to identify the above
items from the information provided by A. Reifferscheid, Bibliotheca
Patrum Latinorum Italica, in Sitzungsber. der Kaiserl. Akad. der Wissensch.,
Phil.-Hist. Classe 56 (Wien, 1867), pp. 476-485. It is not impossible that
other items from the Tractatus are present.
Vatican City, Bibl. Apost. Regin. lat. 195 ; ix (Salmon, op. cit., vol. 4,

no. 85).
Venice, Bibl. Naz. Marciana lat. II. 18 ; xiii ; ff. 115r-117V, extracts

from 1-4. Formerly belonged to the Dominican Convent of Sts. John
and Paul, Venice -M. Berardelli, Codicum Omnium Latinorum et Italicorum
qui manuscripti in Bibliotheca SS. Joannis et Pauli Venetiarum apud PP.
Praedicatores Asservantur Catalogus. Sectio Prima, p. 57 {NuovaRaccolta
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<POpuscoli Scientifici e Filologici, edd. G. Enrico et al., torn. 32, Venice,
1778).
Venice*, Bibl. Naz. Marciana lat. XII. 232 (4257), fragm. 28 ; Verona ;

ix in. ; J : 9-12. Information kindly supplied by Professor Bernhard Bischoff.
Venice*, Bibl. Naz. Marciana lat. Z. 153 (1951) ; Bologna region (then

Library of Cardinal Bessarion) ; circa A.D. 1133 ; includes : ff. 40r-42r,1 : 1-12 ; ff. 42r-43r, 1 : 13-end ; ff. 43r-45v, 2 ; ff. 45v-48r, 3 : 1-17 ; ff. 48r-
49r, 3 : 17-end ; ff. 169v-174\ 41-42 : 14 ; ff. 176r-178v, 17 : 1-13 ; ff. 188v-
193v, 38-40 : 6 ; ff. 200v-201r, 22 : 14 - 23 : 2, 19 : 19-20 ; ff. 224r-225r,25 : 10-14 ; ff. 226v-229\ 15 ; ff. 231r-232v, 33 : 3-end. On this and the
following manuscript see J. Lemarie, Quatre homiliaires du XIP siecle
de la region bolonaise, in Miscellanea Liturgica. In onore di Sua Eminenza
il Cardinale Giacomo Lercaro, vol. 1 (Rome, 1966), pp. 479-516, supplement¬ed for codex 153 by Un nouveau temoin important des « Tractatus in Mat-
tliaeum» de saint Chromace d'Aquilee : Thomeliaire de San Silvestro de
Fabriano, in REA 23 (1977), pp. 124-154, where Lemarie shows the clear
affinities between the collections in Venice 153 and Fabriano 8 (see above).The Venice codices 153 and 154 contain respectively the winter and
summer halves of a homiliary whose compilation, while dependent in part
on the collections of Paul Deacon and Alan of Farfa, reveals independentfeatures. These include its extensive use of Augustine's Tractatus on John
among a rich library of patristic works. Lemarie shows that it was almost
certainly written in a scriptorium in or near Bologna, such as the Benedictine
Abbey of San Stefano or one of the abbeys of canons regular, San Giovanni
in Monte or San Salvatore. The homiliary must have been used in one
of the abbeys of canons regular, such as those mentioned or Santa Maria
de Reno. Lemarie's two studies do not present a complete analysis ofthe homiliary, so that the details given here may not include all the items
from Augustine's Tractatus.
Two particular items in Venice 153 call for some comment. Items 179

and 180 (prescribed with three others for Thursday in the second week
of Lent) provide as lections on John 5 : 30 ff. Trr. 22 : 14 line 3 - 23 : 2
line 21, and Trr. 19 : 19 line 3 - end. The compiler appears to have been
particularly careful to select only those portions of the Tractatus dealingwith the lection. (He omitted only half-a-dozen lines at the end of Tr. 23
where Augustine glanced at John 5 : 30 in a resume). But how are we
to explain the order of these portions ? It seems to reflect a copy of theTractatus in which Tr. 19 came after Trr. 22-23. This is not one of the
'normal' irregularities investigated in my 'Check-List'. It does in fact
occur in one interesting MS, Vich 27, for which I hazarded the explanation('Check-List', p. 106 n. 125) that the manuscript's (better, its model's)original lack of Trr. 18-19 had been made good from another manuscriptlacking Trr. 20-22. I have demonstrated above, p. 68, that the use of
Vich 27 or a virtually identical MS accounts for the presence in the homiliaryin Gerona 44 for the same day and on the same Gospel passage of an extend¬ed lection consisting of Trr. 22 : 14-23-1-Sermo 75 + 77r. 18-19. Whatever
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sense we make of Vich 27, the absence of Trr. 18-19 is well attested for
Italy (unlike the absence of Trr. 20-22), so that the later discovery or inser¬
tion of Trr. 18-19 may well explain the order of the extracts in the Bolognese
homiliary at this point.
Lemarie also gives some cross-references to two other codices whose

collections show heavy dependence on the respective halves of the Bolognese
homiliary, although not necessarily on the actual Venice manuscripts :
— Turin, Bibl. Naz. F.I. 5 ; St. Mary's Church, Arceto, dioc. of Reggio

Emilia (then Bobbio) ; xii in. ; contains at least Trr. 1-2, as well as one
extract from the Tractatus not in Venice 153 ('Quatre homiliaires', p. 513) ;
— Munich, Bayer. Staatsbibl. 22001C ; Bologna region (then Abbey

of Wessobrunn, dioc. of Freising) ; xii ; contains the same sequences of
items from Augustine's Tractatus as Venice 154 (ibid., p. 515). It is clear
that the Munich MS was written in a different scriptorium from Venice
154, although in the same neighbourhood.
Venice*, Bibl. Naz. Marciana lat. Z. 154 ; Bologna region (then Library

of Cardinal Bessarion) ; A.D. 1133 ; includes : ff. 66v-67v, 74 ; ff. 67v-
68r, 75 ; ff. 70v-71v, 76 ; ff. 71v-72r, 77 ; ff. 72r-73r, 78 ; f. 73™, 79 ; ff. 78r-
79r, 12 :10-14 ; ff. 80v-83r, 45 ; ff. 86v-89v, 26 ; ff. 180r-182r, 16 ; ff. 186r-187v,
24. See on the preceding manuscript.
Vezelay*, Hotel de Ville 1 : ? Normandy (then Abbey of Vezelay, dioc.

of Autun) ; xi/xii ; fragt. of one fob, 75 : 1, 2-3. See G. Folliet, Un
fragment de manuscrit des « Tractatus in Euangelium Iohannis » de s. Augustin
decouvert a Vezelay en 1966, in Recherches Augustiniennes 8 (1972),
pp. 145-147 and plates.
Vich, Bibl. Capit. 27 (II) ; xi (not xii) ; 1-17, S. 125 (ff. 61v-65r), 20-23,

S. 75 (ff. 79v-81v), 18-19, 24-97 : 2, 98 : 6-124. Cf. Divjak IV, p. 299.
M.S. Gros, the Seminari Conciliar at Vich, informs me in a letter that

this manuscript belongs perhaps to the first half of the eleventh century.
See Lerida, Roda 1 for a possible connexion with the manuscript, and
Gerona 44 for a homiliary which makes heavy use of a MS for the Tractatus
with both Sermo 125 and Sermo 75 interpolated, as here.
Evidence has been given at p. 68 above for the dependence of Gerona 44

on this Vich manuscript or another (unknown or unidentified) copy of
the Tractatus essentially identical to it. Confirmation of this dependence
is provided by the indications of liturgical lections in Vich 27. (I am
indebted to Dr. Gros both for an analysis of part of the manuscript and
subsequently for the provision of a microfilm copy). Of the twenty-six
items from the Tractatus in Gerona 44 listed by fitaix twenty correspond
precisely with lections specified in Vich 27, at least as far as the beginning
of the lections is concerned (the conclusion is rarely made explicit in Vich 27).
One other (no. 51 in Etaix's analysis) begins earlier in Vich but otherwise
agrees with Gerona. Four Gerona items are completely unmarked in
Vich. It may be significant that they are the first two (nos. 5 and 12)
and last two (nos. 61 and 62) Tractatus pieces in Gerona 44.
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The lectionary history of Vich 27 is complicated by the various ways
in which lections arc indicated in the manuscript as we now have it. A
preliminary paragraph on f. P lists eight homilies to be read on particular
occasions. To the list of Capitula on If. lr-3r have been added in the
margins over twenty lectionary instructions, several of them almost illegible
from my microfilm. Most of the Gerona items are marked in the Vich
manuscript by formal lectionary headings which where necessary occur
in the middle of individual Tractatus. So at f. 93v we find :

Ebdomada. III. in XL. Feria V. Lectio secundum Iohannem.
In illo tempore dixit Ihesus turbis : Operamini non cibum... in vitam
eternam. Et cetera. — Quaeritis me propter aliud... ( = Tr. 25 : 10
line 17).
Earlier, the resident alien, Sermo 125, is interrupted in the same way

(f. 62v) :
Ebdomada. IIII. in XL. Feria V. Lectio Sancti Evangelii secundum
Iohannem.
In illo tempore, dixit Ihesus turbis iudeorum : Pater meus usquemodo
operatur et ego operor. Et reliqua. — Turbavit illos quod carnaliter...
( = S. 125 : 4).
But yet again such indications, nearly always corresponding with Gerona

44, sometimes appear not in the text but in the margins of Vich 27, although
even here they occasionally look original rather than additions. The
lectionary evidence in Vich 27 must be dealt with further in another study.
It extends beyond the period covered by Gerona 44, which embraces only
Septuagesima to Easter Eve.
For the present I merely note that although the close correspondence

in liturgical dispositions between Gerona 44 and Vich 27 might suggest
that the latter has copied them from the former, the dependence must
in fact lie in the reverse direction. The inclusion of S. 75 in Gerona 44
alone demonstrates this. Since S. 75 expounds Matthew 14 : 24-33, its
appearance among the lections for a day when the scriptural lesson began
with John 5 : 30 is to be explained by its presence in Vich 27 (or its model)
sandwiched between Tractatus which do deal with the passage in John.
The compiler of the Gerona manuscript took from Vich 27 the whole of
a block from the point where Augustine first tackles John 5 :30 to the
point where he last handles it, as the following table shows :
Gerona 44, item 33 comprises :

Tr. 22 : 14 (where Augustine reaches John 5 : 30) to end
Tr. 23 (dealing briefly with John 5 : 31-40, at length with 5 : 19, and
briefly with 5 : 20-30)
5. 75 (Matthew 14 : 24-33 !)
Tr. 18 (John 5 : 19)
Tr. 19 (John 5 : 19-30)

(In Tr. 24 Augustine proceeds with ch. 6 ofJohn. On the different sequences
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of expositions in this area of the Tractatus see my earlier note in Journ.
ofTheol. Stud. n.s. 15, 1964, pp. 317-319).
Other evidence could be adduced in support of the priority of Vich to

the Gerona compilation, but it will be more appropriate to leave this
question to a future article.
Some other special features of Vich 27 should also be mentioned :

1. Several Tractatus between 118 and 123 are prefaced by brief summaries
of their content :

Tr. 118 (f. 223v) : Hie de tunica disseritur usque ad id In vestem meam
miserunt sortem.
Tr. 119 (f. 224v) : Hie disseritur quod in prima parte euangelii huius
euuangelistae ait Dominus ad beatam Mariam, Nondum venit hora
mea, et quomodo Iohannes recepit earn in sua.
Tr. 120 (ff. 225v-226r) : Hie disserit mirabiliter non de percusso sed de
aperto latere Domini.
Tr. 121 (f. 221') : Hie de visu disputat.
Tr. 123 (f. 23lv) : Hie tractat qualiter diligant qui propununt ovibus
Christum, et de illo prandio Domini.

These summaries are additional to the standard formula introducing the
Gospel pericope, De/Ab eo quod scriptum/dictum est... I have not so
far encountered them in any other manuscript.
The 'mirabiliter' of Tr. 120 echoes an unparalleled commendation at the
beginning of Tr. 102 : Item sequitur de eadem lectione sermo mirabilis
et necessarius katholicisque audiendus ac firmiter credendus.
Such additions may well find their explanation in the lectionary use of this
manuscript.
2. Augustine's characterization of the contrasting life of earth and of
heaven in Tr. 124 : 5 lines 82 ff. (Duas itaque vitas sibi divinitus praedi-
catas...) is laid out with spacious emphasis on f. 235", with each phrase
beginning on a fresh line and a larger capital for each 'una'. After 'quid
est hoc, nisi' (line 109) the following passage is interpolated :

ut ita intellegamus, Sic eum volo manere, id est, Sic eum volo expectare
finem conditionis propriae, non finem mundi. Quod vero subdidit
donee veniam, non solum de generali illo quo resolvendus est mundus
sed etiam de hoc quo cotidie sanctos suos visitare dignatur adventu
accipi potest, ad quos dicit, Ecce ego vobiscum omnibus diebus. Advenire
autem Dei adesse est in celeritate praecepti. Quod vero ait Petro,
Diligis me plus his ?, potest ita intelligi ut Iohannem hoc loco qui specialius
dilectus et per hoc plus caeteris Dominum diligebat exciperet. Neque
enim in numero illorum quorum caritas sub interrogatione inferior
significabatur eum insereret. At vero iuxta misticum sensum in Petro
actualis vita, in [f. 236r] Iohar.ne contemplativa significatur, in utroque
praesens pariter et futura. xxiii.
Tu me sequcre... (line 109).
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3. After the end of the last Tractatus appears the text (ff. 237r-238v)of Sermo vel oratio sancti Aug list ini episcopi,Veni ad nos sancte Spiritus Patris et Filii, illabere sensibus nostrisSpiritus amborum qui cum Patre et Filio unus Deus et Dominus es...This has been edited by J. Lemarie, Le breviaire de Ripoll (Scripta etDocumenta, 14 ; Montserrat, 1965), pp. 163-172.
Vienna, Osterr. Nationalbibl. 697 + 725 ; see above on Linz, Studienbibl.668.

Vienna, Osterr. Nationalbibl. 4287 ; xv ; ff. 104r-116r, extracts fromI : 15, 14 : 7, 15 : 9, 17 : 5, 19 : 12, 19, 23 : 9, 27 : 5, 6-8, 33 : 7-8, 38 : 10,40 : 8, 10, 47 : 4, 5, 42 : 11, 43 : 7, 11, 49 : 2-3, 57 : 2-3, 58 : 4, 60 : 3, 5,65 : 2, 72 : 2-3, 90, 95 : 2, 4, 100 : 1-3, 123 : 5.
Vorau*, Bibl. des Cborherrenstiftes 401 (CLXXII) ; Augustinian Canons,Vorau ; xiii/xiv ; IT. 233r-234r, 91.
Wolfenbuttel, Herzog-August-Bibl. Weiss. 18 (4102) ; Abbey of Sts.Peter and Paul, Weissenburg, Alsace ; ix1 ; 24-54. Kurz V/2, p. 528gives the order in which the manuscript is to be read : ff. 1-23, 137-144,129-136, 121-128, 112-120, 104-111, 96-103, 88-95, 80-87, 72-79, 64-71,56-63, 48-55, 40-47, 32-39, 24-31, 145-150. He also confirms that theoriginal numbering of the Tractatus here is two behind that of the editions(cf. 'Check-List', p. 78 n. 76).
Zeil*, Fiirstl. Waldburg-Zeilsche Bibl. 1 ; Weingarten Abbey, dioc. ofConstance ; xii1 (A.D. 1108-1132) ; 1-124 (Kurz V/l, p. 143 and V/2,p. 552). I have been unable to secure further information about thismanuscript.

Manuscripts missing

*Munich, Hartung & Karl
A manuscript of the Tractatus of Italian origin dated circa 1200 wassold in 1977 by Hartung & Karl of Munich (Biiclier, Autograplien, westlicheund orientalische Handschriften. Auktion 22, 2-3 Nov. 1977, no. 3). Itwas purchased by F. Dorling of Hamburg and subsequently resold. Nofurther information is yet available.

Cheltenham, Phillipps 4477
Part of this codex has been identified but is now lost. It is possible, butnot certain, that the other part, whose whereabouts are unknown, containedsome of the Tractatus in Iohannem.
Sir Thomas Phillipps bought it from Levy ofMetz in 1824, and it is identifiedin the catalogue of his library as follows :

'Expositio in Evang. S. Iohis.
S. Augustini Sermones'
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(Catalogus Librorum Manuscriptorum in Bibliotheca D. Thomae Phillipps,
Bart. A.D. 1837, Middlehill, 1837, p. 72).
H. Schenkl's catalogue appears to identify the second part as the Tractatus :

'I. Expositio in Evangelium sec. Iohannem. 2. S. Augustini sermones
in Evangelium Iohannis ([Migne] 35, 1379)'

{Bibliotheca Patrum Latinorum Britannica, in Sitzungsber. der KaiserI.
Akad. der Wissensch., Phil.-Hist. Classe, 126 : 6, Wien, 1892, p. 71, no.
1506). However Sotheby's sale entry in 1898 was less specific :

'Evangelium Sancti Ioh.annis, cum expositione S. Augustini Sermones'
(Bibliotheca Phillippica. Catalogue of a further portion... sold by Messrs.
Sotheby, Wilkinson and Hodge on Monday, sixth June 1898, p. 48 no. 375).
It was bought for £ 2.9 s. by 'Rosenthal' i.e. Jacques Rosenthal of Munich,
who presented it for sale in 1899 in his Catalogue 17 : Catholicarum et
Literarum et Rerum Studia, pars sexta - Bibliotheca Historico - Ecclesiastica,
nos. 2211-2604 (pp. 142-179), pp. 155-156, no. 2351 ; with the contents
described as follows :

'Expositio in evangelium sec. Iohannem.
S. Augustinus. Sermones super decern plagas Egipti'.

It contained 240 fL, a vellum manuscript written in red and black and
executed with great care, and it bore the colophon :

'Scriptum per fratrem Ewerhardum de Siegen anno 1454'.
{Catalogue 17 in the Bodleian bears the Library's datestamp 12.5.1899.
The Library also contains another copy, date-stamped 3.5. 1899, unbound
and lacking all title except Manuscrils Anciens. Alte Handschriften,
comprising items 2211-2627, paginated one in advance of part VI above,
so that item 2351 appears on pp. 156-157).
It appears that no buyer was found for the manuscript in 1899, when

it still consisted of a single volume (cf. K. Christ, Eine Neue Handschrift
von Meister Eckhart's Kommentar zum Johannes-Evangelium, in Zentral-
blatt fiir Bibliothekswesen 51 (1934), pp. 10-29, at pp. I4f., n. 5. I take
it that the old catalogue inventory uncovered in Munich and reported to
Christ was the Catalogue 17 of 1899). The codex was subsequently divided
into its two parts and rebound separately (Christ, p. 14). The first part
was eventually bought from Rosenthal in 1915 by the Berlin Staatsbibliothek
as an anonymous commentary on John's Gospel. It was catalogued
wrongly as the work of Albert the Great, and subsequently identified by
Christ as only the second known copy of Meister Eckhart's Johannine
commentary. It became MS. lat. 4° 724 in the Staatsbibliothek, but has
been missing since World War II (so a letter of 1978 ; Kurz V/2, p. 109
lists it as though it were not lost).
This manuscript consisted of 171 folios, and was used by Christ and

another scholar, Joseph Koch of Breslau, in preparing a critical text of
the commentary for the collected edition of Eckhart's works. Only
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part of the commentary was ever published : Meister Eckhart: Dielateinischen Werke, Bd. 3, Expositio Sancti Evangelii secundum lohannem,Lief. 1-3, Stuttgart and Berlin, 1936-40. Christ was inclined to date theEckhart manuscript before the middle of the fifteenth century, and hencedid not accept Eberhard of Siegen as the scribe of both parts of Phillipps4477 in the absence of firm evidence to this effect. However, Kurz, loc.cit., records this Eberhard as the scribe of the Eckhart manuscript. Christwas also unable satisfactorily to identify the monastery 'mariendael ordiniscistercisiensis in comitatu seynensi trevirensis diocisis' where a note atthe end of Eckhart commentary says its Vorlage belonged (Christ, pp. 15 n.,18-22).
The settling of these issues may possibly help in tracking down the other,Augustinian, part of Phillipps 4477, which, says Christ (p. 14), appearsto have found a buyer, although Rosenthal could not indicate itswhereabouts. Its provenance is not in doubt. In addition to the colophonnaming the scribe and the note at the end of the Eckhart manuscript, theguard-sheet inside the front cover of Phillipps 4477 made use of part of adeed of the Church of Trier of the year 1444 in favour of Canon JohannesPistor. The scribe can be identified with the Eberhard of Siegen whomthree Trier manuscripts show to have been a Carthusian of the Chartreuseof St. Alban's adjacent to Trier (Colophons de Manuscrits Occidentaux desOrigines au XVE Steele, vol. 2 ; Spicilegii Friburgensis Subsidia, 3 ;Fribourg, 1967, p. 37, n° 3835, and p. 43, nos 3884-5). Rosenthal's Cata¬logue 17 mentions that the second guard-sheet was a fragment of 1382relating to the right of a Chartreuse to sell wine.
But the manuscript itself, comprising some 70 folios, remains unidentified.As for its contents only Schenkl's catalogue unambiguously specified theTractatus, while only Rosenthal's identified Augustine's Sermones (sic)on the ten plagues of Egypt. This is Sermo 8 (ed. Lambot, CCL 41, 77-99),known of until the nineteenth century chiefly in the form of a series ofextracts made by Eugippius, and an abridged adaptation preached by Caesa-rius. Two versions of Caesarius's sermon have been transmitted, oneof them with two divergent Incipits (ed. G. Morin, Sermo 100, CCL 103,406-413, and Sermo 100A, ibid., 413-416 = Ps.-Augustine, Sermo 21, PL 39,1783-1786). A check of the manuscripts of De decern plagis in WestGermany listed in Kurz V/l, pp. 79-80, and V/2, pp. 597-598, has revealed

none that challenges consideration as the lost part of Phillipps 4477.

David F. Wright
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Basil the Great in the Protestant Reformers
D. F. Wright
Edinbirgh

IN an anniversary year (379-1979) it is fitting to consider the regard in whichBasil the Great has been held in subsequent eras of Christian history. This
paper proposes to do so in outline with reference to the Protestant Reformers of
the sixteenth century. You may well wonder whether there was much in Basil's life
and writings to commend him to the Reformers. He bequeathed no great corpus of
exegetical work, nor did he significantly contribute to dogmatic developments in
those areas — notably ecclesiology, sacramental theology, soteriology and anthrop¬
ology — where the main battles of the Reformation were fought. He was, moreover, a
matchless pioneer and champion of monasticism, and he even promulgated a strange
vindication of unwritten apostolic traditions.
It is not surprising, therefore, if he counted little to Luther and even Calvin.

Luther once dismissed him in his Table Talk in the words, 'Basilius taug gar nichts,
der ist gar ein munch; ich wolt nit ein heller umb yhn geben'. On another occasion
he spoke scornfully of Chrysostom and Basil as 'mostly chatterboxes' {wescher), and
of Basil as 'a rough teacher' } Although more complimentary mentions of Basil are
to be found in Luther's works, they are frequently conventional and amount to little

2
in terms of close appreciation of Basil's writings.

John Calvin obviously knew several of the works of Basil. Paul's quotations from
pagan writers provoked him to recommend Basil's Ad adolescentes as a guide to the
proper use of such authors. He also commended Basil's and Ambrose's expositions of
the history of creation {Hexaemeron), and advanced quotations from Basil's Homily 3
on Psalm 32 (declaring 'fortune' and 'char.ce' to be pagan concepts) and other works.
But Ganoczy has rightly judged that Calvir. never showed much sympathy for Basil.
He apparently disagrees with Basil's interpretation of the image of God in man, and
is severely critical of Basil's aberrant estimate of human free will, which 'mixed
the earthly with the heavenly, from a desire to please the wise of the world, or at
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least from fear of annoying them'. Calvin must have found Basil's allegorism dis¬

tasteful; he much preferred John Chrysostom to Basil and Gregory Nazianzen —

'causam habeo cum Chrysostomo coniunctam'..., the Cappadocians 'ad declamationes
4

fuisse magis natos quam ad didacticam scribendi rationem'.
Such lack of enthusiasm for Basil in the two most eminent Reformers contrasts

markedly with the praise lavished upon him by Erasmus in the preface to his 1532
edition of his works. This was the first collected edition in Greek, although it

lacked the Ascetica and the Contra Eunomiumi' (Erasmus had long searched in vain

for manuscripts of the latter.) These deficiencies were made good in a supplemen¬

tary Venice edition of 1535 dedicated to Gaspar Contarini.^ Individual works in
Greek and Latin had been available for many years, as well as Latin collections of

varying extent. The Address to Young Men led the way in lHTl, while Raphael
Volaterranus published a pioneering Latin edition of the Hexaemeron, the Psalms

7
Homilies, miscellaneous homilies and selected Ascetica at Rome in 1515. Another
Lhtin collection produced by Badius at Paris in 1520 owed its origins to Lefevre

^ 8
d'Etaples, and is known to have been used by Zwingli and by Thomas Miintzer.

Erasmus's 1532 edition was dedicated to Jacopo Sadoleto. Its preface exposed
the inadequacies of previous Latin versions which had revealed no more than the
'umbra Basilii'. Now at last (and it was far on in Erasmus's life, almost his last

major patristic edition, followed only by his uncompleted Origen), Basil is recog¬

nizable as the Greatest ('Maximus') rather than merely the Great, the Christian
Demosthenes whose eloquence surpasses all other Greek writers, making Athanasius

9
seem just a boy and carrying off 'felicissime' whatever he attempted with his pen.

This eulogy of Basil by the doyen of Christian humanists may be instructively

compared with that of a Protestant editor, Wolfgang Musculus, who in 15^0 produced
in Latin the most complete collection of Basil's works to date. Musculus was a

former Benedictine who had spent a few years under Bucer's tutelage at Strasbourg
before becoming a reformer at Augsburg and later professor at Berne. He displays
a warm appreciation of Basil's ascetic writings: they contain virtually nothing
that is not conducive to godliness, their counsel is everywhere derived from the

Scriptures and they assiduously name the name of Christ and exhort to the imitation
of Christ. The Ascetica interpret over two hundred biblical texts, while the
Moralia inculcate the maxim of 'sola Scriptura'. Basil's piety would surely render
all the congregations of Christ and all the homes of Christians 'Christianas
dSeXtpuas & vere pietatis dcxtrtripfa' A"

Musculus is conscious that some readers will greatly disapprove of the ascetic

teachings of Basil, and will censure him as editor for not passing meet judgment

upon them. It is worth noting how other Reformers who in the main acknowledged
Basil's orthodoxy came to terms with his stalwart advocacy of monasticism. In

general they contrasted the pure simplicity of Basil's monastic regimen with the
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corruptions and sophistications of latter-day monasteries. That monks once actually

slept on the ground and ate only bread, vegetables and roots would be incredible,
asserts Calvin, unless reputable eyewitnesses like Basil had recorded the fact.'''"''
Philip Melanchthon, who displayed considerable interest in Basil's works and tracked

12
down 'a good part' of them in manuscript in the early 1520's , composed a

Declamatio on Basil in 151*5. He passes fairly rapidly over Basil's 'immoderate'

championship of monasticism, setting over against it other strengths of Basil such

as his lucid presentation of justification by faith alone. He concludes that Basil
held more modest views of monasticism than had recently been common. As he put it

elsewhere, Basil taught that monastic life was pleasing to God, not that it merited
13

forgiveness. It was a matter of praxis, not dogma. Flaccius Illyricus, the

Protestant chronicler of the Ecclesiastica Historia known as the Magdeburg Centuries
exploits the checks Basil experienced from some contemporary bishops in promoting
monasticism as evidence that 'many' condemned the new phenomenon at the time, even

14
though it was immeasurably purer than it later became.

The same point may also be implied in the dedicatory preface of the 1535 editio
princeps Graeca of the Ascetica. The edinor, Stephanus de Sabio, who goes out of

his way to highlight the prominence of Scripture in Basil's ascetic works, claims
that 'certain of our brethren' whom Satan's cunning has recently seduced from the

Catholic fold, will find here much to recover them from their error, as Contarini,

the dedicatee, had never ceased to endeavour^
In Musculus's 15^0 preface we may next note his praise of Basil's defence of

'the purity of the catholic faith' in conflicts with heretics, like Daniel in the

den of lions. These efforts naturally receive honourable mention in other Reformers

at some length in Melanchthon's Declamatio^ Although Trinitarian debate rarely
came to prominent focus in the Reformation except with anti-Trinitarian Radicals,
most Reformers accorded Basil due recognition for his vindication of the Nicene

faith.

Basil's battles for orthodoxy were at the same time a campaign to preserve or

recover the peace of the Church. Here again Melanchthon, Musculus and others found

in Basil a model worthy of the keenest imitation. Basil's 'ecclesiasticus zelus'

evoked Musculus's ardent approbation; his passion for the unity of Christ's body
must be shared by all Christian people, not least magistrates and clergy, who could

learn much from Basil about the causes and healing of dissensions. Melanchthon

frequently cites a tag from Basil, 'non tam sinistrae opus est dextra, quam

Ecclesiae opus est docentium Concordia'

But Melanchthon and Musculus were by no means the only Reformers to evince

familiarity and sympathy with Basil's works. Zwingli had studied some of Basil's

writings, including Epistle 38 (on the difference between ousia and hypostasis),
while a priest at Glarus. Subsequently at Einsiedeln he had access to a rich
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monastic library and annotated Pauline Epistles from patristic sources. At Zurich
he used Basil's homilies on the Psalms both for a note on Romans and for his own

18lectures on the Psalms. But he scarcely reveals that affinity for the Greek
Fathers which is characteristic of Wolfgang Oecolampadius of Basel. Moral rigour

19and a mystical bent attracted him to the Cappadocians and John Chrysostom.
Around 1521 he brought out German translations of Basil's Epistle 2 to Gregory
Nazianzen on the ascetic life, asserting its relevance for all Christians, and of

20
..his Homily II on Psalm 14 against usury. He also found more explicitly Protestant

21grist to his mill in Basil's writings.
Peter Martyr Vermigli's reforming career extended from Italy to Oxford, ending

at Zurich in 1562. A few years later the Genevan Academy purchased many of his
books, hundreds of which are still identifiable in the Bibliotheque publique et
universitaire of Geneva. They include the 1532 Erasmus edition of Basil and the
more comprehensive Latin edition of Janus Cornarius from Froben of Basel in 1552,

22both extensively annotated in Martyr's hand. The fruit of this close study of
Basil and other Fathers is seen in Martyr's biblical commentaries, and more

solidly in his reply to Stephen Gardiner on the eucharist, Defensio Doctrinae
Veteris & Apostolicae de Saorosanoto Eucharistiae Sacramento (Zurich, 1559), which
hinges on the true interpretation of the Fathers and is called by Pontien Polman
'la monographie la plus etendue et, peut-etre, la plus erudite que la polemique
protestante du XVIe siecle ait produite sur un sujet special de l'histoire du
dogma'. Martyr sets high standards for the reading of the Fathers — in the orig¬
inal languages, the works themselves, not extracts in Gratian or Lombard, and with

23the spuria carefully sifted out. Martyr introduced new patristic texts into
England, and his tradition of patristic apologetic was maintained by his protege

24John Jewel, whose works made plentiful use of Basil.

None of these Reformers could afford a detached and disinterested look at

Basil. They were all caught up in the familiar appeal to the Fathers which in one

form or another was so important an element in their justification of Church
reform. This appeal has been skilfully analysed in Melanchthon's case by Pierre
Fraenkel but not yet with comparable thoroughness for any other Reformer. It had
to be so advanced that it did not undermine 'sola Scriptura', which meant that the
Fathers had to be read with discrimination. Melanchthon, building on Tertullian's
axiom of the priority of truth to error, drew attention to the way in which the
Fathers regularly cited their predecessors, e.g., Irenaeus Polycarp. Basil
provided him with an interesting illustration of this argument, for Basil appealed
to the faith of his grandmother, who had been taught by Gregory Thaumaturgus. The
latter was a convert of Origen's, who cited apostolic authority for infant baptism.
In this and other ways the authority of the Fathers came to be, as it were, encom-

25passed within the apostlic authority of the Scriptures.
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This claim on the Fathers inevitably involved the Reformers in selective

quotation, the inadvertent citation of spuria and the constant peril of disregarding
historical context. Thus Basil was found to furnish the clearest of testimonies to

justification hlgtsl yovri^, as well as less unambiguous support in the eucharistic
27

debates, both Protestant-Catholic and inter-Protestant. Yet in Basil's case
various Reformers in varying degrees conceded that not everything he wrote was

wholly to their liking. Did not Paul suggest that even worthy teachers built
28

'stipulae' on the foundation of Christ? Melanchthon was fond of alleging that
Basil and other Fathers at times used unhappy terminology which at best allowed
their intended meaning to be misconstrued and at worst planted a root for the

29
growth of virulent error. Yet Melanchthon is still able to claim in his

30
Declamatio that Basil 'recte de omnibus articulis Evangelii sensisse'. If

Chrysostom was the Reformers' favourite Greek Father, Luther's dismissiveness
towards Basil was the exception rather than the rule. There were blemishes here
and there in his output, but others joined with Melanchthon in according him a
secure place among the Fathers of the Church catholic and reformed.
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THE ETHICAL USE OF THE OLD
TESTAMENT IN LUTHER AND CALVIN:

A COMPARISON

by DAVID WRIGHT

The Holy Scriptures teach ethics, or the theory ofduties, far betterthan any Ciceros or Aristotles', claimed Luther, comparing the
Bible with the standard ethical handbooks of antiquity, both Latin
(Cicero's De OJficiis) and Greek (Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics).'
Luther had in fact lectured on Aristotle's Ethics in 1508/9, a few years
before he received the degree of'Doctor in Biblia'. It was as a Professor
ofBible, mainly of the OT, that Luther earned his living for over thirty
years, and Calvin too expended a large proportion of his efforts as
preacher, commentator and lecturer on the OT. Comparisons of their
use of the OT have tended to concentrate on the law and to a lesser
extent on Christological (Christocentric) hermeneutics. This essay will
endeavour to cast the net more widely and to broach the question of
the law as it arises within a broader context. '•

Examples and Precedents

Not surprisingly both Luther and Calvin find in the OT ethical
examples for Christians to follow.2 In the preface to his translation of
the OT, Luther described the Testament as 'a book of laws, which
teaches what men are to do and not to do — and in addition gives
examples and stories of how these laws are kept or broken'. Genesis is

Abbreviations:

CO Joannis Calvini Opera quae extant Omnia, 59 vols. ( = Corpus Reformatorum vols. 29-87),
edd. G. Baum, E. Gunitz, E. Rcuss; Brunswick, 1863-1900.

CTS Calvin Translation Society, 40 vols., Edinburgh, 1843-55.
LW Luther's Works, 55 vols., edd.J. Pelikan and H. T. Lehmann, 'American edition' (in

English translation), Philadelphia and St. Louis, 19588".
WA D. Martin Luthers YVerke, Kritische Gesamtausgabe, Weimar, 18838".

1 Lectures on Genesis (hereafter Genesis) 12.11-13 (WA 42, 478; LW 2, 303). Luther
began these lectures in June 1535 and resumed them at Gen. 3.15 after a break in
January 1536.

2 cf. H. Bornkamm, Luther and the Old Testament (Philadelphia, 1969), pp. 118". 'It is
diBicult to believe in God without an example', Lectures on Psalms 45.13(12) (WA 4011,
595; LW 12, 289).
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'made up almost entirely of illustrations of faith and unbelief, and of
the fruits that faith and unbelief bear', and Deuteronomy 'really
contains nothing else than faith toward God and love toward one's
neighbour, for all God's laws come to that'.3
Luther is clear that the OT commends the military office. He

reassures a professional soldier's troubled conscience by pointing him
to 'the stories ofwar in the Old Testament... If the waging ofwar and
the military profession were in themselves displeasing to God we
should have to condemn Abraham, Moses ... etc., who served God as
soldiers and were highly praised in Scripture because of this service'.4
He disposes of the objection that Christians are in a different situation
by citing Rom. 13.1-7 and 1 Pet. 2.13-17. Calvin's position is scarcely
divergent. He has the OT in mind in asserting that 'the Holy Spirit
declares such wars [of defence] to be lawful by many testimonies of
Scripture'. To the objection that no testimony or example in the NT
legitimises war for the Christian he has a threefold answer: nothing
debars rulers from defending their subjects; the apostolic writings deal
with the spiritual and not the civil order; and Luke 3.14 shows 'that
Christ by his coming had changed nothing in this respect' (Inst.
4.20.11 -12).
But in his treatise on Temporal Authority: to What Extent it Should Be

Obeyed Luther draws on OT 'precedents for the use of the sword' to
teach a different lesson. He argues that the OT is 'abrogated in the
sense that we are free to keep it or not to keep it'.5 The precedents of
sword-wielding patriarchs are for Christians 'matters of freedom, and
you may follow them or not'. OT practice is handled by Luther very
much like the Mosaic law. He frequently insisted (e.g. in How Christians
Should Regard Moses, 1525) that most of the laws of Moses were Jewish
customary laws which were not binding on non-Jews. The Mosaic
legislation was 011 a par with the legal codes of other nations or ethnic
groups. He certainly hoped that rulers would choose to adopt many of
Moses' enactments, but no obligation required this of them. In
practice, Luther had no doubts about the necessity of the ruler's sword
in his day; likewise, he was greatly attracted by the laws of Moses 011

tithing, the jubilee year, the cancelling of loans in the sabbatical year,
divorce and other matters.6

' WA Deutsche Bihel 8, 12-15; /-IF 35, 236-9.
4 Whether Soldiers Too Can Be Saved (1526), IVA 19, 627-8; LW 46, 976
5 WA 11, 255-6; LW45, g6ff.
6 cf. How Christians Should Regard Moses, WA 16, 376-8, LW 35, 166-7; Lectures on

Deuteronomy 15.10"., WA 14,655; LW g, 144 (hereafter Deuteronomy).
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On the other hand, Luther dismisses attempts to justify monastic-
vows from the OT.

There is one answer that can be made to all attempts to cite
passages from the Old Testament to support [monastic] vows ...
'Do you Christians want to be Jews?' Prove your case from the
New Testament. The Old Testament has been set aside through
Christ and is no longer binding.7
It seems impossible to capture Luther's consistency, for 011 another

polemical front he bases the whole of his case on OT precedents. In
rejecting the Roman emphasis on 'consent' alone as constituting the
'form' of the sacrament of marriage and in insisting on parental
agreement to an engagement he relies wholly on Mosaic law and
Israelite practice.8

The Deeds oe the Patriarchs

On certain occasions Luther explicitly enunciates 'the rule that the
deeds of the saints should not be imitated or taken as examples. 11 is not
logical to say that because Abraham, Augustine and Peter did this, I,
too, must do it'. He cites the jurists' maxim, 'an action is not a law, just
as a law is not an action'. So teachers in the Church 'should not present
examples; they should present the rule. You are not Lot; you are not
Abraham. Therefore you should not imitate what Lot and Abraham
did.'9 Luther surprisingly invokes this rule when he is justifying, not
condemning, certain questionable actions by patriarchal figures.10
Abraham's pretence that Sarah was his sister (Gen. 12.1 iff.), Lot's
oiler of his daughters to the men of Sodom (Gen. 1 g.5(T.), and the
deceiving of Isaac by Rebecca and Jacob (Gen. 27.iff.), are all
vindicated by Luther. Steadfast adherence to 'the promise' is the key to
the cases of Abraham and Jacob. Abraham's plan and Sarah's
compliance both proceeded from extraordinary faith 'in order that the
promise might remain unshaken . . .'" Rebecca and Jacob realised
that Esau's behaviour nullified the law of primogeniture; he could not

7 An Answer to Several Questions on Monastic I'rws (1526), WA 19, 287; L11 46, 146.
' That Parents Should j\either Compel nor Hinder the Marriage of their Children, and that

Children should not become Engaged without their Parents' Consent (1524), WA 1 5, 167-g; LW
45- 39°"2-

' Genesis 19.9 (WA 43, 61; /.IF3, 2596).
10 cf. R. H. Hainton, 'The Immoralities of trie Patriarchs according to the Exegesis of

the Late Middle Ages and of the Reformation', Harv. TheoL Rev. 23 (1930), pp. 39-49.
" Genesis 12.1 iff. (IF.-l 42, 472-3; LW 2, 293-6).
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possibly be the First born. This realisation and the prophecy ('the elder
shall serve the younger', Gen. 25.23) sanctioned them in disregarding
the law and deceiving Isaac. They 'did not sin. No, they acted in a

godly and saintly manner'. Luther generalises in the first person:

That which has been given to me by God and concerning which I
know that it belongs to me I can claim by using any deception and
scheme; for at the risk of committing a mortal sin I am bound to
plan, invent, pretend and conceal in order that what has been
committed to me by God may come to pass.'2

Obedience to the First Table of the Decalogue may require the breach
of the Second Table. For Luther this applies chiefly to God's 'heroes':
In order to reveal his power and wisdom, God does many things
contrary to the rule; he does so through heroes, whom he himself
calls in a special way, although these heroes are rare and few. The
others must adhere to the norm and rule, because if they want to
imitate those heroes who deviate from the rule, they will stumble
disgracefully.13

Jacob's deceit of Laban is justified by Luther in precisely the same
terms (Gen. 30.3iff.).14
How does Calvin handle these difficult cases? The ingredients of his

discussions are mostly the same as Luther's, but the resultant mix is
rather different. In particular he frequently differentiates between
laudable ends and reprehensible means. When Abraham pretended
that Sarah was his sister (Gen. 12.1 iff.), Calvin like Luther fixes on his
praiseworthy commitment to the divine promise which depended on
the preservation of his own life. 'Abraham's end was right, but he erred
in the way itself... By this example we are admonished .. . that we may
not attempt anything rashly, without the authority of his Word.'"
Likewise when the barren Sarah procured Hagar for her husband

(Gen. 16. iff.), her 'forgetfulness of her own right' and her sole concern
for 'the bringing forth of children to Abraham' furnish 'a memorable
example, from which no small profit accrues to us'. Yet her pursuit of
this commendable 'end' or 'scope' entangled her in no light sin and
Abraham also in the fault of facile compliance. Calvin discerns lack of
faith as the root cause of these failures, and so is able to acquit

12 Genesis 27.5-10 [WA 43, 504-8; LW5, 110-16).
13 Genesis 19.9 [WA 42, 62-3; LW 3, 261-2).
14 Genesis 30.40-3 (WA 43, 694-5; LW % 385-6).
15 Commentary on Genesis (hereafter Genesis) 12.11 [CO 23, 184; CTS 1, 359-60).
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Abraham of prostituting his wife or being reckless of his wife's danger
(since she was already pregnant).16 Thus the recognition that
Abraham and Sarah were motivated solely by regard for God's
promise did not lead Calvin tojustify their illegitimate devices, as it did
Luther. Yet it issues in an exposition that belittles ethical demerit and
concentrates on defective faith. Nor can Calvin bring himself to
condone the deceiving of Isaac by Rebecca and Jacob, although he
acknowledges that through their deviousness God transferred the
blessing from Esau to Jacob (Gen. 27. iff.).17
One further failing that Calvin accuses in Abraham was a lack of

counsel and prudence, which led to intemperate action. 1 his weakness
is also prominent in his consideration of Lot's attempt to appease the
Sodomites by offering them his daughters. He disagees with those who
excuse Lot on the grounds that he knew they would not be wanted,
which was Luther's reasoning.18 Lot's 'invincible fortitude' lacked the
direction of 'a spirit of prudence ..., a sound judgment, ... well-
regulated reason'. His lapse illustrates the theologoumenon that
'nothing proceeds from [holy men] so excellent, as not to be in some
respect defective'."
Only once does Calvin agree with Luther in exculpating the

patriarchs. He finds holyJacob free from blame for depriving Laban of
his flocks and herds (Gen. 30.31^.), not because Jacob acted 'in
reparation of former losses' (for we must not avenge our own injuries
with injustice), but because he 'had attempted nothing but by the
command of God'. Calvin bases this assessment 011 Jacob's words in
Gen. 31.7-9.20 In this overriding appeal to the command of God
Calvin is closer to Luther than in any other instance in Genesis.

Religion Overrides Ethics

A marked difference is recognisable between Luther and Calvin as
expositors of these ethical cruces. In two general respects Luther s
approach was not followed by Calvin. In the first place Luther made
his OT exegesis serve the history of salvation with a skill at times
brazenly perverse, because it effectively disallows ethical judgments
and lets religious considerations outweigh ethical concern. 1 hese
religious factors, notably 'faith' and 'the promise', are closely related to

16 Genesis 16.i, 20.2 [CO 23, 222-3, 286-7; CTS 1, 423-4, 521-2).
17 Genesis2"j. iff [CO 23, 373-4; CTS 2, 82-5).
18 Luther, Genesis 19.9 [WA 43, 61; LW 3, 259).
19 Calvin, Genesis 19.8 [CO 23, 269-70; CTS 1, 499-500).
20 Genesis 30.37, 31.7-9 (CO 23. 417, 423; CTS 2. 155, 165).
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his heavily Ghristocentric reading of the OT. 'Luther's meditations on
these examples of faith stood outside any moral considerations, be it
moral condemnation of these deeds or moral allusion to their model.'21

Calvin's distinction between ends and means retains a more central

ethical focus. In general Calvin makes fuller ethical use of the OT than
Luther.
At the same time it would be misleading to drive too broad a wedge

between them. Their reflections on the casting of lots in Jonah 1.7
reveal basic agreement expressed in characteristically different terms.
They both reject the indiscriminate condemnation of lots. Calvin cites
Proverbs 16.33, ^cts ' -2^ and Joshua 7.16H'.; both God's Word and
civil law authorise the use of lots, for example in dividing up an
inheritance. Yet he denies that the actions of Joshua, Said (1 Sam.
14.42) and Jonah and his shipmates offer precedents to be followed.
'There were some peculiar influences [instinctus] whenever God's
servants used the lot in doubtful and extreme cases.'22 Calvin does not

provide a criterion to substantiate this judgment, but Luther asserts
that lots must not be cast where death is at stake. He condemns Saul,
but justifiesJoshua as obeying God's specific command. The casting of
lots is more amenable to Luther's personal religion than to Calvin's.
For Luther 'the casting of lots is in itself a real act of faith, subject, of
course, to misuse by idle curiosity and self-gratification, similar to the
misuse ofsword and oath'.23

Works are rated by God 011 the basis of faith. This is why God
approves a deed in some cases but disapproves the same deed in
other cases.24

Luther's strongly religious weighting of the OT finds expression in
the second point to be stressed, namely, the hierarchy he erects within
the Decalogue whereby the Second Table must yield to the First. He
almost glories in situations where godly people must obey God rather
than serve man.

Moses wants you to know that the First Commandment is the
measure and yardstick of all others, to which they are to yield and
21 Bornkamm, op. cit., p. 25. But Luther does find cause to commend to wives the

example of Sarah's unquestioning compliance with her husband's stratagem in Gen.
12.1 iff. (IVA 42, 473; LW2, 296).

22 Lectures on Jonah 1.7 (CO 43, 218-220; CTS Minor Prophets 3, 47-8).
23 Lectures on Jonah 1.7 (German, 1526), IVA 19, 212-4; LIE 19, 60-2.
24 Lectures on Jonah 1.7 (Latin, 1525), WA 13, 247; LW 19, 12-13. Cf. P. Althaus, The

Ethics ofMartin Luther (Philadelphia, 1972), pp. 6ff.
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give obedience. Therefore if it is for the sake of faith and love, you
may kill, in violation of the Fifth Commandment,25 just as
Abraham killed the kings (Gen. 14.15) and King Ahab sinned
because he did not kill the King of Syria (1 Kings 20.34ff.).
Similar is the case of theft, ambush, and trickery against the
enemies of God; you may take spoils, goods, wives, daughters,
sons and servants of enemies.26

Psalm 45.10 ('Forget your people and your father's house') not only
means that 'Christ came to abrogate the whole law, the priesthood and
the kingdom of the Jews', but also speaks to the clash between divine
and human demands:

If a situation should arise where you would have to give up either
your father or God, you must say, 'Farewell, Father, with the
Fourth Commandment and with the whole Second Table, I
know nothing of you, but have completely forgotten you.'27
1 Samuel 21.6, 2 Samuel 14.11, 21-4 and 1 Kings 2.5-6 show that

'Kings, priests and heads of the people often transgressed the laws,
boldly, at the demand of faith and love'.28
Along essentially similar lines Luther advanced a limited justifica¬

tion of usury as once practised by Jews among Gentiles. Starting front
Deut. 15.5-6 ('If you hear the voice of the Lord .. . you will lend to
many nations') he found that theJews possessed for a time 'a fuller and
higher law' which overrode the ban on usury:

If for the sake of vengeance on the Gentiles, God wants to punish
them through usury and lending, and commands the Jews to do
this, the Jews do well obediently to yield themselves to God as

25 Luther and Lutheranism followed the arrangement of the Decalogue widely
observed since Peter Lombard, which subsumed the ban 011 images under tbe First
Commandment (or omitted it, in intention or in effect), and split the prohibition of
covetousness into two, the Ninth dealing only with coveting one's neighbour's house. Cf.
Calvin's criticism, Institute 2.8.12. In this study the two different enumerations are
followed in dealing respectively with the two Reformers.
" Deuteronomy 6.6 (IVA 14, 611; LW c, 70). Cf. Genesis 27.5-10 (IVI 43. 507; LW 5,

114), where the FT in LW ('For the First Table embraces obedience to parents,
brotherhood and love') is inferior to that in Bornkamm, op. cit., p. 24 'parental
obedience, the fellowship ofbrothers and love were subjected to the first table of the law',
which is a literal rendering of the Latin. .. primae tabulae subiecta sunt.

21 Lectures on Psalms 45.11(10); 11A 40", 572, 576, 578; LW 12. 272. 275b Cf.
Deuteronomy 24. iff. (WA 14, 714, LW 9, 241): 'If faith toward God demands it, charity is
to be denied to one's neighbour'.
" IVA Deutsche Bibel 8, 18-19; LIE 35, 240. Cf. Bornkamm, op. cit., p. 132.
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instruments and to fulfil his wrath on theGentiles through interest
and usury. This is no different from when he commanded them to
cast out the Amorites and Canaanites.

But this obtains only as long as they fulfil the condition; once the Jews
ceased to 'hear the voice of the Lord', the tables were turned and they
became like the Gentiles and even worse. Luther can even generalise
speculatively from this unpromising platform. Ifa husband deserves to
have his wife and children taken away and I am ordered to do this
through his Word, I am not an adulterer or kidnapper but 'an
obedient whip ofGod'.29 What price ethics with this theology?

Luther on the Law of Moses

For Luther Moses was the dominant figure of the Hebrew
Scriptures. The prophets and the sacred histories 'are nothing else than
what Moses is ... The prophets arc nothing else than administrators
and witnesses of Moses and his office, bringing everyone to Christ
through the law.'30 The OT's centre of gravity lay in the Pentateuch.
The ambivalence for Luther of the Mosaic law as a whole and of the

Decalogue in particular arises from their intermingling ofnatural law,
which is of universal application, and national Jewish law which
belongs only to the Jewish people. The natural law in sum comprises
the honour and service of God and the love of one's neighbour,
respectively the First and Second Tables of the Decalogue. Luther can
speak as though this supreme Mosaic embodiment of the natural law
were the natural law itself. Thereby the Ten Commandments cease to
be Moses' law but go back to creation itself.31 So the Decalogue is in one
important sense incomparable in the eyes of Luther, and the Book of
Deuteronomy is 'a most ample and excellent explanation of the
Decalogue'.
At the same time the particularist Jewish character of the Mosaic

law is obvious. It cannot be fulfilled outside Canaan and Jerusalem.32
The fate ofJ udaism in a.d. 70 is an inseparable counterpart to the cross
ofChrist; material abrogation of the law caps its spiritual abrogation.

29 Deuteronomy 15. iff. (WA 14, 656; LW 9, 145f.). Cf. The Jews and Their Lies, WA 53,
525; LW\i, 271; Bornkamm, op. cit., pp. 4ff.

30 Preface to the Old Testament, WA Deutsche Bibel 8, 28-9; LW 35, 2466
31 How Christians Should Regard Moses, WA 16, 380, 390; LW 35, 168, 172!*. Against the

Sabbatarians, WA 50, 33of; LW47, 89b Cf. Althaus, op. cit., pp. 27-8; Bornkamm, op. cit.,
p. 132, citing Lectures on Psalms 2.7 (WA 40", 246-7; LW 12, 44), where however Luther's
praise of the Decalogue is confined to the First Table.

32 Against the Sabbatarians, WA 50, 323; LW 47, 79.
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Within the Decalogue itself Luther identified several merely Jewish
elements: the prologue (Exod. 20.2, Deut. 20.1-6); the promise of long
life in the land in the Fourth Commandment; the ban on images; the
specification of the sabbath.33 He repeatedly declares that the
Decalogue is not binding on Christian people.
But is Luther consistent? For even if he believed that Christ in the

Gospels and Paul and Peter in their Epistles produced 'new
decalogues' which were 'clearer than the decalogue of Moses',34 they
did so on the basis of the Mosaic Decalogue. Moreover, Luther's
Catechisms apply the Decalogue to Christians with little of the distance
he regularly maintains between its Jewishness and Christian faith.

Luther's Catechisms

The Small Catechism inculcates the Commandments in the most
direct and unqualified fashion:

'Tom shall not steal.' What does this mean? Answer. We should fear
and love God, and so we should not rob our neighbour of his
money or property, nor bring them into our possession by
dishonest trade or by dealing in shoddy wares, but help him to
improve and protect his income and property.

But it includes no mention of the prologue, the prohibition of graven
images and the promise of long life annexed to the command to honour
one's parents, and the sabbath Commandment is made to mean only
the following:

We should fear and love God, and so we should not despise his
Word and the preaching of the same, but deem it holy and gladly
hear and learn it.3'

Such Christianising of the Decalogue is sharpened in the Large
Catechism. Again the prologue is absent, as too is any mention of images.
The exposition of the Third Commandment, in which Luther's
German as in the Small Catechism replaces 'sabbath' with Feiertag, 'holy
day' or 'rest day", declares that 'According to its literal, outward sense,
this commandment does not concern us Christians'.36 Rather it
" How Christians Should Regard Moses, WA 16, 371-5; LW 35, 164-6.
14 Theses [on Faith and Law] 52-4 (WA 39', 47; LW 34, 112-13). F'f Althaus, op. cit..

pp. 3 if; P. S. Watson, Let God he God (London, 1947), p. in.
" WA 301, 244-5, 247- 2441 FT in The Rook of Concord, cd. T. G. Tappcrt

(Philadelphia, 1959), pp. 343, 342.
56 WA 301, 143-4; Tappcrt, pp. 375-6.
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requires regular rest days for workers and the devotion of holy days to
the worship of God. The Ninth and Tenth Commandments, 'taken
literally, were given exclusively to the Jews; nevertheless, in part they
apply also to us'.37 On the other hand, the promise annexed to the
Fourth Commandment, 'that you may have long life ...', is applied
directly to his Christian readers, and the conclusion describes the
Decalogue as

a summary of divine teaching on what we are to do to make our
whole life pleasing to God. They are the true fountain from which
all good works must spring, the true channel through which all
good works must flow. Apart from these Ten Commandments no

deed, no conduct can be good or pleasing to God.
Yet the note ofqualification is not absent even here:

It will be a long time before men produce a doctrine or social
order equal to that of the Ten Commandments.38
The expansiveness of the Large Catechism also embraces a polemical

thread which is absent from the Small Catechism. The prohibition of
adultery, for example, leads Luther to confront the medieval
denigration of this 'divine and blessed estate'. 3" But the Catechism
contains extended ethical expositions that are free from the concerns of
Reformation polemic.

Law and Love

In the light of the Catechism Paul Althaus is justified in claiming thatfor Luther 'the Christian life is lived under the commandments of
God'.40 Yet Luther' s continuing inculcation of the Mosaic law remains
elusivcly difficult to square with his harsher, clearcut statements on the
total abolition of the law. The most problematic aspect of Luther's
teaching probably centres around his interpretation of 'love is the
fulfilling of the law' (Rom. 13.10). Does Luther mean only that love
provides the motivation whereby the law loses the character of

37 It A 30'. 174; I appcrl, p. 404. I lie Tenth Commandment presupposes that man¬
servants and maid-servants were not free to seek employment according to choice, whichhad obtained among the Jews but did not in his day.38 WA 301, 151, 178-9; Tappert, pp. 383, 407-8; 'social order' translates 'stende'
(modern 'Stand') which has a wide range ofmeaning centred on 'position, situation'. Itis Luther's term for our God-given 'stations' in life; cf. Althaus, op. tit., pp. 36ff.34 WA 30', 160-1; Tappert, pp. 392-3.
t° op. cit., pp. 3if.
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demand and becomes sheer delight to the Christians, or is he implying
that love would fulfil the requirements of the law etsi lex non daretur,
even if one remained ignorant of the law? Has love superseded the law
as that which specifies the content of Christian morality? While the
earlier discussion has made clear that the summons of faith and love
can override the dictates of the law, Luther should not be credited with
the modern aberration that for Christian life love renders law
redundant as a determinant of ethics.41 Perhaps his works in all their
volume and diversity yield no ultimate and total consistency on this
point. But it must be maintained— and in reaching this conclusion the
Catechisms must be accorded greater weight than they have often
received — that the Decalogue constitutes for Luther a virtually
essential element in the shaping ofChristian ethics. This does not mean
that the Decalogue as it stands is an ethical blueprint for Christians. It
requires both dejudaization — marginal, perhaps, but in principle
significant— and Christianisation— extensive and thoroughgoing, as
the Large Catechism makes plain. Consequently if Luther presents the
Commandments as indispensable for Christian mores, he also shows
both their inadequacy and how they are fulfilled — which in part
means surpassed — in Jesus Christ.

Calvin on the Law

By comparison with Luther's, Calvin's unequivocal evaluation of
the Mosaic law for the life of the Christian is relatively straightforward.
Although there is greater common ground between Luther and Calvin
at this point than is normally supposed, Calvin's presentation bears a
quite distinctive accent and tone.

Accepting the threefold use of the moral law developed by earlier
Reformers, Calvin placed the heaviest emphasis on the role of the law
as the guide of Christian life:42

The third and principal use, which pertains more closely to the
proper purpose of the law, finds its place among believers in whose
hearts the Spirit ofGod already lives and reigns.

41 Only very rarely does Luther say explicitly, 'Where one has love, no law is
necessary', Sermons on the Ten Commandments of 1518, WA 1, 436.42 cf. P. Lobstein, Die Ethik Calvins in ihren Grundziigen Entworfen (Strasbourg, 1877), ch.
4, entitled 'Die Norm des neues Lebens oder der Decalog', especially p. 46, 'Unter alien
Reformation ist Calvin dcrjenige welcher seine Ethik am strcngsten an den Decaloganschliesst'.
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The law furnishes both instruction and stimulation:

Here is the best instrument for [believers] to learn more

thoroughly each day the nature of the Lord's will to which they
aspire, and to confirm them in the understanding ofit . . . And not
one of us may escape from this necessity ... Even for a spiritual
man not yet free of the weight of the flesh the law remains a
constant sting that will not let him stand still {Inst. 2.7.12).

For Luther the supreme function of the law had lain elsewhere: 'The
law, when it is in its principal use and office, can do nothing but accuse,
terrify, condemn and kill.'43 Calvin of course fully endorsed this
purpose of the law, just as Luther, not without some tensions,
acknowledged the role of the law in directing the way ofChristian life.
But their differing designations of the law's 'principal use' reflect major
differences in their outlook.
The close correlation Calvin made between the law and the

righteous nature of God and his stress on obedience as the keynote of
the Christian's life were all ofa piece with his unambiguous estimate of
the law's perfection:
In his law the Lord has included everything applicable to the
perfect rule of the good life, so that nothing is left to men to add to
that summary.
Christ [in Matthew 19.17-19] declared that he taught no other
plan of life than what had been taught ofold in the law ofGod. So
also he attested God's law to be the doctrine of perfect
righteousness.44

He squarely rejects the view that the Mosaic law was entirely a thing of
the past for Christians. Citing Deut. 32.46-7, he affirms:
We are not to refer solely to one age David's statement that the life
of a righteous man is a continual meditation upon the law [ Psalm
1.2], for it is just as applicable to every age, even to the end of the
world {Inst. 2.7.13).
Calvin did not ofcourse ignore the fact that the law was Mosaic, that

is, given at a particular stage in the history of Israel. But he will not
allow this particularity to qualify its direct reference to the people of

43 Commentary on Galatians 4.3, 3.19 (WA 40', 554, 486; ET ed. P. S. Watson, London,
'953. PP- 35°. 3°2)-

44 Institute 4.10.7,4.13.1, 13. Cf. Lobstein, op. cit., pp. 52-6.
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God in all ages. The preface (Exod. 20.2) may speak of Israel's
deliverance from Egypt,

But, in order that it may not seem that this has nothing to do with
us, we must regard the Egyptian bondage of Israel as a type of the
spiritual captivity in which all of us are held bound ... {Inst.
2.8.15).

On the Second Commandment, banning the use of images in worship,
Calvin shows no awareness of any supposed limitation to the ancient
people of God. The promise attached to the command to honour
parents 'has reference to us, in so far as length ofpresent life is indeed a
proof of God's benevolence toward us'. It is only in respect of the
sabbath law that Calvin recognises an element applicable to Israel
alone, in terms closely parallel to Luther.
The way is open for Calvin to give the most comprehensive

interpretation to the law. Although he would scarcely talk of Luther's
'new decalogues', his expositions of the Decalogue turn it into a

thoroughly Christianised code. He transposes purely negative
prohibitions into positive commands, ethnic law into a universal code,
external regulations into ethical-spiritual directions and statutory law
into ethics.45 This enlarging of the boundaries of the Decalogue is
achieved in different ways in tne Institute and in his Commentary 011 his
harmony of Exodus-Deuteronomy.

The Decai.oguf. in Calvin's Institute

The exposition of the Commandments given in the Institute has
much in common with the section in Luther's Large Catechism. Both
Reformers expand the scope of 'Honour your father and your mother'
to embrace obedience and respect to all our superiors— 'three kinds of
fathers, ... fathers by blood, fathers of a household, and fathers of the
nation', as Luther expresses it, adding also 'spiritual fathers, ... who
govern and guide us by the Word of God'.46 Both Luther and Calvin
use the prohibition of adultery as an occasion not only to condemn
unchastity and to exalt marriage but also to criticise the exaggerated
regard for celibacy in the old church, although in Calvin the unchaste
vows of Luther's 'papal rabble' recede into the background in favour of
a more broadly based biblical consideration.
But if neither Luther nor Calvin kept closely to the precise terms of

45 cf. Lobstein, op. cit., p. 48, 50.
46 WA 30', 155; Tappert, p. 387.
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the Decalogue, Calvin alone provides an explicit justification for his
procedure. First he asserts the inward and spiritual force of the law, in
which he is not 'thrusting forth a new interpretation of our own, but
following Christ, its best interpreter'. Secondly Calvin claims that 'the
commandments and prohibitions always contain more than is
expressed in words'. The legitimate scope of'going beyond the words'
is determined by ascertaining the purpose of the commandment. For
most of the Second Table this means translating negative prohibition
into positive goals {Inst. 2.8.7, 8-9). Calvin begins his exposition ofmost
of the articles of the Decalogue with a statement of their positive
demand. Luther's discussions in the Large Catechism are more
concerned with the prohibitive force of the law, with its positive
converse making a more muted appearance.
One illustration should suffice. Calvin introduces his discussion of

'You shall not steal' as follows:

The purpose of this commandment is: since injustice is an
abomination to God, we should render to each man what belongs
to him. To sum up: we are forbidden to pant after the possessions
ofothers, and consequently are commanded to strive faithfully to
help every man to keep his own possessions.

Having surveyed at moderate length different kinds of theft, he spends
more time on the positive front:
Let us share the necessity of those whom we see pressed by the
difficulty of affairs, assisting them in their need with our
abundance {Inst. 2.8.45, 4-6)-

He then continues with an extended paragraph on fulfilling our

obligations to others— a people to its rulers, ministers of the churches
to their congregations, parents to children, youth to old age, masters to
servants, and vice-versa in each case! Luther, 011 the other hand,
devotes most of his space to various kinds ofstealing and to the duty to
endure fraud and robbery without repining. At every turn contempor¬
ary social conditions lend lively colour to his account. Eventually he
comes to the importance of promoting and furthering our neighbour's
interests, but he brings forth only briefgeneralisations.47 Nevertheless,
Luther has safeguarded the integrity of the commandment more

faithfully than Calvin, whose treatment has the pliability ofa wax nose
or, to use his own illustration, a ruler made of lead.
" Large Catechism, WA 30', 163-8; Tappert pp. 395-99.
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Mosaic Law in Calvins Harmony

The comprehensive scope of the Decalogue is reinforced by Calvin's
organisation of his harmony of Exodus to Deuteronomy and
accompanying commentary. He distinguishes two principal ingre¬
dients in these books, historical narrative and doctrine, which is the
law of Moses. Calvin subdivides it into four heads, in the following
order:

(1) Preface to the Law. Exod. 20.1-2, Deut. 5.1-6, 4.20, Lev. 19.36-7,
20.8, 22.31-3, Deut. 4.1-2, and over a hundred more verses, gathered
mostly from Deuteronomy, bearing on 'the dignity of the law'.48

(2) The Ten Commandments, together with 'those interpretations
which the lawgiver had added unconnectedly. For many precepts,
which are not found in the Two Tables, yet differ not at all from them
in sense; so that due care must be taken to affix them to their respective
commandments in order to present the law as a whole'.

(3) Supplements (\.'Ann-appendices), i.e., 'with respect to the First
Table, the ceremonies and outward exercises ofworship; with respect
to the Second, the political laws, for the object of both these parts is
merely to aid in the observance of the moral law'.49

(4) The End and Use of the Law, a few pages of Calvin's own
construction, which is followed in the commentary itself (but not in his
analysis in the Preface) by a review of 'The Sanctions of the Law
contained in the Promises and Threats', expounding mostly Deuter-
onomic passages.50

Calvin has intercalated the material of his second and third heads of
'doctrine'. This means that for each of the articles of the Decalogue
Calvin presents for commentary

A. The commandment itself from Exod. 20 and Deut. 5;
B. Passages related to the 'exposition' of the commandment (which

are in part restatements of the substance of the commandment
found elsewhere in these books);

C. Ceremonial and/or political supplements or appendices to the
commandment.

48 Commentary on a Harmony ofthe Last Four Books ofMoses (hereafter Harmony), CO 24,
209-60, CTS 1, 338-417.

49 Harmony, pref., CO 24, 7-8, CTS 1, xvif.
50 Harmony, CO 24, 725-8, CTS 3, 196-201, and CO 25, 5-58, CTS 3, 201-89.
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So, for example, the year ofjubilee and the leasts of Leviticus 23 are
brought in as 'supplements' to the sabbath commandment.51 'Honour
your father and your mother' has attached to it the restatement in Lev.
19.3, and as supplements: Exod. 21.15, 17, Lev. 20.9 (penalty of death
for striking or cursing a parent); Deut. 21.18-21 (provision to stone an
incorrigible son); Exod. 22.28, Lev. 19.32, Deut. 16.18, 20.9
(directives about elders and rulers).52 By contrast much more
additional material in both categories is appended to 'You shall not
steal'.53 'The Exposition of the Commandment' deals with the
following: Lev. 19.1 1, 13 (restatement, including prompt payment of
wages); Deut. 24.14-15, 25.4 (justice for hired labour, including daily
payment ofwages); Exod. 22.21-4,Lev. 19-33*4 (care ofaliens); Deut.
10.17-9 (ditto, against partiality); Lev. 19.35-6, Dcut. 25.13-6 (justice
in weighing and measuring); Deut. 19.14 (no infringement of
landmarks); Exod. 22.26-7, Deut. 24.6, 10-13, 17-18 (pledges on

loans); Exod. 22.25, Lev. 25.35-8, Deut. 23.19-20 (usury); Deut. 22.1-
3, Exod. 23.4 (recovery of possessions lost by others); Numb. 5.5-7
(reparation for theft); Exod. 23.8, Lev. 19.15, Deut. 16.19-20 (against
bribery and corruption); Exod. 23.3, 6 (against unduly favouring the
poor). The 'Political Supplements' (Appendices Politicae)54 begin with
legislation decreeing penalties for various offences but also include:
care to leave gleanings for the needy; the sabbatical year of release
(Deut. 15.1-18 and Exod. 21.1-6); regulations anent slavery and the
possession of land in Lev. 25; ban 011 destroying food-producing trees
during a siege; respite from military service for owners ofnew house or
vineyard, for fiances and the faint-hearted; duty to brother's widow.

Category of 'Political' Laws

In the light of these examples we must clarify Calvin's distinction
between the two categories of legal material. According to his own
explanation in the Preface, the first category belongs with the
commandments themselves as 'interpretations ... which differ not at
all from them in sense' and belong to a presentation of'the law as a
whole'. 'The law' here presumably means 'the moral law'. The
supplementary 'political' legislation, on the oilier hand, like the
ceremonial supplements which are not our concern here,

" Harmony, CO 24, 588-96, CTS 2, 450-64.
51 Harmony, CO 24, 605-12, CTS 3, 12-19.
53 Harmony, CO 24, 670-88, CTS 3, 111-39.
54 Harmony, CO 24, 687-712, CTS 3, 140-79.
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merely aid in the observance of the moral law ... I hey neither
change nor detract from the rule laid down in the Ten
Commandments ... As to all the political ordinances, nothing
will obviously be found in them, which at all adds to the
perfection of the Second Table: therefore it follows, that nothing
can be wanted as the rule of a good and upright life beyond the
Ten Commandments.55

Calvin's discussion of the threefold division of the law in Institute

4.20.14-16 makes it plain that the political or judicial laws were not
inviolable or indispensable. So long as the civil laws of the nations were
framed to safeguard that basic universal equity which is embodied
equally in the natural law and in the moral law of the O F (the latter
being 'nothing else than a testimony of the former), 'there is 110 reason
why we should disapprove of them, howsoever they may differ from the
Jewish law, or among themselves'.56 He proceeds to give some
examples from the Pentateuch, all of which appear in the category of
'supplements' in his Pentateuch commentary.
But the additional law in Calvin's category of'exposition' is not thus

variable, it would seem. When the fundamental dictate of the
moral/natural law 'You shall not steal' is taken seriously, Calvin
believes that fair treatment for resident aliens and just weights and
measures in trade and commerce will follow automatically. Property
boundaries will be respected, hired workers will receive full and
prompt payment of wages and justice will not be bought and sold. So
far so good, but the dividing line between 'exposition' and 'supple¬
ment' seems very finely drawn at points. What justifies the inclusion in
'exposition' of provisions requiring the return ofstolen money together
with an additional 20 per cent by way of punitive deterrent (Numb.
5.5-7), and of others effectively prohibiting lending at interest to one's
fellow-Israelites (Exod. 22.25, etc.)? What in turn warrants the
relegation to the 'appendices' or 'supplements' of the ban on holding
a fellow-Israelite as a slave?57
Closer examination ofCalvin's commentary on the biblical passages

counted as 'exposition' discloses that the differentiation between these
and the 'supplements' is not watertight. Although the law of Deut.
24.14-15 'is not political, but altogether spiritual and binding on our

35 Harmony, pref., CO 24, 7-8, CTS 1, xvi, xvii.
56 But Gen. 9.5-6 fixes an invariable political law, which must issue in a civil penalty of

death for murderers (Genesis 9.6; CO 23, 146-7; CTS 1, 295).
57 Harmony, CO 24, 684-5, CTS 3, 135-6, and CO 24, 679-83, CIS 3, 125-33.
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consciences before the judgment-seat of God', Deut. 25.4, which lie
attaches to these verses, 'properly belongs to the supplements of the
commandment'.58 In discussing Exod. 22.25 etc- 011 loans and interest
he says of the second part of that verse,
A precept is added as to lending without interest, which, although
it is a political law, still depends on the rule of charity.... It is
plain that this was part of the Jewish polity, because it was lawful
to lend at interest to the Gentiles, which distinction the spiritual
law does not admit. The judicial law, however, which God
prescribed to his ancient people, is only so far abrogated as that
what charity dictates should remain, i.e., that our brethren who
need our assistance are not to be treated harshly.59

To similar effect Calvin says about the provision for the sabbatical year
of release in Deut. 15 w hich he assigns to the 'supplements':

Although we are not bound by this law at present, and it would
not be even expedient that it should be in use, still the object to
which it tended ought still to be maintained, i.e., that we should
not be too rigid in exacting our debts, especially ifwe have to do
with the needy, who are bowed down by the burden of poverty.60
So enactments which spell out the very substance of the command¬

ment, 'You shall not steal', and others which apply it to the particular
circumstances of Israelite polity, are intertwined in the Pentateuch and
cannot be tidily separated out.6' We cannot 011 this occasion trace
more closely how Calvin carries out the division into two categories in
respect ofother articles of the Decalogue.62 What must be emphasised,

38 Harmony, CO 24, 671, 672, C.TS 3, 114, 115.
59 Harmony, CO 24, 680, CTS 3, 127-8. 60 Harmony, CO 24, 697, CTS 3, 154.
61 The 'political supplements' begin with Lev. 24.17 'because it directly corresponds

with the Sixth Commandment'. This was not true of all the political laws, for 'God did
not carry out to absolute perfection the laws which he enacted'. This is exemplified in
Exod. 21.18-19, where Calvin regards the penalty as provocatively lenient ('Who would
not willingly enjoy the pleasure of knocking down his enemies on this condition, that he
provide for their subsistence whilst they lay in bed?'). This 'indulgent provision'
illustrates God's consideration for hardened hearts, which explains why 'God did not
carry out the political laws to their perfection' (Harmony, CO 24, 621, 623-4, CTS 3, 35,
39-40).

62 Among the factors to be monitored would be the principle of'equity' (cf. Sermons on
Deuteronomy 134, CO 28, 115), the occurrence of parallel provisions in pagan law codes
and relaxation for 'hardness of heart', which qualified for relegation to the
'supplements'. See the previous note and Calvin's comments on Exod. 21.4, where 'the
tie ofslavery could only be loosed by divorce ... the sanctity ofmarriage gave way in this
case to private right' (Harmony, CO 24, 700-1, CTS 3, 159-60).
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however, is the way in which he extends the scope of the Ten
Commandments and enlarges the range of Pentateuchal law which
enjoys the status of the permanently inviolable moral law. 11 is all very
different from Luther.

Usury

Having thus been raised in connexion with the Eighth Command¬
ment, usury merits a briefexamination. Note has already been taken of
Luther's bizarre use of Deut. 15.5-6 to justify the special conditional
privilege of the Jews to lend at in.erest to Gentiles. Calvin's comments
on these verses do not somuch as raise the issue.63 Nevertheless, it seems
to have been the decisive biblical locus for Luther. In his 1525 Lectures
on Deuteronomy he passed over Deut. 23.19-20, where usury is explicitly
dealt with, in two sentences, declaring that sufficient had been said
above on Deut. 15.64 His treatise of 1520 known as The Long Sermon on

Usury combines Deut. 15 with Matt. 5.42 and sets up three 'degrees' of
godly liberality. The first is to 'let everything go that anyone would
take from us by force'. The second is giving freely without hope of
return (Deut. 15.11, Matt. 5.42), which is so small a thing that it was
commanded even to 'the simple, imperfect Jewish people in the Old
Testament'. A fortiori, therefore, Christians must be bound by it. The
third degree is to lend without charge (Deut. 15.7-8, Matt. 5.42)."
Luther in fact instinctively perpetuated the patristic and medieval

consensus against usury. Loans for him were a form of charitable help
to the indigent. Deuteronomy 15 rightly spoke about lending in
connexion with the care of the poor, and other relevant passages where
poverty was not mentioned, such as Deut. 23.19-20, were aligned with
this controlling context. Luther detested idleness, whether of beggars,
mendicant friars, lazy monks or wealthy bankers who enriched
themselves by doing nothing but fleecing others. The accommodation
ofpapal Catholicism to financial practices which he regarded as barely
disguised usury evoked his contemptuous condemnation, as did Jewish
entanglement with money-lending.
Calvin's approach was somewhat different. We have noted the way

he subsumed the issue under the Eighth Commandment. His
exposition betrays embarrassment in the face of a prima facie blanket

65 Harmony, CO 24, 699, CTS 3, 157. Likewise Sermons on Deuteronomy 93 (15.1-6), CO
28, 321 IT.
" Deuteronomy 23.19 (WA 14, 710; IAY 9, 234).
65 WA 6, 36, 41-2, 47; Z.IL45, 273, 2801, 289.
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condemnation of the practice (except to Gentiles). His argumentmakes the following points:66

(i) In the Pentateuch 'the question is only as to the poor, and
consequently, ifwe have to do with the rich, usury is freely permitted'.
(So, like Luther, he assimilates Deut. 23.19-20 to the other passages,but to opposite efTect.)
(ii) The apparently absolute condemnations of Ps. 15.5 and Ezek.

i8.81f. indict 'only those unjust exactions ... whereby the creditor,losing sight ofequity, burdens and oppresses his debtor'.
(iii) 'It is abundantly clear that the ancient people were prohibitedfrom usury, but we must needs confess that this was a part of their

political constitution'.
(iv) 'Usury is not now unlawful, except in so far as it contravenes

equity and brotherly union.... If we would form an equitablejudgment reason does not suffer us to admit that all usury is tocondemned without exception'. He furnishes sundry examples ofdaily
occurrence 'in which, as far as equity is concerned, usury is no worsethan purchase'. He had earlier stated that 'our determination must be
derived from nowhere else than the universal rule of justice', and
especially from Christ's golden rule in Matt. 7.12.
Calvin has effectively removed the issue from the sphere of biblical

exegesis. He does likewise in his lectures on Ezek. 18.8, but this time
without any foundation in the text itself. In effect he appeals from the
Scripture to 'the rule of law', and argues that 'a true and complete ruleof living justly cannot altogether exclude lending at interest, which
therefore cannot 'everywhere ... always ... in all things ... from all
people' be contrary to God's will.67

Two Different Interpreters
Drawing confident conclusions from such a limited survey of the twoReformers' ethical use of the OT would be risky. The differences

between them are often plain enough, differences which reflect a host
of factors other than — as well as? — variant exegetical destinations
honourably arrived at. For these exegetes were preachers and
theologians, and if it was a strictly exegetical discovery that set Luther
on the highway to an evangelical theology, exegesis did not always66 Harmony, CO 24, 680-3, CTS 3, 127-33. Cf. Sermons on Deuteronomy 134, CO 28, 1 15-23for a fuller discussion.

67 Lectures on Ezekiel 18.8 (CO 40, 429-32; CTS 2, 225-8).
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determine theological construction rather than vice-versa.68 (After all,
Calvin would have us read the Institute first!) Moreover, they had
travelled different religious and intellectual roads, and in Saxony and
Geneva they inhabited surprisingly different worlds (which is surely of
relevance to their handling of Old Testament texts about usury, for
example). In addition in temperament and personality one sometimes
feels they were as different as chalk and cheese.
But a major element in the difference between their contemporary

interpretations of the Old Testament arises from their different
challenges and objectives as Reformers. While Luther's teaching is
directed so often to the false religion of 'the papists', Calvin's
applications turn more naturally to the demands of love and justice in
the community. When Luther commends 'the works of love towards
the neighbour', lie seems impatient to seize the offensive against
exponents of the old religion who substituted religious exercises for
these works of love, and 'justified' their neglect of the latter by their
diligence in the former.
The different approaches of the two interpreters are evident in their

handling of Zechariah 7.10, where the prophet warns against
oppression of 'the widow, the fatherless, the stranger or the poor'.
Calvin in his lectures 011 the book, published in 1559, identifies why
these particular groups in society merited Zechariah's mention and
also repeated reference in the Mosaic law. It is because they are
especially 'exposed to plunder', whereas the rich and opulent are safe
from all injuries because they are surrounded and fortified by strong
defences. Then Calvin draws a generalising conclusion, that 'the fear
ofGod is not really proved except when a person cleaves to what is just
and right, and is not restrained by fear and shame but discharges his
duty ... so that he shows favour to the poor and miserable'.69 Luther
on the other hand transposes God's complaint against the ancient
people into contemporary terms. Instead of caring for the needy and
helpless, churchmen have devoted themselves to 'fasting, sacrifices,
gloomy severe lives, ... grey and black clothes, ... sacrifices ofdill and

68 cf. Calvin's interpretation of Exod. 21.22-3, the only OT text to touch on abortion.
The Hebrew 'sun is rendered as 'death' (mors) by Calvin (AV 'mischief, RSV 'harm',
NIV 'serious injury'), which allows him to raise the question, 'Whose death the
mother's or the foetus'?'. For if only the mother's death is intended 'it would not have
been a capital crime to put an end to the foetus, which would be a great absurdity'. So he
concludes that 'ifdeath should follow' applies to the foetus as well as to the mother. For
the foetus is already homo (Harmony, CO 24, 625, CTS 3, 41-2).

69 Lectures on Zjechariah 7.10 (CO 44, 226-7; CTS Minor Prophets 5, 1 79).



484 SCOTTISH JOURNAL OF THEOLOGY

anise ..sleeping 011 hard beds once a week, eating no meat on
Wednesdays'. For Luther the message becomes a generalised blast
against popes and bishops who wage war and shed blood and return
home to endow masses and hours, a world full ofpious usury and fraud
for which a wax candle for St. Anne and fasts for St. Barbara and St.
Catherine are thought to atone.70 Luther's note is of course in the
authentic tradition of O'l' prophecy, even if it has the efTect of
somewhat blunting the ethical edge of Zechariah's burden.
Zechariah's vision of the restoredJerusalem foresaw the streets of the

city full of boys and girls at play (Zech. 8.5). Both Luther and Calvin
half felt the need to justify the children playing in Zion but did so in
characteristically different tones. Calvin comments as follows: it is
not needful anxiously to raise the question: Whether it is lawful to
play during times of peace? for the prophet here took his language
from the common habits ofmen, and even from the very nature of
things; for we know that men give way to cheerfulness when no
fear lays hold on .their minds, and that play and sport are allowed
to children.7'

Luther is provoked to a more fulsome outburst:
All must be well in a land where the children of the city leap,
dance and play in the streets.... Note that the children's
activities, such as the playing and dancing of the young world in
the streets, are not an evil thing but are pleasing to God. For he
praises also these things here as his gifts, though to us they may
seem to be something wasted and useless.

Then the application to the religious conflict of Luther's day:
How will [the monks] stand the test when Christ will say that the
singing and dancing of the children in the streets are dearer to him
than all their howling and mumbling in their churches, and the
little girls' wreaths and dolls, the boys' hobby-horses and red
shoes please him much more than all their hoods, tonsures,
surplices, chasubles, and adornments. For though their activities
are also nothing but child's play, still, because they are without
God's Word, they are not to be compared to real child's play but
rather to buffoonery and fool's play.72
70 Lectures on ^echariah 7.10 (XVA 23, 595-6; LW 20, 265-7).
71 Lectures on £echariah 8.5 (CO 44, 237; CTS Minor Prophets 5, 196).
72 Lectures on ^'echariah 8.5(XVA 23, 599-600; LXV 20, 271-2).
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The ethical import of such a comment belongs to what is sometimes
called the secularising thrust of the Protestant Reformation. Common
life was invested with a new .dignity and celebrated as the gift of God.
At the same time the Reformers cut back the luxuriant, dark-faced
undergrowth cultivated by the solemn specialists in religion.
On a broader front also Luther's expositions of the OT Scriptures

are directed more immediately to the contemporary world than
Calvin's. When Habakkuk complains that 'the law is slacked and
justice never goes forth' (Hab. i .4), Calvin's comments are predictable
and unspecific. He notes the prophet's anguish when both human and
divine laws are despised and 'all justice is suppressed', and exhorts us to
'learn to rouse up ourselves for we are very frigid, when the ungodly
openly despise and even mock God'.73 Luther however uses the
prophecy as a mirror in which to discern the social disorder of his day.
Habakkuk, he claims, is really attacking those 'who boast ofjustice and
who by no means wish to be regarded as acting contrary to justice, . ..

the shrewd jurists ofour own day':
When they have a bad and evil cause, they thumb their noses at
justice and make their cause appear right and good ... Few good
causes get into the hands ofjurists and judges ... The good causes
do not yield any money. And the jurists, who are all gold and silk
today, would indeed be beggars if it were not for the evil cases in
court.74

So if Calvin's OT expositions possess almost a timeless quality with a

continuing appeal over the centuries, it is more often Luther who
points the way to applications of the biblical text that bite with a

sharper immediacy. If the extravagances of this unquenchable spirit
make Luther's OT works more awkward to handle today, the task is
well worth the perseverance. A diet of Calvin's alone would be almost
bland without a dash of Luther's tart pungency.

73 Lectures on Habakkuk i .4 (CO 43, 497; CTS Minor Prophets 4. 21-2).
74 Lectures on Habakkuk 1.4, WA ig, 361-2; LW 19, 164.
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HOMOSEXUALS OR PROSTITUTES?

THE MEANING OF AI'IENOKOITAI (I COR. 6:9, 1 TIM. 1:10)

BY

DAVID F. WRIGHT

That translators of the New Testament into English have had not a lit¬
tle difficulty with both puxXaxcn (1 Cor. 6:9) and apatvoxouai (1 Cor. 6:9,
1 Tim. 1:10) is evident enough from a perusal of a selection of modern
translations. The point has been made to good effect by the author of a
recent substantial study of attitudes to 'Gay People in Western Europe
from the Beginnings of the Christian Era to the Fourteenth Century'.1
Professor John Boswell of Yale University devotes a lengthy appendix
to 'Lexicography and Saint Paul' in the course of which he provides the
fullest investigation to date of the meaning of dpatvoxomu.2 He con¬
cludes that it denotes 'male sexual agents, i.e., active male prostitutes,
who were common throughout the Hellenistic world in the time of Paul
... "'Apotvoxoaai" is the Greek equivalent of "drauci".' At the time he
grants that Paul may not have understood the difference between active
and passive male prostitutes. 'It would not be surprising if he considered
active prostitution more reprehensible than passive, but it is not
necessary to assume that he understood the precise nuance of
"dpatvoxoTxai" in terms of sexual roles. Since it was unambiguous in its
reference to male prostitution (as opposed to male recourse to female
prostitution), he may well have intended it generically' (pp. 344-345).
The 'unambiguous reference' of the term to male prostitution Boswell

claims to establish on grounds that vary considerably in weight.

- The context, particular and general, in Paul

The juxtaposition of apaevoxoixai and rcopvoi in 1 Tim. 1:10 'suggests
very strongly that prostitution is what is at issue ... Moreover, prostitu¬
tion was manifestly of greater concern to Saint Paul than any sort of
homosexual behaviour: excluding the words in question, there is only a
single reference to homosexual acts in the Pauline writings, whereas the



word "jtdpvo?" and its derivatives are mentioned almost thirty times'
(p. 341). Whatever inference might be drawn from the collocation of
words in 1 Tim. 1:10, this is clearly a grossly inadequate account of the
meaning of nop\io<; and its cognates in the New Testament and contem¬

porary literature.5

- The linguistic structure and semantic import of apaevoxotTou
- The absence of the term from most Greek literature on homosexuality

Boswell speaks of 'the vast amount of writing extant on the subject of
homoerotic sexuality in Greek in which this term does not occur. It is
extremely difficult to believe that if the word actually meant "homo¬
sexual" or "sodomite," no previous or contemporary author would
have used it in a way which clearly indicated this connection' (p. 345).
This argument makes two claims, first, that the word was thus
neglected, and secondly, that its non-use in literary references to

homosexuality warrants the inference Boswell draws from it.

- Uses of the term in literature roughly contemporary with Paul

Occurrences of apaevoxolrat and its cognates in works written 'within
two or three centuries' of the Pauline letters 'offer further evidence that
the word did not connote homosexuality to Paul or his early readers'
(p. 350). Aristides and Eusebius are cited to this purpose, together with
less clearcut supporting testimony from Origen and Chrysostom.
Boswell accepts that after the fourth century apatvoxomoc 'was often
equated with homosexuality' (p. 107; cf. pp. 352-353).
Each of these last three grounds alleged by Boswell merits extended

examination. The last two obviously overlap and must to some extent be
taken together. But First attention must be drawn to the evidence of the
Septuagint:

Lev. 18:22 — peed apatvoi; ou xotpT)0r|afl xoi'tt)v yuvatx6?
Lev. 20:13 — o<; av xoipLr)0rj peta apaevo; xot'rrjv yuvaixo?

Boswell quotes these LXX verses elsewhere in his study (p. 100 n. 28)
but never considers their possible significance for the meaning of
dpotvoxovtai in the New Testament." The reason is no doubt to be found
in his claim that these Levitical prohibitions had little or no influence on

early Christian attitudes. 'It would simply not have occurred to most

early Christians to invoke the authority of the old law to justify the
morality of the new: the Levitical regulations had no hold on Christians
and are manifestly irrelevant in explaining Christian hostility to gay
sexuality' (p. 105).
It is certainly the case that Lev. 18:22 and 20:13 are rarely cited

explicitly in Christian literature of the early centuries, although not as
rarely as Boswell makes out. He first asserts that 'many [Greek-
speaking theologians] considered that [the behaviour condemned in
these verses] had been forbidden the Jews as part of their distinctive
ethical heritage or because it was associated with idolatry, not as part of
the law regarding sexuality and marriage, which was thought to be of
wider application' (p. 102). As witnesses he cites only one passage from
Eusebius of Caesarea and the Apostolic Constitutions, neither of which
substantiates his claim. In his Demonstration of the Gospel Eusebius
relates the Mosaic ban on yuvaixdiv te rrpoi; yovouxac; xcu apptvwv rcpcx;
appevai; p^tn;, preceding it with Lev. 18:2-4 and following it with Lev.
18:24-25, but he does not imply for a moment that, although
distinguishing Israel from its neighbours, the ban was intended solely
for Israel. If that had been his meaning, the context shows clearly that
the same would have to be said about child-sacrifice!5 Eusebius's
meaning is put beyond doubt elsewhere in the same work when he
paraphrases Matt. 5:1^8 as follows:

o pev Mwafj? poixot? xai axoXdoxoi? Siftdvtfto to pf| poixiuiw, (xr)5t apaivoxoiTiiv, p.t)8i to?
napd ipuatv i>|8ovd? Siuxetv .... tyd) 8i ipPXinnv yuvaixa pit' tni0up(oc? axoXdoxou too?
<pou? pouXopou.*

It is surely a safe presumption here that apotvoxoiTttv refers to the
Levitical proscription of male homosexual activity. Further confirma¬
tion that Eusebius did regard it as still binding upon the people of God is
found in The Preparation for the Gospel, in which he contrasts Plato's
recommendation of pederasty with the words of Moses o<; SiappriSriv
toutok; Ivavxla vop.o6t.tel, ptyaXr) xrj <pa>vrj tt|v xaxa 7Tat8tpacrccov npocrrixouaav
upoipepopevot; Si'xrjv, and proceeds to cite both Lev. 20:13 and Lev. 18:22.'
In the Apostolic Constitutions, which were probably compiled in the

late fourth century in Syria or possibly Constantinople, the argument
proceeds as follows:

'If the difference of the sexes was made by the will of God for the generation of
multitudes, then must the conjunction of male and female be also agreeable to his
mind. But we do not say so of that abominable mixture which is contrary to nature,



or of any unlawful practice; for such are enmity to God. For the sin of Sodom isnapot ipuoiv, as is also that with brute beasts. But adultery and fornication arc7tapavo|iov (Sodomists) endeavour to make the natural course of things to changefor one that is unnatural."

Then follow the two texts from Leviticus among others. Although aclear distinction is drawn between heterosexual offences and homo¬sexual, as Boswell points out (p. 103 n. 42), its purpose is not to suggestthat the prohibition of the latter in Leviticus was valid only for Jews.The implication is rather that offences rapa <puaiv are more heinous thanoffences roxpa vopiov.'
Boswell argues that 'Almost no early Christian writers appealed toLeviticus as authority against homosexual acts' (p. 104). He mentionstwo exceptions—Clement of Alexandria ('an exception to this as tomost generalizations', p. 104 n. 47) and the Apostolic Constitutions,which only two pages previously he has cited as attesting the restrictedreference of the Levitical enactments against homosexualbehaviour^—'ceremonially unclean rather than instrinsically evil'(p. 102). As we have seen, his second citation of the work is the moreaccurate. There are at least two other leading exceptions to be adduced.In his refutation of Marcion Tertullian distinguishes between theinstitutio of marriage and the exorbitatio of adultery and other sins, anddeclares that God punishes with death incestam, sacrilegam atquemonstrosam in masculos et in pecudes libidinum insaniam, with iden¬tifiable allusions to Lev. 20:10, 13, 15.10 Origen's eleventh homily onLeviticus takes 'Be ye holy ...' (Lev. 20:7) as its text. Lev. 20:13 is notamong the verses explicitly cited or alluded to, but the general thrust ofthe homily does not allow an interpretation that such prohibitions areno longer binding on Origen's Christian congregation." But in his Com¬mentary on Romans, now extant only in Rufinus's Latin, Origen quotedfirst 1 Tim. 1:9-10 and then Lev. 18:22 in the course of a discussionsparked off by Rom. 4:15, Et statuamus ante oculos, si videtur, duosaliquos, verbi gratia, qui cum masculis non concubuerunt concubitumuliebri; unum ex his praecepto legis prohibitum ...l2

A broader range of evidence than Boswell collates can therefore beadduced for the continuing validity of the proscription in Lev. 18:22and 20:13 in the eyes of early Christian writers. Certainly he is unable tocite any evidence of any degree of explicitness declaring that it had beenabrogated, like much else in the Levitical legislation. A more differen¬tiating approach was adopted than Boswell allows. As one of his
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reviewers commented, 'Sexual prohibitions tend to have a longer life
than dietary or dress restrictions. Even if they show no distinctive
gravity in early legislation, they are notoriously capable of surviving the
dissolution of taboo structures like the heavily ritual Holiness Code of
Leviticus and reappearing with increased weight in later patterns of
moral offense."5
The argument of the preceding paragraphs may not be strictly rele¬

vant to the question wheter the LXX of Lev. 18:22 and 20:13 provides a
clue to the meaning dpatvoxot-cai had for Paul. It has rather been directed
to the reason, so it appears, why Boswell did not investigate this
possibility. The parallel between the LXX's apotvoi; ou xoip.T)0T|OT] xour)v
and even more xoipuiGrj p.e.x<x apatvo? xotrr)v and Paul's dpatvoxotxou is
surely inescapable. If, as seems likely, the apatvoxoiV group of words is a
coinage of Hellenistic Judaism or Hellenistic Jewish Christianity, the
probability that the LXX provides the key to their meaning is
strengthened.
If the argument of the last paragraphs is valid, it undermines ab initio

the force of Boswell's linguistic approach to the meaning of dpatvoxoixat.
In short he claims that the first half of the compound (apatvo-) denotes
not the object but the gender of the second half (-xoixoti). This is patently
not the case if the LXX of the verses in Leviticus lies behind dpatvoxoTxat,
whether in encouraging the formation of the word itself or in informing
its meaning.

pfBut before looking more closely at the evidence of linguistic structure,
we should note that Boswell stresses the coarseness and active licen¬
tiousness of the 'sleeping' denoted by -xoixai. 'In this and other com¬
pounds [it] corresponds to the vulgar English word "fucker," a person
who, by insertion, takes the "active" role in intercourse' (p. 342). This
is not a point of great moment, but is worth a brief examination. Unfor¬
tunately no parallels are adduced in support of Boswell's assertion, andit is uncertain which other compounds he had in mind. Of two standard
listings, comprising twentytwo compounds of -xoi'tt^, most of them of
very rare occurrence, there is scarcely a single example to corroborate
Boswell's claim.14 Only four designate those who engage in nonmarital
intercourse—xXtcJuxotxT); (seeking illicit sex), SouXoxoi'xtk (sleeping with
slaves), [XT)Tpoxoi'rr|<; (engaging in incest), and avSpoxotxrn (having inter¬
course with a man). In none of these compounds, except possibly the
last, does the second component -xoixtk appear to carry the weight kf*Boswell seeks to assign to it in dpaevoxoixTK. To set against these four are
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many others in which -xoi'xti<; denotes the literal activity of sleeping or
lying (e.g., ^EpoxotxTK, sleeping by day; xanaixofxrn, sleeping on the
ground; £vwxoxo(xtic, with ears large enough to sleep in; PoppopoxotxT]<;,
the mudcoucher—a kind of frog), as well as dxoi'xr]? and napaxoiTTjcwhich both mean 'bedfellow' or spouse. Nor does the picture change
much if the enquiry is extended to include compounds of -xolxo?, -xom'a
and -xotx£o>.15 (Both apaevoxomoc and apaevoxoix£co are not infrequently
attested). Here one encounters forms which quite patently exclude
Boswell's interpretation, e.g., auyxoixo? and opLoxoixoi; (both meaning
'bedfellow, sleeping together with, having intercourse,' like the verb
5tuxtpoxoix£co), as well as others, e.g., rtoXuxoixoi; (sleeping with many
women or men) and <x8tX<poxom'a (incest of brother and sister), which
may bear a nuance of coarseness but hardly of thrusting activeness.".
Boswell's chief linguistic contention is that 'In general ... those com¬

pounds in which the form "appEvo-" occurs employ it objectively; those
in which "apotvo-" is found use it as an adjective.... In no words coined
and generally written with the form "apaEvo-" is the prefix
demonstrably objective; overlap occurs on a small scale in words con¬
taining "dpptvo-" ' (pp. 343, 344)." Several comments are in order.
It is in the first place surprising that, having established the particular

force of -xofxrn in the compound, Boswell did not go on to enquire
whether in other compounds of -xoi'xtic the first half ever denoted who
did the 'sleeping'. In all, it seems, of the comparable compounds the
first element in fact specifies the object of the 'sleeping' or its scene or
sphere—what one might call its indirect object (e.g.,
sleeping on the ground; dvtuoxoi'xTK, luller of winds; ifyrepoxotxT]S, sleeping
by day). Thus we have 8ouXoxotxri<; (sleeping with slaves, not slaves
sleeping with others), puixpoxotxTK (not mother who sleeps around), and
7ioXuxo(xr); (sleeping with many others). Invariably -xo(xr)? has, as one
might expect, a verbal force on which is dependent the object or adverb
specified in the first half of the word.
Secondly, Boswell does not take sufficient account of the fact that

both dpuEvoxoix- and appEvoxoix- forms are found. He does discuss one
late occurrence of the latter, in an inscription at Thessalonica in honour
of Basil I of Macedon, the ninth-century Byzantine emperor (A.D.
867-886), who had defeated the Arabs in Asia in 871 and 880:

pap|3apov ou xpopieii;, oux appeva^ appevoxoi'xa?."
This is addressed to the city of Thessalonica, assuring its citizens that,thanks to Basil, they need no longer fear the barbarians, a race of men
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who indulge in sex with other men. To Boswell the phrase makes sense
only if oipptvai; is the object of dppxvoxotxa<; (p. 344 n. 22). Otherwise
apptvas would be wholly pleonastic or, if the gender of appEvoxoixa?
needed clarification, one would expect an adjective, apptvixou?, rather
than a noun. Such an argument ends up positing a most improbable
grammatical construction for the phrase, and also prejudices a plausible
meaning of it. In characterizing an alien people there is no little dif¬
ference between tarring the whole of it with its toleration of male
homosexuality and alluding to the obviously more limited prevalence of
active male prostitution. Boswell comments on only one other occur¬
rence of apptvoxoix-, the noun apptvoxotxta in a homily ascribed to
Macarius the Egyptian." He suggests that the writer had conflated the
biblical dpaEvoxoixou with 'the more common' appevopufr'a (p. 353 n. 51).
It is presumably true that the variation between the two spellings

apaevo- and dpptvo- in compounds is no more than a transcript of the
variation between dporiv and apprjv and their respective derivatives. On
this subject there has been considerable discussion, but, so far as I can
discover, no writer has yet suggested the difference is other than one of
dialectal diversity." Not once in the considerable literature on the ques¬
tion is it claimed that there might be some semantic significance in the
variation. In summary terms, something of a shift took place from -po-
to -pp-, affecting especially Attic but not mainstream Ionian." Although
-pa- spellings predominate in the LXX, the papyri of the Ptolemaic
period and the New Testament, they are less common in the Roman and
Byzantine eras in which the dominant Attic influence is apparent.
Nevertheless fluctuation persists between the two forms, reflecting the
diverse dialectal heritage of Koine Greek. Both spellings are found in
modern Greek. But if no semantic import attaches to the difference
between dporjv and dppr)v, a fortiori it can scarcely be pertinent in the case
of their compounds.
It is, however, Boswell's contention that 'In no words coined and

generally written with the form "apaEvo-" is the prefix demonstrably
objective' (p. 344). In due course I will argue that this is indeed the case
with dpotvoxoi'xT)i; itself, but first the wider evidence needs to be reviewed.
Only some twelve compounds of apatvo- are attested: dpatvoPdxTK (and
-Paa(a), -rcau;, -9pcov, -GtiXuc, -xotxr)? (and -xoixtw, -xoix(a), -(j.i'xtt)<;, -ytvTii;,
-Gujxoc, -piopcpoi;, -7xXti0t)<;, and dpatvdxavGov. (Compounds of appEvo-
number twenty). Of these only the last five occur solely with apoEvo-; the
rest are found also with appEvo- as the first half. So the range of parallels



against which Boswell's claim is to be tested is not very wide, nor can
one be sure how much flexibility 'generally written' allows. Within these
narrow limits (and excepting apoEvoxofxrK for the time being) Boswell is
correct, but draws from the material untenable conclusions. It is in any
case surely extremely hazardous to base the alleged difference of
semantic significance of the two forms on so restricted a sample.
In so far as a distinction can be drawn between those compounds of

the group in which the first element is the object of the second and those
in which it supplies the qualifying gender of the second, we must start at
the other end, with the second element, as was hinted above with
reference to the compounds of -xot'xT]?. In most if not all of the com¬
pounds in which the second half is a verb or has verbal force, the first
half denotes its object, irrespective of whether it is appsvo- or
apaevo- (e.g., appEvopi?la, apoEvopfxxrn, aptJEvoPaxTK, appsvoPaala, etc.).
When the second part is substantival, the first half denotes its gender, as
in all the five solely apaEvo- compounds isolated above, but again
irrespective of the spelling (e.g., dpoEvo9pojv and dppEvo<pp«v, dppEvo<pdvr)c,*

dtpptvirtouc and dpaEvdnau;, apoEvoOupcx;, appEvwrcCa). Such a conclusion
does not exactly take one by surprise, but it does suggest how
dpaEvoxornic should be interpreted.
To ascertain whether the direction in which all the evidence has so far

pointed is the right one, we must now survey the occurrences of the term
(and dpoEvoxoiT^co and dpasvoxoixta) in the literature of the patristic era.
Since Boswell's account of the use of the term is far from complete and
no lexicon provides a full listing, an attempt will be made to give an
exhaustive catalogue of its occurrences.
Of little help in clarifying its meaning are its first certain uses in 1

Cor. 6:9 and 1 Tim. 1:10, although this is not to deny that historical
investigation of their sources or backgrounds may provide some
evidence. To this we shall return. Likewise straightforward quotations
of one or other of these verses are in themselves of no value." Some
other isolated uses of the term throw no additional light on its
meaning." But there are more occurrences than Boswell allows that do
disclose the meaning it bore for the writer in question.
Aristides' Apology was addressed to the emperor Hadrian and hence

composed by A.D. 138 at the latest. Its polemic against the gods of the
Greeks concentrates especially on their immoral behaviour. If human
beings were to imitate them, they would become porous xal dppxvopavEv;
... fldx; ouv £v5exetoci 0eov eivou potxov rj dv8poPaxr|v f| Tiaxpoxxovov;24 A little

later Aristides argues that if the laws are just, the gods are wholly
unjust, having done contrary to the laws dXXrjXoxxovlai; xal <pappaxE(a<; xal
(xoixtlai; xal xXo7ta<; xal apaxvoxomai;." The coupling with poixEi'a on each
of these occasions (albeit separated once by fkonaf) strongly suggests
that dppxvopavEti;, av8poPdxr)v and dpaEvoxomac all carry the same basic
meaning. Boswell endeavours to distinguish between them, however, in
the following terms:

a) appEvopiavfic designates female addiction to adultery or
fornication." The context gives no support to this. The preceding
paragraph deals solely with the doings of Zeus, the one before that of
Kronos. Immediately before the sentence containing dppxvopavxu; Zeus's
passion for Ganymede is mentioned. 'Hence it happened, Emperor, to
mankind to imitate all these things and to become poixov? xal
dppEvop.avEu; and to engage in other dreadful practices in imitation of
their god.' The fuller Syriac text likewise refers only to male sexual
malpractice and includes a mention of 'sleeping with men'.
b) dv8popatr|(; denotes a sluprator, one guilty of the rape of a free

citizen. There may well be a hint of homosexual assault in the Greek
word, but the context in Aristides is precisely the same as for
dppEvo(iavEu;, the Syriac uses the same term for both (= 'sleeping with
men'), and other uses of dv8poPaxn< and its cognates do not appear to
specify rape as the homosexual abuse in question."
c) apaEvoxoma still denotes prostitution, but Boswell fails completely

in his attempt to show that Zeus could meaningfully be charged with
prostitution.
It seems clear that Aristides employed three different words, each

with its own nuance, to incriminate male homosexuality as unworthy of
gods and men. The parallelism not only suggests the meaning of
ApaEvoxoixla but also confirms that the apaEvo- element is the object.
Perhaps the most revealing occurrence of apoEvoxom'a is not noted by

Boswell at all. It comes in Hippolytus's account of the founder of the
Naassene Gnostics:"

o 8e Ndac napavopt'av eaxt' 7xpo<rrjX0£ yap xfj Euqt ££a7iaxr|<Ja<; auxr)v xal
£ji.o£xeu(jev auxf)v, ontp £axlv 7tapavopov 7xpocnjX0E 8e xal xa> 'A5ap xai
saxtv auxov <i{ nai8a, ortEp £ax! xal auxo rcapdvopov ev0ev yEyovE poixtla
xai apoEvoxom'a.

This could scarely be clearer, and cannot sustain Boswell's version of
the word-structure and meaning of apoEvoxoma.



In reviewing citations and echoes of Lev. 18:22 and 20:13 in earlyChristian literature we have noted Eusebius's assertion that Mosesforbade fioixtuEiv and dpaEvoxoiTEiv, [ir)8t xa? mxpa <pumv T|8ovai; Siwxew."Boswell contends that the word cannot here refer to homosexualactivities because it is distinguished from 'pleasures against nature', andbecause Eusebius is here presenting a paraphrase of Matt. 5:28 whichhas in mind the attitude of men towards women. He concludes thatEusebius understood apaevoxoiTEw to mean male prostitution servicingwomen (p. 351).30 Whether it is a sound inference from pir^Se. x.t.X. thatwhat precedes it cannot be 'contrary to nature' is very dubious," nordoes it make bad sense of Eusebius's sequence of thought if apotvoxoiteTvmeans male homosexuality. For if one explains this word in hetero¬sexual terms, one is still left with 'the pursuit of pleasures contrary tonature'. If this phrase denotes non-heterosexual acts between humanbeings, then why should not dpatvoxoixtiv denote (non-heterosexual)homosexuality? If it denotes something like (heterosexual?) bestiality, itis still hard to see how this could be appropriate in the context if malehomosexuality is not. We could paraphrase Eusebius's paraphrase thus:'Moses forbade adultery and male homosexuality, but I do not allow mydisciples even to look lustfully on a woman [let alone a man]'. In anycase, the evidence adduced earlier from Eusebius shows him assertingunambiguously that Moses forbade female and male homosexuality(<xpp£vcov 7rpo<; appsvai; (ju'£ek;)."
The Syriac writer Bardesancs who flourished at the turn of the secondand third centuries records different ethnic attitudes to male homo¬sexual intercourse." Eusebius gives an extract in Greek. Beyond theEuphrates a person accused of murder or of theft will not be angered, 88£ «< dpaevoxotxT)*; Xoi8opou(xevo? £aux6v £x8txEi pixpi xo" <p6vou. The Syriachere denotes 'lying with men', using the same vocabulary as in 1 Cor.6:9, 1 Tim. 1:10." Male prostitution is definitely excluded. We thushave corroboration that apaEvoxoma for Eusebius specified malehomosexuality activity, whether with youths or adults. (We will returnto this aspect of the question.)

We must next note some occurrences of the term in question in whichit is paralleled to nat8oip0opi'a, i.e., male homosexuality with teenagerswhich was of course the dominant form of male homosexuality amongthe Greeks. The term was a critical way of referring to TrouStpacma andcan certainly not be restricted to child-molesting.Theophilus of Antioch twice lists the trio of vices, (ioixti'a, jtopvEi'a and
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apatvoxoma." Nothing in the context casts further light on the meaningof the latter. Origen groups the three together in a free citation of 1 Cor.
6:9 as exemplifying types of flagrant sinfulness—rcopvoi, pioixoi,
apoevoxotxai, piaXaxol, etBwXoXaxpai, cpovtT?. In an extract of another work
preserved only in Latin lie instances 'fornicators, adulterers and
masculorum concubitores' as those who have committed grandia
peccata." The juxtaposition of these three, which embodies a particularselection from the categories of sinfulness catalogued in 1 Cor. 6:9-10, is
paralleled in some later writings. A further occurrence of the tripleformula is found in the Church History of Theodoret of Cyrrhus
completed in A.D. 450. He cites at length a letter by Peter, bishop ofAlexandria after Athanasius, which describes the desecration of one of
the churches in the city by a pagan mob under the prefect Palladius in
league with the Arian party. An abandoned scoundrel was set up topreach, and his message advocated <m' Efxpoemai; nopvti'av, pioixti'av,dpatvoxom'av, xXotitiv."
A homily dubiously ascribed to Cyril of Alexandria indicts those whodo not weep for their sins of rcopvEta and ikhxu'oc, pcr| 8pr|vouvTE<; 8ta to

7t£Taupov xfj<; apptvoxom'oo;, xai (if) BXoXuCovte? Slot xf|v puxXaxtav." A letter byNilus, bishop of Ancyra in the first quarter of the fifth century, declaresthat every kind of uncleanness, such as rcopvEi'a, |i.oixEia, aatXytia xai
apatvoxoiTia and the like, are called 'winter' by Solomon." The tradi¬
tional association of the three vices is preserved in the Sacra Paratlela, alarge collection of moral and ascetic teaching attached, not all of it withfull certainty, to John of Damascus. One of the divisions of the collec¬
tion is entitled IJepi jTopvEta?, xai pioixtia?, xai dpcrEvoxom'ai;. Lev. 20:13 is
among the biblical texts assembled under this heading.40
Comparison is obviously invited with a similar grouping of jxoixria,uopvEi'a and raxiSocpOopia. The Epistle of Barnabas gives the threefold

instruction oil rcopvEilasK;, oil pioixEiloEi;, oil 7rai8o<p0opf|aEu;.4' The same
triple command, but in a different sequence, is found in the middle of a
longer list in the Didache, oil (jioixeiIcjek;, oil rrai8o<p0opf|OEu;, oil 7ropvEi5oEii;.4!There is little doubt that both works are using a common pattern of
originally Jewish moral instruction set in a 'two ways' framework.
Clement of Alexandria ascribes to Moses the three prohibitions exactlyas found in Barnabas,43 and Origen catalogues the same three offencesin the same order when he wishes to adduce gross violations of the law.44The Apostolic Constitutions, at this point almost certainly heir to the'two ways' pattern of parainetical instruction, arranges the same three



prohibitions in the Didache's order in its more expansive review of thelaw of life—ou hoixeuoeu;..., ou 7x<xi8o90opr|aEu;..., ou nopveuoEi?.4'The elevation of the ban on Txou8o<p0opta and nopvti'a to a rankalongside the Decalogue's prohibition of (xoixei'a almost certainly tookplace in Jewish circles exposed to the immoralities of the Greek world.44
Within the Mosaic corpus, Lev. 18:22 and 20:13 provided all the
authority that was needed to justify the ban on pederasty. What seemsclear is that Christian writers associated this prohibition which theytook over as part of the ethical legacy of Hellenistic Judaism with the
apoevoxom'oc forbidden in 1 Cor. 6:9 and 1 Tim. 1:10. Not only do wefind the trio of p.cixeta, 7topvtta and 7tou8o<p9opta paralleled by that of
pLoixtt'a, rcopvtia and apaEvoxom'a, but in Origen both threefold listingsoccur. While the meaning assigned to roxi8ocp0opla in early Christian
writings remains to be considered, the parallelism clearly excludesBoswell's interpretation of apaEvoxoma. Christian writers and teachersidentified dpcuvoxoma with by far the commonest form of active
homosexuality current in the Hellenistic world, that is, the relationshipbetween an,adult male and a youth of teenage years.4'
We have yet to consider the occurrence of dpotvoxoixtiv in the SibyllineOracles, which may be one of the earliest appearances of the word afterthe Pauline writings and may indeed derive from a period roughly con¬temporary with them. In book 2 are found the following three lines:

71 c7tEp(j.ata ptrj xXetcxeiv {7xocpdaip.oc 8'axn IXrixat
e{<; yeveoti; Ytvtcov, d<; axop7xiapov ptoxoio.
(jlti apCTEvoxoixEiv, auxo9avxEtv, (joycs ipovEUEiv.4'

They belong to a section of the book (2:56-148) which most scholarshold to be derived from the collection of Jewish-Hellenistic gnomicwisdom attached to the pseudonym of Phocylides (lines 5-79). Since,however, this block of material is present in only one branch of the
manuscript tradition, it was presumably interpolated into book 2 afterthe composition of this book, which is normally placed around themiddle of the second century A.D.4' Furthermore, lines 72-73 above are
among the twenty or so lines inserted into this material from Ps-Phocylides (in which Or.Sib. 2:71 is line 18). The latest editor of Ps-Phocylides' Sentences is inclined to assign their origin to Alexandriawithin the period 30 B.C. - 40 A.D.'° A wide variety of scholarlyhypotheses has been advanced about the poem's character and purpose.Difficulty in placing it with assurance arises largely because so much of
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it has parallels in both Jewish ethical teaching, especially the Pentateuch
and Wisdom literature of the LXX, and Greek gnomological traditions.
Van der Horst draws attention to its heavy use (in lines 9-41) of Lev. 19
as a kind of summary of the Torah, suggesting that at the beginning of
the Christian era this chapter was held to be a central one in the
Pentateuch. Although the line containing ^ dpoEvoxoixEiv is not part of
Ps-Phocylides, this writer's disapprobation of homosexual conduct,
often joined with adultery, is unmistakable:

[rr|xe yocfioxXoTXEEiv (irjx' apaEva Kurtpiv dpi'vtiv...
(jxri 7xapaPrj<; Euva; cpuaEtoc ic, Kurcpiv ocGectjxov,
ou8' auxoT? 0r)pEaat auvEuaSov apaEVEi; Euvat...
7tat8o? S'Eupiopcpou (ppoupEtv vEoxijcriov WpT)v.
tcoXXoi yap Xuaaakji ixpo? apaxva (iEiljiv Epwxo<.!'

The sentiment of the interpolated line 73 therefore accords closely with
the source of the block into which it has been inserted, and the inspira¬
tion of Leviticus may suggest a more localized connection with the part
of the block in which it is found, if the language of Lev. 18 and 20 LXX
lies behind apoEvoxoixEtv, as has been argued above. Considerations of
this kind have led some scholars to the conclusion that the Sibyllines'
text of this material preserves an earlier form of Ps-Phocylides' lines
5-79. The sequence of Or. Sib. 2:71-73 has been specifically appealed to
in support of this case."
If, however, we adhere to the consensus which regards Or. Sib.

2:56-148 as an interpolated interpolation from Ps-Phocylides, it remains
true that the insertion of lines 72-73 fits in remarkably well with the
spirit and language of Ps-Phocylides no less than of the Sibylline collec¬
tion—which is elsewhere repeatedly and emphatically hostile to male
homosexual activity." Although the restriction of book 2:56-148 to only
one family of the manuscripts would naturally lead one to suppose that
the additional insertions not derived from Ps-Phocylides were made at
the same time as the main interpolation, and therefore later than c. 150
A.D. and by a Christian hand (for it is agreed that books 1-2 of the
Sibyllines represent a Christianized revision of a Jewish original), the
block may have come to the Christian interpolator with the further
insertions, in particular lines 72-73, already present. We have suggested
the common influence of Leviticus 19 and environs on the context of
lines 72-73 and on line 73 itself. Line 72 is notably Jewish in character.



It has further been argued that lines 3-4 of Ps-Phocylides, whichimmediately precede the block incorporated into the Sibyllines, inspiredsome of the additions inserted in this block.'4 Thus yaiioxXojt£ttv (line 3cited above) is echoed in Or. Sib. 2:53 (ot 8' dyaxdjai yapiov xe,yapioxXomtov x' a7xexovxai), and pLiyx' apatva Kuxpiv 6ptveiv evoked |xr|apae.voxotxe.tv in 2:73. This is entirely plausible and prompts a speculativesuggestion about the choice, and perhaps even the very formation, ofthe word dpaevoxoixeTv. A Christian editor, when transferring a block ofmaterial from Ps-Phocylides replete with Levitical associations,transposed the patently, even offensively, secular Greek reference to
apatva Kuxpiv (i.e., originally Aphrodite) into a compound term sug¬gested by the proscription of Lev. 18:22, 20:13 LXX. It perhaps remainsmore likely that this occurrence of apoevoxoixeiv is to be ascribed to theinterpolator of the material from Ps-Phocylides, working at some dateafter c. 150 A.D., but the use of apatvoxoixtiv strengthens rather thanweakens the case for the existence of this section of the poem already inits expanded form before it found its way into one branch of theSibyllines' manuscript tradition. That is to say, the enlargement of thesection by some or all of the insertions but including at least lines 72-73may well have been carried out by a Jewish writer like Ps-Phocylideshimself. Whether this expansion belonged to the textual history of thePs-Phocylidean collection or to the Jewish, pre-Christian history ofbook 2 of the Sibyllines can only be a matter of further speculation. Thesuggestiveness of this possibility for the purpose of the present enquiryconsists in its identifying a very plausible milieu for the origination ofthe word apatvoxoixtiv, viz., a Hellenistic Jewish setting under markedLevitical inspiration seeking a decently Jewish way of speaking aboutapatva Kuxpiv.
The appearance of appevoxotxTK in a work by Rhetorius, an Egyptianastrologer of the sixth century A.D., provides no precise guidance onthe meaning of the term. It occurs twice in lists of vices generated byAphrodite in those born under the signs of the Ram and the Twins."Rhetorius' use of the word merits a mention only because one of hissources, not least in respect of this chapter, was probably Teucer ofBabylon in Egypt. Tcuccr, who wrote around the beginning of theChristian era, exerted a wide influence, but only fragments of his workare extant. They contain nothing similar to the catalogues of vicesincluding apptvoxoixt]!;."
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It remains to take account of some other occurrences of dpatvoxoix-,
especially some that Boswell has noted. One of the collection of
homilies that bears the name of Macarius of Egypt declares that the men
of Sodom did not repent £xi xf| xwv ay-iTXcov xaxrj PouXrj apptvoxotxiav tit;
auxoui; ipyaaaaSat GeXfjaavxti;." Boswell accepts this as 'probably the
earliest instance of the use of the word in a context other than prostitu¬
tion... It implies [sic!] a connection between sodomy and apptvoxoma'
(p. 353 n. 51). However, he blunts the force of this concession by
groundless philological speculation and by invoking the uncertain
authorship and date of the collection. In reality, the author can now be
placed and dated within half a century with a fair degree of assurance."
The use of dppevoxoixta by this writer clearly carries the implication of
forcible homosexual activity, almost homosexual rape.
In one of the earliest Greek penitentials, traditionally attributed to

John the Faster (Joannes Jejunator) of Constantinople (d. 595), is
encountered a use of apatvoxoma which in Boswell's view 'would seem
to preclude absolutely interpreting this word as referring to homosexual
intercourse'." In order to determine appropriate penance the priest
must enquire about the penitent's sexual activity. Amongst other things
he must ask about apatvoxom'a, of which there are three kinds, of
escalating gravity—passive, active, and both passive and active. At this
point apatvoxoixta is not defined. Boswell suggests it denotes 'anal inter¬
course', but acknowledges that semantically this is an impossible con¬
struction, and leaves it untranslated (p. 364 n. 25). The reader is given
no clue to the grounds on which Boswell finds it to mean 'anal inter¬
course'. He holds, however, that it cannot refer to homosexual activity
generically, partly because of the further occurrence shortly to be
discussed, and partly because elsewhere the priest is instructed to
enquire about other types of homosexual activity, viz., mutual mastur¬
bation (if this is what piaXaxi'a means here) and xaiSoipGopt'a. The latter
argument in itself is not conclusive in excluding 'homosexuality between
(adult) males' as the meaning of dpoevoxoixt'a. Much rests on a sentence
that comes at the end of a paragraph on incest: to pivxoi xfj? apaevoxom'ai;
(xuaoi; xoXXot xal (xtxa xwv yuvo"xwv ocuxwv txxeXouatv. Boswell again does
not translate dpatvoxoixta;, but lie clearly implies that 'their wives' arc
the sexual partners of many in apatvoxom'a. It certainly cannot be
accommodated within Boswell's standard interpretation of male pro¬
stitution; husbands can scarcely be said to serve their own wives as male
prostitutes.



Improbable though it may seem at first sight, the proper meaning of
cipcjivoxoma should probably be maintained here. The preceding
paragraph deals solely with the range of possible female partners in
male incest; there is no suggestion of mode or position of incestuous
intercourse. The writer's formula for incest is rctpixiativ tic with the
accusative of the female relative involved. Having mentioned sister,
cousin, mother-in-law and others, he comes to the peak of perversity:
tpGavouoi hi -rivt? xai p£-/_pt twv iSuov p.T)i:£pcov. "AXXo xaXtv to etc xrjv tSt'av
auveexvov, xat aXXo to etc rjv eSe^ato OuyaTepa.60 To ptevTot Tfjc apaevoxomac
x.t.X. Boswell's translation fails to bring out the difference in gram¬
matical structure between the last sentence and the rest of the
paragraph, rendering both xepixtattv etc and ixTtXouotv piera as
'commit...with'. May there not be a distinction here between etc +
accusative of the sex object and pieTtx + genitive of the companion in
sexual licence? This is how the end of the paragraph may be paraphras¬
ed: 'Incredibly enough, some men even go as far as having incestuous
intercourse with their own mothers, or some again inflict it on their own
daughter^ or goddaughters. Indeed, (would you believe it that) many
men even engage in homosexual activity in the company of their own
wives' i.e. three to a bed, or while the wives likewise indulge each other
homosexually? According to this reading of the sentence it does not
speak of another relationship of incest (how could it, if husbands and
their wives are the sexual partners?), but of another form of sexual
deviancy of the same order of gross perversity as incest with one's
mother or daughter. The advantage of this interpretation is that one
does not have to unearth a special meaning for apatvoxom'a, as Boswell
seeks to do without any real evidence. The sequence is clear enough in
the section of the text as given in Boswell's translation: questioning first
centres on heterosexual intercourse, then on apaevoxorua, next bestiality,
then masturbation (? puxXaxi'a), and finally incest. A whole paragraph
devoted to 'anal intercourse', with regard for variations of passive and
active roles and of frequency, duration and period of life, carries no
conviction in this context. Such a notion has something of the air of
irrepressible resourcefulness exemplified by Boswell's earlier comment:
'If it could be shown that "apaevo-" were the object rather than the
gender of "-xoTtou" it would certainly refer to this sort of gender inver¬
sion [i.e., women taking the active role in 'lying with men'] rather than
to homosexuality in general' (p. 345 n. 27). This is desperate reasoning.
Boswell contends that dpatvoxoiT- would not have been absent from so
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much literature about homosexuality if that is what it denoted. This
argument calls for a number of comments.
i) It is pointless to appeal to its absence from Herodotus, Plato and

Aristotle (p. 345) since it is patent that the word did not come into use

until about the first century A.D., nor from Philo unless he should have
been expected to originate it.
ii) It is clear from the evidence cited by Boswell in support of his con¬

tention (pp. 345-349) that the Greeks had no lack of terms to designate
homosexuality. Chrysostom used 'dozens of words and phrases', and
Clement of Alexandria employed 'at least thirteen different
expressions'.
iii) Some of the writers whose silence Boswell invokes should be

excluded from his catalogue of supporting witnesses. For example, he
asserts that the Didache 'quotes much of the list of sinners in 1 Corin¬
thians 6:9; conspicuous by their absence are the words "piaXaxoi'"'and
"dpaevoxotTou" ' (p. 346), whereas by the common consent of scholar¬
ship the work betrays no sign of a knowledge of Paul's letters. It may
indeed, at least for the chapter in question, have been written earlier
than 1 Corinthians. For a different reason Minucius Felix should be

ignored. It is clear that he deliberately avoids citing Scripture." The
same probably holds for another African apologist cited by Boswell,
Arnobius, although his knowledge of the Bible is altogether more uncer¬
tain than Minucius's. For a similar reason Ausonius's failure to cite 1

Cor. 6:9 or 1 Tim. 1:10 is scarcely pertinent. The Christian content of
his writings is at best so elusive that it has long been debated whether he
was a Christian or a pagan.

iv) Boswell underestimates the use of dpatvoxoiT- in Christian writers.
'One would certainly expect to find such a word among other Christian
writers in Greek, yet one looks for it in vain among all the discussions of
homosexual relations' (p. 346). To some extent the argument is circular.
By refusing to allow that the term denotes homosexuality, except in the
sense of male prostitution with males, he has disqualified it from taking
part in such discussions. But he also omits its use by Hippolytus in one
of the clearest texts of all, he fails to notice or mention citations of 1
Cor. 6:9 or uses of the term by Irenaeus, Methodius, Theodoret and the
Acts of John,6' and he underplays its use by Eusebius and Chrysostom.
The latter merits separate treatment. Most of the evidence for Eusebius
has already been given," but criticism must be made of Boswell's state¬
ment that 'Eusebius quotes Romans 1:26-27 almost verbatim, ex-



coriating homosexual relations in all their manifestations, yet nowhere
does he employ the word which supposedly means "homosexual" in
Paul's writings' (p. 346). This turns out to refer solely to Dem. Evang.4:10, a passage which at most alludes to Rom. 1:26-27, if that.'4 Indeed,
a citation of any New Testament text would have been quite out of
place, for Eusebius is summarising the instructions given to Israel
through Moses.
v) Chrysostom is Boswell's star witness. The prosecutor deserves to be

heard at length before some rejoinder is entered:

Saini John Chrysostom probably wrote more about the subject of same-sex sex¬
uality than any other pre-Freudian writer except Peter Damian. In dozens of workshe discusses or mentions it. Greek was his native language, the patristic Greek of the
later Empire, thoroughly imbued with the Koine of the New Testament. His writingsabound with New Testament references, and he quotes from all the Pauline epistleswith accuracy and facility. Yet among the dozens of words and phrases used byChrysostom to name, describe, or characterize homosexual relations, neither
"dtpotvoxoixoi" nor any derivative of it occurs in any of these writings. This absenceis particularly notable in several instances where the use of the word would seemalmost inevitable if it were indeed related to homosexuality: in his commentary onRomans 1:26, for instance where he quotes 1 Corinthians 6:18 in a discussion ofRoman homosexual behavior but does not refer to the place in the text only njneverses before where homosexuality is allegedly mentioned by name (see text in app.2). It is even more striking that in discussing the supposedly homosexual activities ofthe people of Sodom, he quotes directly from the list of sins in I Corinthians 6:9 and1 Timothy 1:10,' yet he does not mention the one word which translators would have
us believe refers specifically to homosexuality.
All this is convincing enough, but the final proof lies in the fact that after writingso copiously on the subject of homosexual relations in every exegetical work wherethe text could possibly suggest a connection—e.g., Genesis 19, Romans 1—and even

some which do not—Titus, fqr instance—Chrysostom does not mention so much as
one word about homosexuality when expounding on the very places where
"apotvoxoixai" occurs; in his commentaries on 1 Corinthians 6:9 and 1 Timothy 1:10there is not a hint about sexual activity between persons of the same sex. In fact on
several occasions Chrysostom copied out the list of sins from Corinthians and
actually omitted the one word which is claimed to mean homosexual;b consideringhis feelings on the subject, abundantly evidenced in many works, it is virtuallyinconceivable that he would have done so had he understood the term to refer towhat he had elsewhere called "the worst of all sins."

'De perfecla carilale 8 (po, 56:290). It is unlikely that it could be coincidencerather than quotation for such unusual words as "nXtovtxxai" and "otpxaytc" to oc¬cur together with "poiyou" Note that in his commentary on Titus he quotes thewhole list of sins from 1 Cor. 6:9 verbatim in the same paragraph in which hediscusses the homosexual excesses of the Sodomites: but he docs not use the word"dpotvoxoixai" or any form of it to name these excesses, contenting himself insteadwith the circumlocution "xatolv fxtpai'vovxo," and establishing no connection be¬
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tween the apatvoxoitai and the Sodomites (In epislolarn ad Titum 3.5 [po, 62:693)).
Cf. homily 43 on Genesis 3 (pg, 54:399-400) and 42 on Matthew 3 (pg, 57:449).
bE.g., homilies 16 and 37 (pg, 61:135, 317).

There arc several inaccuracies in these paragraphs, which provide a
revealing example of Boswell's type of exposition:

a) His statement that 'neither "dpaivoxoFrou" nor any derivative of it
occurs in any of these writings' is corrected by his own n. 34 on the same

page. Not only does Chrysostom cite 1 Cor. 6:9 in full in his fifth homi¬
ly on Titus," but in his homily on the passage itself he comments that
many were critical that Paul placed the drunkard and the curser

alongside the poixo;, ^xatpr)xa>? and o apotvoxoTtoi;.6'
b) According to Boswell, in De perfecta caritate 7-8 (PG 56, 288-290)

Chrysostom discusses the homosexuality of the Sodomites, 'quotes
directly from' the list of sins in 1 Cor. 6:9 and 1 Tim. 1:10 but does not
use apatvoxoTxai. This last point is true. After stressing that the one of¬
fence of the Sodomites was that they xaialv £xc(xai'vovTo, some thirty lines
later he comes to talk further about divine punishment, in this life and
the next. He mentions Pharaoh and the Egyptians and the captivity of
Israel. Why are some punished here and not others? o( ptv xuv poixwv
•upcopouvxai, ol 8c xeXtUTwaiv dcTtpcopTpoi; xoaot -cupPoopux01 Bitcpuyov; xoaoi
Xr)crcod; n6aot rcXcovcx-cai; xbaoi apnayci;; Does the use of poixwv, xXcovtxtai
and apxayci; constitute direct quotation from 1 Cor. 6:9-10? (None of
Chrysostom's language here is found in 1 Tim. 1:10). The whole con¬
struction of the passage is quite different from Boswell's summary."

c) It is difficult to see why in his Homil. on Titus 5:4 {PG 62, 693-694)
Chrysostom should quote 1 Cor. 6:9 between a reference to the punish¬
ment of the Sodomites solely because they xouaiv (xtpawovro and a
rebuke to those of his hearers o! toT? ptv apptatv 0T)Xu'ai; piyvuptvoi if
the connexion did not hinge on dpaevoxotrai. He may not say in so many
words 'the Sodomites were apatvoxoTukt' but the implication is clear
enough and alone makes sense of the citation.
d) 'On several occasions', asserts Boswell, Chrysostom copied out the

list of sins from 1 Cor. 6:9-10 but omitted dpocvoxoEou. Only two
examples are given in the footnote, one of which is the homily on 1 Cor.
6, on which, as we have seen, Boswell is mistaken. The other occasion
offers a partial citation ('Do not be mistaken: neither xopvoi nor paXaxoi'
will inherit the kingdom of God') in the context of a discussion about
Paul's authority as a teacher. 1 have come across no other instance that
bears out Boswell's contention.



Yet there is no doubt that Chrysostom rarely used dpaevoxotx-. But is
one justified in supposing that his use of it in commenting on Rom. 1:26
'would seem almost inevitable' if it denoted homosexuality?"The homi¬
ly itself gives an uncompromising, unambiguous and extended indict¬
ment of the vice. Is it surprising that in his homily on 1 Tim. 1 he makes
no allusion to homosexual activity? He does not explain or discuss any
of the sins listed in 1 Tim. 1:10, but would it not be foolish to detect in
this exercise of homiletic liberty anything whatsoever about
Chrysostom's attitude to any of its catalogue of sins?"
What is the force of this argument from linguistic silence of which

Boswell makes so much (and which he has considerably exaggerated)?'0
Romans 1:26-27 provided a much more explicit biblical condemnation,
and 7tcu5cMp0op(a a term which more closely specified the prevalent form
of male homosexual activity in the Greco-Roman world." Failure to use
a particular word may indicate any number of things, e.g., greater
familiarity with other words or phrases, and reluctance to use a word
which, in this instance, clearly never became part of everyday speech
and retained a certain technical character. Of itself non-use reveals
nothing about a word's meaning; only use clarifies meaning. And
Boswell has signally failed to demonstrate any use of apatvoxoi'xTK etc. in
which it patently does not denote male homosexual activity. The only
possibility is the occurrence in John the Faster, where even Boswell has
to resort to a wholly unprecedented meaning. This appearance of the
term can therefore scarcely be regarded as determinative for its other
occurrences, which are sufficiently revealing to put its meaning beyond
doubt.

Professor Boswell devotes only very limited attention to the evidence
of the early versions for the meaning of apatvoxoTxai.72 The three most
significant versions are the Latin, Syriac and Coptic. For the pre-
Vulgate Latin translations of the term a critical presentation of the
evidence is available only for 1 Tim. 1:10." The main preference is for
masculorum concubitores, with concubitores alone and stupratores (or
puerorum stupratores) also indicated. Citations of 1 Cor. 6:9 show a
similar preference in the early Latin version of Irenaeus' Adversus
Haereses, in Tertullian, Gregory of Elvira, Ambrosiaster and Pelagius,
but Cyprian's two quotations have masculorum appetitores
(adpetitores).1' The latter clearly reflects an understanding of
apatvoxoixai in which apaevo- is the object of the second half of the word,
and the same is implied by masculorum concubitores. The latter word

seems to be a coinage of early Christian Latin, and the phrase was

scarcely used at all in the early centuries outside of a biblical sphere of
reference. In its usage there is nothing to support Boswell's assertion
that 'to a Latin speaker the phrase would clearly imply acts of prostitu¬
tion rather than sexual inclination' (p. 348).
For the Old Syriac version of the New Testament other than the

Gospels only quotations provide evidence. The Peshitta text of 1 Cor.
6:9, 1 Tim. 1:10 breaks dpatvoxoTxai into three words, literally 'those
who lie with men'. This appears to be a direct translation of the Greek
word. Confirmation that Syriac speakers read the word in this way is
provided by the evidence advanced earlier from Bardesanes and
Eusebius's Greek version of part of his text, and from the Syriac
translation of Aristides' Apology which may be dated c. 350 A.D. and
therefore antedates the Peshitta."
Like the Syriac, the Coptic versions in both the Sahidic and Bohairic

dialects render the Greek word by two Coptic words 'lying (or sleeping)
with-males'." There is no ambiguity about the interpretation of
dpotvoxoaai in the Coptic Churches of the third and fourth centuries.
The result is that none of the three primary versions of the New Testa¬
ment affords any support for Boswell's thesis."
This enquiry has concentrated on the use of apaivoxoi'xTK etc., and on

its supposed linguistic form. An alternative approach to its meaning in
the New Testament would examine the background to the lists of vices
in which it appears in 1 Cor. 6:9 and 1 Tim. 1:10. There is no lack of
literature on this subject and no point in retracing well-trodden paths."
Most previous studies conclude that the kinds of lists encountered in our

two verses developed in late Judaism exposed to strong Hellenistic
influences, but they have failed to produce a comparable list in which
dpoevoxoi'xTK or its equivalent appeared prior to 1 Corinthians." Never¬
theless, that Hellenistic Jewish writings unambiguously condemned the
homosexuality encountered among the Greek world is not in doubt.10 At
the same time the moral philosophers of the Hellenistic era were increas¬
ingly coming to question homosexual indulgence. The presumption is
thus created that apaivoxom'a came into use, under the influence of the
LXX of Leviticus, to denote that homoerotic vice which Jewish writers
like Philo, Josephus, Paul and Ps-Phocylides regarded as a signal token
of pagan Greek depravity. It is not apparent that investigation of the
sources of the New Testament's Lasterkataloge serves to establish fur¬
ther than this the meaning of the term. But it is probably significant that



■ - uovw aiiu uompatabie phrases used by Philo, Josephus and Ps-
Phocylides" spoke generically of male activity with males rather than
specifically categorized male sexual engagement with noilSe?. It is dif¬
ficult to believe that dpotvoxoma was intended to indict only the com¬
monest Greek relationship involving an adult and a teenager. The inter-
changeability demonstrated above between dpoevoxom'a and ^ai8o<p0op[a
argues that the latter was encompassed within the former. A broader
study of early Christian attitudes to homosexuality would confirm this.

Notes

' This is I lie subtitle of John Boswell's Christianity, Social Tolerance, and Homosexuali¬
ty (Chicago and London 1980). The fruits of the research that lie beyond the book had
some influence on the literature on the subject before it was published. A mention in V.P.
Furnish's The Moral Teaching of Paul (Nashville 1979) 83, indicates that it was earlier
scheduled for publication by Professor Boswell's own university's press at New Haven
under the title Ganymede in Exile: Medieval Christianity, Homosexuality and Intolerance.
Boswell's reinterpretations were extensively adopted by J. J. McNeill, The Church and the
Homosexual (London 1977). See n. 59 below. Furnish's rendering of the two words is
worth quoting (p. 70)—'men who assume the female role in sex, men who have sex with
them'.
' Appendix 1, pp. 335-353 (pp. 341-353 on dpotvoxot-tat). The previous year Fred
Craddock in 'How Does the New Testament Deal with the Issue of Homosexuality?',
Encounter 40 (1979) 197-208, had dared to write that [he philological approach to the texts
'has by this time yielded all its fruits' (p. 198)1
1 This scarcely needs documentation, but cf. TDNT 6, 579-595; NIDNTT I, 497-501.
Elsewhere Boswell recognizes 'some ambiguity about the Greek word "nopvtla" ' (p. 103;cf. p. 341), and that in Koine Greek it often meant simply 'fornication' (p. 344). For the
shift in the meaning of nipvo? and nopviutiv in New Testament and Christian usage, cf. H.D. Jocelyn, 'A Greek Indecency and Its Students: AAIKAZEIN', Proc. ofCamb. Philol.
Soc. 206 (1980) 12-66 at p. 29, cf. p. 25.

Despite the fact that E. A. Sophocles' Greek Lexicon of the Roman and ByzantinePeriods (from B.C. 146 to A.D. /100) (Memorial edition, New York 1887), p. 253, s.v.
dpotvoxomrK made the connection with Lev. 18:22 LXX.
' Dem. Evang. 4:10:6 (PG 22, 276; GCS 23, 165). Boswell's reference (Praep. Evang.
4:16, PG 21, 276) is inaccurate in three particulars (p. 102 n. 37). Such faults are regret¬
tably frequent in his work.
• Dem. Evang. 1:6:67 (PG 22, 65; GCS 23, 33). Cf. too Dem. Evang. 1:6:33 (PG 22, 56;
GCS 23, 27-28): Inusa ou <poviunv, ou goixtutiv, oil xXfn-rtiv, oux (niopxtTv, oux apptvac i'pptotv
1mpat'vtaQai... ou8' Saa xoiauia toTc s6st TtpdxTtiv (Fnv, dfdPwt; ovvtytopti.' Praep. Evang. 13:20:7 (GCS 43:2, 251-252).
' Ap. Const. 6:28 (PG I, 984; ed. F. X. Funk, Didascalia et Constitutiones
Apostolorum, vol. 1 (Paderborn 1905) 375-377. Boswell's reference (p. 103 n. 42) is
incomplete.

' Ap. Const. 7:2 (PG 1, 1000; ed. Funk, p. 390) indirectly confirms the continuing
validity of the Levitical ban. The commands that spell out 'the way of life' include ' "You
shall not corrupt boys (natSo90opr|otu;)", for this wickedness is contrary to nature, and
arose from Sodom.'
'• Adv. Marc. 1:29:4 (CCL 1, 473).
11 Homil. in Levil. II (SC 287, I42ff.). Origen did not deal with Lev. 18 at all.
" Comment, in Rom. 4:4 (PG 14, 973). No critical edition of this work exists. According
to the eighteenth-century edition of C. Delarue reproduced in Migne, the text is not certain
(loc. cit., n. 78), but Biblia Patrislica, vol. 3: Origene (Paris 1980), p. 82, takes it as a
reference to Lev. 18:22.
" Jeremy du Q. Adams in Speculum 56 (1981) 351.
" P. Kretschmer and E. Locker, Riickltiufiges WOrterbuch der griechischen Sprache,
with suppl. by G. Kisser (GOttingen 1963) 272; C. D. Buck and W. Petersen, A Reverse
Index of Greek Nouns and Adjectives (Chicago 1944) 556. These comments on the com¬

pounds of -xovrric etc., ignore chronological and geographical variations of usage. They
merely seek to find out whether prima facie evidence can be found to support Boswell's
contention. Boswell's comment (p. 344 and n. 24) about jtapaxo(TT)i; does not alter this con¬
clusion. The occurrences he records do not clearly support his contention. Cf. Peter Zaas,
'1 Corinthians 6:9ff; Was Homosexuality Condoned in the Corinthian Church?', Society
of Biblical Literature 1979 Seminar Papers, vol. 2, ed. P. J. Achtemeier (SBL Seminar
Papers Series, 17; Missoula 1979) 205-212, at p. 208: 'Of the two [malakos and a.],
arsenokoitSs is the easiest to define, at least by its etymology, "one who lies with a man."'
But Zaas is wrong when he goes on to claim that most examples of the word are found in
the moral literature of Hellenistic Judaism and from the synergistic astrological literature
(p. 209), and in his attempt to associate it with idolatry.
" Kretschmer and Locker, pp. 40 (-xoma), 495, 711 (-xoitoc), 591, 715 (-xoctiw); Buck
and Petersen, pp. 163 (-xoma), 491 (-xoiio<). Together they list 26 compounds of -xoi-toi;, 12
of -xoitfa, and 18 (Kretschmer and Locker alone) of -xotWw.
'• Boswcll suggests (p. 343 n. 20) that aSiXcpoxoma yields the same meaning whether
diStX^o- is the object or the subject of -xoma. It is attested solely in Theophilus of Antioch,
Ad Autolycum 1:9, 3:6 (PG 6, 1037 (not 1023, as Boswell), 1129;SC 20, 76, 214). On the
first occasion it is charged against Jupiter together with poixn'a and naiSoipOopi'a. On the
second Epicurus and the Stoics are accused of inculcating it and dpptvo[3aoia. Since a few
lines previously Epicurus is credited with counselling men xai pTytpaoi xo'1 <*81X9015
ounpiyvuoSai, the objective force of 0181X90- in 081X90x011(0 is clearly implied. This would
agree with the semantics of most other compounds with 001X90-. At one point Boswcll
claims (p. 343 n. 19) that, had Paul used dv8poxoiia< instead of dpotvoxoiiai, it would not
have been ambiguous. This seems to rest on the assumption that whereas dvSpo- is clearly a
noun stem, dpotvo- may be either a noun or an adjective. This is not the case. If composites
of dpotvo- are of uncertain meaning, the uncertainty is not rooted here. The dpotvo-prefix is
a noun stem. In any case, there are compounds of av8po-, such as dv8p<SPouXo< and dvSp<S-
9pwv, in which it is not the object of the second part but qualifies it like an adjective.
" Compounds of dpotvo- and dppivo- are rarely discussed in the specialist literature. P.
Chantraine, Dictionnaire Etymologique de la Langue Grecque. Histoire des Mots, vol. 1
(Paris 1968) 116, translates dpotvoxoi'rris as 'pederaste', and merely comments that most of
the dpotvo- composites are of a technical character and often late.
" Anthologia Palatina 9:686 line 5; Anthologie Grecque, pt. I: Anthologie Palatine,



vol. 8 (Ltvre IX, Epigr. 359-827), edd. P. Waltz and G. Soury (Paris 1974) 138, which
gives the translation 'tu n'as pas k craindre les mSles qui partagent la couche d'autres
males'. The translation by W. R. Paton in the Loeb Classical Library edilion, vol. 3 (1917)
380-381, is blunter: 'fear the barbarian or sodomites'. Boswell (p. 342 n. 17) gives the date
wrongly as the sixth century.
"

. Homil. 4:22 (PG 34, 489; ed. H. DOrries et al., Die 50 geistlichen Homilien des
Makarios, Patristische Texte und Studien, 4 (Berlin 1964) 42. Since the sin of the
Sodomites is here described as attempted appivoxoma, Boswell's interpretation of the word
cannot stand on this occasion.
In addition to these two occurrences, the otppevoxoiT- form also appears in a homily
ascribed to Cyril of Alexandria (n. 38 below) and in the astrologer Rhetorius (n. 55
below). A total of four occurrences is not insignificant for a word of such limited currency
overall.
" The fullest discussion is by Jacob Wackcrnagel, 'Hcllcnislica', in Programm znr
akadcmischen Preisverleilung (GOttingen 1907) 3-27, reprinted in Kleine Schri/len, vol. 2
(GOttingen 1953) 1034-1058, at 1043-1056. See also A. Thumb, Die Griechische Spracheim Zeilalter des Hellenismus. Beitrdge zur Geschichte und Beurieilung der KOINH (1901;
r.p., New York 1974) 77-78; Eduard Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik, vol. 1, Hand-
buch der Altertumswissenschaft 11:1:1 (Munich 1939) 284-286; M. Lejeune, Trail# de
Phonelique Grecque ('Paris 1955) 106-109; S. B. Psaltes, Grammatik der Byzantinischen
Chroniken. Forschungen zur Griechischen und Lateinischen Grammatik, 2 (GOttingen
1913) 90-91; C,, D. Buck, The Greek Dialects (Chicago 1955) 59; F. Blass, A. Dcbrunner,R. W. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian
Literature (Cambridge and Chicago 1961) 19; F. T. Gignac, A Grammar of the Greek
Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods. Testi e Documenti per lo Studio dell'
Antichiti, LV, vol. I (Milan, n.d.) 142-144, vol.2 (1981) 140-141. Gignac lists further
literature.
" Bosweil, p. 343, speaks misleadingly of 'the general orthographic shift from Attic
"appnv" to Hellenistic "5p<rr)v" (Old Attic)', having misunderstood a brief statement in R.
Browning, Medieval and Modern Greek (London 1969) 31.
" Polycarp, Philipp. 5:3 quotes 1 Cor. 6:9, likewise Clement of Alexandria, Paidag.3:81 (SC 158, 156). On another occasion Clement quotes 1 Cor. 6:9ff.at Strom. 3:18:109
(GCS 52, 246) with the introduction ia! 5i rfjc napa tov xavova rjSovric pf) nXavaadt f-qaiv...lrenaeus quotes I Cor. 6:9 in Adv. Haer. 4:27:4 (SC 100', 748ff.) and 5:11:1 (SC 153,
136f.), but his original Greek is not extant (Latin masculorum concubilores). Methodius,De Resurr. 1:60, 2:4 (GCS 27, 324, 336) twice quotes 1 Cor. 6:9, but without further clari¬
fying the meaning of our term. Origen quotes the text in whole or part on a number of
occasions: Comm. on Matt. 13:28 (Latin only—masculorum concubitoribus), 14:10 (GCS40, 256, 299); Fragm. e Catenis in I Cor. fr. 27 (ed. C. Jenkins, JTS 9, 1908, 369); Ep. adamicos Alexandrine, apud Jerome Apol. con. Rufinum 2:18 (PL 23, 462—Latin
only—masculorum concubitores)-, Homil. on Jerem. 20:3 (SC 238, 262ff.); Dialog, withHeracl. 10 (SC 67, 76); Homil. on Levit. 4:4 (SC 286, 172—Latin only—masculorum con¬
cubitores). 1 Tim. 1:9-10 is quoted in Comm. on Rom. 4:4 (PG 14, 973—Latin
only—masculorum concubitoribus).
" The Acts of John 36 includes 6 dpaevoxottric among those whom punishment awaits
(Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha, edd. R. A. Lipsius, M. Bonnet, vol. 2:1 (1898; r.p.

Hildesheim, New York 1972) 169). Biblia Patristica, vol. 3 p. 24, indicates that the occur¬
rence of dpotvoxoiTttv printed among Origen's Fragmenta e Catenis in Proverbia on Prov.
7:12 in PG 17, 181, does not belong to those sections of the catena to be ascribed, not
without some uncertainty, to Origen. Boswell, p. 350 n. 43, inclines to find in the passage
'an equation of "apoevoxorrat" with "yuvouxcc axiptot", i.e., female prostitutes'. At most it
implies that they share condemnation with Tfic ocTt'pou Yuvatx8<. The operative sentence
reads: 01 piv iv Tone nXottlotc peppopivot poiytto^ xoi nopvn'ac xai xXorrfji; XapPavouoi Xoyiopouc
ol Si Rto tout tov ptpPoptvoi, Ta< napa cpuotv r|5ova{ ptTtpyoviou, opotvoxotTtiv ixiipycouvTtc, xoi
aXXtoV Ttvtov axayopcuopcvtov xpaypattov tpavTOalat; XapPavovrcov.
" Apol. 9:8-9, ed. J. R. Harris and J. Armitage Robinson, Texts and Studies 1:1
(Cambridge 1891) 105. The sentence containing oppivopovtu; is relegated lo the appar. crit.
by E. J. Goodspeed, Die tUtesten Apologeten (GOttingen 1914) 12, and J. Geffcken, Zwei
griechische Apologeten (Leipzig and Berlin 1907) 13-14. However the Syriac text (ed. Har¬
ris and Robinson, p. (13)) includes two references to 'sleeping with men' (ET ibid., p. 42).
The Syriac word is the noun form of the verb used in the Peshitta text of Lev. 18:22,
20:13. For this and other help with Syriac I am greatly indebted to Dr. A. P. Hayman.
" Apol. 13:7 (again Boswell's reference is wrong, p. 350), ed. Goodspeed, p. 18; ed.
Harris and Robinson, p. 109; ed. Geffcken, p. 21. Boswell argues that apotvoxouia cannot
mean homdsexual behaviour because in the Roman Empire of the second century no laws
in any city debarred them. But as Geffcken, p. 80, shows, Aristides' argument was already
a commonplace in pagan, Jewish and Christian writers.
" P. 351 n. 45. Boswell claims here that ipptvopoma in classical Greek applies mainly to
males but in patristic Greek almost exclusively to females. Again evidence is hard to come

by. The lexicons of Sophocles and Lampe list only one occurrence, in a late work (seventh
century at the earliest) falsely ascribed to Caesarius the brother of Gregory of Nazianzus
(Dialog. 139, PG 38, 1044—appivopavouotov yuvcuxwv). Liddell-Scott-Jones give only one
secular usage, in an epitome of the fourth-century astrological work of Hephaestion of
Thebes, in which apptvopavqc is the equivalent of fivSpaot ovvtpxtSpivoc, Apotelesmalica
1:1:18 (ed. D. Pingree, vol. I, Bibliolheca Teubneriana, Leipzig, 1973, p. 16) and Epil.
IV, 1.107 (ed. Pingree, vol. 2, 1974, p. 147). Boswell also implies in the same note that the
LXX usage of the term applies it to females, whereas it does not occur in the LXX. (No
compound of clpptvo- occurs in the LXX, solely the derivative appevtoSto?, 2 Macc. 10:35;
see E. Hatch, H. A. Redpath, A Concordance lo the Septuagint, vol. 1, Oxford, 1897, p.
160). Boswell later acknowledges that in Chrysostom 7| xocta ciiv appivtov pavia stands for
male homosexual passion (p. 360 n. 18). Cognates of pavta are used to similar purpose in
Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius and Chrysostom.
" See Liddell-Scott-Jones, s. vv.; Lampe, s.vv. Boswell quotes (with another incorrect
reference) Justin, 2 Apol. 12:5, Atoc 8i xal aXXwv flttov pipr|Ta! yivtiptvoi iv Tip avSpoPotTttv,
but nothing in Justin secures his interpretation of 'rape of males by males'. For a similar
critique cf. Tatian, Adv. Graecos 10—a god who makes Ganymede his cupbearer and tt|v
7tou5tpa<TTi'av oipvuvtTai.
" Refut. Omn. Haer. 5:26:22-23 (GCS 26, 130).
" See n. 6 above.
" Boswell is left with the task of showing where Moses forbade male prostitution serving
women. He suggests (in another incomplete reference, p. 351 n. 46) that Eusebius's
opotvoxoiTttv may be an allusion to Deut. 23:18 LXX, but the word there is xopviuuv, not
apotvoxoiTtfv.



" Cf. as a close parallel in Praep. Evang. 1:4:6 (GCS 43:1, 16), pT|S' appiva< appiotv

impai'vioBat xai xai; 7tapa tpuoiv rj&ovai; ptxUvat.
" See n. 5 above.
" The Book of the Laws of Countries (Dialogue on Fate), ed. and lr. H. J. W. Drijvers
(Semitic Texts with Translations, III: Asscn, 1965), pp. 47, 49, 53, 61 ('Our (Christian)
brothers who live in Gaul do not marry with men'—unlike their I'cllow-Gauls, cf. p. 53).
" Praep. Evang. 6:10:25 (GCS 43:1, 339); parallel Syriac text, ed. Drijvers, p. 46. Male
prostitution is obviously excluded. Elswhere Bardesanes uses two other expressions,
literally 'marry the men as wives' (Drijvers, pp. 48-49), and 'take males' as partners in
marriage (ibid., pp. 52-53, 60-61).
" Ad Autolyc. 1:2 (SC 20, 60)—Show me yourself, ti oux t! poixoc, it oux it nopvoc, ti oux
it dpaivoxoixxy;; 1:14 (SC 20, 91)—for those who are full of potxitouc xai icopvitat; xai
apoivoxom'aic there awaits wrath.
" Comm. on Matt. 14:10 (GCS 40, 299. The first four here appear in a slightly different
sequence in Fragm. e Catenis in I Cor. fr. 27, ed. C. Jenkins, JTS 9, 1908, p. 369—7t6pvoc,
poix<k, paXaxoc, apoivoxotxat.) Ep. ad amicos Alexandriae, cited n. 22 above. Cf. Homil.
on Jerem. 20:3 (SC 238, 262 ff.).
" Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. 4:22:9 (GCS 44(19), 252).
" Homil. Div. 14 (PG 77, 1087-1088—yet another wrong reference in Boswell, p. 353 n.

51). The homily may be by Cyril's uncle and predecessor as bishop, Theophilus, who died
in A.D. 412.
» Ep. II. 282 (PG 79, 341).
*° Sacra Parall. litt. n, tit. xi (PG 88, 248).
" Ep. Barn. 19:4 (SC 172, 198).
" Did. 2:2 (SC 248, 148).
" Paidag. 2:10:89 (SC 108, 174). Cf. Protr. 10:108:5 (SC 2, 176): 'And what are the
laws? "You shall not kill, ou poixiuan<, ou naiSwpOopfiom;, you shall not steal....".'
" Fragm. c Calcnis in Feodum, on lixod. 12:15 (PG 12, 284): A xi>v flXuv (~)k)< d
Xpxi(iux(Ca)v xouc vApouc, cue AXoOpiun poixov, tac AXoOpiuu jxdpvov, tic AXoOpiuu 7tat8o90opov ...

" Ap. Const. 7:2:10 (ed. Funk, p. 390). See also the discussion above of 6:28:1-2 (Funk,
pp. 375-377), where 'the sin of the Sodomites' (here called Jtai5o<p0opia) against nature is
contrasted with potxit'a and nopvita which are against law. Cf. the Sahidic Statutes of the
Apostles 6 (tr. G. Horner, The Statutes of the Apostles, London, 1904, p. 297), which
records the three prohibitions in the same sequence.

07 Cf. J. P. Audet, La Didachi. Instructions des Apdtres (Paris 1958) 286-287. The first
occurrence of nai5o?0Apoi; may be that in the Testament of Levi 17:11 (The Testament of
the Twelve Patriarchs: A Critical Edition of the Creek Text. Pseudepigr. Vet. Test.
Graece, 1:2 (Leiden, 1978), ed. M. de Jonge, p. 45), where it occurs in a list of vices
between avApot, aoiXytic and xxTivoqiOopoi (= bestiality). However in both date and
provenance this may not be far distant from the Didache (cf. J. DaniAlou, The Theology
of Jewish Christianity, London, 1964, 12-16). The word is not used by Philo or Josephus.
" Cf. K. J. Dover, Creek Homosexuality (London 1978) esp. pp. 16, 85-87; L. P.
Wilkinson, Classical Attitudes to Modern Issues (London 1978) 116-117, 121. Relation¬
ships were generally entered into between young men and teenagers of 12-18 years.
Ksvipiw'al desire ot [sinners of the same age group was almost unknown in Greek
homosexuality. The relationship was essentially that of the ruler and the ruled, which
helps to explain why aatc was used of the younger partner even when reaching adult
height.

" Or. Sib. 2:71-73 (GCS 8, 30, ed. Geffcken). Boswell's reference is wrong, p. 350 n. 42.
" A. Kurfess in E. Hennecke, W. Schneemelcher, R. McL. Wilson, New Testament
Apocrypha, vol. 2 (London 1965) 707-708; J. H. Charlesworth, The Pseudepigrupha and
Modern Research SBL Septuagint and Cognate Studies, 7 (Missoula 1976) 185.
,u P. W. Van dcr Horst, The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides. Studia in Veteris
Tcstamcnti Pscudcpigrapha, 4 (Leiden 1978) 81-82. P. Dcrron, who is producing a new
edition for the Collection des Universitaires de France has recorded his opinion that its
provenance is a Jewish-Greek environment in Egypt probably in the first century A.D.,
Tnventaire des manuscrits du Pseudo-Phocylide', Rev. d'hist. des textes 10 (1980) 237-247
at p. 237.
" Lines 3, 190-191, 213-214 (ed. Van der Horst, pp. 110-111,237-239, 250-251, with
ample documentation).
" E.g., A. Kurfess, 'Das Mahngedicht des sogenannten Phokylides im zweiten Buch der
OraculaSibyllina', ZW38 (1939), pp. 171-181, at pp. 172-174: 'Das Verstdndnis von Or.
Sib. 1171 (= Phok. 18) ist also durch V. 73 pr) apotvoxotxiiv vermittelt, wahrend der Vers
bei Ps.-Phokylides eigentlich in der Luft hSngt und kaum verstSndlich ist.' But Kurfess
bases his case at this point too heavily on a strained reading of on(ppaxa pr; xXLunv. This
phrase has given rise to varied interpretations and emendations; cf. Van der Horst, pp.
124-125.
" Or. Sibyl. 3:185-187 (apoxiv 5' oipoivi 7tXT)aidoit ertf|ciouoi' xt xaiSac / ataxpot; iv xiyiiaat),
3:596-597 (xouSi npo< dpaivixouc rtalSa.; ptyvuvxat avayvwc / Saoa xt <bo(vixic), 3:764 (poix'iac
xnpuXafo xa! apaivoc axpixov iuvf|v), 5:166-167 (poixifai napa aot xai nat'Saiv pilpc aBiapoc; /
BriXuyivric aStxo< xi), 5:387f. (GCS 8, 57-58, 79, 87, 112, 123).
" A. Dieterich, Nekyia: Beilrdge zur Erkldrung der neuenideckten Petrusapokalypse
(Leipzig, 1893), pp. 182-183.
" Catalogus Codicum Aslrologorum Graecorum, vol. 8, pt. 4. Codicum Parisinorum, 4
(Brussels 1922) 196.
" Ibid., 115-116. The fragments arc given in F. Boll, Sphaera. Ncuv Cricchische Tcxte
und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der Sternbdder (Leipzig 1903) 5ff., 16ff., 3Iff. On
Rhetorius and his sources see also W. Gundel, Dekane undDekanslernbilder. Ein Beitrag
zur Geschichte der Sternbilder der KulturvOlker, Studien der Bibliothek Warburg, 19
(Gliickstadt and Hamburg 1936) 411-412, 416-417. Der Kleine Pauly vol. 5 (Munich 1975),
col. 636, places Teucer probably in the first century B.C., but Gundel in Pauly-Wissowa,
vol. 5.A, cols. 1132-1134, puts him in the first Christian century.
" See n. 19 above.
" See W. Jaeger, Two Rediscovered Works ofAncient Christian Literature: Gregory of
Nyssa and Macarius (Leiden 1954) 208-230. Jaeger established Macarius's indebtedness to

Gregory of Nyssa, which further questions the earlier thesis of Macarius's affinities with
Messalianism. The homilies are ascribed to one Symeon in part of the tradition. Jaeger
concludes that the unknown writer flourished around the mid-fifth century in the Near
East, probably in the Syrian region. The edition by Hermann Dbrries el al., op. cit., pp.
ix-x, has nothing to add on this question. It continues to ascribe the collection to the
Messalian Symeon, and takes no account of Jaeger. Heinz Berthold's edition of other
works of Macarius (Makarios/Symeon Reden und Briefe, vol. 1:1; GCS, 1973, ixff.)
places the author in Syrian monastic circles towards the end of the fourth or the beginning
of the fifth century, and maintains the Messalian connexion.



" P. 364 n. 26. Cf. p. 353 n. 51, and pp. 363-365, where Boswcll gives an English transla¬tion of the section from PG 88, 1893, 1896. McNeill, op. cil. (n. I above), p. 53, followsBoswell here and describes this use as of the utmost importance for understandingopotvoxoma. The sixth-century Byzantine writer, Joannes Malalas, in his Chronographia18:167-168 (PG 97, 644) uses dpeivoxoiuiv of homosexual relations interchangeably withnou5ipacrt(a and dvSpoxofrrK, as Boswell recognizes (p. 172 n. 10). Later, however, Boswellassimilates apoevoxoixtiv here to xatSepacmat as 'illicit relations with boys' (p. 353 n. 51).Nothing explicit in Malalas indicates that this was the precise nature of the offence."

Apparently 'goddaughter'.
" 'Minucius does not even cite the evidence of the Scriptures except once or twice in avery obscure manner... Where he might easily have gone nearer to the words of the Bible,he is content to allude rather obscurely', H. J. Baylis, Minucius Felix and His Placeamong the Early Fathers of Ihe Latin Church (London 1928) 145, 153. It is nowhere nearthe mark to say (Boswell, p. 349) of either Ausonius or Cyprian or Minucius Felix thatthey 'discuss homosexual relations in considerable detail and with large vocabularies'." See nn. 22, 23, 37 above.
" See above nn. 6, 34. The latter occurrence is not mentioned by Boswell." TtdvTOC dxayopiuaac dOtpuiov ydpov xai xaaav aaxnpova rcpd(tv, -puvatxujv te xpoc yuvaixoc,xai dppfvaiv xpo< appivac pt'ftu;... The last phrase is a common way of describing homo¬sexuality, being found in Plutarch, Josephus and other writers." Homil. on Til. 5:4 (PG 62, 693-4)." Homil. on / Cor. 16:4 (PG 61, 134-135). Boswell discusses this passage later, on p.351.
" If Boswell were right, one would then need to ask why, in connection with discussionof the Sodomites' homosexuality, Chrysostom should think of 1 Cor. 6:9 if apoivoxolxaidid not provide the link. Boswcll's reference (p. 348 n. 34) to Homil. on Matth. 42(41 ):3(PG 57, 449) seems mistaken. The passage contains nothing of relevance." Boswell gives a translation (pp. 359-362) of much of Chrysostom's homily." Homil. on I Tim. 2:2 (PG 62, 511-512).

Although strictly irrelevant to this investigation of the meaning and use of apoivoxoix-,it is worth noting, if only to put the record straight, the inadequacy of Boswell's implica¬tion (pp. 348-349) that no Latin father cites 1 Cor. 6:9 in connexion with homosexuality.Gregory of Elvira (Tractatus Origenis 10:23, 34; CCL 69, 81, 83) and Salvian (De gubern.Dei 7:18:82; CSEL 8, 182) both do so. Tertullian (De pudic. 16:4; CCL 2,1312—masculorum concubitores) and Cyprian (Testim. 3:65; CCL 3, 155; De Domin.Oral. 12; CCL 3A, 96-97—masculorum adpetitores/appetitores) both cite 1 Cor. 6:9 butin contexts that do not further clarify its meaning. According to Boswell (p. 349) Lactan-tius (Div. Inst. 5:9; CSEL 19, 425) 'quotes at length from the list of sins' in 1 Cor. 6:9without using any word for homosexual. In fact, of his enumeration of seven types of sin¬ners, only two (adulteri and fraudulent!) appear in the African Latin New Testament textreconstructed by H. von Soden, Das Lateinische Neue Testament in Afrika zur ZeitCyprians. Texte und Untersuchungen, 33 (Leipzig 1909), 594." It could be pertinently asked, if one were to take a leaf out of Boswell's book, whyneither Philo nor Joscphus use xoiSotpOopla, nor Joscphus nai8epaax(a, and why (accordingto his lists, p. 347 nn. 31, 33) Clement did not use the latter and Chrysostom the former.
" P. 348 with n. 36. He regards masculorum concubitores as a somewhat misleadingtranslation of apatvoxoixai.
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" Vetus Latino 25 (Epistulae ad Thessalonicenses etc.) fasc. 6, ed. H. J. Frede (Freiburg1978) 411.
" See above nn. 22 (lrenaeus) and 69 (Tertullian, Cyprian, Gregory of Elvira). Cf. H.von Soden, loc. cit. (n. 69 above); H.J. Vogels, Das Corpus Paulinum des Ambrosiaster.Bonner Bibl. BeitrSge, 13 (Bonn 1957) 70, 159; Pelagius, Expos. XIII Epp. Pauli, ad. loc.(PL Suppl. 1, 1196).
" See nn. 24, 33, 34 above.
" The Coptic Version of the New Testament in the Northern Dialect... Bohairic, ed. andtr. G. W. Horner, vol. 3 (Oxford 1905) 144-145, 558-559; The Coptic Version of the NewTestament...Sahidic, ed. Horner, vol. 5 (Oxford 1920) 438-439 (1 Tim. 1:10 only;Horner's reconstruction leaves over 100 verses missing from 1 Cor., including 6:5-10—seevol. 4, pp. v, 204-205); H. F. H. Thompson, The Coptic Version of the Acts of theApostles and the Pauline Epistles in the Sahidic Dialect (Cambridge 1932) 126, 232. Seealso W. E. Crum, A Coptic Dictionary (Oxford 1939) 225." Ephraem's Pauline commentary is extant only in an Armenian version, to which 1have access solely in a modern Latin translation, S. Ephraem Syri Commentarii inEpistolas D. Pauli nunc primum ex Armenio in Latinum Sermonem a PatribusMekitharistis translati (Venice 1893). Ephraem conflates the vice catalogue in 1 Cor. 6:9(p. 58), but cites the word in question at 1 Tim. 1:10 (p. 245—masculorum concubitoribushere). Cf. J. Molitor, Der Paulustext des hi. Ephrdm aus seinem Armenisch erhallenenPaulinenkommenlar unlersucht und rekonstruierl. Mon. Bibl. et Eccl. 4; (Rome 1938)148.

" Cf. A. Deissmann, Light from the Ancient Ecst (London 1910) 319-322; B. S. Easton,'New Testament Ethical Lists', JBL 51 (1932) 1-12; A. VOgtle, Die Tugend- undLasterkataloge exegetisch, religions- und formgeschichtlich Untersucht. NT Abhand-lungen 16:4-5 (MOnster 1936); S. Wibbing, Die Tugend- und Lasterkataloge im NeuenTestament und ihre Traditionsgeschichte unler besonderer Berdcksichtigung der Qumran-Texte. Beihefte zur ZNW, 25 (Berlin 1959); P. Zaas, art. cit. (n. 14 above); H. Con-zelpiann, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians. Hermeneia (Philadelphia1975) 100-101.
" The text cited by Wibbing, op. cit., p. 90, cortaining naiSo^dopoi following xaxpoipovoiand prppofovoi, is not relevant. It is no earlier than the fourth century A.D., and paralleltexts reveal that 7iai5o<p8opoi is a synonym of naiSoxxovoi, xaiSofovoi (ScriptoresPhysiognomonici Graeci et Latini, ed. R. Foerster, vol. 1, Leipzig, 1893, 327)." Cf. L. M. Epstein, Sex Laws and Customs in Judaism (1948; r.p. New York 1967)134-137; Furnish, op. cit. (n. 1 above) 64-67." Cf. Philo, Opera vol. 7, Indices, ed.'J. Leisegang, pt. 1 (Berlin 1926) 119, and K. H.Rengslorf, A Complete Concordance to Flavius Josephus, vol. 1 (Leiden 1973) 235, forconvenient listings, s.v. appqv, of some of their expressions.
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Woman Before and
After the Fall: a comparison of
Luther's and Calvin's interpretation of
Genesis 1-3

DAVID F. WRIGHT

The status and role of woman in relation to man, and more

specifically of wife in relation to husband, may be considered one of
the last issues on which the contemporary Christian community may
learn from the past. Has it not arisen as a distinctively modern
question, posed almost by the very inadequacy of traditional attitudes
and convictions? In historical fact the evangelical tradition has
probably displayed less uniformity on this subject than is commonly
supposed.1 Be that as it may, it is worthwhile examining the
contribution of significant shapers of this tradition, especially at the
level of biblical exegesis. What did Luther and Calvin make of the
portrayal of woman in relation to man in Genesis 1-3? For Luther,
we will use his Lectures on Genesis, which he began in June 1535,
broke off at Genesis 3:15 and then resumed in January 1536; and for
Calvin, the Commentary on Genesis, which he commenced in 1550
and brought to publication four years later.2

Before the Fall
Luther's vision of human life before the Fall was a very rosy one.
Indeed he repeatedly stresses that because of the disabling effects of
the Fall we can no lpnger imagine how wonderful was the experience
of Adam and Eve.3 Yet, from the first, the female was inferior to the
male. Here is Luther's comment on Genesis 1:27:

Although Eve was a most extraordinary creature—similar to Adam as
far as the image of God is concerned, that is, in justice, wisdom and
happiness—she was nevertheless a woman. For as the sun is more
excellent than the moon (although the moon, too, is a very excellent
body), so the woman, although she was a most beautiful work of God,
nevertheless was not the equal of the male in glory and prestige... This
sex may not be excluded from any glory of the human creature,
although it is inferior to the male sex.4

At this stage Luther has no textual basis for such an assertion.
Indeed, it cuts across what he recognizes to be the main import of this
verse, namely, 'that Eve, too, was made by God as a partaker of the
divine image and of the divine similitude, likewise of the rule over

Woman Before and After the Fall:

everything.' But he cannot forget that 'the woman appears to be a
somewhat different being from the man, having different members
and a much weaker nature.' Such comments anticipate what later
verses will provoke him into saying.
What Luther means by woman's created inferiority to man is made

more puzzling by his comments on the fuller story of the making of
woman in Genesis 2:18ff. Here he unambiguously ascribes her
subjection to man to the sin of the Fall:

Eve was not like the woman of today; her state was far better and more
excellent, and she was in no respect inferior to Adam, whether you
count the qualities of the body or those of the mind.*

Nothing that Luther says about God's use of Adam's rib touches
upon this point, but the Hebrew word-play between 'woman' and
'man' in Genesis 1:23 provokes the following statement:

Whatever the husband has, this the wife has and possesses in its
entirety. Their partnership involves not only their means but children,
food, bed and dwelling; their purposes too are the same. The result is
that the husband differs from the wife in no other respect than in sex;
otherwise the woman is altogether a man. Whatever the man has in the
home and is, this the woman has and is.6

He can even say, in commenting on Genesis 3:16, that 'if Eve had
persisted in the truth, she would not only not have been subjected to
the rule of her husband but she herself would also have been a

partner in the rule which is now entirely the concern of males.'7
The pendulum swings back again, however, as Luther comes to the

assault of Satan:

[Satan attacked] the weak part of the numan nature, Eve the woman...
Although both were created equally righteous, nevertheless Adam had
some advantage over Eve. Just as in all the rest of nature the strength
of the male surpasses that of the other sex, so also in the perfect nature
the male somewhat excelled the female.8

Adam would have defeated Satan! Luther has now virtually demoted
unfallen woman to the moral inferior of man. No longer can his first
comment be discounted as careless inconsistency, nor can woman's
inferiority be thought of solely in terms of physical weakness or
secondary origin.
Calvin's exegesis of Genesis 1:27 emphasizes the conjugal bond.

The verse implies that the male on his own was only half a man.
Hence Malachi 2:15 describes the pair created by God as 'one man'
(cf. rsv mg.).9 Calvin's first emphasis in treating Genesis 2:18 ff. is
that 'man was formed to be a social animal'.
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In the conjunction of human beings, that sacred bond is especiallyconspicuous, by which the husband and wife are combined in one bodyand one soul.

This continues to be his main theme as he considers woman's creationas man's 'help'. Yet there are hints of something more than aharmonious society between the pair. Glancing back to chapter 1,Calvin affirms that 'the woman also, though in the second degree,was created in the image of God.' Moreover, the reciprocity involvesnot only woman's assignation as a help to the man but also man's'filling the place of her head and leader'. The male's priority increation entails the woman in being a complementary counterpart tohim—the male, that is, is the datum by relationship to which thefemale's being is determined.10
Furthermore, when Calvin comes to Genesis 2:21-23, he almostassimilates his established interpretation of Genesis 1:27 to the laterpassage:

To the end that the conjunction of the human race might be the moresacred, he purposed that both males and females should spring fromone and the same origin. Therefore he created human nature in the
person of Adam, and thence formed Eve, that the woman should beonly a portion of the whole human race. This is the import of the wordsof Moses which we have had before [Gen. 1:27]... In this mannerAdam was taught to recognise himself in his wife, as in a mirror; andEve in her turn, to submit herself willingly to her husband, as beingtaken out of him.

But the theme of submission11 is secondary in Calvin's exposition tothat of completeness, complementarity, mutual society and love.
Something was taken from Adam, in order that he might embrace,with greater benevolence, a part of himself... He now saw himself, whohad before been only half complete [Latin, dimidius], rendered whole[integrum] in his wife.12

And in Genesis 2:23 Calvin represents Adam as saying:
Now at length I have obtained a suitable companion, who is part of thesubstance of my flesh, and in whom I behold, as it were, another self.13

We must note that Calvin nowhere uses Luther's language ofinferiority,14 nor does he risk his reputation with hazardous specula¬tions about Eve's greater vulnerability to Satan.

Woman's marital and sexual role
The marital and sexual role of woman, according to God's createdorder, has been hovering below the surface of the preceding
128
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paragraphs. Luther again magnifies the splendour of the age of
innocence:

How blessed was that state of man in which the begetting of offspring
was linked with the highest respect and wisdom, indeed with the
knowledge of God!15

Prior to the Fall intercourse was as natural, sacred and "respectable'
as having a meal with one's wife.16 Luther interprets the Hebrew of
the end of Genesis 2:18 (kenegdd) to mean 'which should be about
him', i.e., the female 'should everywhere and always be about her
husband.' He believed that the animals copulated only once a year; it
was not so with Adam and Eve in God's intention.1' Moreover, 'in
the state of innocence women would not only have given birth
without pain, but their fertility would also have been far greater.'
'Women would have given birth to a much more numerous

offspring'—by which Luther means at least more frequent multiple
births of twins, triplets and quadruplets.18

The children that were born would not have needed their mother's
milk for so long a time. Perhaps they would have stood on their feet
immediately, as we see in the case of chicks, and would have sought
their food without any effort on the part of their parents.14

In sketching woman's role in life, Luther's thoughts seem preoccu¬
pied with her child-bearing function: 'The entire female body was
created for the purpose of nurturing children.' Even little girls look
after babies skilfully, but a man does it as clumsily as a camel trying todance.20 The 'good' yet to be realized in Genesis 2:18 was 'the
increase of the human race'. Woman was brought into being to be 'a
helper for Adam, for he was unable to procreate alone.' The verse
provokes Luther into an attack on 'people who do not want to have
children', who fail to 'marvel at procreation as the greatest work of
God'. The loneliness from which Adam needed to be delivered
consisted in his lack of a partner for procreation. Hence Luther can
even say:

Today, after our nature has been corrupted by sin, woman is needed
not only to secure increase but also for companionship and protection

—as though these latter did not belong to God's purpose in creating
woman alongside man. Luther's blinkered outlook is starkly
expressed in the following sentence:

When God says: 'It is not good that man should be alone', of what
good could he be speaking, since Adam was righteous and had no need
of a woman as we have, whose flesh is leprous through sin?21

1 9Q
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It is also strange to find Luther fixing the establishment of the
church—in God's preaching to Adam in Genesis 2:16-17—before
Eve was created and hence before the creation of the first human
society of home and household.22
Calvin's discussion of these texts lacks Luther's keen speculative

interest, and also speaks far more of marriage than of procreation.
'They shall be one flesh", for example, evokes from Calvin little more
than a clarification of monogamy as the divine pattern.23 As we have
seen, Genesis 2:18 ('It is not good for man to be alone') speaks to
Calvin of humanity's social calling in broader terms, it seems, than
the marital union, although 'in the conjunction of human beings, that
sacred bond is especially conspicuous.' The inter-personal rela¬
tionship clearly looms far larger for Calvin than for Luther:

If the integrity of man had remained to this day such as it was from the
beginning, that divine institution would be clearly discerned, and the
sweetest harmony would reign in marriage; because the husband would
look up with reverence to God; the woman in this would be a faithful
assistant to him; and both, with one consent, would cultivate a holy, as
well as friendly and peaceful partnership (societatem) ,24

In exegeting carefully the particle in the last Hebrew word in Genesis
2:18 (kenegdd), Calvin brings out the note of correspondence and
equality between man and woman. A divergent interpretation is then
refuted which is almost certainly Luther's:

Hence is refuted the error of some, who think that the woman was
formed only for the sake of propagation, and who restrict the word
'good', which had been lately mentioned, to the production of
offspring. They do not think that a wife was personally necessary for
Adam, because he was hitherto free from lust; as if she had been given
to him only for the companion of his chamber, and not rather that she
might be the inseparable associate of his life.

So the Hebrew particle 'is of importance, as intimating that marriage
extends to all parts and usages of life.'25

The effects of the Fall
How did the Fall affect the position and experience of woman,
according to these Reformers' expositions of Genesis? 'We are today
like a corpse of that first human being', says Luther.26 He descends to
harsh, even crude, language to depict the fearful blight of 'the leprosy
of sin' (as he repeatedly calls it) on womankind. His opinion that
woman's subjection to man 'was imposed on her after sin and because
of sin' has already been cited. This fate involves the loss of
partnership in man's dominion and her confinement to household
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management. Here is part of Luther's comment on Genesis 3:16,
where his Lectures follow the Vulgate in the third line: 'You will be
under your husband's power' (rather than Your desire shall be unto
your husband').27

Eve has been placed under the power of her husband, she who
previously was very free and, as the sharer of all the gifts of God, was
in no respect inferior to her husband. . Rule is now entirely the
concern of males... The woman... is like a nail driven into the wall. She
sits at home, and for this reason Paul, in Titus 2:5, calls her an
oikourgos... The wife should stay at home, and look after the affairs of
the household, as one who has been deprived of the ability of
administering those affairs that are outside and that concern the
state.28

'Companionship', 'protection' and 'management of the household"
devolved upon woman only after the Fall. 9

But this is only part of the story. Luther cites the popular saying,
'A wife is a necessary evil' (Calvin dismisses it as 'a vulgar
proverb').30 This side of the Fall 'we are compelled to make use of
this sex in order to avoid sin', although one is ashamed to say so.
Luther harps obsessively on the wife's sexual role as an antidote to
male sin. 'Those who live outside the married state burn most
shamefully.' The provision of coverings for nakedness showed that
'through sin the most useful members [of the body] have become the
most shameful.' Marriage today is attended by 'epileptic and
apoplectic lust'. It belongs to our penal condition that husbands
cannot make use of their wives 'without shame', 'without the horrible
passion of lust', and 'without a pleasure so hideous and frightful' that
physicians compare it to epilepsy. The act of procreation degrades
mankind almost to the level of the brute beasts.31 Furthermore, the
female lot undergoes all the perils of pregnancy and the trials of
child-rearing:

From the time of conception, during birth, and during all the rest of
her life, while she devotes herself to her children, she will encounter
various dangers

which are punishments for original sin. 'The female sex has been
greatly humbled and afflicted, and it bears a far severer and harsher
punishment than the male.'32
And yet her plight is not totally wretched. In addition to the hope

of eternal blessedness, Eve enjoys many compensations in her
burdensome life. She is not repudiated Dy God, or deprived of the
blessing of procreation. She 'keeps her sex and remains a woman'.
She is not 'separated from Adam to remain alone and apart from her
husband', and she retains 'the glory of motherhood'. Above all, she
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nourishes the confident hope that 'from her will come the seed who
will crush the head of Satan.' Godly women are enabled to 'delight in
God's gifts and blessings and also bury the punishments, annoyances,
pains, griefs and other things'—but only the godly. Godly husbands
promote this, by transferring through marriage part of these
punishments upon themselves.33 Nevertheless, although Luther
never loses sight of the survival of the basic contours of God's created
order, recognizable despite the depredation of sin, his instinctive
emphasis in commenting on Genesis 1-3 is to sound the note of woe
and distress. In dealing with the story prior to the Fall, he is quite
incapable of refraining from delineating its effects. Hence many of
the sentiments cited above hang pegless in contexts where Luther has
outrun the text before him. Moreover, he also enunciates the
principle that corruption has not stood still since that calamitous day.
The world has gone on deteriorating, and the penalties have
continually increased.34
Both Luther and Calvin devote rather more space in their

commentaries to Genesis 3 than to each of the first two chapters.
Calvin's altogether more disciplined method (Luther's exposition of
these chapters is twice as long as Calvin's) precludes all but a couple
of references to the consequences of the primal sin during his
consideration of chapters 1-2. But on Genesis 2:18 he makes two
points that do not appear on the later chapter. First he speaks of the
'strifes, troubles, sorrows, dissensions and boundless sea of evils' that
have in large measure overwhelmed 'the sweetest harmony' that
characterized marriage before the Fall. Secondly he alludes briefly to
the additional service woman's sexual role fulfils since the Fall, in
that man's 'depravity of appetite also requires a remedy'.35
Otherwise Calvin's sole comment on the particular impact of sin on

womankind occurs on Genesis 3:16, where he again establishes a
twofold penalty.36 Her 'pains' comprise 'all the trouble women
sustain during pregnancy... until delivery, which brings with it the
bitterest anguish. It is credible that the woman would have brought
forth without pain, or at least without such great suffering if she had
stood in her original condition.' Notice Calvin's cautious reserve in
this last sentence, nor does he extend woman's special troubles into
child-rearing. Her second great penalty is subjection.

For this form of speech, 'Your desire shall be unto your husband', is of
the same force as if he had said that she should not be free and at her
own command, but subject to the authority of her husband and
dependent upon his will; or as if he had said, 'You will desire nothing
but what your husband wishes'.

Calvin then somehow manages to make 'Unto you shall be his desire'
(Genesis 4:7) mean the same thing, before concluding:
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Thus the woman, who had perversely exceeded her proper bounds, is
forced back to her own position. She had, indeed, previously been
subject to her husband, but that was a liberal and gentle subjection;
now, however, she is cast into servitude.

Eve's 'liberal and gentle subjection' was obviously compatible with
'the sweetest harmony' in marriage. Now her 'servitude' will be
experienced amid the clashes and tensions of a fallen partnership.

Comments
A comparison of the two Reformers' treatment of this theme in
Genesis 1-3 provides a sound insight into their respective styles as
biblical exegetes. Calvin's caution and sobriety contrast markedly
with Luther's rumbustious vigour. It is not only the Christian feminist
who will feel more at ease with Calvin than Luther (although one
suspects neither will strongly appeal to her—or him); the serious
Bible student will also know which of the two to prefer. Luther's
exposition, to a greater extent than Calvin's, betrays the heavy-laden
influence of the Augustinian tradition of interpretation, which
maximized the perfection of life before the Fall (evident in Luther's
speculations about hyperfertile and trouble-free child-bearing had
not the Fall supervened) and hence heightened its disastrous
consequences. Luther also found powerful illumination of the
Genesis story in 1 Corinthians 7, especially verse 9—'better to marry
than to be aflame with passion.' There car also be little doubt that we
should discern, in their portrayals of woman's fortunes after the Fall,
the outworking of Luther's weaker and Calvin's stronger doctrine of
sanctification. Simul justus, simul peccator may be a better guide in
soteriology than in ethics. Calvin also gives greater prominence than
Luther to the social and interpersonal, rather than strictly sexual,
dimensions of the relationships in which woman and wife are
involved.
But Calvin's exegesis is by no means faultless. No less than Luther

(and perhaps more culpably, since he recognized that the Hebrew did
not support the Vulgate's version) he misinterpreted 'Your desire
shall be for your husband' in Genesis 3:16. This failing leads him to
exaggerate the wife's penal subjection to her husband as a consequ¬
ence of the Fall. Both Reformers bequeathed an overdrawn
prescription of male marital rule this side of the Fall.
Genesis, of course, cannot tell the whole story. If such and such

were the damaging effects of the intrusion of sin upon the position
and experience of woman and wife, how far were they undone by
Christ the Redeemer? It is not sufficient to dismiss unwarranted
inferences drawn from Galatians 3:28—'in Christ Jesus neither male
nor female'. We must show how in Christ, through the Spirit,
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woman's and wife's fallen relations with man and husband are

renewed. To address this question to the Reformers would require
another article (which one suspects would be somewhat briefer than
this!). In this study it is enough to have exposed the gross exegetical
deficiencies of the Luther whose heroic achievement was commemo¬

rated in 1983, half a millennium after his birth, and to have shown
that the more scholarly Calvin is not a wholly sure-footed guide in
this area of contemporary Christian concern.

DAVID F. WRIGHT is senior lecturer in ecclesiastical history at New College,
University of Edinburgh.

NOTES

Abbreviations:
CO Joannis Calvini Opera quae extant Omnia. 59 vols (= Corpus Reformatorum
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scholars, is editing Calvin's unpublished sermons on Genesis; cf. 'Les sermons
inecits de Calvin sur le livre de la Genese', Rev. de theol. et dephilos, 3rd. ser., 15
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Stauffer. 'Interpretes de la Bible: Etudes sur les Reformateurs du XVIe Siecle",
Theologie Historique. 57 (Beauchesne, Paris 1980), pp.59-85.

3 'How awful the fall into original sin was, since the entire human race knows nothing
of its origin'. Genesis 2:21 (WA 42. 96; LW 1, 128).

4 Genesis 1:27 (WA 42, 51-2; LW 1. 68-9).
5 Genesis 2:18 (WA 42, 87; LW 1, 115).
6 Genesis 2:23 (WA 42, 103; LW 1, 137).
7 Genesis 3:16 (WA 42, 151; LW 1, 203).
8 Genesis 3:1 (WA 42, 114; LW 1. 151).
9 Genesis 1:27 (CO 23, 28; CTS 1, 97, where the translation is not wholly adequate).
10 Genesis 2:18 (CO 23. 46-8; CTS 1, 128-30).
11 Later, on Gen. 3:16 (CO 23, 72; CTS 1, 172) he calls it 'a liberal and gentle

subjection'.
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13 Genesis 2:23 (CO 23, 50; CTS 1, 135).
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14 The only exception (Genesis 1:26; CO 23, 27; CTS 1, 96) occurs in a discussion of 1
Cor. 11:7 where Paul, as Calvin understands it, denies woman to be the image of
God. 'The solution is short; Paul there alludes only to the domestic relation. He
therefore restricts the image of God to government, in which the man has
superiority over the woman and certainly he means nothing more than that man is
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1963).
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WA 42, 233, LW, 1, 316-17, with CO 23, 99, CTS 1. 217.

24 Genesis 2:18 (CO 23, 46-7; CTS 1, 128, 129-30).
25 Genesis 2:18 (CO 23, 47-8; CTS 1, 131).
26 Genesis 1:31 (WA 42, 56; LW 1. 73).
27 His Latin follows the Vulgate rendering, sub viri potestate eris (WA 42, 138). The

idiomatic German of his Old Testament (1523), du soil dich ducken fur dennem
man, gave way to the more dignified dein wille sol deinem Man unterworffen sein in
the complete Bible of 1545 (WA Deutsche Bibel 8, 44-5). Calvin (see below)
interpreted 'Your desire shall be unto your husband' (Ad virum erit appetitus tuus)
in the sense of Luther's Latin. NEB and NIV agree with RSV's 'Your desire shall
be for your husband'.

28 Genesis 3:16 (WA 42, 151; LW 1, 202-3).
29 Genesis 2:18 (WA 42, 88; LW 1, 116).
30 Luther, Genesis 1:26 (WA 42, 51; LW 1, 67); Calvin, Genesis 2:18 (CO 23, 47; CTS

1, 129). By contrast before the Fall, says Luther, 'No other beautiful sight in the
whole world appeared lovelier and more attractive to Adam than his own Eve.'

31 Genesis 2:18, 3:7, 2:22, 2:18, 1:28 (WA 42, 88, 89, 126, 100, 89, 53-4; LW 1. 116.
118, 168, 134, 118-19, 71). Just as, for Luther, marriage was almost a biological
necessity for male chastity (cf. P. Althaus, The Ethics of Martin Luther [Fortress
Press, Philadelphia 1972], pp.86ff.), so he used Esther 1:12-2:17 to support
rejection of a wife who refused matrimonial sex, and subsequent remarriage: 'If she
refuses, get rid of her; take an Esther and let Vashti go'; Estate ofMarriage (1522);
WA 10", 290. LW 45, 33-4.

32 Genesis 1:28, 2:15, 3:17-19, 3:16 (WA 42, 54, 78, 153, 148. 149-50; LW 1. 71. 102,
205, 198, 200). Luther details the horrors of pregnancy at this last reference.

33 Genesis 3:16 (WA 42, 148, 150; LW 1, 199, 200-1).
34 Genesis 3:17-19 (WA 42, 153-5; LW 1. 206-7).
35 Genesis 2:18 (CO 23, 47; CTS 1, 130).
36 Genesis 3:16 (CO 23, 72; CTS 1, 171-2, where the Victorian modesty of the

translator left the detailed pains of pregnancy untranslated in a footnote!).
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APOCRYPHAL GOSPELS: THE 'UNKNOWN GOSPEL' (PAP. EGERTON 2) AND
THE GOSPEL OF PETER

David F. Wright,
Department of Ecclesiastical History,
New College,
Edinburgh EH1 2LU.

The chief historical value of the apocryphal gospels has
traditionally been held to lie in the light they throw on
popular Christian piety in the second and subsequent centuries,
especially in strongly ascetic fringe circles. Their
significance for the ministry of Jesus has rarely rated more
than a cursory dismissal. A recent verdict starts with a
qualification but reflects a long standing consensus:

By and large, the apocryphal gospels are secondary
composition, manifestly dependent upon the four traditional
Gospels, but otherwise abounding in legendary details and
anachronisms... The doctrinal and apologetic interests of
the apocryphal gospels are painfully apparent./I/

The Coptic Gospel of Thomas now constitutes a conspicuous
exception to such an evaluation. That it preserves, at least in
part, traditions of the teaching of Jesus independent of and
perhaps more primitive than the Synoptic Gospels is probably now
the judgment of a clear majority of scholars. But of no other
apocryphal gospel could it be claimed that its historical
importance for the Jesus-tradition is even a matter of widespread
debate.

In an article published in 1980 Helmut Koester challenged
the sharp dichotomy usually drawn between apocryphal and
canonical gospels,/2/ arguing that 'five of these apocryphal
gospels ... are perhaps at least as old and as valuable as the
canonical gospels as sources for the earliest developments of
the traditions about Jesus. They are significant witnesses for
the formation of the gospel literature in its formative stages'.
They belong to a stage in its development 'comparable to the
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sources which were used by the gospels of the NT',/3/ Koester's
five candidates are the Gospel of Thomas, the Gospel of Peter,
the fragments of Papyrus Egerton 2 known from its editio
princeps as the 'Unknown Gospel', and the Apocryphon of James
and the Dialogue of the Saviour from the Nag-Hammadi collection.
This study will concentrate upon the Egerton papyrus gospel
(hereafter UG) and the Gospel of Peter (EvP),/4/

First, however, comments are in order on the initial pages
of Koester's study. Here he sets out to show that the external
evidence of surviving manuscripts to the end of the third
century and of quotations in Christian writers of the first two
centuries reveals no preponderance of canonical over apocryphal
gospels and warrants no distinction between the two. Since
this introductory section is obviously intended to predispose
the reader to a favourable reception of the theses he
subsequently defends, an assessment of it is appropriate at the
beginning of a critical examination of some of these theses.

Gospels: External Evidence

To Koester's list of extant gospel MSS from the second and
third centuries three or four more should probably be added,/5/
but such minor adjustments would not alter the general picture.
The catalogue comprises seventeen MSS containing one or more
canonical gospels (twenty-one in all), and six manuscripts each
containing one apocryphal gospel (three being copies of the
Gospel of Thomas). Thus all four canonical and four apocryphal
gospels are attested, although one of the latter, the so-called
Fayoum Gospel (P. Vindob. G. 2325), is hardly more than an
abridged version of Mark 14:27ff./6/ In total numbers copies of
the former outweigh the latter by between three and four to one,
which constitutes a clear preponderance, despite Koester's
claim to the contrary. Yet whether much significance should be
attached to such statistics is doubtful. The only copy of Mark
to survive is in the four-gospel P 45. The Fourth Gospel
accounts for ten of the twenty-one canonical copies. Since all
of these MSS come from Egypt where Christianity is known to
have had a particularly strong heterodox character for much of
the second century, their evidence can scarcely be held to be
representative.

It is often difficult to determine with certainty whether
an early Christian writer has used one or more of the canonical
gospels. Koester explains that he has been deliberately
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conservative in cataloguing usage, along the minimising lines
argued in his influential study Synoptische Uberlieferung bei
den Apostolischen Vatern./7/ However, before questioning some
of the conclusions incorporated into his table, more basic
deficiencies need to be pointed out.

(i) At the outset Koester seems to restrict his survey to
'use' of gospels, but soon broadens it into 'knowledge' of
gospels. The difference could be important. In the end it is
not clear whether 'use' or 'knowledge' is the criterion for
inclusion. For example, Irenaeus is listed for the four
canonical gospels, but also for the Gospel of the Ebionites.
But in no sense did Irenaeus 'use' or accept the latter, and
his 'knowledge' of it was at best second-hand./8/ The Secret
Gospel of Mark is listed twice, under the Carpocratians and
under Clement of Alexandria. If one and the same entity is
intended, it must be the Carpocratians' Secret Gospel which
Clement condemned as a 'tissue of falsehoods'. If, however,
the mention under Clement denotes the mystical version of
canonical Mark which he alleged the Carpocratians had
adulterated, we are dealing with a gospel whose existence is
attested solely by the new letter of Clement, on the basis of
which it is not at all certain that we should conceive of an

'alternative Mark' differentiated from its canonical original,
rather than the latter decked out with allegorizing
interpretations./9/ Or again, where for Marcion Koester lists
only Luke, with Matthew as a possibility, should we conclude
that he did not know of, say, John's Gospel, or merely that he
did not use any others?/lC/ Likewise, under Papias only Mark
is listed along with 'Free sayings of Jesus' and 'Sayings of
Matthew (= Q?)'./ll/ Papias' extant fragments do not, of course,
mention Luke or John, but many scholars hold that Papias'
comments on Mark imply a comparison with, and therefore a
'knowledge' of, John.

(ii) The table shows some surprising omissions. Melito is
referred to in the text as attesting the knowledge of John in
Asia Minor but is not tabulated. The same holds for 'the
Montanists'. The Didache is missing altogether. Koester had
earlier accepted that Did. l:3ff. include logia which derive
from Matthew and Luke but were drawn by the Didache's compiler
from some intermediate collection of logia./12/ Silence also
shrouds the Epistle of Barnabas, whose possible 'knowledge'
of at least Matthew is more likely than his direct literary
dependence on it./13/ Other second-century writers should
be added, such as Polycrates of Ephesus (John), the
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anti-Montanist Apollonius (Matthew), and the letter of the
Gallic churches on the persecution at Lyons (Luke and John).

(iii) Despite the uncertainties in this area of study,
Koester's judgments should be challenged at some points. It is
particularly bold to assert that evidence is lacking for the
knowledge of John in Asia Minor until late in the second

century./14/ Irenaeus' assertion that John wrote his Gospel at
Ephesus is scarcely conceivable without a knowledge of the
Gospel in Asia going back to at least mid-century. Other
traditions point to the early currency of the Gospel in this
region, and if Ignatius knew it, as is most likely, pace
Koester,/13/ this would also be relevant. 2 Clement is credited
by Koester with use of solely 'Free sayings of Jesus' and 'Non-
canonical materials', but a footnote records that its source for
the sayings of Jesus 'shows influence from the canonical Gospels
of Matthew and Luke', thus making it an indirect witness to
these Gospels. Even this is most probably too cautious a

judgment./16/

The impression of second-century use or knowledge of
gospels conveyed by Koester's table should, therefore, not be
taken too seriously. It requires supplementation and probably
correction at several points, and is altogether too blunt an
instrument to measure gospel use. In particular, some entries
conceal that very drawing of explicit distinctions by early
Christian writers between canonical and apocryphal gospels
which Koester is concerned to deny.

The 'Unknown Gospel' {UG)

For his evaluation of the significance of these three
papyrus fragments first published in 1935, Koester relies on a

Marburg dissertation by a Japanese scholar, Goro Mayeda,
published in 1946./II/ He endorses Mayeda's conclusion that
UG was compiled independently of the canonical gospels, and goes
beyond this to argue that 'the author of the Fourth Gospel seems
to have utilised pieces from the much more tightly composed
Unknown Gospel in order to construct his elaborate discourses'.
/18/ Mayeda's judgment is that UG and the Fourth Gospel depend
on a common tradition or source (p. 75). It is worth noting
that Koester's view accords closely with the judgment of the
first editors of UG in 1935, a judgment one of them had
abandoned two years later./19/
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Other scholars have not been so convinced by Mayeda.
Jeremias's verdict is that the Egerton compiler 'knew all and
every one of the canonical Gospels' but was reproducing their
content from memory rather than text./20/ Philipp Vielhauer's
judgment is fairly similar. The fragments display some
relation to all four canonical works, although there is no

question of direct literary use of any of them. Rather UG
constitutes 'ein deutlicher Beleg fur die gegenseitige
Beeinflussung von mundlicher und schriftlicher Tradition',
since the composition of our four gospels did not bring the
oral Jesus-tradition to a halt./21/ None of these scholars
mentions the fullest discussion of the fragments since Mayeda -

two long articles published in 1956 by the Italian Ugo Gallizia
of Turin./22/ His study advances some pertinent criticisms of
Mayeda's arguments.

The special fascination of UG arises from the interweaving
of Johannine and Synoptic elements. If the first two pericope
may be characterized as Johannine and the next two as Synoptic,
'the Johannine material is shot through with Synoptic phrases
and the Synoptic with Johannine usage' - although, as we shall
see, this judgment by Jeremias somewhat overstates the case./23/
But in addition, the Synoptic passages contain parallels with
at least two of the Synoptic gospels. Taken together, these
factors seem to exclude the possibility that we are dealing with
a literary pastiche compiled directly from the canonical
gospels.

The text of the first pericope is as follows, in the
reconstruction accepted by Mayeda:

]t. [o Pe]
['l(noous) etxEv] xots voptxo[ts" xoAd-]
[Cete na]vxa xov itapanpdao [ovxa]
[xca avo]pov xat yrj £p£° [on,] ci[v]e[£-

5 [e'xaoxov] o uoleu, na>s uoee[e°] ilpos
[pe touj] atplxovias toO Aaou [ax]pa-
[<p£US el)xev xov Aoyov touxo [v'] epau-
[vaxE x]a; ypcnpas' ev aus upees Po-
[xeexe] Cairjv exeev' exeevcil ee[o]ev

10 [at papx] JpouoaL UEpE cpoo ' pn P[o~]
[xe exe o] xE eyui f|X9ov xaxnyo [p]naau
[upaiv] upas xov n(axd)pa pou' eoxev
[o xaxn]yopffiv upwv MmCuoris) EES ov
[upEEs] nlntxaxE' a[u]xSv Pe Ae-

15 [ydvxui]v' e [5] OEPapEV ote Mw(.uoel) eAd-
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[Anaev] o 9(eo)s['] ae 6e oux ouftapev
[no9ev el]' ontoxpu9eL£ o 'ln(oous) el-
[nev auxolus' vDv hotnyopeltcil
[upwv n aJtpoTep[a

20 ? a]AAo. [

No agreement has been reached about the original form of lines
1-5. Jeremias briefly discussed whether xoXaCETE .... pri eye
and the utterance in lines 18-19 should be regarded as genuine
agrapha, but concluded that they are 'secondary transitional
links'./24/ The interest centres on lines 5-18. Koester is
impressed by the careful construction of the unit, by the
continuity between (the parallels to) John 5:39 and 5:45, which
in John's Gospel have been separated by an interposed discourse
on another theme, and by the obvious connection with lines
15-17, which John has used elsewhere to supplement a statement
he has himself composed (John 9:28). Not only is the
composition here 'more original', but vocabulary and style are
less typically Johannine and more typically Synoptic. Some
instances of the evidence gathered by Mayeda are noted by
Koester.

Before looking at this case in any detail, a general
argument needs to be laid out of special relevance to this
pericope but of some general relevance also. Given that the
three substantive sentences in lines 5-18 agree 'almost
verbatim' (Koester's words)/26/ with the verses in John, and
given other, almost incontrovertible circumstances, such as the
priority of John to these papyrus fragments, its currency in
Egypt at the time they were written (proved by P 52, the famous
Rylands fragment of John, and perhaps confirmed by the new
second-century fragment referred to in n. 5), and the general
'knownness' of John compared with the obscurity of the 'Unknown
Gospel' (which contrasts markedly with the situation of the
Gospel of Thomas), a powerful initial presumption exists that
the latter is dependent on the former. While we must heed
Morton Smith's warning against the 'naive assumption that any
occurrence in early Christian literature of an expression found
in one of the canonical gospels is to be explained as a
borrowing from the gospel',/27/ gospel criticism runs the
opposite danger of reaching hazardous conclusions by
discounting, for inadequate reasons, normal historical
probabilities. It is not a standard historical procedure to
approach the question of the relation between UG and the Fourth
Gospel as though all of the possible explanations were of
equal standing. The question therefore becomes this: are the
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considerations advanced by Mayeda and Koester strong enough to
override the undoubted a priori probability in this case?

Koester exaggerates the cohesion of the first UG pericope.
The separate address to 'lawyers' and 'rulers of the people' is
awkward, and without parallel in the canonical gospels./28/
Although John 5:45 and 9:29 are linked by their common
reference to Moses, the connection between 5:39 and 5:45 is by
no means so obvious. The witness of the Scriptures before men
is scarcely parallel to the role of Moses as the accuser before
God. The content of the two verses is so different that they
would not have been brought together unless UG's compiler had
found them in the same context - e.g. in John 5. Even 5:45 and
9:29 have little in common apart from Moses. While 9:29 fits
in well in its context in 9:27-33 (his disciple(s) - disciples
of Moses - well known that God spoke to Moses but not where he
(Jesus) comes from - yet he opened my eyes - unheard of - if he
were not from God he could do nothing), its allusion to the
question of Jesus' origin occurs without preparation in UG.
Koester's strongest argument is the interruption of 5:39 and
5:45 by 5:41-44 (not 40-44). Nevertheless, in John's Gospel
5:39 relates well to what precedes it, and 5:45 to what
follows it, as Dodd points out./29/

That these lines contain aspects of vocabulary and style
that align them at some points more with the Synoptics than
with John is undeniable. In particular, 'lawyers' (voytxot)
occurs only in the Synoptics (in fact almost always in Luke -
once in Matthew and never in Mark), and so too does 'unbelief'
(aittatua), but too rarely (once in Matthew and twice in Mark)
for its occurrence here to be conclusively significant. Where
John 5:29 has 'eternal life' and UG only 'life', this is not a

preference for Synoptic over Johannine as has often been
claimed. Not only do the Synoptics have 'eternal life' more
often than 'life', John has 'life' almost as often as 'eternal
life' and in any case so much more frequently than the
Synoptics that we must regard 'life' alone as more
characteristic of John than of the Synoptics. Gallizia
(pp. 59-60) effectively criticises Mayeda's attempt (p. 22) to
interpret Cmn simply as 'Lebenskraft' without reference to the
specifically Christian content it has in John, and to dispute
also the specifically Johannine character of viapTupetv
(line 10).

Patently Synoptic rather than Johannine is the participle
ouioxpi9et£ with elitev rather than atexpu9ri xat elxev. But such
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a variation is of little significance if the author of UG was
working from memory rather than directly from the gospel texts.
It is characteristic of most users of the gospels in every age
not to observe differences between them in such a common and

unimportant matter of style as this. The construction ?iA§ov
+ infinitive, which is also Synoptic rather than Johannine,
falls into the same category,/30/

Mayeda (pp. 19-21) makes much of the fact that UG Iff. has
epauvaxe as an imperative, which he regards as more primitive
than John's indicative. He fails to note that all the ancient
commentators except Cyril of Alexandria read John's epauvaxe as
an imperative, as Gallizia points out (pp. 215-216). The
confusion in the early versions, which Mayeda does record, is
best explained as arising from different readings of John's
Greek. So UG's imperative is no index of the priority of his
text over John's.

It is doubtful whether the accumulative weight of the
evidence discussed above, even when reinforced by other minor
points analysed by Mayeda, is sufficient to overthrow or even
seriously challenge the a priori presumption of UG's dependence
on the canonical gospels. The fact that UG, in using
Johannine material, has inserted elements of Synoptic
vocabulary and style, even if only by memory, is not surprising
for the second century, when most Christian writers were not at
all interested in distinguishing the gospels from each other.
The diversity of the gospels was liable to be as much a source
of embarrassment as a matter for differentiated appreciation.
/31/ As Campenhausen notes, it was a distinctive practice of
early Christianity lasting at least until Clement of
Alexandria and abandoned perhaps first by Marcion, not to make
references specific to any one named gospel, even when
obviously citing from the written text of one in particular./32/

The second pericope (perhaps to be regarded as the
conclusion to the first) is more exclusively Johannine in
content, with parallels chiefly to 10:31, 7:30 and 10:39:
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? e]Axw[oLv] 3 [aaxdaav-]
[Tes 6e] AuSous oyou Al [SaCio-]
auLv aulxov* xat eus3aAov [xa$]

25 [potg] auxwv en' auxov ol [apxov-]
Tec; [t]va Ttuaawatv xat nap [a6w-]
a(j[ot]v oxA(|)* xau oux nthuvavxo]
auxov TtLcxaat oxt ouuto e [AriAu-deu]
auxou n wpa ins napaPo [aews].

30 auibs 6e o x(.upuo)s e£eA§a>v [ex xtov Xei--]
puv aTtdveuaev arc? [auxwv*]

Koester notes that between John 10:31 and 10:39 is

interposed 'a typically Johanr.ine discourse', and that the
vocabulary in UG 'shows several phrases paralleled in the
Synoptic gospels'. John has dispersed the parts of his source
'in order to give the impression of repeated attempts upon
Jesus' life'./33/ Koester passes over in silence both the
(secondary?) occurrence of o xupuog (line 30) and more
significantly the incoherence of the pericope. The crowd were
attempting to stone Jesus, but the authorities sought to arrest
him...to hand him over to the crowd! Nor does Koester specify
any particular Synoptic phraseology. He simply refers to
Mayeda, pp. 27-31, who for this pericope makes no claim for
conspicuous Synoptic usage. Indeed, distinctive Johannine
features are to the fore:/34/ ittdCeuv occurs solely in John,
and so too eAxco (if correctly reconstructed) ; 3ctaxd^£LV (again,
if correctly reconstructed) is used for stoning only in John;
omoveueuv is not in the NT but exveuetv appears in John 5:13;
even oyou is found only in John among the canonical gospels.
'They laid their hands on him' is a phrase with Synoptic
parallels, but in the context of this fragment it is perverse
of Mayeda (pp. 28-29) to refuse to see it as Johannine (cf.
7:30, 44). 'Tradition' is the meaning of Tiapctboatc; everywhere
else in the NT (although the verb Ttapahubcoyu is frequent in all
the gospels and elsewhere in the NT in the sense of 'hand over,
betray'). Its addition for clarification to the pregnant
Johannine 'hour' is surely more likely than its omission by
John in taking over material from this source.

There is therefore no justification for Koester's
\ depiction of this pericope as 'language containing Johannine
elements but [revealing] a greater affinity to the Synoptic
tradition'. It is in fact the most markedly single-gospel
section of UG, and must correct the oft-repeated view that both
of UG's Johannine passages are shot through with Synoptic
language and style. Little reason is left to doubt dependence
upon John's Gospel.
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There follows immediately the story of a healing of a
leper, in patently Synoptic dress:

1101 [t]6ou Actpos xpooeA9 [Jiv auxiji]
Aeyei,' bLiaoxaAE 'ln(ooiiJ Ae [xpols auu-]
oPtutov xau ouvec9lu[v auxous]

35 £v Tip xavPoxEu^ £A[£itpaoa]
Mat auxos eyoj' sav [o] tjv [au 9eAijs]
MaSaptCopau' o 6ti x(upuo)s [£<ph auxij)']
9dA[w] xa9apLa9nxt' [rat eu9eus]
[a]t£OTn an' auxou n Aen[pa' o Pe x(upLO)s]

40 [eleev auxiji] ° eope[u9el£ eulPee-]
[£ov o£auxo]v Tot [s uepEuau

The nearest parallel is the version in Mt 8:2-4 (par.
Mk 1:40-44, Lk 5:12-14), but 'the leprosy left him' is close to
Mark and Luke (Matthew 'his leprosy was cleansed'). Peculiar to
UG is PtPaoKaAE 'ipoou (Matthew and Luke xuptE), which also
appears in line 45 (see below), and so may be regarded as an
Egertonian distinctive. Double vocatives are very rare in the
canonical gospels. Another ('inoou EEuoxdxa) occurs in Luke
17:13 in another account of healing from leprosy, which also
has two other words in common with the pericope in UG:
itopeu9EVTEs EittPEL^aTE (Matthew and Mark unaye, Luke ar£A9iov;
all three Pei£ov). These complex affinities with the Synoptics
are not of themselves conclusive indicators of any particular
relationship between them and UG.

Perhaps of greater significance are UG's differences from
all three Synoptics: no parallel to the act of reverential
supplication described in different terms by Matthew, Mark and
Luke; xa9apu£oyaL (Synoptics PuvaaaL ye xa9aptaaL); no parallel
to the Synoptics' 'stretching out his hand he touched him'.
Should the latter be regarded as one of the 'redactions or

secondary expansions' in the Synoptic versions, whose absence
from UG impresses Koester?/35/ Is it a 'more elaborate healing
procedure'? It may be formally so without being secondary, for
it cannot be thought inappropriate for Jesus to have touched
lepers. Koester relegates to a footnote his notice of the
incontrovertibly later addition of the reason for the leper's
condition, but again he fails to remark on the occurrence of
o xupuop in the narrative./36/ The plural of 'priests' may,
like the added explanation for the leprosy, reflect a
non-Palestinian origin for the text, but since it is a further
parallel with Luke 17:14, it is more likely a significant piece
of evidence for UG's dependence upon Luke. It must be
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difficult, on the basis of this mixed crop of variations, to
argue strongly for UG's independence of the Synoptics. Its
version is at once more folksy and more abrupt (cf. xa9apu£oyaL).
Its silence about Jesus' touching the leper may be the omission
of an act distinctively eloquent of his care for such outcasts.

The fourth pericope in UG is the most complex in its
relations to the canonical gospels:.

voyEVou Epos auxov e5[exao-]
TLxffis EEEtpa^ov auxov A[e'yovtes-]

45 btOaoxciAE 'ln(aou) oubayev Sit [otto 9(eo)u]
eAyAu9as' a yap eolels yalptupeC]
UEEp. xo[u]s Epo<p(nx)as navxas' [eeee o5v]
HpeCv* e^ov xoCs Sa(at )Aeud [lv anoOou-]
vaL xa av[n]xovxa xri apx"?; at [o65yev au-]

50 xous h y [n; ] o bz 'ln(oous) Eudios [xyv 6u—]
avouav [aux]Bv EyBpeuy [naayevos]
e£kev atuxoCs]' xl y£ xaAeux [e xu axo-]
yaxL uy[5v 0l]OaaxaAov' y[n axou-]
ovxes o [A] E'yrn' xaASs 'H[a(aL')as EE pt U-]

55 yiiv EE [po] (p(nXEU)OEV E LEIOV' o [Aaos o5-]
X0£ XOLS [xelA]eolv aux [Sv xtySoLv]
yE n [oe xaphdla auxiii[u Eoppm ciee'-]
XEL an' e [you* y]axn[v yE aE'BovxaL]
EvxdAlyaxa you yn xypouvxEs]

Lines 45-46 are close to John 3:2 (cf. also 10:25), but the
rest to different parts of the Synoptics. Koester accepts that
the whole is a secondary composition, although he finds the
Synoptic accounts, reflecting 'the interest of the Christian
community in finding an accommodation to the Roman laws of
revenue', as themselves secondary compared with UG's concern
with the understanding of Jesus' mission./37/ To this it
should be said with Mayeda that both the plural 'kings' and xa
avnxovxa xri apxxi make UG 'viel allgemeiner und darum ethisch
verwendbarer' than the 3ynoptics./38/

The UG passage is again somewhat incoherent. The rebuke of
lines 52-59 is premature or out of place, for there has been no
word of Jesus to obey or disobey./39/ The parallel Koester
cites (Lk 12:13-14) is beside the point, for there Jesus'
response, if not a true answer, nevertheless relates explicitly
to the terms of the question ('divide' - 'divider'). Perhaps the
answer has been lost after line 59, in which case it would have
occurred rather awkwardly after a digression./4o/
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The vocabulary of this passage has some noteworthy
features: xaaxuxws is not found in the NT (once in Justin;
cf. ave^xaoTOV, lines 4-5 above, if the correct reconstruction);
avyxeuv not in the gospels (three times in Paul); 6ucxvoua only
in Luke 1:51, apart from citations of Deuteronomy 6:5 LXX;
xuywouv agrees with LXX of Isaiah 29:13 (Mk 7:6, Mt 15:8 -

xuyqjO . Perhaps most interesting is eyftpeGynocxyevos, which
stimulates Mayeda to attempt to make consistent sense of the
varied uses of the verb in the canonical gospels./41/ Also to
be noted, however, is its occurrence in Mark 1:43 in the healing
of the leper to which UG's third pericope discussed above is a
parallel. Is this another pointer to UG's tendency to connect
verses by link-words,/42/ which would have an important function
in citation from memory? This question merits further
discussion below.

This fourth pericope, in Koester's judgment, is a
secondary framework for materials such as Luke 6:46 floating
freely in the sayings tradition. 'There is no reason to assume
that those materials were drawn from the canonical gospels.'/43/
Certainly not to 'assume', but also not to exclude this
possibility, or, as I would argue, this a priori probability.
The mere fact that we encounter the parallels to this pericope
dispersed in different places in the Synoptics of itself counts
for nothing. Nor can it be reasonably claimed that any of the
constituent sayings appears here in a more primitive form than
in the Synoptics. But it is possible to suggest that UG
assembled its materials by catchword connections. For example,
the introduction to the question 6u6aaxaXc, oubayev oil,
(Mk 12:14 par.) is similar enough to John 3:2 (pa33u, ouPayev
oil .... PuPaoxaAos) to explain how the latter came to be
prefaced to t/G's version of the tribute-money exchange. (Would
it be far-fetched to remark on the similarity between what
follows oxu - i.e., aAr]§ns in Matthew and Mark, duo §eou
£AtfAu3as in John? Note that cnto §eou is reconstructed in UG
line 45.) As the pericope develops, PuPcxoxaAov recurs, oxoyaxt
is picked up by xetAeatv (some MSS of Is 29:13 LXX and Mt 15:8
have both oxoyaxu and xe^Aeouv) , and perhaps eupcxpnxeuoGV
recalls rcpocpnxas in line 47.

Such verbal connections are relevant to Koester's assertion
that 'it is hard to imagine that its author could have patched
his text together from half a dozen passages in John...and from
the three Synoptic Gospels'./44/ They can be discerned in other
pericope. In the first, for example, 'Moses' connects (the
parallels to) John 5:45 and 9:29, and xaxnyopew also functions as
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a link. In the second, uucxCw and TtapaPLPwyu provide
connections. Perhaps catchwords even operate between pericope;
note, for instance, dpxovxes in the first two, and ave^dxccoxov
and e^exaaxtxujs in the first and the fourth. Jesus is
addressed as PuPaoxaAe 'Inoou in the third and the fourth,
which also shows a special interest in Jesus as PoPaaxaAos.
'Witness' is a concern of the first and fourth pericope, but
given its centrality in John this is not remarkable. Perhaps
the fourth is linked tc the fifth (which is much more

fragmentary, and seems to contain a story of Jesus
miraculously foreshortening the time span from sowing to
harvest on the bank of the Jordan) by the motif of testing
questions. In the fifth, Jesus had apparently posed a £evov
enepcoxnya which the miracle somehow clarified or resolved. If
t/G's author worked by link-words, triggered partly by memory,
it might not be wholly fanciful to see significance in the
further use of \eZXo£ 'bank', here in line 66 (cf. line 56
above), and in the occurrence of the phrase 'stretching out his
right hand' as an acticn in the miracle, recalling the phrase
in Mark 1:41 par. whose absence from UG's version of the
healing of a leper we noted above.

The remains of the third fragment of UG are much more
limited, but the recto seems to give ev eay [ev] (82), [Au]§ous
(83/84) and [ano] xxe lvo.- [auv] (84-85). The sequence obviously
recalls John 10:30-31, with omoxxeuva) where John has Au§cxCw./45/
The beginning of periccpe two in UG, which parallels John 10:31,
shows UG's interest in this theme. Neither Mayeda nor Koester
considers the significance of ev eoycv. Are we to conclude that
'il culmine della cristologia giovannea' (Gallizia, p. 223) was
found by John in this supposed source? Dodd (pp. 73-74) asks
the same rhetorical question about 'his hour' (line 29): is it
likely that John found this conception, which controls his
Gospel from 2:4 to 17:1, in a source like UG?

The only noteworthy word identifiable on the verso of the
third fragment is glPgos, which occurs in line 50 above (par.
Mk 12:15), and elsewhere in the canonical gospels, of Jesus'
knowing the dispositions of opponents (cf. Mt 12:25, Lk 11:17,
Jn 6:61).

Repetition of vocabulary may well point to the special
interests of the author, which Mayeda found in Jesus'
confrontations with opponents. But the healing of a leper
cannot be made to fit such a concentration, nor with any ease
can the apocryphal miracle in the fifth pericope. The fragments
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may suggest that the complete UG consisted solely of miracle-
and controversy-stories, but this would be an insecure
deduction. Nor should we assume that UG was intended as a

gospel, to stand on a par with or in place of any other gospelsits compiler may have known, rather than as a selective
compilation for special purposes, such as catechesis or

apolggia, much as a modern Bible Society might produce a
'selection' of gospel passages for a particular readership
without calling it a 'gospel'. Since we have no secure

knowledge of the intention of UG*s compiler, we cannot assume
anything about his handling of his sources. It is on the basis
of our knowledge of how other writers used their sources that
we regard it as most probable that he was writing from memory,
at least for the Synoptics, but such parallels may be
misleading, especially if Mayeda is correct in arguing that UG
was produced for private, domestic use and is no way an official
or cultic writing./46/ We have no right to take for granted
that the distinctions and categories of form and tradition
established for Synoptic criticism apply to this text./47/

An early date for UG is significant for Koester's thesis,
in rendering it less likely to be based on John's Gospel, and
conversely, if Jeremias' claim were sound, in making it 'a
spectacularly [i.e., unbelievably!] early witness for the four-
gospel canon of the NT'./48/ References by scholars to UG*s
date do not always distinguish clearly between the papyrus and
the composition of UG, but Koester obviously has the papyrus
itself in view. He cites the first editors' judgment that its
script aligned it with other papyri written before c.120, and
seems keen to make it as early as possible - 'into the
beginning of II CE...possibly shortly after 100'./49/ But if a
consensus obtains on the papyrus's date, it seems to lie
somewhere in the second quarter of the century. The original
editors' 'revised version' gives 130-165 and 140-160 (reported
by most cataloguers of Christian papyri as about the middle of
the century),/50/ Gallizia's discussion suggests a date nearer
125 than 150 and Jeremias says 'before 150'./51/

Bell and Skeat went on to suggest a date of c.110-130 or
80/90-120 for the composition of UG, partly on the basis of
their assessment of the character of the work, and partly, on
the assumption that the papyrus was found at Oxyrhynchus, to
allow time for UG to have moved up country from Alexandria, its
likely place of origin./52/ But Bell goes too far in asserting
that 'we may quite certainly assume it is not the author's
autograph but is separated from it by repeated copyings',/53/
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Perhaps more truly than they realised did he and Skeat call this
an 'unknown' gospel. It remains the solitary exemplar of its
text. There is no evidence that it ever existed beyond Egypt or
even beyond this one copy. No traces have been found of its
influence on later Christian literature, in Egypt or elsewhere.
Other apocryphal gospels survive only in fragments, but no one
has advanced any convincing identification of our text with any
of them./54/

If there is one thing that may with certainty be affirmed
about this text, it is, in Jeremias' words, that it 'shows no
historical knowledge that carries us beyond the canonical
Gospels'./55/ Vielhauer, who holds that it reflects the
influence of a continuing oral Jesus-tradition, nevertheless
reports that the question whether it contains older and possibly
more authentic tradition than the canonical gospels is answered
in the negative on both critical and conservative sides./56/
Mayeda himself held that it offered no new material for the
history of primitive Christianity and no new information for the
life of Jesus (p. 89). If Koester's case were sound, UG would
provide evidence of the kind of source materials John used and
of the way he used them. Even if this were so, it is doubtful
whether it would raise any new challenge to the historical worth
of his Gospel.

The Gospel of Peter (EvP)

EvP is a considerably longer text than UG and cannot here
be examined in such detail. Koester's summary is accurate:
'Until recently, the almost universal judgment of scholars saw
in this gospel secondary compilation on the basis of the
canonical gospels',/57/ The most recent editor concludes that
EvP follows, for its narrative, the Synoptics, and, for its
theology, the Gospel and Apocalypse of John./58/

Taking his cue from a Kiel dissertation of 1972 by Jurgen
Denker,/59/ Koester argues that, despite its obviously
secondary features (e.g., the exoneration of Pilate and
mythological elements like the speaking cross), EvP is 'an
independent witness of the formation of the passion narrative'
(p. 128). This judgment rests on his view of the general
development of the passion narrative, which grew up, not on the
basis of historical report, but as a kind of OT reflection on
the death of Jesus, finding 'both the rationale and the
content of Jesus' suffering and death in the memory of those
passages in the Psalms and the Prophets which spoke about the
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suffering of the righteous' (p. 127). EvP provides, so he
believes, just such a composition of this 'scriptural memory'.
Its OT material lacks the apologetic interest of Matthew and
Justin in demonstrating precise correspondence between
prediction and fulfilment, and subject matter from"any one OT
passage or text is found in only one place in EvP, and not
dispersed as often occurs in the canonical gospels (pp. 126-127).

A similar case is argued for EvP1s resurrection account.
Koester detaches a miraculous epiphany story which is 'well
preserved and could be very old' (p. 129). It was used intact
by EvP, but fragments of it were inserted by the canonical
evangelists into different settings in their narratives.

Before testing Koester's theses by examining one section
from the passion story, we must take note of a new papyrus MS
of EvP, P. Oxy. 41. 2349, published in 1972, but unfortunately
not known to Mara or Denker, and not considered by Koester./60/
The fullest study so far is by Dieter Luhrmann in 1981./61/
The papyrus is dated c.200 and consists of two fragments, the
larger of which is clearly identifiable with EvP 2:3-5 in the
text of the eighth/ninth-century Akhmim MS, hitherto our sole
witness to EvP. Luhrmann sets out the text of this fragment and
its Akhmim parallels as follows:

POx 2949 fr. I EvPt 3-5 (Akhmim)

5 ] 6 cptAos n [e] tAa [t] ou . [ 3 o (ptAos IIciAaTOi) Mai
6 J. s on cxeAcuaev L euPms oil axaupuaxeLV
7 eA] $ajv npog JTetAaxg [v rjAOev npos xov ncbAaxov
8 ] J9 acoya eus xacpnv [ to oajpa xou K(.upuo)u upog

lacppv
9 'Hp(j)6jr}V Qxnqa[xo 4 upos 'HpjPnv fixncrev

10 ] ijvat euuo[v 5 ecpn?
11 ] rirnaa. [ rennet?
12 ]auxov [ auxov fixnxEL? auxov

e^anxopev?
13 ].oxu a[ enGU? yap?

The second, much smaller fragment gives only the beginnings of
five lines. Among these the appearance of TieuA[axos] suggests
that it belongs near to the first fragment, but the other line-
beginnings do not allow an obvious identification with any part
of the Akhmim text./62/
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The new papyrus contains a text of EvP 2:3-5 clearly
somewhat different from the one in the Akhmim MS. Luhrmann's

comparison shows that of the sixteen words more or less
confidently reconstructed in the larger Oxyrhynchus fragment,
ten are identical with Akhmim. The others display some

variation, in two cases to a major extent. Lines 5-8 of the
fragment correspond more closely with Akhmim than do 9-12.
What is identifiable from the smaller fragment also makes some

divergence from Akhmim's text inescapable.

P. Oxy. 2949 should therefore be regarded as part of an
earlier version of EvP than the one given by the Akhmim MS.
Unlike the canonical gospels, EvP1s text was obviously open to
considerable variation in transmission./63/ As a consequence,

any arguments based on the Akhmim text for EvP1s relations to
the Synoptic and Johannine traditions must now be less secure.

Can any particular Tendenz be discerned from a comparison
of the parallel texts? The scope for a fruitful comparison is
strictly limited, but the following points may be made:

line 6 - exeAeuoev (i.e., Herod; xeAeuetv is twice used of Herod
in EvP 1:2);/64/ Akhmim has oxaupuaxetv auxov yeAAououv
(axaupxaxeuv is a hapax Legomenon). The variation is consider¬
able. 'HpioPns is certainly required with cxeAeuoev. Did
P. Oxy. 2949 lack Akhmim's unparalleled oxauptaxelv? This seems
likely, for in 1:2 Herod ordered only that Jesus be 'taken off',
presumably for execution. But perhaps here Herod's instruction
had become more specific. The Syriac Didascalia, which has
affinities at points with EvP, says (in the Greek version of
Apostolic Constitutions) 'Herod the King exe'Aeuaev auxov
oxaupaj^nvau' ./65/ The text of Oxyrhynchus accords better with
the general apologetic thrust of EvP (see further below) than
does Akhmim, for it makes quite explicit Herod's responsibility,
which in EvP 2:5 means Jewish responsibility, for the
crucifixion.

There is no canonical parallel to either text, but Akhmim
is patently more divergent in vocabulary.

line 7 - eA]3fov ltpds IleuAaTov; Akhmim - fiASev itpbg tSv neuAaxov.
The parallels are: tipoogaSwv xtp IluAaxa) (Mt and Lk) , euonA^ev
rcpbs xbv neiAaxov (Mk). Of the omission of the article before
'Pilate', nothing significant can be said. Akhmim EvP has
Pilate with the article slightly more often than without, but
cf. (puAos ncuAaxou above. On several occasions EvP seems to
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prefer simple to compound verbs,/66/ and Luhrmann's suggestion
of euoeX^wv (p. 223) is questionable. It is not required by
the composition of the MS. The participle is parallel to
eubiog, and hence xau would have been omitted before ninoev

(assumed reconstruction). Another marked stylistic feature of
EvP is the frequent use of xau, connecting clause after
clause./67/ The Oxyrhynchus text here linked two participles,
not two main verbs. Does this suggest it may have been less
popular in this stylistic respect than Akhmim?

line 8 - lacks Akhmim's tou xupuou between to owpa and upoc;
xacpnv; did it (or auiou, as Luhrmann, p. 223, suggests) precede
to owpa? All the Synoptics have to owpa tou 'Ipaou, but EvP
invariably has 'the Lord', never 'Jesus'. But was this feature
less prominent in Oxyrhynchus than it is in Akhmim? Luhrmann,
p. 222, like Coles, is inclined to reconstruct^ x [ai tou xupuou
in line 5, but again the uncertain line-length cannot be said
to require it.

The eus/Tipos Tacppv variation is probably without
significance. The four gospels provide no parallel here, but
cf. eug TCKprfv (Mt 27:7), eug tov eVTacpuaopdv (Mk 14:8; par.
Mt 26:12, rcpog to eVTCKpuaoau ye).

line 9 - probably riTifocxTO, to Akhmim's Jinoev. Note that all
three Synoptics have pTnoaTO of Joseph's request to Pilate
(John fipooTyaev) ; here it is Pilate's to Herod. The Bauer-
Arndt-Gingrich-Danker Lexicon regards the active and the
middle as interchangeable in early Christian literature. If
Joseph's request influenced Pilate's in EvP, Oxyrhynchus is
nearer to the Synoptics. At this point Akhmim's developed
text diverged further from the canonical gospels.

line 10 - ]r)vau eunoo [v cannot be further reconstructed from
Akhmim. Coles (p. 16 n.10) suggests onio6o§rivau from Matthew
27:58, which again would make EvP c.200 closer to the
Synoptics than is Akhmim EvP.

line 11 - r]Tnaa[T0 is a probable reconstruction, perhaps
parallel to Akhmim's JiTpxeu, but correlating the texts is
difficult. Luhrmann (p. 224) suggests that P. Oxy. 2949 may
have had a repetition of Joseph's request in Pilate's mouth,
eurcw[v, 'iwanip auTOU to owpa] $tnaa[To, which would distance it
further from Akhmim but in fact make good sense. Akhmim says
that Pilate asked Herod for the body (2:4), and that Herod
replied, 'Even if no-one had asked...' (2:5), implying that
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Pilate had named the source of the request, since Pilate could
scarcely have wanted it himself. At 6:23 the Jews gave the
body to Joseph.

line 13 - otu is not paralleled in Akhmim in this context. If
it represents the original of Akhmim's ened or yap, the
following a is unexplained.

The following tentative conclusions may be drawn from this
investigation:

a) the Oxyrhynchus text probably used less unusual vocabulary
b) at some points it may well have been closer to the
Synoptics;
c) at one point it probably made smoother sense than Akhmim;
d) at another it accorded more definitely with the apologetic
thrust of EvPj
e) at one or two points its linguistic and stylistic usages
may have been less marked than those of Akhmim.

We will take up some of these pointers to the character of the
Oxyrhynchus text of EvP after the next stage in this
examination of the work.

Since the new papyrus has directed our attention towards
EvP 2:3-5a,/68/ we shall use the passage as a test-case for the
theses of Koester and Denker (even though Koester makes no

specific reference to it).

2:3. 'ioTpxeu 6e exeu 'iwoncp, o (pdXog IleuXaTOU xau tou
Kupdou, xau eubtog otu OTaupuaxeuv auTOv peXXououv fiXttev
rcpog tov IleuXaTOV xau §Tnae to awpa tou Kupdou upog Tcupnv.

4. Kau o IleuXaTog Tidp<J>ag xpog 'Hp(j>6nv rjTnoev auTou to
» v * v acoya

5. xau o 'Hp^bns e<pn* " A6eX(pe IleuXaTe, eu xau pn tus
auTOV riTnxeu, npeus cutov etfarcTopev, exeu xau oaSBaTov
euucpcoaxeu. reypaiiTau yap ev T(J vop^j nXuov pn 6uvau ctiu
uecpoveupdv^."

Denker (pp. 60-61) claims that EvP's sources here are the
OT and the 'Gemeindetradition', which itself kept close to the
OT. The passage relates a tradition similar to but
independent of the Synoptic version, but altered by being
combined by the author of EvP with a free citation of
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Deuteronomy 21:23, which Denker believes was prominent in the
Jewish-Christian Jesus-tradition on which EvP drew. In

support of this view he cites Acts 5:30, 10:39, and Jerome's
references, in his commentary on Galatians 3:13, to Ebion's and
Symmachus's renderings of Deuteronomy 21:23./69,/ Yet Denker
recognises that EvP's interest in the verse is quite different
from Acts' and Galatians'. EvP is preoccupied solely with the
burial of the body before sunset, as is clear from the same
citation at 5:15 and an echo of the same motif at 6:23./70/

Mara (pp. 86-87) holds that EvP's use of Deuteronomy at
5:15 comes from his following John 19:31, which, like the
preceding verse in EvP (4:14), refers to the breaking of the
legs. Although John, unlike EvP, relates the allusion to
Deuteronomy 21:23 specifically to the imminence of the sabbath,
EvP's citation here follows immediately upon a mention of the
sabbath's proximity. This seems a convincing interpretation.
It is difficult to envisage what role EvP's very circumscribed
reference to Deuteronomy 21:23 could have played in the
development of a passion narrative along Koester's lines of OT
meditative recollection. On the other hand, its secondary
elaboration, for apologetic purposes, in the train of a more

kerygmatic use of the testimonium is historically quite
intelligible. Luhrmann (p. 221 n.24) validly criticises
Denker's later attempt (pp. 80-81) to smuggle the curse (cf.
Gal 3:13) into EvP's understanding of Deuteronomy 21:23 by
citing EvP 5:17, 'They...completed the measure of their sins on
their head'. EvP's concern is simply that no Kegoveupevos
should remain unburied at sundown.

EvP's citation here is plainly apologetic. It may not be
prefaced by a Matthaean fulfilment-formula, but a formal enough
introduction is given, rdypauxau yap.... As Denker himself
puts it, 'steht im PE das angstliche Bemuhen im Vordergrund,
die Vorschrift des Gesetzes zu erfiillen' (p. 60) . Mara may
well be right in suggesting (pp. 78-79) that the reason why
Joseph's request for Jesus' body comes so early in EvP's
sequence of events is precisely in order to ensure the
certainty of burial before sunset. The construction of the
episode also serves to reinforce the central apologetic motif
of EvP, viz, the Jews' total responsibility for doing away
with Jesus, by demonstrating Pilate's subservience to Herod.

Denker (p. 61) maintains that EvP 2:3-5a is independent of
the canonical gospels, chiefly on the grounds that it does not
use the evangelists' common or special traditions. It does not
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mention Arimathaea (all four gospels), but EvP seems
uninterested in topographical information, such as the place of
the crucifixion./71/ It makes Joseph not a disciple of Jesus
(Matthew and John; cf. Mark and Luke - 'looking for the
kingdom of God'), but a friend of both Pilate and the Lord.
In fact, when later (6:23) Joseph is given the body for burial,
EvP says that 'he had seen (yeaodyevos fiv) all the good that
Jesus had done', which implies that Joseph had been a
follower of Jesus. So EvP does not, as Denker claims, tend to
present Joseph's relationship to Jesus in markedly neutral
terms. EvP also lacks, so Denker points out, Pilate's enquiry
of the centurion whether Jesus were already dead (Mk 15:44-45),
but this is hardly surprising, since EvP has chosen to place
the request for the body well before the crucifixion! In any
case, it is Herod, not Pilate, who in EvP has charge of the
crucifixion.

It is easier to demonstrate the secondary and tendentious
character of EvP 2:3-5a than its precise dependence upon the
canonical gospels. EvP here wears its apologetic Tendenz on
its face, which induces a quite unhistorical presentation of
political realities in Palestine./72/ We should also remember
that such hints as the Dxyrhynchus fragments provide, both
strengthen the apologetic Tendenz in this passage and align its
text more closely to the Synoptics.

Denker and Koester are right to stress the OT undergirding
of much of EvP, but wrong to deny the parallel undergirding of
the canonical gospels. More sensitive and accurate is Mara's
assessment of the work: 'II semble done que "1'apocryphe"
travaille sur un materiel de seconde main qu'il ne domine
qu'exterieurement; son intelligence historique parait seulement
d'ordre theologique, elle ne part pas d'une experience
d'evenements vecus directement et interpretes, mais elle emerge
d'une lecture de textes medites religieusement, dans une

perspective qui situe au meme niveau les propheties
messianiques et le recit des Evangiles officiels' (pp. 31-32).
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Notes

/l/ Raymond F. Collins, Introduction to the New Testament
(London, 1983), 28.
/2/ 'Apocryphal and Canonical Gospels', HTR 73 (1980), 105-130.
See also the relevant sections of his Introduction to the New

Testament, vol. 2: History and Literature of Early
Christianity (Philadelphia, 1982), and his brief foreword to
Ron Cameron's The Other Gospels: Non-Canonical Gospel Texts
(Guildford, 1983), 9-10. Cameron's introductions to the two
gospels under discussion here summarise Koester's views
(pp. 72-74,76-78).
/3/ Art.cit., 130, 112.
/4/ In working on these texts for this study, I reached the
conclusion that the possibility of UG's being part of the lost
pre-passion section of EvP has been too lightly dismissed. I
hope to reopen this question elsewhere. The present study,
however, treats them as unconnected texts, in accord with the
unanimous consensus.

/5/ (i) P. 37(P.Mich. 3.137), containing Mt 26:29-52, is dated
in the 3rd C. by most scholars; cf. K. Aland, Repertorium der
Griechischen Christlichen Papyri, vol. I: Biblische Papyri
(Patristische Texte und Studien, 18; Berlin and New York, 1976),
259, J. van Haelst, Catalogue des Papyrus Litteraires Juifs et
Chretiens (Paris, 1976) 138-139.
(ii) A 2nd C. fragment of John to be published as P. Oxy.
50.3523 is recorded by C. H. Roberts and T. C. Skeat, The
Birth of the Codex (London, 1983) 41.
(iii) P. Ryl. 3.463 is a 3rd C. copy of part of a Gospel of
Mary, cf. E. Hennecke - W. Schneemelcher - R. McL. Wilson, New
Testament Apocrypha, vol. 1 (London, 1963) 340-341 (H. C.
Puech).
(iv) P. Doura 10, a 3rd C. fragment of Tatian's Diatessaron,
probably merits inclusion; cf. E. G. Turner, The Typology of
the Early Codex (Philadelphia, 1977) 150.
(v) P. Oxy. 41.2949 is a fragment of c.AD 200 'now plausibly
assigned to the banned Gospel of Peter' (Roberts and Skeat,
op. cit., 44; cf. Haelst, op. cit., 209). See further below.
/6/ Cf. Hennecke etc., op. cit., vol. 1, 115-116 (W.
Schneemelcher); Haelst, op. cit., 208.
/7/ Texte und Untersuchungen 65; Berlin, 1957.
/8/ P. Vielhauer in Hennecke etc., op. cit., vol. 1, 119.
/9/ The majority of scholars seems still to accept the
authenticity of the letter published by Morton Smith in
Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark (Cambridge,
Mass., 1973). See his review of its reception in 'Clement of
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/9/ Contd.
Alexandria and Secret Mark: the Score at the End of the First
Decade', HTR 75 (1982), 449-461.
/10/ 'He must have known the Gospel of John' - so Hans von

Campenhausen, The Formation of the Christian Bible
(Philadelphia, 1972) 160.
/II/ Campenhausen, p. 130 (with literature), is convinced that
Papias speaks of Matthew's Gospel.
/12/ Synoptische Uberlieferung, 240.
/13/ See the study by D. A. Hagner in this volume.
/14/ 'No evidence...until the end of the second century' (art.
cit., 110). But the Montanists and Irenaeus, whom Koester
cites, give a date no later than c.170.
/15/ R. M. Grant, The Apostolic Fathers, vol. 1: An
Introduction (New York, 1964), 60-62; Koester's article, p. 108,
lists only 'Free sayings and other materials' for Ignatius.
/16/ Campenhausen, op. cit., 120 n. 61, accepts that the
Didache and 2 Clement refer to written gospels.
/II/ Das Leben-Jesu-Fragment Papyrus Egerton 2 und seine
Stellung in der urchristlichen Literaturgeschichte (Berne,
1946). Cf. the careful assessment by one of the fragments'
initial editors, H. I. Bell, 'The Gospel Fragments P. Egerton
2', HTR 42 (1949), 53-63, concluding that, while Mayeda's
theory about the general character of the new text is
acceptable, his view of its use of sources independent of the
canonical gospels is more disputable.
/18/ Art. cit., 123. He is more qualified in his Introduction,
vol. 2, 181-183, although he later says (p. 222) that UG
possibly provided some cf John's source material.
/19/ Bell and T. C. Skeat, Fragments of an Unknown Gospel and
Other Early Christian Papyri (London, 1935) 34-38; Bell, Recent
Discoveries of Biblical Papyri (Oxford, 1937) 17.
/20/ In Hennecke etc., cp. cit., vol. 1, 95-96.
/21/ Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur: Einleitung in
das Neue Testament, die Apokryphen und die Apostolischen Vater
(Berlin and New York, 1975) 637-638.
/22/ 'II P. Egerton 2', Aegyptus 36 (1956) 29-72, 178-234.
Koester is incorrect (art. cit., 119) in asserting that 'no
major attempt has been made to refute Mayeda's arguments'.
/23/ In Hennecke, op. cit., vol. 1, 95.
/24/ Unknown Sayings of Jesus, 2nd edit. (London, 1964) 39-41.
/25/ Art. cit., 120-121. Cf. Introduction, vol. 2, 182.
/26/ Introduction, vol. 2, 182.
/27/ Art. cit. (n. 9 above), 453.
/28/ Cf..Jeremias, Unknown Sayings, 40.
/29/ 'A New Gospel', BJP.L 20 (1936) 56-92, at p. 70.
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/30/ Mayeda points out, p. 24 n. 2, that fiASov xcxTaAuoau occurs
in sayings of Jesus in both the Gospel of the Ebionites and the
Gospel of the Egyptians. John 4:7 has epxeiao.... aviAnoau of
the woman of Samaria. Dodd, art. cit., 66, points to the
frequency of the ?iA§ov + infin. construction in early Christian
usage to express the purpose of the incarnation.
/31/ Cf. H. Merkel, Die Widerspruche zwischen den Evangelien.
Ihre polemische und apologetische Behandlung in der Alten
Kirche bis zu Augustin (Wissensch. Unters. zum NT, 13; Tubingen,
1971), and Die Pluralitat der Evangelien als theologisches und
exegetisches Problem in der Alten Kirche (Traditio Christiana,
III; Bern, Frankfurt, Las Vegas, 1978); 0. Cullmann, The Early
Church (London, 1956), ch. Ill, 'The Plurality of the Gospels as
a Theological Problem in Antiquity'.
/32/ Op. cit., 120 n. 61.
/33/ Art. cit., 121; Introduction, vol. 2, 182.
/34/ As Gallizia, art. cit., 65-68, effectively demonstrates.
/35/ Art. cit., 121-122.
/36/ In this respect Koester may have been misled by an
extraordinary paragraph in Mayeda, p. 49 (cf. Gallizia, art.
cit., 187), in which he draws special attention to the striking
fact that Mupuos never occurs in the papyrus! He is referring
ad loc. to the appearance of 6u6aaxaAos in line 53 instead of
muplos of Lk 6:46 (cf. Mt 7:21), but his comments on lines 30,
37 and 39 fail to notice the appearance of x\5pL0S. Hence he
can say, 'Ob dieses Wort mit christologischer Tendenz in seiner
Quelle nicht vorhanden war, oder ob der Verfasser des Papyrus es

wegen des Zusammenhanges korrigiert hat, da er daran nicht
interessiert war, bleibt eine Frage. Jedenfalls ist es
auffallend, dass dieses fur das Urchristentum spezifische Wort
nicht hier steht. Diese Tatsache gehort mit zu den Merkmalen
unseres Papyrus: er erzahlt die Geschichten neutral und ohne
tiefe theologische Deutung'.
/37/ Art. cit., 123; cf. Mayeda, 51 ('novellistischer').
/38/ Op. cit., 44. Cf. Jeremias, in Hennecke etc., op. cit.,
vol. 1, 96: 'the question about tribute-money is robbed of its
typically Jewish tone through being worded in general terms'.
/39/ Koester, art. cit., 122, says the text 'presents Jesus as

rejecting a secular affair', but this is far from obvious.
/40/ Dr. Richard Bauckham has plausibly suggested to me that
this pericope is modelled upon the sequence in Mark 10:17-19
par., where Jesus first picks up his questioner's form of
address ('Good Teacher') before answering his question. There
are, nevertheless, significant differences. Mark 10 contains
no reference to failure to fulfil Jesus' teaching, and hence
does not stray into gratuitous rebuke of the questioner.
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/40/ Contd.
Furthermore, Jesus gave an answer after only a short digression.
In UG, if he did so at all, it must have been only after a

digression of such a kind as to nullify the value of any answer.
/41/ Op. cit., 46-47.
/42/ Cf. Jeremias, Unknown Sayings, 41.
/43/ Art. cit., 123. 'On the contrary, the Johannine parallel
would argue for a dependence of John upon the Unknown Gospel.'
This claim rests on conclusions reached from his consideration
of earlier pericope, especially the first.
/44/ Introduction, vol. 2, 182.
/45/ So Dodd, art. cit., 85.
/46/ Op. cit., 87-90. Bell, art. cit., 62-63, finds this
account acceptable.
/47/ Koester's assumptions are crucial to his case: e.g., in
arguing that, because lines 7-14 are shorter than John 5:39-45,
their version is 'older in formal terms' (Introduction, vol. 2,
182). There are clearly other possible accounts of the relation
between the two texts.

/48/ Art. cit., 120. Koester makes his point in provocative
terms. Not only need not UG's use of the four gospels imply
their canonical status, but it is certain that it used a source

or sources other than the canonical gospels.
/49/ Introduction, vol. 2, 182,222.
/50/ The New Gospel Fragments [by Bell and Skeat, although
unnamed], (London, 1935) 10, 17; cf. Bell, Recent Discoveries
(1937) 20 (the MS can hardly be appreciably later than the mid-
2nd C.); Haelst, op. cit., 207 (also citing W. Schubart's date
of before 150); Aland, op. cit., 376. Turner, op. cit., 90, 144,
is no more precise than second century, as too are Roberts and
Skeat, op. cit., 41.
/51/ Gallizia, 42-46; Jeremias in Hennecke etc., op. cit.,
vol. 1, 94.
/52/ The New Gospel Fragments, 16-19. Cameron, op. cit., 74,
believes that UG was composed in the second half of the first
century, in Syria.
/53/ Recent Discoveries, 20.
/54/ Gallizia, 207-210. But see n. 4 above.
/55/ In Hennecke etc., op. cit., vol. 1, 95.
/56/ Geschichte, 639.
/57/ Art. cit., 126, referring to C. Maurer's treatment in
Hennecke etc., op. cit., vol. 1, 179-182. Opinions earlier in
the century were much more divided; cf. Mara (next note), 17-20.
/58/ M. G. Mara, Evangile de Pierre (Sources Chretiennes, 201;
Paris, 1973), 214. Koester does not mention this edition.
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/59/ Die theologiegeschichtliche Stellung des Petrusevangeliums.
Ein Beitrag zur Fruhgeschichte des Doketismus (Europ.
Hochschulschr. XXIII:36; Bern, Frankfurt, 1975). Denker was

able to take note of Mara only in a brief review at the end
(pp. 255-256). Cameronf op. cit., 78 suggests EvP was
composed as early as the second half of the first century.
/60/ Ed. R. A. Coles in G. M. Browne et al., The Oxyrhynchus
Papyri, vol. 41 (London, 1972), 15-16. Koester mentions it
en passant in his Introduction, vol. 2, 163, but not in his
article in HTR. It is not referred to in Vielhauer's

Geschichte, or by R. McL. Wilson in TRE III, 331-332.
See also n. 5 above. Cameron, op. cit., 76-77, refers to the
new MS, but merely as a recension different from the Akhmim
text. 1
/61/ ' POx 2949: EvPt 3-5 in einer Handschrift des 2./3.
Jahrhunderts', ZNW 72 (1981), 216-226. Coles briefly compared
the fragment with EvP 2:3-5 in 1972.
/62/ Luhrmann, 219-220.
/63/ Cf. Luhrmann, 225-226.
/64/ Unless one is to make no reference at all to the text of
EvP beyond 2:3-5, one cannot avoid comparing the Oxyrhynchus
text with the Akhmim text elsewhere.

/65/ Didascalia 21, tr. R. H. Connolly (1929), 190; Apost.
Const. 5:19:5, ed. F. X. Funk, 290-291. Cf. Denker, op. cit.,
12-14.

/66/ Cf. L. Vaganay, L'Evangile de Pierre (Paris., 1930),
144-145.

/67/ Vaganay, 145.
/68/ Denker, 34-35, rightly points out that EvP 2:5 (moil (

tiotpe6(jL)m£v m.t.A.) belongs with 2:6 rather than with what
precedes it in 2:5.
/69/ PL 26, 387.
/70/ The Jews rejoiced that, after the darkness since noon
(5:15ff.), the sun shone again and it was only the ninth hour
(6:22), and so they happily gave Joseph the body for burial
(6:23).
/71/ Cf. Vaganay, op. cit., 126.
/72/ Cf. Mara, op. cit., 31, 79.
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APOLOGETIC AND APOCALYPTIC:
THE MIRACULOUS IN THE GOSPEL OF PETER

David F. Wright
Department of Ecclesiastical History
New College
Edinburgh EHl 2LU

Bold reassessments and a newly discovered papyrus have
conspired to focus fresh attention on the apocryphal Gospel of
Peter (hereafter EvP), that is to say, on the gospel fragment
found in a manuscript at Akhmim in Egypt near the end of the
last century and almost universally identified with the
Docetists* gospel exposed by bishop Serapion of Antioch shortly
before A.D. 200 (Eusebius, H. E. 6:12). In Pap. Oxy. 2949, of
c. 200, published in 1972, we now have two scraps of a text of
EvP some five or six centuries older than the Akhmim manuscript
and sufficiently divergent from it to raise questions about the
relationship between the latter and the work unmasked by
Serapion./I/ The Docetic character of EvP is by no means as
obvious to contemporary students as it was to most (but by no
means all) commentators in the 1890's./2/ Furthermore, the
earlier hypotheses of Harnack and others, that made EvP earlier
than the canonical Gospels, have found a modern counterpart in
the views of Helmut Koester in particular, which discern in EvP
an independent witness to pre-canonical forms of both the
passion narrative and an epiphany resurrection story./3/ Most
recently, John Dominic Crossan has argued that most of EvP,
which he calls the Passion-Resurrection Source, is independent
of the canonical Gospels and was used by all four of them, but
that the final integrated form of EvP incorporates some material
derived directly from the canonical Gospels./4/

The present study is not concerned to address directly this
renewed debate about the relation of EvP to the gospel tradition.
(I have elsewhere tested Koester's theory against one section of
EvP and found it wanting./5/) Its interest lies instead in the
prominent miraculous element in the work. According to the
author of the fullest commentary on the text, its account of the
resurrection 'releve de la fantasmagorie'. Yet the same scholar
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acknowledges that, taken overall, EvP is less marked by a
delight in wonders (' toujours plus ou moins amusant, parfois
grotesque. Ce n'est pas du miracle, c'est de la feerie pour
les enfants') than other apocryphal gospels./6/ Nevertheless the
undeniable obtrusiveness of the supernatural in the resurrection
narrative has tended to colour interpretations of the whole
fragment, which extends from Pilate's washing his hands to the
beginning of an appearance of the risen Christ at the lakeside
at Tiberias. The aim of this paper is to assess the prevalence
of miracles in EvP, and to characterize the nature of any special
interest in miracles that EvP may display. It may thereby
contribute to the reassessment of the significance of the extra-
canonical, including post-canonical, gospel traditions for
which Richard Bauckham pled in his epilogue to the previous
volume of Gospel Perspectives./I/ He argues convincingly that
the study of the canonical Gospels cannot logically be detached
from enquiry into the fortunes of the broader gospel tradition,
pointing out in particular that those whose concern lies with
the historical reliability of the canonical Gospels do not have
a vested interest in the unreliability of the rest.

I. The Passion Narrative

At the point of transition from the passion account to the
resurrection, Ps-Peter makes 'all the people' say, 'If at his
death these very great signs (xauxct xa yeyooxa onyeCa) have come
to pass, see how righteous he was!'(8:28). But EvP has so far
recorded hardly anything exceptionally miraculous when compared
with the canonical accounts. The following list includes, for
completeness, some features which most probably do not belong
to the category of miracle at all.

1. The Silence on the Cross—'as if he experienced no

pain' (ws ynbev Ttovov e'xwv, 4:10)
This translation/8/ 'says explicitly neither that [Jesus]

did nor that he did not suffer pain'./9/ But if the verse is
not clear evidence of EvP's Docetism, it exemplifies the kind of
material that could have made the work congenial to Docetists.
For even if its inspiration is Isaiah 53:7 (although there is no
verbal link) ,/l0/ this silence on the cross is much more

suggestive of the supernatural character of 'the Lord' (EvP's
unvarying designation for Jesus) than the refusal to reply while
on trial which the canonical Gospels records. It may be
comparable with the similar achievement of the early Christian
martyrs,/ll/ but their silence may also attest special
supernatural intervention. So it is not entirely correct to
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suppose that the translation given above removes the issue from
the realm of theology (divine impassibility) to that of
asceticism (endurance of suffering),/12/ for there is no
evidence that Ps-Peter's Christ was vulnerable to pain.

The non-Docetic interpretation advanced by J. W. McCant
goes too far in claiming that not only is it 'clearly implied'
by 4:10 that Jesus did experience pain, but 'suffering is
integral to the "Petrine" passion narrative, and silence is a
pronounced feature of this narrative, with the Lord speaking
only once'./13/ This reading fails to give due weight tc the
absence from EvP, largely through the continuing silence of 'the
Lord', of any indication that what was dene to him actually
caused him suffering. The distinctive form of its sole word
from the cross, a parallel to the synoptic cry of dereliction,
confirms this impression (see below). EvP is not crudely
Docetic, for 'the Lord' can be manhandled, buffeted, scourged
and crucified (cf. 1 Cor. 2:8, the nearest NT parallel to EvP
4:10a), but it nowhere discloses that such treatment impinged
upon him in a painfully human way. In failing to break his legs,
it was his executioners' intention that he should die in
torments (4:14), but Ps-Peter does not assure us that he did./14/
Freedom from pain is therefore a more likely explanation of his
silence than heroic conquest of it. Such impassibility belongs
to EvP's presentation of 'the Lord', whether it be viewed as
divine/15/ or angelic/16/ impassibility.

2. The Cry of Departure ('H buvayug you, n buvayus,
MaxeAeu(J>as ye, 5:19)

This is the sole utterance from the cross in EvP, and is
ascribed to 'the Lord'. Its interpretation cannot be wholly
separated from its immediate sequel, xal euncbv aveAytpdn. The
differences from the synoptic cry of dereliction (Mk 15:35, Mt
27:46) are obvious enough: huvayus instead of Scoq, indicative
rather than interrogative 'why?', and a verbal form different
from the eyHaxeAtTies provided by Ps 21:2 (22:1) LXX. But if it
is correct not to seek an explanation for these differences in a
full-blooded Docetisation of the tradition, suggesting that the
divine power of Christ left the human Jesus before the moment
of death, it remains difficult to choose between the various
possible sources or inspirations for EvP's version./17/

The indicative assertion instead of the synoptics'
questioning plaint may remove the implication of distress on the
speaker's part./18/ EvP's xcueXcL^ag should therefore probably
be translated neutrally ('left') rather than pejoratively
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('abandoned'). Furthermore, the cry and the death of Jesus are

more closely related in EvP than in Matthew and Mark, where,
after the cry, Jesus is given vinegar to drink by bystanders
before breathing his last with another loud cry. The connexion
between the two in EvP must be an important clue to their
interpretation. In particular, it weakens the force of
suggestions that Puvctyus reflects a Jewish circumlocution for
God, or another translation, such as Aquila's, of Ps 21:2 (22:1)
or a confused misunderstanding of the Hebrew of the Psalm verse.
Such explanations tend to fasten upon a comparison between the
synoptic and Ps-Petrine forms of the cry, instead of setting the
cry in its context in EvP./19/ It can reasonably be maintained
that EvP does not suggest God-forsakenness on the part of Christ

But what is the relation between the departure of the
Puvotyug and the 'taking up' of the Lord? Does the cry tell us
that the precondition for the avaAriy^us of the Lord has now
occurred? Does the departure of the 6uvapug actually bring
about, rather than allow forf/ the taking up? Does Ps-Peter
present us with two happenings, even two ascensions, or with two
aspects of a single event, even two ways of describing a single
event? More precisely still, should the cry be read as

explaining wherein the taking up consisted?

One effect of the immediate juxtaposition of the two
statements in EvP is to imply a Christological or
anthropological reference more obviously than do the synoptic
accounts. Was the Lord's 6uva|iug his natural life-force, or the
indwelling power of'God that overshadowed him from his
conception (cf. Lk 1:35) and enabled him to work miracles (cf.
Lk 5:17, 7:19)? What is the significance of EVP's subsequent
references to 'the Lord' within the passion narrative after his
taking up in 5:19? Nails are withdrawn from 'the hands of the
Lord' (6:21), while it is 'the Lord' himself (not the body of
the Lord) that Joseph washed prior to burial (6:24).

Before bringing into this enquiry the question of the
meaning of aveAncp^n, note rfiust be taken of the ease with which
Ps-Peter's cry of departure could have been read in a Docetic
fashion. A gnosticizing interpretation lay only too readily to
hand, especially if attention was focussed narrowly on 5:19
alone—or rather on the first part of the verse alone, for
aveAncpdn does not at first sight seem an appropriate description
of the death of a Christ-less human Jesus (on the assumption,
which will shortly be questioned, that the two parts of 5:19 are
to be taken in strict consequence, so that the subject of
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aveApcpdn must be Christ minus his buvauug) .

3. The 'Taking Up' cf the Lord (aveXncpdn, 5:19)
This single Greek word is clearly a critical one in the

interpretation of EvP. Dees it denote the death of the Lord,
albeit perhaps euphemistically, or his ascension, or some
combination of the two, such as death-as-ascension or ascension
via death? Its difference from the words used by the canonical
Gospels (eCeuveuoev, Mk 15:37, Lk 23:46; acpfjxev to nveuya, Mt
27:50; napedwxev xb nveuya, Jn 19:30) may suggest that the
emission of Christ's rcveupa, of which all four speak in their
various ways, has already transpired, or at least has already
been spoken of, in EvP's cry of departure. If it is a

euphemistic avoidance of ontedavev, the latter is a term which
none of the canonical accounts uses in this context, and in any
case Ps-Peter elsewhere talks unambiguously of the Lord's
'death' (8:28).

Commentators have found it difficult to be dogmatic about
the meaning of the verb. McCant insists that it is not Docetic,
but will not go beyond affirming that, if it denotes ascension,
this meaning does not preclude that of death./20/ The noun in
Lk 9:51 (tcis nyepas ths avaAnvi(|'ews avion) suggests on the
contrary a primary emphasis on death together with a secondary
allusion to ascension./21/ Mara's interpretation hinges on his
rapprochement between Ps-Peter's cry of departure and Lk 23:46:
the cry records not the abandonment of the Lord by the buvayts
but its ascension, as the Lord yields up his spirit into the
hands of the Father./22/ The result of this is the glorification
of the Lord denoted by ave\n(p§n./23/

There are obvious difficulties in the way of this
interpretation. It presents an ascension of the 6uvayts
followed by, and resulting in, the elevation to glory of the
Lord himself (for the Lord must be the subject of aveAncpdn) .

This twofold ascension is awkward, to say the least, and
compounds the difficulty of explaining what the Puvayus is—a
question to which no clear answer emerges from Mara's discussion.
A more substantial objection is offered by the continuation of
EvP' s narrative, in which follow deposition, burial, descent
into the realm of the dead and resurrection. It is after these
events that the angel tells the women that the Lord aveam. . .

hcxl arcrjAdev gmgl o$ev omeaiaAn (13:56). Mara nevertheless
holds that aveAncpdn announces 'l'acte final' of the ascension,
while '1'exigence du recit' has not allowed Ps-Peter to
anticipate the resurrection.



406
Gospel Perspectives VI

If we are justified in seeking to make unified sense of thepassion and resurrection sections of EvP, then the presumptionexists that 5:19 refers only to the death of the Lord—to theSavotTOc; that the scribes, Pharisees and elders look back to in8:28./24/ Furthermore, it is likely that the cry of departureand aveAncpSn do not signify separate happenings. More plausiblythe cry interprets aveAncpdr by anticipation—or aveAncp^n may,vice versa, disclose the significance of the departure of the6uvayus. Either way, the death of the Lord could be spoken ofboth as the departure of his 6uvapus and, euphemistically nodoubt, as his being taken up./25/ In this way Ps-Peter givesexpression once again to the Christologia gloriae which informshis whole narrative./26/ His Christ is always 'the Lord', whosuffers no pain, experiences no thirst, and is not forsaken byGod, whether in reality or in agony.

The precise meaning of 6uvayus becomes on this
interpretation of lesser importance. It is sufficient toestablish that Ps-Peter is not affirming a dichotomist
Christology, of a Docetic or any other kind. EvP will go on totalk about the deposition and burial of 'the Lord' (6:21, 24),and to declare that it was 'the one who was crucified' who roseand departed thither whence he had been sent (13:56). If6uvayus denotes the Lord's divine power, its departure meansthat in death 'the Lord' is accepted of God rather than that thehumanity of Christ is abandoned or that Christ dies under divinedispleasure. That is to say, EVP's form of the cry of departureis concerned to exclude precisely what the synoptic cry ofdereliction appears to suggest, that Christ dies in weakness,accursed and forsaken by God.

The outcome of this discussion is that no miraculousascension or translation of 'the Lord' is recorded in EvP 5:19.The author's theological or, more strictly, Christologicalapologetic has occasioned an account of the Lord's passion whichtends towards the Docetic, or at least could only too easily beread as Docetic, but this is a Tendenz that is seen more clearlyelsewhere in the passion account. Here it has contrived merelyto rob the death of Christ of its agony and its sting. The Lordwas taken from us in triumphant peace. The contrast is, ofcourse, most marked with Matthew and Mark, for Luke and John dor.ot record the cry of dereliction.

4. The 'Very Great Signs' Accompanying the Lord's Death
(5:20-7:27; cf. 8:28)

The summary statement of 8:28 presumably refers to the
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following features of the passion narrative:

(i) darkness and sunshine (5:15, 6:22)
The darkness envelopping the whole of Judaea at mid-day is

paralleled in all the synoptic accounts, but some noteworthy
differences appear in Ps-Peter. The darkness is intensified by
5:18, 'Many went around with lamps, thinking it was night, and
tripped over.' Ps-Peter's special interest in the
preternatural darkness arises from the Jewish concern that the
body should not remain on the cross after sunset (5:15, citing
Dt 21:23). The reappearance of the sun at what is found to be
mid-afternoon (6:22, ninth hour), after the deposition of the
body from the cross (6:21), evokes Jewish rejoicing (6:23),
presumably because this concern had been met. Although the
synoptics all limit the darkness to the three hours from noon to
3 P.M., they are in different ways imprecise about the temporal
relation between the end of the darkness and the moment of the
death of Christ. More significantly, all four canonical
accounts place the taking down of the body considerably later,
such that, despite Jn 19:31, a Judaeo-Christian reader could not
be certain from any of these accounts that Dt 21:23 had been
observed. Ps-Peter puts the matter beyond doubt. The body is
removed from the cross before 3 P.M., when the sun shines out

again (a point without canonical parallel, although Lk 23:45
ascribes the darkness to the sun's failing), demonstrating that
the darkness had not been night as many supposed.

Although these differences only marginally enhance the
miraculous element in EvP when compared with the canonical
Gospels, they provide further illustration of the miraculous
serving the cause of Christological apologetic. In this case
the ending of the abnormal darkness is correlated to the success

in avoiding an infringement of Dt 21:23. In EvP the dying Christ
is neither accursed of God (cf. above, on 5:19) nor the cause of
defilement for the land.

There may be a further significance in the renewed sunshine
of 6:22, which will be discussed below in connexion with the
earthquake of 6:21.

(ii) rending of the temple curtain (5:20)
As in the synoptics, this is immediately contiguous to the

expiry of Jesus. EvP agrees with Mt 27:51 and Mk 15:38 against
Lk 23:45 in placing the death first. It also strengthens the
implied causal connexion between the two happenings by stressing
that the rending took place 'at the very moment' of the Lord's
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death. But at the same time it lacks the phrase 'from top to
bottom' found in Matthew and Mark. At first sight this appears
to make the supernatural character of the Incident less marked
than in the two synoptics. But in Ps-Peter divine power belongs
to 'the Lord' even in and after his death, as the next happening
to be considered makes clear, and he may have envisaged the
rending of the curtain as the work not so much of God from
heaven (as 'from top to bottom' implies) but of 'the Lord'
himself on earth.

(iii) earthquake (6:21)
Ps-Peter's affinities with Matthew's Sondergut are obvious

at this point, but whereas in Matthew the earthquake is
mentioned immediately after the rending of the curtain in a co¬
ordinate clause (27:51), in EvP it is separated from the rending
by the deposition from the cross. EvP also stresses that n yr)
taaa (Mt simply n yfj) was shaken, and seems to relate the tremor
causally to the laying of the body on the ground (eiu, xf)s yhs) .

If this connexion is accepted, there may be implications for Ps-
Peter's Christology. It is from 'the hands of the Lord' that
the nails were drawn, and it is the Lord (autov) whom they
placed on the ground. Mara comments that the body of the Lord
even bereft of his tn5vayys creates the effects of a theophany
when it touches the earth./27/ This verse has been an

embarrassment to a thoroughgoing Docetic interpretation of EvP,
to the extent that it has been seen by some as an interpolation.
Vaganay views it as evidence of the 'naive and popular'
character of Ps-Peter's Docetism./28/ One could more

confidently conclude that it counts against the allegedly
Docetic character of EvP, and also against interpretations of
5:19 which treat the departure of the 6x3vayiS as a happening
which leaves Christ a merely human corpse.

According to Crossan, the earthquake is 'more original' in
Ps-Peter than in Matthew./29/ His sole ground for this
conclusion is its better integration into EvP, as the earth's
reaction to the deposition of Jesus, whereas Matthew records it
and other eschatological phenomena as though they had no effect
on anyone. This patently ignores Mt 27:54, as well as resting
on a questionable criterion of greater originality. The closer
integration may well betray a more deliberate Tendenz'.

It is possible that the reappearance of the sun (6:22),
which immediately follows the earthquake with its attendant
ifidBos yeyas, should also be seen as an effect of the body's
contact with the earth. It seems more probable, however.
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that its significance lies in the chronological realm, as
explained above.

Ps-Peter has no parallel to the splitting of the rocks and
the resurrection of the saints found in Matthew's account

(27:51-53). Yet if in this respect EvP may appear more
restrained than the canonical Gospel with which it has most
affinity, it nevertheless betrays a Tendenz which heightens the
supernatural dimension of che passion,

(a) by stressing the Lord's impassibility,
(b) by its distinctive form of the cry of departure,
(c) by depicting the Lord's death as an avaAnu^ts, and
(d) by ascribing an earthquake to the deposition of the

Lord's body on the ground.
This Tendenz is not strictly Docetic, but may validly be
described as proto-Docetic. It belongs to Ps-Peter's
presentation of Christ as 'the Lord' throughout his passion.
It has led not to the recording of miraculous events
unparalleled in the canonical versions, but to a more sharply
nuanced presentation effected by modifications of the tradition,
whether or not EvP is here dependent on one or more of the four
Gospels. These modifications include relocation (of the Lord's
silence) and reordering (in the new connexion between the
earthquake and the Lord's oody touching the ground), as well as
a radically recast form of the cry from the cross, making it
express almost the opposite of the synoptics' dereliction.

EvP 8:28 confirms the importance for the author of the
miraculous features of the passion story. It is xa ycyuaTa
ayyeCa accompanying the Lord's death which have convinced the
people of his righteousness. Comparison with the synoptics is
again revealing. In Mark the manner of Christ's dying evokes
the centurion's confession (15:39). In Matthew the centurion
and his men are impelled to the same confession by observing
the earthquake and xa yyvoytva (27:54). Luke's centurion makes
the same confession as the crowd in EvP, and in addition the
crowds at the spectacle, OEwpnaavTes yevoyeva, went away
beating their breasts (23:47-48). Ps-Peter goes further than
them all in pinpointing both the impact of the miraculous signs
on o Xaos anas and the recognition of this impact by the
scribes, Pharisees and elders.

Whether Ps-Peter's Christologia gloriae is angelomorphic
/30/ or more Johannine in its 'comp£netration'/31/ of different
moments in the passage of the Lord through suffering and death
to resurrection and exaltation cannot be established from the
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passion narrative alone. It is certainly compatible with the
devotion to an exaggeratedly divine Christ to which popular
Christianity has inclined in every age.

II. The Resurrection Narrative

The miraculous is far more evident in Ps-Peter's account of
the resurrection than in the preceding part of the fragment.
EvP comes very close to recounting the actual moment of
resurrection. It stops short of describing what happened in the
tomb itself, but this minimal limitation may itself have been
dictated by its unmistakable apologetic interest. For everything
that it does record is presented as heard or seen by those
guarding or observing the tomb—a company which in EvP includes
Jews (elders, 10:38; by implication, elders and scribes, 8:31;
perhaps even scribes, Pharisees and elders, 8:28) as well as
Romans (the centurion Petronius and his soldiers, 8:31), and
even a crowd from Jerusalem (9:34). Ps-Peter is intent on

showing that the resurrection took place in full view of the
watching world. In due course we must clarify more precisely the
apologetic concern that has motivated this presentation.

But if EvP chooses not to tell its readers what transpired
within the tomb itself, it has plenty of wonders for those
outside to marvel at:

1. The Opening of the Tomb (9:35-37)
The miraculous features here are three in number:

(i) a loud voice heard from heaven (9:35),
(ii) the opening of the heavens and the descent to the tomb

of two (young) men envelopped in light (9:36),
(iii) the stone rolling back of its own accord (a<p' eauxou,

9:37)./32/
The only canonical parallel is Mt 28:2-3, part of the visit to
the tomb by the two Mary's, but there is little in common between
the two texts. EvP's loud heavenly voice may conceivably be a

counterpart to Matthew's great earthquake, but in Matthew a

single 'angel of the Lord' descended, in the sight of the two
Mary's alone, rolled back the stone and sat on it. EvP will in
fact narrate the visit of Mary of Magdala and her friends to the
tomb later in its account (12:50 ff.; cf. 11:44, 13:55 for a

further parallel to Mt 28:2-3).

Mara is surely right in regarding Ps-Peter's portrayal of
the resurrection as drawn in the lines and colours of apocalyptic.
/33/ The parallels he adduces between this passage and the
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Johannine Apocalypse alone are impressive enough, starting with
f| xupuctxn (9:35; Rev 1:10). The presence in EvP of this name
for the first day of the week may perhaps be thought to be due
to Ps-Peter's unvarying focus on o xupros. But in fact he never
uses this designation for Christ throughout the central section
of the resurrection narrative, i.e., between 6:24 (washing and
burial) and 12:50, where EvP's account again becomes parallel to
the canonical accounts with the visit to 'the tomb of the Lord'
by Mary of Magdala, 'the disciple of the Lord'. Since other
elements here belong to the world of apocalyptic—ueyaAn <puvn
(cf. Rev 1:10, 11:11-15, 12:10), the opening of the heavens (cf.
Rev 4:1, ll:9f.), the heavenly visitors full of light,
identified in 9:37 as veavuoxou, a frequent term for angels in
early Christian literature (cf. Mk 16:5), n xupuaxn may also be
derived from the same quarter.

The most unusual feature here is the stone's rolling back
of its own accord. In Matthew this is the work of the angel,
while in Mk 16:4 and Lk 24:2 the stone is found already rolled
back. A rationale for EvP's version is elusive. Is it simply
an example of 'un merveilleux facile'?/34/ Perhaps his two
angelic visitants were intended for quite another role (!) (see
below) . The only clue we might discern in the text is Ps-Peter's
emphasis in this verse that the self-rolling stone was exctvos
o BeSXtiu^vos eiu. tij Oupg—i.e., the stone set in place jointly
by the centurion, his troops and 'all those who were there',
including the elders and scribes, and sealed by them seven times
(8:32-33). But to frustrate such a combined effort a self-
rolling stone is not much more remarkable than one rolled by
angelic'strength.

But perhaps this store only appeared to roll of its own
accord. Perhaps we are meant to understand that 'the Lord'
rolled it back, just as, it was tentatively suggested, 'the
Lord' rent the temple curtain, and the body of 'the Lord',
removed from the cross, shook the ground.

2. The Exit from the Tomb (10:38-42)
Still in the full view and hearing of the assorted

guardians and spectators, another series of extraordinary
events took place.

(i) the emergence from the tomb of three men (av&pas)•
two bearing up (unopSouvxas) or leading
(XEtpayuyouyevou) the third (10:39-40),

(ii) the cross followed them out (10:39),
(iii) the two were as tall as the heavens, while the third
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was taller still (10:40),
(iv) a heavenly voice asked whether he (it?) had preached

to the dead (10:41),
(v) the cross replied in the affirmative (10:42).

Again it is evident that in these verses Ps-Peter belongs to the
realm of early Judaeo-Christian apocalyptic, whose elements he
uses to give expression to his Christologia gloriae in a
resurrection that is also an ascension. The only possible
discordant note is the need for the third man, i.e., the Christ
figure, to be held upright or led by the hand by the other two.
This has been explained as the consequence of the abandonment
of Christ by his 6uvapts, which is also why the cross and not
he answers the heavenly question./35/ It is much more likely,
however, that the two angels are escorting the third in triumph
rather than compensating for his weakness. The rare word
UTiopdouvias would then mean bear up almost in the sense of bear
aloft. In the Ascension of Isaiah 3:16-17 Christ comes forth
from the sepulchre sitting on the shoulders of the angel of the
Holy Spirit and the archangel Michael./36/

This interpretation accords with the transformation of the
cross into a symbol of victory and glory, and its
personification in the process./37/ The cross answers the voice
from heaven because it has accompanied Christ on his descensus
ad inferos. It is now raised and exalted with him, and in works
like the Apocalypse of Peter 1 (Eth.) and Epistle of the
Apostles 16 it will precede Christ at his parousia. Even if it
provides no precise parallel to the cross speaking, a range of
early Christian literature illustrates the speculation on the
living and active cross which here finds a voice.

The immense height of Christ is another feature of early
Christian works influenced by Jewish apocalyptic-angelic
theology./38/ It serves to declare his transcendent majesty.
The descensus ad inferos to preach 'to those who sleep' also
belongs to primitive Jewish Christianity, for the sleeping ones
are almost certainly the Old Testament saints./39/ Ps-Peter may
here betray a further contact with Matthew's special material.
His question and answer about Christ's preaching tols
motycoy(5vous attest the deliverance which Mt 27:52 (cf. xwv

MeMOLjjriy£v(A)V ayuwv) dramatizes.

EvP's apologetic concern is still evident in this passage.
It was while the soldiers were reporting the opening of the tomb
that they, and presumably the others present, beheld (rcdAuv
opwOLV, 10:39) the next happenings. Ps-Peter repeats that they
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heard (pmooov, 10:41) the heavenly voice, and the reply from the
cross was heard (nMOuexo). But the nature of Ps-Peter's
apologetic interest must not be misunderstood. W. L. Craig has
compared Matthew's story of the guard at the tomb with EvP's
'apologetic legend'. The latter is 'a failsafe apologetic. . .

By contrast in Matthew's story the guard is something of an
afterthought'./40/ But this may be to compare stories of a
rather different character, for EvP's apologetic is theological
rather than historical in emphasis. Mara points out that, apart
from 8:30 (the elders' expression of concern to Pilate that the
disciples of Jesus might steal the body, parallel to Mt 27:64),
Ps-Peter is relatively uninterested in the empty tomb (but cf.
later 13:56). The attention he gives to the co-operation of
Jews and Romans in closing and sealing the tomb and witnessing
its subsequent opening and the resurrection is directed, not to
proving that the body was not stolen and that the tomb was found
empty because Christ was raised on the third day, but to
manifesting the glory of the Lord. Even while the tomb was shut,
Christ with his cross had been announcing salvation to the
sleeping saints of Israel. The opening of the tomb demonstrated
that not even its sevenfold sealing by an alliance of Jewish
religious leaders and a Roman militia could contain the power of
the rising and ascending Lord.

3. Another Angelic Descent (11:44, 13:55)
While the guard and the Jewish representatives were

preparing to report all to Pilate, a further figure (avdpwnds
tls) descended from the re-opened heavens and entered the tomb,
in full view of the assembled company (xauxa t6dvxes, 11:45).
Here EvP seems to link up again with the synoptic tradition (cf.
Mt 28:2), as it paves the way for the visit of the women to the
tomb (12;50ff.)./41/ EvP's account is in part closer to Mark (16:5,
brilliant angelic raiment; 16:8, flight of women in fear) than
to Matthew and Luke, but differs significantly from all three in
declaring what has happened to Christ. Whereas they say only
that Christ oum eaxtv u)6e and nyepSri (in Lk 24:7 the women are
also reminded of his prediction that he must dvaoxhvau on the
third day), Ps-Peter's veavuaMog states twice that the Lord
otveoxn moL omhAdev, adding the second time gmel o§ev drceaxaAn
(11:56, 57). The synoptics direct the women to earthly duties—
telling the disciples, awaiting Christ in Galilee—whereas EvP
has no such reference, for the one who was crucified is no

longer on earth. There may possibly be some significance in the
difference between EvP's xov oxaupcoOevxa and xbv eaxaupwpevov of
Mt 28:5 and Mk 16:6. Was Ps-Peter more inclined to regard the
crucifixion as a merely past event, with the cross itself
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transfigured into an emblem of power and victory?

Apart from the merging of resurrection and ascension/42/ in
the angelic message to the women, EvP here is not obviously a
more miracle-weighted account than its canonical counterparts.
The running together of resurrection and exaltation could be
viewed as Johannine, but no more than in John, if we may judge
from the incomplete sequel in EvP 14:55-60, did it exclude
appearances of the risen Lord. In default of the rest of EvP
beyond what looks like the beginning of an appearance to the
disciples on the shore of Galilee, we cannot argue too
confidently from the angelic message to how Ps-Peter might have
presented, if at all, the final exaltation of the Lord to
heaven. Vaganay reminds us that quite orthodox writers in the
early Church could speak in terms very similar to the angel here
in EvP./43/

According to Danielou, Ps-Peter's 'characteristic feature
is to make use of apocalyptic symbolism in presenting the events
of the life of Christ with a view to bringing out their
theological import'./44/ But as we have seen, a distinction
probably has to be drawn between those parts of EvP where the
author remains firmly in contact with the canonical gospel
tradition (whether he. had access to it in the form of our actual
Gospels or not), and those where he seems considerably freer of
the control of this tradition./45/ The latter comprise the core
of his resurrection narrative, including 9:34-10:42. In the
passion story and the last part of the resurrection account
(12:50-14:60, and probably 11:43-49 also), despite numerous
modifications of various kinds, the shape of the canonical
tradition remains clearly recognizable. Ps-Peter has enhanced
its miraculous content, as we concluded above, only marginally,
and in the interests of his consistent presentation of Christ as
the Lord. Its strong apologetic thread, which is built up
largely out of the ingredients of an originally historical
apologetic, is now directed to this theological purpose. In so
far as the miraculous dimension has undergone elaboration, the
chief causative factor has been the desire to depict Christ,
even on the cross and after death before the resurrection, as

the Lord.

But in the central section of the resurrection story,

apocalyptic has taken over, and EvP has more the colour of the
apocalyptic literature of primitive Christianity. The Akhmim
manuscript contained also, it must be remembered, a fragment of
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the Apocalypse of Peter and parts of 1 Enoch. It is consistent
with the heavily apocalypticized character of 9:34-10:42 that
here, where one might have expected it most in EvP, Christ is
not called o xupuos. The passage betrays the oblique symbolic
approach typical of apocalyptic.

The relevance of such an evaluation of the work to the

question of its sources is not the concern of this study, but
it obviously raises the possibility of an influence upon the
central description of the resurrection quite different from
the broadly canonical gospel tradition which may account for
the rest of the fragment.,'46/ If, however, the dazzling colour
of that description is to be ascribed to Ps-Peter himself
(since for some of its most noteworthy features no earlier
witnesses are known),/47/ the relative restraint of the rest of
his work is the more impressive. It is not too far from
sustaining the conclusion that 'There is nothing docetic about
the Lord of the apocryphal "Petrine" gospel fragment'./48/ By
contrast, the claim that Ps-Peter's resurrection narrative is

basically a very early miraculous epiphany story antedating the
canonical accounts and partly reflected in them seems the more
hazardous./49/ To argue this for a narrative including the
self-rolling stone, the heavenly height of the risen Christ and
his escorting angels and the walking cross,/50/ is certainly to
champion a case burdened by improbability.
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Gospel" (Pap. Egerton 2) and the Gospel of Peter,' in Gospel
Perspectives, vol. 5, ed. D. Wenham (Sheffield: JSOT, 1985) 222-
25. Cf. R. Bauckham, 'The Study of Gospel Traditions Outside
the Canonical Gospels: Problems and Prospects,' in ibid., 401,
n. 41 (where, however, the papyrus is wrongly numbered).
/2/ J. W. McCant, 'The Gospel of Peter: Docetism Reconsidered,'
NTS 30 (1984) 258-73.
/3/ H. Koester, 'Apocryphal and Canonical Gospels,' HTR 73
(1980) 105-40, esp. 126-30.
/4/ Four Other Gospels (Minneapolis: Winston, 1985) esp. 132-34.
See my review forthcoming in Themelios. Crossan regards the
section in Pap.Oxy. 2949 as part of the integrated composition,
but fails to consider the significance of its textual divergence
from the Akhmim MS.

/5/ See n. 1 above.
/6/ L. Vaganay, L'Evangile de Pierre (Paris: Gabalda, 1930)
127-28; cf. P. Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen
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Literatur (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1975) 648.
/7/ Bauckham, 'Problems and Prospects,1 369-403, esp. 370-77.
/8/ Accepted by Vaganay, Pierre, 236; and M. G. Mara, Evangile
de Pierre (Paris: Cerf, 1973) 106-7. It is confirmed by a
similar is + participle clause in 7:26. Mara's text of EvP is
followed in this study.
/9/ McCant, 'Peter,' 261.
/10/ The formulation may reflect Is 53:4 LXX. Cf. J. Denker,
Die theologiegeschichtliche Stellung des Petrusevangeliums
(Bern: Lang, 1975) 69.
/II/ Cf. Vaganay, Pierre, 236; Mara, Pierre, 110-11; Denker,
Petrusevangeliums, 120-22. Closely similar is Ascension of
Isaiah 5:14, 'When Isaiah was being sawn in sunder, he neither
cried aloud nor wept' (ed. R. H. Charles, 42).
/12/ Mara, Pierre, 107.
/13/ McCant, 'Peter,' 261. (Crossan, Four Other Gospels, 131,
accepts McCant's evaluation.)
/14/ Cf. McCant, 'Peter,' 262: 'There is every indication of
pain and humiliation. . .Left to die in torments, he maintains
his Lordly dignity to the end.' • Crossan, Four Other Gospels,
143f., reads the text differently, attributing the unbroken legs
to the good criminal of 4:13 (cf. Lk 23:40-41), not to Jesus.
Such a reading makes 4:14 pointless (cf. Mara, Pierre, 121),
contrary to Crossan's general picture of fs-Peter as an author
and redactor. EvP's concern in 4:13 is not with the penitent
malefactor himself, but with his confession about Jesus.
/15/ Mara, Pierre, 111. .

/16/ Denker, Petrusevangeliums, 120-22.
/17/ Vaganay, Pierre, 255-56; Mara, Pierre, 133-38; Denker,
Petrusevangeliums, 118-20; McCant, 'Peter,' 262-65.
/18/ Vaganay, Pierre, 248—the question gives 'un caractfere
douloureux' to the cry.

/19/ It is a particular weakness of McCant, 'Peter,' that he
fails to relate the cry to its sequel in the text.
/20/ Ibid., 265-67, 270. McCant (272, n. 50) has misread
Bauer's Lexicon, which gives take up (to heaven) as the meaning
here.

/21/ Cf. I. H. Marshall, The Gospel of Luke (Exeter: Paternoster,
1978) 405.
/22/ Mara, Pierre, 135-36.
/23/ Ibid., 138-40.
/24/ C. Maurer takes avsXi5q)9ri of the death, in 'The Gospel of
Peter,' in New Testament Apocrypha, vol. 1, ed. E. Hennecke and
W. Schneemelcher (London: Lutterworth, 1963) 181.
/25/ This is in effect Denker's interpretation,
Petrusevangeliums, 74, 118-20.
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/26/ Cf. J. Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity
(London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1964) 21: 'This theologia
gloriae is one of the marks of Jewish Christian theology'.
/27/ Mara, Pierre, 142-43.
/28/ Vaganay, Pierre, 39, 260.
/29/ Crossan, Four Other Gospels, 142.
/30/ With Denker, Petrusevangeliums, 102-6, 111-18.
./31/ Mara's word, Pierre, 220. Cf. his commentary, passim.
/32/ Crossan, Four Other Gospels, 157ff., believes that the
equation of 'men' and 'young men' in 9:37-10:39 and the descent
of the 'man' in 11:44 are 'redactional preparations' made by Ps-
Peter for his incorporation of 12:50-13:57 in the second stage
of the compilation of EvP. These insertions, which, like 12:50-
13:57, reflect dependence upon Mark, into material which is
independent of Mark and the other Gospels (9:35-11:49), prepare
the reader to find a 'young man' in the tomb in 13:55. On this
occasion careful integration is for Crossan an index of later
redaction, not greater originality. The same scholar regards
the Ascension of Isaiah and Codex Bobiensis as two further
witnesses, independent of the Gospels and of each other, to a
similar account of the resurrection of Jesus aided by two
angelic men (167-72). He forgets, however, that Bobiensis does
not specify their number—unless it is emended to agree with EvP'.
/33/ Mara, Pierre, 177-79. 182-83; Danielou, Jewish Christianity,
21.

/34/ Vaganay, Pierre, 290. Crossan, Four Other Gospels, 166,
makes Matthew dependent on Ps-Peter, and appears to base this
judgment on the direct causality present in the former but not
the latter. He does not discuss why Matthew preserves no more
than a 'minor reminiscence'.
/35/ Cf. Mara, Pierre, 185; Vaganay, Pierre, 297-98, for
references.

/36/ Cf. DaniSlou, Jewish Christianity, 249-51.
/37/ Ibid., 266-68; Vaganay, Pierre, 299.
/38/ Ibid., 300; Danielou, Jewish Christianity, 21, 65, 121;
Mara, Pierre, 185.
/39/ Danielou, Jewish Christianity, 233-35; Vaganay, Pierre, 300-
1.

/40/ 'The Guard at the Tomb,' NTS 30 (1984) 278.
/41/ Crossan, Four Other Gospels, 157f., holds that EvP 12:50-
13:57 is dependent on the canonical Gospels, essentially Mark.
/42/ Not confusion but synthesis, according to Mara, Pierre, 175-
76, citing various Fathers who did likewise. But cf. Dani^lou,
Jewish Christianity 21, 249-50, who interprets EvP as
identifying the resurrection with the ascension.
/43/ Vaganay, Pierre, 329-30.
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/44/ DaniSlou, Jewish Christianity, 20-21. (Cf. Mara, Pierre,
176-80, for details.) He quotes Vaganay, Pierre, 119—EvP's
purpose is 'rehausser la figure du Christ, faire ressortir le
caractere divin de sa personne'.
/45/ Maurer, 'Peter,' 181, fails to differentiate both in
claiming that 'the author. . .deliberately purposes to keep to
the line of the hitherto existing Gospels' and in asserting that
passion as well as resurrection are released from the terra
firma of history and transferred to the realm of legend and
myth. Mara, Pierre, 173, distinguishes between the
extraordinary phenomena 'd'ordre naturel' which accompany the
crucifixion and those 'd'ordre surnaturel' which attend the
resurrection. Vaganay, Pierre, 133 (cf. 288, 291), ascribes the
difference to Ps-Peter's purpose, which focusses on the
resurrection. For the passion he is content to reproduce the
community's catechesis.
/46/ Crossan, Four Other Gospels, 180-81, draws attention to the
fact that Denker's analysis (Petrusevangeliums) of EvP finds
only the passion narrative to be closely undergirded by Old
Testament texts. Denker's work was the basis of Koester's
characterization ('Apocryphal and Canonical Gospels') of the
passion narrative in terms quite different from the
resurrection.

/47/ Dani^lou, Jewish Christianity, 234-35, 266. The starting-
point for the speculative development about the cross is
probably Mt 24:30.
/48/ McCant, 'Peter,' 270.
/49/ Koester, 'Apocryphal and Canonical Gospels,' 128-29.
/50/ Ibid., 128, n. 73, excludes the heavenly question about the
preaching to the dead and the answering cross from his ancient
resurrection epiphany, but they seem integral to the story, and
are so in Crossan's account (Four Other Gospels, 165-72).



CALVIN'S PENTATEUCHAL CRITICISM:

EQUITY, HARDNESS OF HEART, AND DIVINE
ACCOMMODATION IN THE MOSAIC HARMONY

COMMENTARY

by David F. Wright

Apart from the Institutes, John Calvin's extensive biblical commen¬
taries arguably represent his weightiest theological legacy, and yet they
have in large measure still to receive the scholarly attention they de¬
serve? In his invaluable introduction to Calvin's New Testament Com¬
mentaries, T. H. L. Parker speaks of "the unjustly neglected heart of
Calvinb work" and finds the literature on the New Testament com¬

mentaries "meagre and disappointing."1 If such expert opinion holds
true for the New Testament commentaries, it is even more markedly
applicable to the Old Testament expositions, on which no study com¬
parable to Parkerfe is as yet available.2 Other secondary literature is no
less elusive. In this essay I will be focusing on one of Calvin's major
Old Testament commentaries, the Mosaic harmony commentary, which
is substantial enough to occupy some 1,100 columns in the Corpus
Reformatum edition and 1,850 pages in the Calvin Translation Society's
English version. This substantial work casts fresh light on what has
long been regarded in studies of the Institutes as a characteristic motif
of Calvinfe theology: God's accommodation to the limits and needs of
the human condition.3

I. Calvin s Mosaic Harmony Commf.ntary

After producing a commentary on Genesis, Calvin decided to base
his exposition of the four remaining books of Moses on his own har-

"Parker, in Calvin's New Testament Commentaries (London: SCM, 1971), pp. viii, ix.
3Dr. Parker's study of this sort is shortly to be published.
JSee Ford Lewis Battles, "God Was Accommodating Himself to Human Capacity,"

Interpretation 31 (1977) 19-38; reprinted in Readings in Calvin's Theology, ed. Donald K.
McKim (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1984), pp. 21-42. Battles makes very little use of Cal¬
vin's commentaries in this essay.
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mony of them.4 The work was published in Latin in 1563 and in a
slightly revised French edition the following year. To what extent, if
any, Calvin's construction of his harmony was influenced by earlier
works has yet to be investigated. However, so far there seems no reason
to suppose it is not wholly his own work. The material is divided into
two categories—history and doctrine, the latter being virtually syn¬
onymous with the Mosaic law. Not only has Calvin woven the narrative
accounts into a single record, but, more interestingly, he has brought
together all the teaching of the law and organized it within a unified
pattern based on the Decalogue itself. So the history is interrupted by
an enormous block of doctrine. This begins with a section called "Pref¬
ace to the Law," comprising the preface to the Decalogue ("I am the
Lord your God who brought you out . . . Exod. 20:1-2) and over a
hundred similar verses, mostly from Deuteronomy, inculcating "the
dignity of the law," often in reaffirmation of Israel's divine election or
the divide authority of the commandments God gave through Moses.5
Parallel to this introduction, at the end of the whole corpus of legal
material, come short sections called "Sum of the Law" and "Use of the
Law." Following these, and immediately preceding a resumption of the
historical narrative at Exodus 31, is a larger section called "Sanctions
of the Law," in which Calvin outlines promises and threats (drawn
largely from Deuteronomy) associated with the due observance or
transgression of the legal deliverances of Moses.6

Between these introductory and concluding sections Calvin treats
the substance of the law itself in ten blocks addressing each of the
commandments in turn. First he gives the commandment itself, from
Exodus 20 and Deuteronomy 5, followed by other verses that he nor¬
mally calls "expositions" erf the commandment. These are for the most

'See Calvin's preface in Calvim Opera (hereafter abbreviated CO), 24: 5-6; ET, Com¬
mentaries on the Four Last Hooks of Moses Arranged in the Form of a Harmony (hereafter
cited as ET: CTS), trans. C. W. Bingham, 4 vols. (Edinburgh: Calvin Translation
Society, 1852-55), 1: xiv-xv; . See also the editor's "Prolegomena," CO, 23: xv-xvi.
tin what follows, see also my article "The Ethical Use of the Old Testament in Luther
and Calvin: A Comparison," Scottish fournal of Theology 36 (1983) 463-85, especially
pp. 477-81.
'CO, 24: 209-60 (ET: CTS, 1: 338-417).
'■The "Sum of the Law" section appears in CO, 24: 721-24 (ET: CTS, 3: 190-96); the

"Use of the Law" section appears in CO, 24: 725-28 (ET: CTS, 3: 196-201); and the
"Sanctions of the Law" section appears in CO, 25: 5-58 (ET: CTS, 3: 201-89). In his
preface to the commentary, Calvin does not mention the "Sum of the Law" section,
and he does not distinguish the "Use of the Law" from the "Sanctions of the Law"
section; see CO, 24: 7-8 (ET: CTS, 1: xvii-xviii).
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part restatements of the substance of the commandment scattered
throughout the four books; Calvin regards them as having the same
permanently inviolable authority as the commandments themselves.7
The expositions vary considerably in length, from a single verse (Lev.
18:20) for the seventh commandment to fifteen verses for the sabbath
commandment and many more for the first commandment (including,
for example, warnings against resorting to religious experts, whether
wizards or prophets, of other nations).

Following the expositions are "supplements" (appendices) to each
commandment. At the outset of the work Calvin describes these as
"the ceremonies and outward exercises of worship" related to the com¬
mandments of the first table of the law and the "political laws" related
to the commandments of the second table,8 but this neat division soon
breaks down. He appends to the first commandment not only lengthy
ceremonial supplements, on topics ranging from the passover to the
Nazarite vow and the treatment of lepers, but also judicial supplements
"whereby God commands the penalties to be inflicted if his religion
is violated."9 The second commandment is also followed by supple¬
ments of both kinds. The ceremonial supplements (which Calvin does
not distinguish in his text in the normal way) embrace the whole of
the cultic system of tabernacle, priesthood, and sacrifices; the civil
supplements include commands to destroy heathen temples and exter¬
minate the heathen Canaanites.

The supplements together contain the whole of what Calvin assigns
to the traditional second and third categories of the Mosaic law, distinct
from the eternally valid moral law. The way he organizes and distrib¬
utes his materia] is nevertheless interesting on a number of counts.
First, the expositions are distinctive in that they sometimes amount

to an intermediate category between the Decalogue and the supple¬
mentary applications, possessing the force of neither. For example, he
appends to the commandment against stealing an intriguing selection
of expositions including the warning against delay in paying laborers
their wages, which he insists is not political law but spiritual law,
binding our conscience before God's judgment seat.10 His choice of
material for inclusion in this category raises some worthwhile questions.

Second, Calvin sometimes elevates the provisions of the political

'See CO, 24: 7-8 (ET: CTS, 1: xvi).
"CO, 24: 7-8 (ET: CTS, 1: xvii).
'CO, 24: 354 (ET: CTS, 2: 73).
'"CO, 24: 671 (ET: CTS, 3: 113-14).
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supplements to the force of the moral law, as in the case of the forbid¬
den degrees of marriage in Leviticus 18, which he subsumes under the
supplements to the seventh commandment." His preface to this ma¬
terial ("1 am the Lord your God. You shall not do as they do in the land
of Egypt . . .") indicates that it does not truly belong to the category of
political laws, which may vary according to time and place, "since it
flows from the fountain of nature itself, and is founded on the general
principle of all laws, which is perpetual and inviolable."12
Third, there is evidence of some vacillation on Calvinfe part in his

choice of whether to place material in either the ceremonial or political
appendices and also in the matter of which commandment the material
is properly associated with.13
There is much about the composition of this commentary that is

worthy of further investigation, but for the purposes of this essay it
is sufficient to note the signficance of Calvin's distinction between the
commandments and their exposition on the one hand and the various
kinds of secondary supplements on the other. With this foundation
laid, 1 will concentrate on a pervasive and complex feature of the com¬
mentary: Calvin's use of the principle of divine accommodation in
coming to terms with textual contents that are in his view incompatible
with true religion and natural equity as they stand, that require some
kind of explanation or qualification lest they be thought to embody the
perfect will of God. I am referring not merely to Calvin's frequent
comments on anthropomorphic and anthropopathic language" or to
his concern with the forms of revelation occasionally employed by a

"Calvin's classification of the supplements to the seventh commandment varies
between the Latin and French editions (see ET: CTS, 3: 72, 74, 93, 106, and 108, and
notes).

"CO, 24: 661-62 (ET: CTS, 3: 99-101).
"For example, he places Numbers 5:11-31 (offering of jealousy and remembrance)

among the supplements to the seventh commandment, although it is arguably a part
of the cultic law, which would suggest that it belongs with the first table (CO, 24:
654 (ET: CTS, 3: 87]). On the other hand, he insists that the ban on boiling a kid in
its motherk milk belongs to the cultic requirements (where its context puts it) rather
than to matters of health or humaneness, and so he appends it to the second com¬
mandment (CO, 24: 544 (ET: CTS, 2: 3851). And he places Deuteronomy 22:9-11 and
Leviticus 19:19 among the supplements to the first commandment on the grounds
that the various kinds of mixing they prohibit are essentially varieties of religious
contamination (CO, 24: 339-40 |F.T: CTS, 2: 48-49)).
"Such as the addition in the French edition concerning Exodus 8:19—"it is out

of regard for our weakness that the essential power of God is called his hand or his
finger" (ET: CTS, 1: 167).
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condescending God but rather to something more fundamental, to
something that is in some cases quite surprising.

II. Ingredients in Calvin's \ppeal to Divine Accommodation

The first of three major ingredients in this aspect of Calvin's expo¬
sition is his repeated insistence that God was dealing with a primitive
people whose sensibilities had to be elevated in stages to apprehension
of a purer spirituality by devices such as the Urim and Thummim, of
which inquiry was authorized only by God's "concession ... to the
rudeness of his ancient people."15 It was improper that the drinking of
the blood of a brute beast should be expiated by the death of a human
being (Lev. 17:13-14), but "this mode of instruction (pacdagogiam) was
necessary for a rude people, to prevent their speedily lapsing into
barbarism."16 In the Institutes Calvin stresses the infantile character of
Israel (e.g., in 1.11.3 and 2.11.2), but in this commentary the accent
falls more on its being rough and uncivilized.

A second ingredient is the hermeneutical constant in Calvin's work
of the hardness of heart to which Jesus ascribed the Mosaic permission
of divorce (Matt. 19:8; Mark 10:5). This point is sometimes conjoined
to the former point, but I feel that it is important to consider it in its
own right. Introducing the political supplements to the eighth com¬
mandment, Calvin says, "now follow the judicial laws, the principle of
which is not so precise and perfect; since in their enactment God has
relaxed the rigour of his justice in consideration of the people's hardness
of heart."17 The Institutes convey scarcely more than a hint that this is
at least one reason why Calvin believed the judicial or political law of
the Old Testament could not carry the force of the moral law, but it is
a key argument throughout this Mosaic commentary."1 What is in-

"CO, 24: 430-31 (ET: CTS, 2: 198). For more on this point, see CO, 24: 404 (ET:
CTS, 2: 154) on Exodus 25:8ff., Deus rudimentis . . . allius quasi per gradus evexil pias
animas. See also Calvin's comments on the "coarse rudiments" of phylacteries, CO.
24: 227 (ET: CTS, 1: 365).
"CO, 24: 619 (ET: CTS, 3: 31).

"CO, 24: 688 (ET: CTS, 3: 140).
l8Cf. Institutes, 4.20.15-16. In enlarging on the traditional threefold division of the

law, Calvin specifies the purpose of the ceremonial law as the tutelage and training
of the Jews in their childhood and states that the judicial law "imparted certain
formulas of equity and justice" but "had something distinct from the precept of
love." He proceeds to list specific reasons why judicial laws will vary from nation
to nation. Nevertheless, this material does not prepare one for the argument he puts
forth in the Mosaic commentary.
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volved here is not simply moral or spiritual hardness in the sense of
stony callousness but every aspect of the perversity and inconstancy
of fallen humanity. Calvin displays in this commentary a remarkable
facility in discerning in particular regulations the means by which God
deals with refractory and feckless human beings. In this work he hardly
ever invokes the concept of divine accommodation in relation to men
and women qua finite creatures but almost invariably qua the sons
and daughters of fallen Adam. He states that the equal distribution
decreed in Numbers 13:2 was intended to prevent "any sinister sus¬
picion or offence disturbing the unanimity of the people as a whole."
He suggests that even the jealousy of Moses' supremacy that was shown
by Aaron and Miriam served the "wonderful providence of God," for
if the three had enjoyed unbroken harmony, it would have been viewed
by many as "a deceitful and insidious conspiracy."'9
The third ingredient built into Calvin's critical exposition is the prin¬

ciple of natural equity (acqnitas), which from time to time he observes
to be breached in the laws and deeds of the Israelites. The sources or

precise definition of this notion need not concern us here; it is for
Calvin a compound of natural law, moral law, and the law written on
the conscience of which the Decalogue is the perfect embodiment and
which all particular national laws should approximate (Inst., 4.20.16).
In this commentary it provides Calvin with a means by which to
differentiate between the requirements of the Mosaic law, for by his
measure not all of the ceremonial and political supplements fall foul of
this exacting standard—which is to say that they do not all entail
divine indulgence toward human ineptitude or corruption. This cri¬
terion of equity can in some instances be applied to the Decalogue
itself and to other expressions of God's will, such as the institution of
marriage in the creation story. On occasion, however, Calvin speaks
of an equity the content of which has no such biblical articulation, as
in the case of the forbidden degrees of marriage, concerning which he
appeals to "the purity (iutcgritas) of nature . . . the perpetual decency
(honcstns) of nature" and to the fact that "even among pagan peoples,
this law was accounted indissoluble, as though implanted and en¬
graved on the human heart."20

"CO, 25: 188 (ET: CTS, 4: 55): on Numbers 12:1-8, see CO, 25: 179-80 (ET: CTS,
4: 41).

"CO. 24: 662 (ET: CTS. 3: 100-101).
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111. Examples of Calvin's Appeal, to Divine Accommodation
Having identified these three dominant ingredients in Calvin's ap¬

plication of divine accommodation to the text of his Mosaic commen¬
tary, we can now proceed to examine more closely how he works it
out in practice. At the outset, we might note Calvin's assertion that the
Decalogue alone should have been adequate but that it had to be more
fully explained "lest its brevity should render it obscure to a rude and
slow-witted people." In amplifying the Ten Commandments, God was
being considerate of "the people's dull and weak understanding."21 In
fact, he suggests that not even ten commandments were necessary. We
should always be occupied with contemplation of God's greatness, but
because we are fickle and forgetful, God in his indulgence instituted
the sabbath as if to say, "Since you cannot be unceasing in seeking me
with your total energy and concentration of mind, at least give up to
me some like undistracted time."22 "This rude people required to be
enticed by every possible means to present gladly to God the worship
that was his due."23

The very repetitiveness and concern with minor details that mark
these books of the Bible provide Calvin with numerous opportunities
to explain the patient indulgence of God in schooling disciples so easily
wayward and negligent. There was, he said, "no manifestation of God's
wrath so conspicuous as not to be forgotten too often by human stu¬
pidity."24 Thus, in matters great and small Calvin presents the whole
scheme of the Mosaic church and community as a concession to human
weakness. "In the sacrifices and oblation God consulted the rude con¬
dition of the people and took, as it were, the character of a man, as if
he dined familiarly with them."25

Divorce is an appropriate subject on which to become more specific.
Although Calvin cites a dominical word as his authority, his comments
on the provision of divorce in Deuteronomy 24:1-4 are surprising in

"CO, 24: 260 (ET: CTS, 1: 416). On Deuteronomy 5:22, see CO, 24: 205 (ET: CTS,
t: 333).
"CO, 24: 579 (ET: CTS, 2: 437-38).
"CO, 24: 583 (ET: CTS, 2: 442).
"CO, 25: 224 (ET: CTS, 4. 116) on Numbers 16:35ff. Discussing Numbers 17:5, lie

suggests that God chooses again the person he has already chosen per nniitum con-
ccssionis. in order to summon the people to renewed consideration of the matter—
and that not even this was sufficient to overcome their perversity (CO, 25: 231 [ET:
CTS, 4: 126|).

"CO, 24: 538 (ET: CTS, 2: 376).
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their sharpness. "Christ pronounces that it was never lawful, because
it is openly repugnant to the first institutiA of God, from which a

perpetual and inviolable rule must be sought. . . . How great was the
obstinacy of that nation, which could not be restrained from dissolving
a sacrosanct and inviolable tie."26 Calvin acknowledges that divorce
did release battered wives from cruel oppression and that it was pref¬
erable to polygamy, but he maintains that a subsequent union of a
divorced woman was "in the sight of God . . . unlawful"27 and that
the husband who issued a bill of divorce was signing his own
condemnation.

Elsewhere in Deuteronomy (21.10-13), there is a command that the
women among the peoples conquered by the Israelites would have to
be purified before the latter could marry them. It would have been far
better, says Calvin, if intermarriage had been proscribed altogether,
but the license enjoyed by the victor of war leaves "no room for perfect
discipline. . . . Wherefore God so tempers his indulgence that the Is¬
raelites ... in the very fervour of their lust should retain some reli¬
gious consideration (pietatis studium)."28 In the same general context,
Calvin deplores the fact that adultery with a female slave was not made
a capital offense. Instead, "in consideration of the people's infirmity,
the punishment is mitigated."2'1

The arrangements for the treatment of Israelite slaves provoked
lengthy comments from Calvin. He disapproved of any of God's ser¬
vants becoming slaves on the grounds that it infringed upon God's
own sovereign right over them. He was upset that God should have
to be satisfied with a symbolum of his sole lordship in the form of a
limited six-year period of service.30 Far worse in his estimation, how¬
ever, was the restriction that, if within this period the slave had mar¬
ried a fellow slave and had children, he could be released in the
sabbatical year only if he left his wife and children behind with his
master. This was monstrous (yrodigio),

for nothing could be more contrary to nature than for a husband to forsake
his wife and abandon his children and move elsewhere. But the tie of
slavery could be dissolved in no other way than by divorce, that is to say,

2CO, 24: 657-58 (ET: CTS, 3: 93-94).
"CO, 24: 454 (ET: CTS, 2: 236).

"CO, 24: 353 (F.T: CTS, 2: 71).

"CO. 24: 649-50 (ET: CTS, 3: 80) on Leviticus 19:20-22.

'"CO, 24: 704 (ET: CTS, 3: 165) on l.eviticus 25:42—per indulgentiam.
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by this impious violation of marriage. There was gross barbarity in this
forced separation.

Nevertheless, Calvin half-justifies it:
for if the wife and children had been set free for the husband to take with
him, their lawful master would have been robbed not only of the woman,
who was his slave, but also of the children, on whose upbringing he had
incurred expense. The sanctity of marriage therefore gave way in this case
to private right."

He concludes that this was yet another defect that God tolerated be¬
cause of the people's irremediable hardness of heart.

The same chapter of Exodus goes on to specify what should happen
in the case of an Israelite woman sold into slavery by her father. Calvin
again excoriates as barbaric this act of fathers selling their children to
escape poverty. He discerns some redeeming features in the precise
measures laid down, but he states that the passage as a whole reveals
"how many vices were of necessity tolerated in this people." He sug¬
gests that even in this leniency, God "shows that chastity is pleasing
to him, as far as the people's hardness could take it"—the last clause
obviously qualifying the verb (ostendit).32

But Calvin did not always approve of generosity toward slaves.
When Deuteronomy 23:15-16 forbids Israelites to return runaway slaves
of Canaanite origin, he cannot regard this as "altogether just," for it
violates the ius gentium and defrauds their rightful masters. He rec¬
onciles himself to the prohibition only by the groundless assumption
that it applied solely when the slaves had fled cruel Canaanite masters.
He rejects the argument that foreign slaves were given asylum for
evangelistic reasons, maintaining that it was far less likely that such
alien "filth and refuse" would adopt the faith of Israel than that they
would subvert its true religion and morality.33

"CO, 24: 701 (ET: CTS, 3: 160) on Exodus 21:1-6.

"CO, 24: 650 (ET: CTS, 3: 80-81) on Exodus 21:7-11.
"CO, 24: 633 (ET: CTS, 3 : 54-55). Calvin resorts to a similar argument in squaring

the Pentateuch's ban on usury with his own conviction that an equitable judgment
of reason "does not suffer us to admit that all usury is to be condemned without
exception." Many cases occur daily in which "as far as equity is concerned, usury
is no worse than purchase." The restricting condition he invokes (which has some
basis in Exod. 22:25 and Lev. 25:35-38 but none in Deut. 23:19-20) confines the ban
to debtors in poverty. With rich debtors, he suggests, we may freely indulge in the
charging of interest. See Wright, "The Ethical Use of the Old Testament in Luther
and Calvin: A Comparison," pp. 481-82.
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Some of the occasions and subjects on which Calvin finds God ac¬

commodating the terms of his law to the raw human material of Israel
are more surprising than others. Mourning is one such instance. Aaron
was forbidden to mourn at all, but his progeny could mourn for mem¬
bers of their close family, liven this permission was an improper meas¬
ure of divine indulgence in Calvin's opinion, granted "lest immoderate
strictness might drive them to extravagant passions."34 He similarly
considered the one-month mourning that Israel undertook on Aaron's
death to be improper on the grounds that men and womean are too
much inclined to excessive grief; he conceded, however, that it had the
merit of serving to unite the living with the dead, and "the weakness
of the ancient people had need of being propped and supported by
such aids as this."3s In another vein, Calvin maintained that the bud¬
ding of Aaron's rod should not have been needed, because the au¬

thority of the priesthood had been more than sufficiently established.
Yet the obduracy of Israel was such that one final clinching demon¬
stration was called for, as God "even struggled with their depravityand perverseness, in order to recall them to their senses.*36

A verse in Numbers (35:19; see also vv. 21, 27) apparently authorizes
a private individual to avenge the death of a close relative by killingthe murderer. Calvin finds this quite intolerable—"barbaric. . . . ab¬
surd." It was yet another concession to the people's hardness of heart,he argued; "it would have been difficult otherwise to restrain the strongdesire of vengeance arising from the feelings of human nature." Puttingthe best face on it, Calvin interprets the statement as a warning thatunless provision is made for the innocent, the fury of the relatives of
murder victims will not be controllable. The law says in effect thatdeath inflicted by a relative in vengeance will not be punished.37

Elsewhere in the commentary Calvin is emphatic that the vengeancewreaked upon the Amalekites and others was God's and not Israel's,although the latter served as the instrument of the former. At different
times Calvin expresses a concern both that Israel should abandon itself
to reckless retaliation and that it should moderate the vengeance de-

"CO, 24: 448-49 (ET: CTS, 2: 228-29) on Leviticus 21:1-12.
"CO, 25: 243-44 (ET: CTS. 4: 146-47) on Numbers 20:23-29. Cf. CO, 25: 400 (ET:CTS, 4: 408) on Deuteronomy 34:8.
"CO, 25: 229 (ET: CTS, 4: 123-24) on Numbers 17:1-13.
"CO, 24: 638-40 (ET: CTS. 3: 61-66).
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creed by God.38 But he is not at all hesitant in justifying the total
extirmination of the tribes of Canaan. A remarkable contrast is evident
in his exposition in this connection. On the one hand he has no prob¬
lem with the divine command to "save alive nothing that breathes" in
the cities of the Canaanite peoples (Dent. 20:16-17), arguing that the
need for their elimination was such that the Israelites were rightly
excused from "applying the common laws of war' to the Canaanite
nations."39 On the other hand, he is more hesitant regarding the im¬
mediately preceding command to kill all the male inhabitants of cap¬
tured cities belonging to other peoples (Deut. 20:12-15):

the concession [!] here given seems to confer too great a licence. Since
pagan writers command even the conquered to be spared, and teach that
those who lay down their arms . . . should be granted mercy . . . how
does God, the Father of mercies, give his sanction to indiscriminate
slaughter? . . . More was conceded to the Jews on account of their hard¬
ness of heart than was justly lawful for them. Unquestionably, by the law
of love, even armed men should be spared, if they cast away the sword
and craved mercy; at any rate it was not lawful to kill any but those who
were captured under arms with sword in hand. This permission, there¬
fore, to slaughter, which is extended to all males, falls far short of
perfection.40

The only comfort Calvin can draw is that

although in their ferocity the Jews would scarcely have tolerated a re¬
quirement of perfect justice being laid upon them, nevertheless God would
at least restrain their excessive violence from condescending to the ex¬

tremity of cruelty . . . , for they were not allowed to kill either women or
children.

It must be emphasized that Calvin does not apply this grave reser¬
vation, with its arbitrary differentiation between parallel commands
of God within a single passage, to the punishment of the Canaanite
peoples by wholesale slaughter—women and children included.

"See CO, 25: 301, 313-17 (ET: CTS, 4: 241-42, 263-68) on Numbers 25:17-18 and
31:1-13.

"CO, 24: 632-33 (ET: CTS, 3 : 53-54). Cf. CO, 24: 362-64 (ET: CTS, 2: 85-88) on
Deuteronomy 13:12-17, one of the few passages in the commentary in which the
rhetorical temperature rises sharply. See also CO, 24: 550-51 (F.T: CTS, 2: 394-95) on
Deuteronomy 7:2.
'"CO, 24: 631 (ET: CTS, 3: 53). The French edition adds "and of the equity which

ought to be in all God's children."
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Outside the borders of the promised land, however, Calvin sought
to demonstrate that the principles of the just war were upheld in Israel's
conquests. So a particular justification is required of the defeat and
destruction of Sihon in Deuteronomy 2:24-37. It was "not lawful," says
Calvin, "for the children of Israel to make war upon it until they had
been provoked by an unjust refusal" of free passage, for it was not
part of the promised land. This circumstance explains to Calvin's sat¬
isfaction why the Israelites sent an embassy of peace despite the fact
that God had declared the territory of Sihon ceded to Israel and had
told the Israelites to take possession of it by battle. Until this overture
had been unjustly spurned, he argues, Israel had no just grounds for
waging war on Sihon.41
Calvin resorts to a similar argument in his commentary on Joshua

in order to resolve the apparent conflict between Joshua 11:19 and
Deuteronomy 7:2.

The Israelites, although they were forbidden to show (the Canaanites, etc.]
mercy, were received by them in a hostile manner, in order that the war

against them might be just. And it was wonderfully controlled by the
secret providence of God that, being doomed to destruction, they should
voluntarily offer themselves to it, and by provoking the Israelites be the
cause of their own ruin.42

So in some cases Calvin does give evidence of a concern that "the
common laws of war" should have been observed even in the conquest
of the Canaanites.

There is no denying that this Pentateuchal commentary contains
some instances of divine accommodation as impressive as any found
in Calvin's other writings and pointing forward to the supreme accom¬
modation of God to the measure of mankind in the incarnation. In
speaking of the burning bush, Calvin says that God "descended in
some way from his majesty," assuming visible form so "that he might
reveal himself as far as was useful and as far as their comprehension
would admit."43 "God deigned so far to condescend as to take up the

"CO, 25: 257-58 (ET: CTS, 4: 170). Yet Israel was forbidden to wage war on the
Edomites even though the latter's hostile rejection of peace should by this standard
have given Israel "a legitimate causa belli." Unless God bad some special purpose in
this restriction, Israel would have been at a disadvantage according to the standards
of the common firs gentium. See CO. 25: 240 (ET: CTS, 4: 140-41) on Numbers 20:14-22
and Deuteronomy 2:2-8.
<2CO. 25: 511 (English translation, Commentary on josluia, trans. Henry Beveridge

I Edinburgh: Calvin Translation Society, 18541, pp. 173-74).
'L O 24: 35 (ET: CTS, 1: 00-61) on Exodus 3:2.
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people in his arms."44 Moses, Aaron, and the elders "saw the God of
Israel ... not in all his reality and greatness but in accordance with
the dispensation . . . which he accommodated to human capacity."45
God accommodates himself to our ignorance, says Calvin, adopts
"puerile" descriptions "well adapted to our imperfection," descends
familiarly to us, as if he were our table companion (conviva), "is often
wont to deal with his people on human principles," and "as it were,
indulges us, when he listens to our desires," allowing himself to be
influenced by our prayers.46 But in this work Calvin applies the pattern
in a more radical manner than the Institutes would lead one to expect
and beyond the range of references covered in Ford Lewis Battles's
well-known article on the subject.47

IV. Implications of Divine Accommodation as Heuristic Device
This heuristic device has a variety of interesting implications. It can

be used to answer any number of questions about God's intent in
various actions. Why did God promise prophets to his people? So that
they would not feel slighted when they saw all their neighbors en¬
tranced by oracles, augury, and magic.48 Why were spies sent into the
promised land? Not because it was necessary to reconnoiter the land
to ensure a successful attack but rather to encourage the people, who
would otherwise have been cowardly and lifeless, to throw off their
inactivity.49 In one particularly telling phrase, Calvin likens God's re¬
striction on the sale of Israelite land to that of a man who has suspicions
concerning his heir and forbids him to alienate the family inheritance—
"such was the condition of the ancient people."5"

"CO, 25: 197 (ET: CTS, 4: 70) on Deuteronomy 1:31.
"CO, 25: 76-77 (ET: CTS, 3: 323) on Exodus 24:9.
"CO, 25: 98 (ET: CTS, 3: 361) on Exodus 32:31—se ruditati nostrae accommodat; CO,

25: 111 (ET: CTS, 3: 382) on Exodus 33:31; CO, 24: 488, 513 (ET: CTS, 2: 291, 334)
on Leviticus 24:59 and 3:16; CO, 24: 143 (ET: CTS, 1: 233) on Exodus 13:17; CO, 25:
221 (ET: CTS, 4: 111) on Numbers 16:21. Calvin can sound quite a different note
when commenting on references to God eating human food. Speaking about Num¬
bers 28:2, for instance, he says that " 'my bread' is indeed a harsh expression, but
it was necessary for God to speak thus roughly (crassc) to suit the rudeness of his
ancient people' " (CO, 24: 493 |ET: CTS, 2: 300]), suggesting that God does not so
much graciously condescend as experience constraint.
■"Battles, "God Was Accommodating Himself to Human Capacity.''
"CO, 24: 271 (ET: CTS, 1: 433) on Deuteronomy 18:15-18; see also 18:9-14.
"CO, 25: 187 (ET: CTS, 4: 54) on Numbers 13: Iff.
"CO, 24: 706 (FT: CTS, 3: 169) on Leviticus 25:23.
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So, application of the axiom of divine accommodation can serve to
heighten God's inscrutability. How were the Israelites to know that
God disapproved of divorce, for example? Asserting that God broke
up the Israelite tribes into separate bands in order to prevent rivalryand feuding, Calvin declares that God chose to rule Israel generously
and paternally rather than despotically, that "he rather conformed him¬
self to their wishes than drove them by compulsion." He then proceeds
to say that "God appears to concede many things that he does not
approve. He allowed the people to eat flesh in the wilderness; he per¬
mitted husbands to give a bill of divorce to their wives, and even to
have several wives at the same time. Nevertheless such permission did
not make it right for them to eat flesh, or free them of blame for divorce
and polygamy."51 But how was Israel to distinguish between God-
given direction and God-given "license"?

The distinctive element in this presentation seems not the gracious
condescension of God but his malleability, even his vulnerability, in¬deed even his captivity to the passions and lusts of his rude people.This is at the same time a gain in historical realism. In this commentaryCalvin displays at times a remarkably sharp insight into the circum¬
stances of Israelite life, from its religious and material environment to
its group dynamics and social psychology. He notes, for instance, that
the ban on eating pork was a critical test for Israel partly because it
was a comparatively cheap food, and he speculates that the reason for
the exclusion of honey from offerings destined to be burned may havebeen that "cooked honey immediately becomes sour, and causes the
bread with which it is mixed to ferment." He suggests that the trouble
with allowing a king to have several wives is that they prove expensive,vie competitively for his special favor, and are liable to make him
effeminate. And he states that "the poor are led into crime more bythe fear of shame than by hunger, cold, and other discomforts."52

Such perceptiveness on Calvin's part is in turn grounded upon his
ever-present awareness of the recalcitrance of the human material God
is working with. This strain is not infrequently explicit in the biblical
text. For example, when Israel left Egypt, God did not lead his people

5"CO, 25: 149-50 (ET: CTS, 3: 447-49) on Numbers 2: Iff.; CO, 25: 272 (ET: CTS, 4:
193) on Numbers 22:22.

,JCO, 24: 349 (ET: CTS, 2: 64) on Leviticus 11:4; CO, 24: 510 (ET: CTS, 2: 329) onLeviticus 2:11; CO. 24: 370 (ET: CTS, 2: 98) on Deuteronomy 17:17; CO, 24: 61 (ET:CTS, 1: 100) on Exodus 4:20. See also the realistic discussion of Exodus 22:7-8 at
CO, 24: 692 (ET: CTS, 3 146-47).
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via Philistia, "lest the people change their minds when confronted by
war and return to Egypt." Calvin knew that God could have obviated
such an eventuality, but "since he is often accustomed to deal with his
people on human principles, he chose to adopt the method which was
most suited to their weakness."53 But just as often Calvin reads this
factor into a passage that affords no hint of its presence, and he does
so with notable ingenuity and insight. He explains why the disposition
of the tribes in the Israelite camp had to be spelled out so precisely
(Numbers 2), for instance, by envisaging in detail a whole series of
particular disputes that would otherwise have arisen.54 The priests'
share of the offerings is carefully specified, he asserts, in order to
prevent them from fleecing the people.55 In such comments Calvin
provides an interesting illustration of how theological principle (in this
case his conviction of the ubiquitour versatility of human sinfulness)
can sharpen historical perception.

It is also tempting to discern in Calvin's tireless emphasis on the
willfulness, blindness, and sluggishness of the Israelites that God had
to deal with some reflection of his own experiences as pastor in Ge¬
neva. He did write this commentary in the last years of his life, and
although here as in most of his biblical commentaries explicit refer¬
ences and applications to the contemporary situation are rare, confined
for the most part to criticisms of the "papists" and especially the papal
priesthood, we may nevertheless be justified in supposing that his
insight into the accommodating indulgence of God was in part the
result of his suspicion that his own patient struggles with the difficult
Genevans may not have been wholly unlike God's having "struggled
with the Israelites' depravity and perverseness." As he notes at one
point, kings, magistrates, and pastors must recognize that there will
always be something less than perfect in whatever they do.56

"CO, 24: 143 (ET: CTS, 1: 233) on Exodus 13:17ff. As they faced the conquest of
Canaan, such was the Israelites' credulity despite their previous experiences of God's
miraculous power that "it was necessary constantly to keep alive their fears" (CO,
25: 11 1ET: CTS, 3: 211J).
"CO, 25: 149-50 (ET: CTS, 3: 447-48).
"CO, 24: 487 (ET: CTS, 2: 289) on Deuteronomy 18:3.
"CO, 24: 186 (ET: CTS, 1: 303) on Exodus 18:13ff. It would be a worthwhile

exercise to compare what Calvin has to say in this commentary on the proper ad-
minstration of justice with the practice in Geneva. One of his recurrent emphases
is an insistence that only when the true religion has been publicly endorsed by the
vote of the whole community may offenses against it be justly punished by the
magistrates.
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V. Revelatory Status of the Pentateuch

The status that the Pentateuch is accorded in this commentary also
deserves some concluding comment. It emerges as a fusion of God-
given instruction and God-directed history with a limited admixture
of social anthropology and primitive religion and morality.57 Where
the result differs from a modern historico-critical analysis, of course,
is in Calvin's apparent insistence that God is always in control. He is
not saying that God revealed his will to Israel and that Israel under¬
stood only imperfectly because it was a primitive and hard-hearted
people; rather, he is saying that God took Israel's limitations into ac¬
count and chose to give them a good deal of leeway in the enactment
of ceremonial and civil legislation. God allowed this license to qualify
his direction to the extent that the direction he delivered already ac¬
commodated the people's stubbornness and blindness. As he puts it
in his introduction to the political supplements of the sixth command¬
ment, "although God did not carry out to absolute perfection the sev¬
eral laws which he enacted, yet in their principle he desired that a clear
and unreserved approval of the Commandment should appear."58
At this point Calvin identifies no particular case that falls short of

that desired perfection, but he does so a few pages later, in a manner
that must make us smile. Exodus 21:18-19 dictates that if a person
recovers from an assault after a period of medical treatment, the as¬
sailant shall suffer no penalty beyond paying for his victim's time in
bed. Comments Calvin, "the punishment here exacted for injury and
violence is so slight, that it could have served as a provocation to the
wantonness of the wicked." He cites an ancient Roman law that in¬
flicted a light fine on one found guilty of unjustly attacking another
person and notes that it fell into disuse after the precedent of a man
of means who enjoyed beating people about the ears and who went
about doing so accompanied by a slave who was instructed to pay the
fine on the spot. So with the Israelites in this case, says Calvin: "who
would not readily enjoy the pleasure of knocking down his enemies"
if the only condition was that one provide for their subsistence while

"See CO. 24: 569 (ET: CTS, 2: 423) on Leviticus 27:14ff.: "Undoubtedly supersti¬
tious prayers were sometimes mixed up with this exercise of piety, as if they might
gain favour for themselves by striking a bargain with God. But because the thing
was not wrong in itself, God indulgently bore with errors which could not be
corrected."

"CO, 24: 621 (ET: CTS. 3: 35).
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they were confined to bed? He explains the law once more in terms of
the hard heart.

Whenever God seems to pardon too easily, and with too much clemency,
let us recall that he designedly deviated from the more perfect rule, be¬
cause he had to do with an intractable people. The fact that God did not
carry out the political laws to their perfection, shews that by this leniency
he wished to reprove the people's perverseness, which could not even
bear to obey so mild a law.59

This God of Calvin's pentateuchal criticism is at one and the same time
utterly sovereign (not least in his knowledge of his rude people's hearts
and ways) and self-limiting in his teaching and leading of his people.

God's sovereign control is implicitly attested at every point in the
commentary, in which Calvin affirms, as he does incessantly, that the
enactments given to Israel were intended by God to point to Christ or
to teach (to us as well as to Israel) basic principles of true religion and
godly living. That is to say—and the assertion requires due emphasis
to eliminate all possibility of misunderstanding—however sharply Cal¬
vin adduces concession to the puerilitaf/is of Israel in explaining the
details of pentateuchal legislation, it by no means follows that the laws
of Moses are nothing more than ad hoc, or rather ad hominem, com¬
promises so relativized by their adaptation to the condition of ancient
Israel as to have no continuing purpose in God's revealed wisdom for
his people now as well as then.

As evidence to support this point it should be sufficient to cite what
Calvin says in the preface to the commentary about the function of the
different elements of the law according to his analysis. Not only do the
Ten Commandments "briefly but comprehensively encompass the rule
of a just and holy life," he says, but their supplementary appendages,
which add not the least to the substance of the law itself, are meant
"to retain the godly in the spiritual worship of God, which consists of
faith, repentance, prayer to God, praises expressing gratitude, and
even the endurance of the cross" as well as "to promote justice towards
men."60 Later in the commentary, as we have already noted, Calvin
supplies brief accounts of the "sum of the law" (i.e., love of God and
of one's neighbor) and the "use of the law." These contain nothing
worthy of special note when compared with the corresponding dis¬
cussions in the Institutes.

"CO, 24: 622-23 (ET: CTS, 3: 39-40).
60CO, 24: 7-8 (ET: CTS, 1: xvi-xvii).
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So it is not surprising that whatever else Calvin might say about the
number and the form of the sacrifices as divine concession to the de¬
sires and needs of Israel, he also insisted that they were given to direct
the faith and hope of Israel to Christ. Indeed, he suggests that God
seems to have taken his cue, as it were, from "the many forms of
sacrifice heaped together by the Gentiles" in omitting from the pre¬
scriptions assigned to his people "no part of them at all which might
afford a profitable exercise for believers" concerning the two main pur¬
poses of sacrificial thanksgiving and sacrificial expiation.61 Nor is it
at all remarkable that Calvin should have repeatedly drawn out the
abiding spiritual and ethical significance of much of the Mosaic law.
1 lis concentration in this study on Godfe accommodation to resistant
humanity in delivering his law to Israel must not for a moment be
thought to call into question these fundamental marks of all of Calvin's
expositions of Moses. So instinctively does Calvin read the Pentateuch
with an eye to its continuing relevance that he not infrequently in¬
cludes "us" alongside Israel not only in speaking of those who profit
from its divine teaching but also in speaking of those who by virtue
of their refractoriness and rawness encouraged God to give his law the
form he did.

But an element of tension between the two principles at work here
would appear unavoidable. Calvin sought to counter objections raised
against the derivation of spiritual lessons from crude materials. The
commandment concerning the sabbath of the land, which he placed
among the supplements to the fourth commandment, had fallen foul
of the criticism that "there is nothing in common between insensible
earth and a spiritual mystery." Calvin responded by asking why the
earth should not be "a conspicuous token for the rude inculcation" of
the doctrine of the sabbath. After all, the far more basic matter of "the
dextrine of salvation is committed to paper or parchment before it
reaches us." Shall we then be faulted for "our foolish credulity," he
asks, in embracing "promises transmitted to us by a stinking skin or
some other filthy material?"62 Such a note directs us toward the skan-
ilalon of Bethlehem and Calvary, where the self-accommodating God
is seen at his best.

6lCO, 24: 490 (ET: CIS, 2: 295) on Exodus 29:38fL, in which context Calvin talks
about sacrifices generally.
"CO, 24: S88 (ET: CIS, 2: 447) on Exodus 23:10.
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How Controversial Was the Development of
Infant Baptism in the Early Church? 1

David F. Wright

Baptism remains one of the most sensitive points of disagreement among thechurches. Although the level of theological and historical debate has subsided since
the stir excited by Karl Barth's celebrated rejection of infant baptism2 and by the
exchanges between Joachim Jeremias and Kurt Aland,3 baptism has come increas¬
ingly to the fore in ecumenical discussion, largely as a result of Baptism, Eucharist
and Ministry.

But if paedobaptism has been a major topic of inter-confessional controversyintermittently since the sixteenth century, how controversial a subject was it in the
early centuries of the church? This question is different from the modem historical
one whether babies were baptized in primitive Christianity, and also from that of
the biblical and theological rationale for baptizing them today—to which GeoffreyBromiley has made an invaluable contribution from the perspective of Reformed
theology. The precise question before us in this essay is the extent to which the
baptizing of babies was attended by argument and debate within the early churchitself. But although it does not set out to confront the fundamental historical and
theological issues, it will scarcely be able to avoid touching upon them here andthere.

Although Christian baptism was often surrounded by contention in the patristiccenturies, especially in the western church, the period saw no significant disagree¬ment about the acceptability of baptizing babies. There is no precedent in the eraof the fathers for the baptismal divide of the sixteenth and subsequent centuries.The magisterial Reformation equated the error of the Anabaptists with that of the

1. This is a revised and expanded version of a paper contributed to a Joint Study Group be¬tween representatives of the Church of Scotland and the Baptist Union of Scodand. An earliercontribution, similarly revised, is to appear in the SJT as "The Origins of Infant Baptism—ChildBelievers' Baptism?"
2. Barth, The Teaching of the Church Regarding Baptism (tr. Ernest A. Payne; London:SCM, 1948); idem, Church Dogmatics (tr. G. W. Bromiley; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1969),4/4, 164-94.
3. Jeremias, Infant Baptism in the First Four Centuries (tr. David Cairns; London: SCM,1960); Aland, Did the Early Church Baptize Infants? (tr. G. R. Beasley-Murray; London: SCM,1963); Jeremias, The Origins of Infant Baptism (tr. Dorothea M. Barton; London: SCM, 1963).For Aland's subsequent works, see my forthcoming article (cited n. 1 above), n. 4.4. Faith and Order Paper No. Ill (Geneva: WCC, 1982). See my evaluation. Baptism,Eucharist and Ministry (the "Lima Report"): An Evangelical Assessment (Rutherford ForumPapers, 3; Edinburgh: Rutherford House, 1984).
5. Bromiley, Children ofPromise: the Case for Baptizing Infants (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,1979).



Donatists of Roman North Africa6 (and Anabaptists were punished under the
provisions of anti-Donatist legislation enacted by the emperors of Christian Rome),
but the Donatists' baptismal dispute with the Catholic church had nothing to do
with the propriety of baptizing infants.

Nevertheless, the development of infant baptism in the early church was far
from uncontroversial. The fourth century witnessed the widespread deferment of
baptism, and the evidence of the inscriptions strongly suggests that this had hap¬
pened in tire third century also, albeit for different reasons. Furthermore, the
Pelagian conflict raised in an acute form the question why babies were baptized,
and discussion of baptismal issues often exposed uncertainties relating to infant
baptism. Solely in die idiosyncratic person of Tertullian did it appear to chal¬
lenge the practice altogether, although diis is not die whole truth.

NEW TESTAMENT ECHOES OF A PRIMITIVE CONTROVERSY?

Do the Gospel accounts of Jesus' blessing of die children (Mark 10:13-16, par.)
preserve traces of a debate within the primitive Christian communities on whether
babies should be baptized? New Testament scholarship yields no agreed answer to
this question (nor indeed to die related question, which is not our concern here,
whether the pericope reflects the uncontroverted practice of baptizing babies). The
case for d Sitz im Leben in which the question of infant baptism was a live issue
has been made chiefly by Oscar Cullmann and Joachim Jeremias.8 They lean in
particular on the use of the Greek verb koluein, whose occurrence in baptismal
contexts in New Testament writings and other early Christian literature they take
to reflect a standard inquiry in primitive Christian baptismal procedure whether
any hindrance existed to a candidate's baptism. The inclusion of this technical term
shows, in Cullmann's words, "diat those who transmitted diis story of the blessing
of children wished to recall to the remembrance of Christians of their time an oc¬

currence by which they might be led to a solution of the question of infant bap¬
tism."9

The koluein hypothesis has not gone uncontested. A. W. Argyle, for example,
has objected that a technical liturgical verb would be unlikely to show such varia¬
tion in the objects it governs as koluein does—the candidate (Mark 10:14, par.;
Acts 8:36; Ps-Clementines); water (Acts 10:47); the baptizer (Matt 3:14;
Epiphanius); and God (Acts 11:17).10 Other considerations must incline us toward

6. L. Verduin, The Reformers and Their Stepchildren (Exeter: Paternoster Press, 1964) ch. 1.
7. See E. Ferguson's suggestive study, "Inscriptions and the Origin of Infant Baptism,"

JTS N.S. 30 (1979) 36-46, which is discussed in my article (cited n. 1 above).
8. Cullmann, Baptism in the New Testament (tr. J. K. S. Reid; SBT 1; London: SCM,

1950) 71-80; Jeremias, Infant Baptism in the First Four Centuries, 48-55.
9. Cullmann, Baptism in the New Testament, 78. Neither Cullmann nor Jeremias notes that

Cyprian uses prohihere thrice and inpedire four times in discussing the baptism of the new¬
born in Ep. 64:5-6 (discussed below).

10. A. W. Argyle, "O. Cullmann's Theory concerning koluein," ExpTim 67 (1955-56) 17. Cf.
the guarded reserve of G. R. Beasley-Murray, Baptism in the New Testament (London: Macmil-
lan, 1962) 324-25. The English translator of Cullman has not helped his case by using four dif¬
ferent English verbs to translate koluein. Cullmann's German and French each use only one—
hindern and empecher respectively.

a verdict of uncertainty on the special role of koluein. Although the claims that the
synoptic narrative must be read against a context in which the baptizing of infants
was disputed is not wholly dependent upon the koluein hypothesis, the claim itself
enjoys no more than some degree of plausibility. The conclusion must be that, if
there are grounds for holding that the baptizing of babies began or was extendedaround the time Mark's Gospel was compiled, we can do no more than conjec¬
ture that this development ran into controversy which the incident of the blessingof the children was invoked to resolve. It may be speculated that, if the practice of
paedobaptism was hotly contested in these early decades, the dispute would have
been expected to leave early discernible traces in early Christian writings, within
or without the New Testament. Apart from the debatable kolttein, nobody claims
that it has.

TERTULLIAN'S CONTROVERSY

Tertullian's well-known objections to baptizing infants, spelled out in his homi¬
ly on Baptism (c. 200), should be interpreted not as opposition to a novel prac¬tice (his failure to state his objection in these terms being undoubtedly significant)
but as a corollary of his broader approach to baptism. Although he expresses this
in a highly characteristic fashion, it is not far removed from a remarkably common
patristic understanding of baptism which should perhaps be regarded as the
single most serious weakness of early baptismal thought. Tertullian's plea for
delayed baptism therefore merits more extended treatment than his idiosyncratic
presentations might suggest.

Tertullian is concerned with the profitability of baptismal reception. Deferment
is advocated because it is "more profitable" (utilior), in accordance with the can¬
didate's character, attitude, and age (Baptism 18:4). Therefore, postponement is
particularly appropriate in the case of young children. Tertullian gives no sugges¬tion that he views baby baptism as invalid, as not true baptism at all, as though the
person baptized as a baby could subsequently receive a proper (second) baptism.His quarrel with the baptizing of babies is not that of a latter-day credobaptistbut seems to be twofold: it is needless, and it is attended with very great risk.On both counts it is unprofitable, or at least highly likely to prove so.

First, it is needless because baptism imparts the remission of sins and infancy isthe age of innocence (innocens aetas; Baptism 18:5). The implication is clear: be¬
cause of their innocence babies have nothing or little to gain from baptism. Tertul¬lian does not unpack for his readers the implications of innocens in this celebrated
phrase, but its primary reference must be to a baby's lack of sins of his own com¬
mission. We should not deduce from it that Tertullian held no belief in original sin,
nor is it altogether safe to assert that "he could hardly have taken this attitude [toinfant baptism] unless he had held lightly to the doctrine of original sin."12 Al-

11. As Jeremias believed, prior to the English version of his Infant Baptism in the First FourCenturies. See Aland, Did the Early Church Baptize Infants?, 33-36, and my article cited above,for his change of mind.
12. Ernest Evans, ed. and tr., Tertullian's Homily on Baptism (London: SPCK, 1964) 101.See the full discussion in E. Nagel, Kindertaufe und Taufaufscliub. Die Praxis vom 3.- 5.Jahrhundert in Nordafi ika und ihre tlteologische Einordnung bei Tertullian, Cyprian und Augus-tinus (Europ. Hochschulschr. 23:144; Frankfurt am Main/Berne/Cirencester: Peter D. Lang,1980).
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(hough his doctrine has occasioned considerable debate, he is not reticent in speak¬
ing about the effects upon all mankind of Adatn's fall. In particular, "he is more
explicit and outspoken about this sinful bias [of a vitiated nature] than previous
theologians,"13 and in this treatise on The Soul, in a difficult passage, he
declares every soul to be impure (immunda) until it is reborn in Christ. This im¬
purity is more than the soul's "investment by pagan influences before and after
birth,"13 although Tertullian makes much of these; it also, or rather primarily, en¬
compasses a transmitted natural infection by sin.

But if innocens aetas provides no pointers to Tertullian's view of original sin,
its place in the argument seems to suggest either that no close connection had
yet been forged by him or the church between original sin and infant baptism or
that, in his diought about the benefits of baptism, the sins of responsible free
will loomed much larger than the inheritance from Adam, in whatever terms this
was defined. The latter is the more likely explanation, and brings us in fact to
die second reason why Tertullian advocated the postponement of baptism. We will
have cause, however, to return to the former possibility.

The second, and weightier, consideration that argues for die utmost circumspec¬
tion in giving Christian baptism are die risks attendant upon its premature recep¬
tion. In»his homily on baptism, Tertullian has far more to say about these than
his one brief, tantalizing mention of innocens aetas. For diey are not limited to in¬
fant candidates:

With no less reason ought the unmarried also to be delayed until they either
marry or are firmly established in continence; until then, temptation lies in wait
for them, for virgins because they are ripe for it, and for widows because of
dieir wandering about. (Baptism 18:6)
Tertullian ends diis chapter with a sentence that takes us to die heart of his con¬

cern: "All who understand what a burden (pondus) baptism is will have more
fear of obtaining it than of its postponement" (Baptism 18:6). It is this awsome
pondus diat should deter sponsores from promoting infant candidates, since
death may prevent diem ensuring die fulfillment of the baptismal promises they
take on dieir behalf, or "the subsequent development of an evil disposition" in the
baptized youngster may frustrate their (the sponsors') purpose (18:4).

The fearful prospect that governs Tertullian's counsel is that of serious post-
baptismal sin. Indeed, the very fact that he argues as he does about the risks of the
premature baptism of infants shows conclusively that baby baptism, however un¬
wise, was real baptism, after which there remained no subsequent (second) baptis¬
mal washing. What surfaces here in Tertullian, and much more starkly elsewhere
in his corpus, especially in his later (Montanist) treatise De Paenitentia, is by no
means confined to his convictions alone. It was a pervasive belief among the

13. J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (5th ed.; London: A. & C. Black, 1977) 176.
14. Tertullian, De Anima 40:1. See the helpful analysis in the edition by J. H. Waszink

(Amsterdam: J. M. Meulenhoff, 1947) 446.
15. Evans, Tertullian's Homily on Baptism, 102. Kelly is a sounder guide, and cf. Norman P.

Williams, The Ideas of the Fall and Original Sin (London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1927) 231-
45.
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fathers that die washing of baptism covered only those sins committed up to this
point in one's life. Providing for sins committed after baptism, especially for grave
offences, was a major problem in the early centuries, and was eventually respon¬
sible for the development of a system of ecclesiastical penance. In die literature of
die period, a clear parallelism obtains between baptism and any subsequent oppor¬
tunity for remission of grave sins; the latter could be spoken of as a "second repen¬
tance (penance)," or even as a "second baptism." Considerable controversy sur¬
rounded die questions whether, for what offences, and whedier more than once
such post-baptismal remission could be granted. The Monantist Tertullian was of
course a strident contributor to diese arguments, which consdtute the background
to the wording of the clause in die Nicene Creed, "one baptism for the remission
of sins."16

The baptizing of babies and infants was bound to appear fraught with the
greatest peril so long as such profound anxiety contemplated die possibility of
moral lapses after baptism. At the very least, baptism should be given only to
die person who asks for it, which in the context of Tertullian's baptismal
treatise, must mean the person who receives baptism in the full knowledge of, even
in spite of, its forbidding pondus. It makes no sense to entrust substantia divina to
one too young to be trusted with substantia terrena. What emerges clearly from the
battery of arguments Tertullian discharges is that baptism is most wisely
received by the person whose preparation for it has been so thorough diat his or her
maintenance of baptismal purity thereafter is as fully guaranteed as possible. While
this assumes in practice die baptism only of believers, it goes far beyond this es¬
sential requirement of credobaptist teaching. At the end of this chapter of De Bap-
tismo Tertullian declares diat "a person whose faith is entire [integra], i.e., who has
sufficient faith in God, can be sure [secura] diat though he defers his bapdsm God
will not let him die unbaptized."1 We must remind ourselves that Tertullian's
position did not entail his treating the baptism of babies or young children as other
than Christian baptism. In fact, in cases of "necessity," he seems to have regarded
it as the proper course of action. "Necessity" was constituted routinely, it must
be assumed, by the likelihood of death, and occasionally by die direat of persecu¬
tion. Martyrdom in turn was another form of second baptism, a blood baptism
which covered all outstanding sin, and was the supreme baptism inasmuch as it cut
off every possibility of subsequent sin.

Tertullian's controversy with infant baptism turns out to reflect a framework of
reference unlikely to be shared by any of [he participants in latter-day baptismal

16. A further study would be needed to show the evidence for this. Briefly, the absence ofreferences to "one baptism" in western creeds shows that its inclusion is unrelated to the (large¬ly western) controversies over baptism; the specified purpose "for the remission of sins" indi¬
cates the reason for insisting on "one baptism"; and the exposition given by Cyril of
Jerusalem, one of the earliest witnesses to such a clause in a creed and the first to provide an ex¬
planation of it, makes clear that it excludes the possibility of setting things right a second time if
a person fails once after baptism (Procatech. 7). Chrysostom's comment is very similar (Bapt.Catech. 3:23).

17. Evans's paraphrase in Tertullian's Homily on Baptism, 106, offides integra secura est desalute (Baptism 18:6).
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disputes, at least among Protestants. On the other hand, baptism (or its higher sur¬
rogate, martyrdom) was essential for salvation (Baptism 12:1, quoting John 3:5),
and hence had to be administered in emergency even to infants. But on the other
hand, because baptism's capacity to deal with sin was limited to the burden of
sin already accumulated by the candidate,18 it must be sought only with the utmost
caution and sense of responsibility, and hence would normally never be granted to,
because never requested by, infants. It is fair to say that neither of these two fun¬
damental convictions would command much assent in baptismal debate today.
Baptizers on both sides of "the waters that divide" are likely to place much greater
weight on a belief which the calculating prudence of Tertullian's theology in¬
evitably undervalued—namely, that the gift or strengthening of the Spirit as¬
sociated with baptism is God's provision enabling the baptized to overcome the
temptations that continue to assail him or her to the end of life. This conviction led
the early church to baptize catechumens when persecution threatened, so that they
might be fortified to stand firm in the hour of trial.

A PRACTICE IN SEARCH OF A THEOLOGY?

In Tertullian, it seems, the reality of original sin had scarcely begun to influence
the practice of baptism—although it was presumably original sin that created, or
contributed to, the "necessity" of baptism for dying babies. (But only in dying
babies was the need constituted by original sin allowed by Tertullian to override
prudential considerations and necessitate baptism.) Precisely because most of the
early references to infant baptism are so brief and allusive, not to say debatable, it
is difficult to speak with any confidence of the reasons why baptism was felt to be
necessary for babies in the first two centuries or so of the church's history. Hip-
polytus is the first to report what might be called the routine inclusion of babies in
baptism in his Apostolic Tradition, written c. 215, but he provides no evidence
whatsoever about the rationale of baby baptism. Since the whole of the rest of Hip-
polytus's account of baptism, including its preparation and sequel, assumes respon¬
sible believers as its subjects, we are left to draw the conclusion that babies too
needed to be saved from what responsible believers were saved from in baptism.
But if the plight of those needing baptism was held to lie in the sins they had com¬
mitted, what could one say about babies or very young children who had com¬
mitted no such sins? Early Christian writers commonly ascribe to infants innocence
or sinlessness,19 attributes which should be read not so much as denying original

18. No clearer illustration of this common early Christian conviction could be given than that
of Chrysostom: "The sins committed before baptism are all cancelled by the grace and kindness
of the strength of Christ crucified. The sins committed after baptism require great earnestness,
that they may again be cancelled. Since there is no second baptism, there is need of our tears,
repentance, confession, almsgiving, prayer, and every other kind of devotion" (De s. Pentecoste
hom. 1:6; PG 50,463).

19. For the evidence see Aland, Die Stcllung der Kinder in den fiiihen Christlichen Gcmein-
den und Ihre Taufe (Theol. Exist. Heute 138; Munich: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1967) 17-21; B. Klaus,
"Die Erbsiindenlehre als Motiv des Kirchlichen Handelns in der Taufe," KD 15 (1969) 50-70, at
54-58; J. C. Didier, "Un cas typique de d6veloppement du dogme it propos du bapteme des en-
fants," MScRel 9 (1952) 191-213, esp 194-200.
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sin as reflecting a stage prior to its conscious articulation as a teaching of the
church. What they assert, of course, is that young children have yet to commit the
culpable, willful sins of their elders.

In this context it is not surprising that the practice of infant baptism became a
potent factor in the development of the doctrine of original sin. It is now com¬
monplace to refer to confirmation as a rite in search of a theology, but one could
apply the same description of infant baptism in the early church. In the west, if not
so obviously in the east, it found the theological justification it needed in the
dogma of original sin. If there is a persisting controversy about infant baptism in
the patristic age, it concents primarily the question "why?" rather than "whether?",
although the absence of confident answers to the former must to some extent have
diverted pressure onto the latter.

There is no doubt that the custom of infant baptism was the single most power¬
ful catalyst of the formulation of doctrines of original sin, and that the direction of
argument moved from the accepted practice of infant baptism to the truth of the
doctrine, and not vice-versa.211 We have here an unmistakable illustration of the
axiom lex orandi lex credendi. The church baptizes babies who, it is agreed,
have not sinned in propria persona; therefore, we must believe that they are bap¬tized for the cleaning or remission of original sin. Original sin must be part ofthe faith of the church; why else does the church baptize babies?

Although the contours of this argument are clearly recognizable from the
third century until the Pelagian controversy in the fifth, it is not always possible to
discern the backcloth to discussions in ecclesiastical practice or dispute. That they
took place in very varied contexts is obvious enough from the contribution of
Cyprian.

HOW CLOSE A CORRESPONDENCE TO CIRCUMCISION?
In one of his letters written in the name of a council of African bishops that met

in the spring of 253, Cyprian reports the council's unamimous response to a ques¬tion raised by bishop Fidus (of an unknown see). 1 Fidus believed that the analogywith circumcision decreed that babies should be baptized on the eighth day after
birth and not before it. lite letter reveals little more than this about Fidus's posi¬tion. We do not know whether others shared his view, but it is a reasonable in¬
ference that disagreement with actual practice, whether established or in¬
novatory, provoked the voicing of his opinion. If we may judge from the terms
of Cyprian's refutation, Fidus had made three points in support of his case.

First, and least clear of the tliree, Fidus may have claimed that a baby of only
two or three days old was not yet capable of receiving the divine gift of baptism.We cannot be certain in inferring that Fidus argued along these lines, but Cyprian'sfirst rejoinder is to stress that the newborn baby is a completed creature of God,
lacking nothing as a human being, and that age makes no difference at all ii; the

jaiUMitv Jr CIlKctll, xzcrcH/pticfii c/j c.ririduun uocrrme: dome Historical prolegomena(New Haven/London: Yale University Press, 1969) ch. 3. * • C y21. Cyprian, Epistle 64 (numbered 58 in the Ante-Nieene Christian Library translation^^ms"
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equality of the divine grace (Epistle 64:2-3). "The mercy and grace of God is
not to be refused to anyone born of man."

Second, Fidus had undoubtedly pleaded the impurity of an infant in the first
days after its birth, which made people shudder to kiss it. Cyprian has no patience
with this kind of almost physical distaste, and seems ready to kiss and baptize even
the baby still wet and unwashed from the womb. In embracing the freshly made
handiwork of God, we in some sense kiss "the still recent hands of God themsel¬
ves" (64:4). Scripture declares all persons clean.

Third, "spiritual circumcision ought not to be hindered by carnal circumcision."
Cyprian's response implies the acceptance of the parallel between shadow and sub¬
stance, but lays its main emphasis on the dissolution of the former once the lat¬
ter had come in Christ (64:4-5).

The greatest interest of the letter, however, is found in the way Cyprian com¬
bines both original sin and the child's freedom from sin of his or her own in argu¬
ing for the earliest administration of baptism. The bishop of Carthage recommends
a course of action directly contrary to that advocated by his earlier fellow-
citizen, but qdly enough he shared with Tertullian the ingredients out of which the
two concocted such totally different recipes. For Cyprian, the fact that the newborn
has not sinned on his or her own account but, "being born after the flesh according
to Adam, has contracted the contagion of the ancient death at his earliest birth"
(with both of which counts Tertullian would agree) argues for, not against, his or
her speedy baptism, even to the extent of not waiting until the eighth day after
birth. When the sins to be remitted are not his own but another's, he comes "the
more easily" to the forgiveness of baptism. Arguing a maiori ad minus, Cyprian
reasons that, if an adult convert's erstwhile flagrant wickedness is no bar to his
baptism, nothing can possibly stand in the way of the baptism of the newborn in¬
nocent. The contrast with Tertullian's viewpoint could hardly be more marked, and
it is difficult not to discern in this part of the letter a response to Tertullian
rather than to Fidus. Otherwise Cyprian must appear to be wielding a theological
sledgehammer to crack a minor procedural nut. He gives no hint that Fidus needed
persuading of the doctrine of original sin, whereas the force of Cyprian's theologi¬
cal reasoning seems specifically designed to counter Tertullian's appeal to in-
nocens aeias. The difference between them is attributable in large measure to the
conjunction Cyprian makes between infant baptism and original sin. Although
the sins needing remission are not the baby's own, they necessitate his baptism.
Cyprian fancifully interprets the crying of the newborn as his tearful entreaty for
divine grace, which by its very helplessness lays the more powerful claim upon the
succor of baptism (Epistle 64:5-6). As he repeats three times in the letter (64:2,
5, 6), since God is merciful toward all, the grace of baptism is to be denied to none.

It was Cyprian's paradoxical contribution, in a writing in which the weight of
the reasoning falls on the innocence of babyhood, to have made original sin part of
the framework of thought about infant baptism for the first time in the west. The
vigor of his episcopate, the prestige of his subsequent martyrdom, and the fact that
he wrote with conciliar authority all conspired to exalt his letter as the authentic
voice of Catholic tradition. It would prove a priceless weapon in Augustine's ar¬
mory against tire Pelagians.
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AN APOSTOLIC TRADITION: ORIGEN AND ORIGINAL SIN

Cyprian's older contemporary in the East, Origen of Alexandria andCaesarea, is also a clear witness to the church's baptism of infants. In three pas¬sages from the later Caesarean period of his life, 2 he followed through an explicitchain of reasoning which concluded that, since baptism was given for the remis¬sion of sins and was administered according to the church's practice to pan'ttlias well as older persons, there must be something in infants requiring the baptis¬mal washing, for otherwise there would be no rationale for their baptism. Sincethey have at no time committed sin, the answer is found in the uncleanness ofwhich Job 14:4 (LXX) speaks: "None is pure from uncleanness [sonde], not evenif his life on earth is but one day old." This text (which was not unknown toCyprian)23 was backed up by Ps 51:5 (50:7, LXX): "In iniquities was I conceived,and in sins did my mother give me birth." In fact, Origen's conception oforiginal sin was hardly mainstream, although it remains disputed whether itdeveloped toward a more orthodox configuration.24 His belief in the pre-cosmicfall of pre-existent souls required that the sinfulness attested by Job and the Psal¬mist was the legacy, not of solidarity with Adam's sin, but of each soul's previoustransgression, hi this knowledge that all human beings were born into this world inimpurity, the apostles mandated the church to give baptism to infants also.25Not only does Origen press the practice of infant baptism into the service of hisown speculative theory of pre-cosmic sin, but he is also the first Christian writer toclaim the apostolic origin of the church's custom. Kurt Aland alleges that all hisstatements

stand on the defensive against the belief that infants do not need baptism, on theground that as infants have not actually committed any sins, they do not requireforgiveness of sins. . . . There must have been circles and that not small anduninfluential, whose members held a different opinion as to the necessity of in¬fant baptism and who correspondingly maintained a different practice, in thatthey .abstained from baptizing infants. Hence arises Origen's appeal to the"tradition of the Church received from the apostles" . . . , which was the
strongest argument that he possessed.26
This interpretation of Origen is quite unconvincing, and Jeremias's rejoindermakes much better sense.27 Origen's argument proceeds not from the fact of thesinfulness of newborn babies to the need for their prompt baptism but in the

22. Origen, Homilies on Luke 14 (on Luke 2:22); Homilies on Leviticus 8:3; Comm. onRomans 5:9. It has been argued that Origen's lack of explicit reference to infant baptism in hisAlexandrian writings implies that it was not practiced in the Alexandrian church.23. Cf. Cyprian, Testimonies 3:54, where with Ps 51:5 and 1 John 1:8 it proves that "No oneis without uncleanness and without sin."
24. Cf. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 180-82. A rather different account of Origen'sthought is given by Williams, Fall and Original Sin, 223-30.
25. Origen, Comm. on Romans 5:9.
26. Aland, Did the Early Church Baptize Infants?, 47.27. Jeremias, The Origins of Infant Baptism, 69-74. He brings out well the context and se¬quence of thought of Origen's references.



54 INFANT BAPTISM IN THE EARLY CHURCH

reverse direction. He does, however, report that "the brethren" frequently discussed
the question how infants could be baptized for the remission of sins (the purpose
of all Christian baptism) when they had committed no sin of their own. The
debates within the Christian community which Origen refers to concerned not
whether but why babies should be baptized.

Again we have found the rite in search of an agreed meaning. That this
should be the case towards the middle of the third century in Caesarea may suggest
that the practice can scarcely have been regularly observed there for almost two
hundred years. If it is true that "there is no clearer instance of the control exercised
by liturgical or devotional practice over the growth of dogma than that provided by
the study of the relations between the custom of Infant Baptism and the doctrine of
Original Sin," it is an entirely proper question why in this instance the lex oran-
di took such a long time to establish the lex credendi—if, that is, infant baptism
was, at least in Caesarea, a tradition of apostolic origin. Origen's reference to fre¬
quent ecclesiastical discussion of the theoretical justification for baptizing infants
may therefore imply not that the practice was a recent introduction, still resisted by
some of the brethren, but that by the 230s and 240s it had not had a sufficiently
long history in the church of Caesarea to have evoked a received theological basis
in' the tradition. Origen's expositions were still needed to provide one. But it
remains unambiguously clear from Origen that the practice pre-existed his ex¬
planation of it.

THE EAST AFTER ORIGEN: CONSENSUS ELUSIVE

It is not the purpose of this paper to trace the history of infant baptism in the
church of the fathers but to attempt to ascertain how far it remained a subject of
controversy. In the eastern.church there is little indication that Origen's biblical
discussions had much influence on beliefs about why babies needed baptism. There
is in fact not much evidence that churchmen were unduly concerned about infant
baptism at all, and the considerable body of fourth-century Christian literature in
the east yields remarkably few references to it. After Origen the first witness is the
Arian Asterius the Sophist, whose homilies on Psalms 1-15 were delivered probab¬
ly in the second quarter of the fourth century. Three of these homilies assume the
baptism of newborn babies as the norm but do not connect it with sin or original
sin. But baptism of infants is presented as protection against demons, heresy,
and premature death. Indeed, it is difficult to point to a single eastern father in the
fourth century who links infant baptism with sin or original sin. Chrysostom's
enormous corpus yields less than a handful of references to infant baptism, one of

28. Origen, Homilies on Luke 14 (on Luke 2:22).
29. Williams, Fall and Original Sin, 223.
30. Cf. J. C. Didier, "Le Pddobaptisme au IV° sifecle. Documents nouveaux," MScRcl

6 (1949) 223-46. The original texts are also given in the two main collections of sources:
H. Kraft, Texle zur Geschichte der Taufe (KIT 174; 2d ed.; Berlin: Verlag Walter de Gruyter
& Co., 1969) 41-43; and Didier, Le Bapteme des enfants dans la tradition de I'Englise (Monum.
Christ. Selecta 7; Toumai: Descl6e & Cie, 1959) 28-30.

31. For references see Didier, Le Bapteme des enfants, 233-35; and Didier, "Un cas typi-
que de ddveloppement du dogme," 204-11.
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which asserts that "we baptize little children, even though they have no sins," in
order that they may receive gifts such as righteousness and adoption and become
members of Christ and the abode of the Spirit.32 The Cappadocians, like Chrysos-
tom, plead with their congregations not to delay their baptism, but nearly al¬
ways, it seems, with adult converts in view, Their pleas are hardly ever directed
toward parental responsibility for their offspring in the matter of baptism.
Several prominent fourth-century fathers, although of Christian parentage, were
not baptized until adult years. In the east these included John Chrysostom, Basil
the Great, and Gregory of Nazianzus.33

The sole writer to address the issue of the delay of infant baptism directly is
Gregory of Nazianzus in his oration on baptism. His counsel is clear. Babies in
danger of death must be baptized without delay, "for it is better that they should be
unconsciously sanctified than depart this life unsealed and uninitiated." Circum¬
cision is cited as the warrant for so doing. But for others Gregory advises a wait
until they are about three years old,

when they may be able to listen and to answer something about the sacra¬
ment, so that, even though they do not perfectly understand it, yet at any rate
they know the outlines, and then to sanctify them in soul and body with the
great sacrament of our consecration. . . . They begin to be responsible for
their lives at the time when reason is matured and they may be instructed in the
mystery (for of sins of ignorance owing to their tender years they have no ac¬
count to give), and it is far more profitable on all accounts to be fortified by the
font, because of the sudden assaults of danger that befall us.34
That litis and similar questions on the timing of baptism were currently matters

of discussion among Christian congregations may be implied by the way
Gregory responds in his Oration to real or imagined objections and queries.

32. Chrysostom, Baptismal Cetecheses 3:6 (ed. A. Wegner, Jean Chrysostome. Unit
cattchites baptismales inidites; SC 50; Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1957) 153-54; P. W. Harkins, St.
John Chrysostom: Baptismal Instructions (ACW 31; Westminster, Md./London: Newman
Press and Longmans, Green & Co., 1963) 57. When Jeremias wrote Infant Baptism in the
First Four Centuries (1958, 1960), he was aware of Chrysostom's cetechetical comment only in
the form of Augustine's quotation in Against Julian the Pelagian 1:6:21-22 (cf. 94n,7). Julian
had cited Chrysostom's text in a Latin form (non coinquinatos . . . peccato, "not defiled by sin"),
which demonstrated to Julian that Chrysostom did not believe in original sin in infants. Augus¬
tine was able to correct him by producing Chrysostom's Greek.

33. Cf. Jeremias, Infant Baptism in the First Four Centuries, 88-89, for details. Basil's ex¬
hortation (Homil. 13:1, 5; PG 31,424,432) illustrates the pastor's dilemma. In urging young and
old alike to be baptized without delay, he stresses that the whole of life is the right time (kairos)
for baptism, which must have militated against an insistence on invariable paedobaptism.

34. Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 40:28; 40:17 is presumably to be read in terms of this
later passage, but the consistency is not obvious: "Do you have an infant child? Do not allow sin
any opportunity. Let him be sanctified from babyhood, and consecrated by the Spirit from his
tenderest days." He goes on to refer to Samuel, who was consecrated to God immediately
after birth. Gregory's mention in sect. 23 of those who "because of infancy" have been unable to
receive baptism indicates, not the existence of "some parts of the church where paedobaptism
was unknown (Williams, Fall and Original Sin, 290n.4), but simply infants' dependence on
negligent parents.
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We cannot, however, speak to controversy about infant baptism in this period
in the east. Much remains obscure. Baptism is generally assumed to be necessary
for salvation, but little clarity is forthcoming on what babies are to be saved from.
More is said about the positive gifts imparted to thetn in baptism, which is also
viewed as fortifying the baptized against the perils of life. A poem of Gregory of
Nazianzus in speaking of baptism describes it as the seal of God—for infants only
a seal, but for adults a remedy as well as a seal.35 But overall the evidence is
too scanty to allow us to delineate a consensus. Gregory of Nazianzus shows
that there was scope for considerable variety of teaching, and all that seems agreed
is an unwillingness to adopt the standpoint of Origen, the first articulate advo¬
cate of infant baptism in the eastern tradition. We must not forget however, that it
was in circles strongly influenced by the Cappadocians (among whom Gregory
of Nyssa appears to ignore infant baptism altogether)" that the phrase "one bap¬
tism for the remission of sins" found its way into the Nicene Creed. When this is
set in the context of the teachings of the fourth-century Greek fathers about infants
and baptism, it is difficult to regard it as having any intended reference to
paedobaptism. It could be paraphrased in the following terms: insofar as baptism
is given for the remission of sins (which, it is agreed, is not the case with the bap¬
tism of babies), a person may receive it only once.

THE WEST AFI ER CYPRIAN

It is easy to overlook the overwhelming extent to which the body of early Chris¬
tian writing about infant baptism is dominated by Augustine's works, very largely
against the Pelagians.3" The critical issue raised early in the fifth century by
Pelagius and, more acutely, his associate Caelestius was simple enough. Their
denial of die transmission of original sin dismantled what Augustine depicted as
the traditional theological rationale for the practice of baptizing infants—given
that, as was agreed on all sides, infants had no sins of their own commission which
required baptismal remission. Augustine and other African bishops not unnatural¬
ly feared that the airing of such questions would stiffen parental reluctance to bring
their babies to the baptistry, at a lime when churchmen in the west no less than

35. Gregory of Nazianzus, Carmina Dogmatica 9:91-2 (PG 37, 463-64, with note ad loc.).
Cf. Williams, Fall and Original Sin, 289-90. Neither Kraft nor Didier includes this text.

36. Cf. Williams, Fall and Original Sin. 278-80. It is not at all clear from Gregory of Nyssa's
treatise On Infants Who Die Early whether the problem it tackles arises from their not having
received infant baptism or from their dying before reaching the appropriate later age for baptism.
Since infant baptism is not mentioned, the latter seems more likely. Gregory's Against Those
Who Defer Baptism likewise makes no allusion to infant baptism. His sermon 7 he Baptism of
Christ attributes to the newly baptized old person the innocence of the baby and the new-born
infant's freedom from accusations and penalties (PG 46, 579).

37. On this issue, see Williams, Fall and Original Sin, 553-54, who also concludes that those
who framed or included this clause could only have had believers' baptism in mind.

38. In Didier's collection (La Bapteme des enfants), materia! from the first four centuries oc¬
cupies 44 pages (including 10 pages of inscriptions), while Augustine is allotted 60.
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in the east were striving to overcome the widespread delay of baptism. Augustine's
Confessions did not hesitate to criticize even his own mother for refusing to
have him baptized during a serious childhood illness, despite his pleas.39

But how firmly established in the western tradition was the doctrine of original
sin as the strongest theological undergirding for baby baptism? The Pelagians ap¬
pealed to earlier fathers, but invariably with reference to the transmission of sin
from Adam and never explicitly on the grounds for baptizing infants.411 In the as¬
cetic circles to which they belonged, the related issue of the origin of the soul
remained the subject of lively debate, fired in particular by continuing controversy
over the teachings of Origen;41 but, whereas this was a question to which, as even
Augustine was only too aware, Scripture and tradition yielded no incontrover¬
tible answer, could the same be claimed for the presence of original sin in in¬
fants as the reason why they had to be baptized if they were to be delivered
from damnation? Augustine could with some justice lay claim to an identifiable
current of western doctrinal reflection on this subject. After Cyprian, whose Epistle
64 was, of course, Augustine's star witness for the prosecution, there is a gap in
the evidence comparable to that in the east. But toward the end of the fourth cen¬
tury, the convictions of western churchmen emerged into the light of day with a
clarity that eludes us in the east. A decretal of Siricius, bishop of Rome, in the year
385 urges the prompt baptism of infants whose age prevents them speaking for
themselves, lest, dying unbaptized, they should lose eternal life and the kingdom
of heaven—thus neatly excluding in advance the distinction the Pelagians would
make between the two.42 In a letter of A.D. 400, Jerome, a westerner writing in the
east, seems to imply that infants are baptized for "sin,' 3 but the most important
catholic contributor prior to Augustine was Ambrose of Milan. He not only
presents a well-developed doctrine of Adamic fall and its effects upon all humanity
(described by N. P. Williams as "Augustinianism before Augustine"),44 but he also

39. Augustine, Confessions 1:11:17-18.
40. Cf. especially Augustine, Nature and Grace 61:71- 67:81. Augustine also discusses ear¬

lier fathers' opinions in Against Two Letters of the Pelagians 4:8:20-12:34; and The Grace of
Christ and Original Sin 1:42:46-50:55.

41. Cf. Robert F. Evans, Pelagius: Inquiries and Reappraisals (London: A. & C. Black,
1968) ch. 2.

42. Siricius, Epistle 1:3 (Kraft, Teste zur Geschichte der taufe, 67; Didier, Le Bapteme des
enfants, 36).

43. Jerome, Ep. 107:6. Jerome is inculcating parental responsibility for children. Until they
reach years of discretion, both their mala and their bona are attributed to their parents—"un¬
less you happen to suppose that the children of Christians, if they have not received baptism, are
themselves liable for (their) sin [reos . . . peccati] and that guilt [rce/iu] is not ascribed to those
who declined to give them baptism. . . ." Is Jerome implying that infants are baptized for their
own "sin" but that, where baptism is withheld from them, their parents become laible for their
sin? Yet scelus appears not to be synonymous with peccati but to designate the particular offence
of parental neglect. In Ep. 85:2, 5, Jerome responds to an enquiry from Paulinus of Nola:
"how the children of believing, that is, baptized parents are 'holy' [cf. 1 Cor 7:14], seeing that
without the gift of grace afterwards received [in baptism] and kept they cannot be saved."
Jerome's reply does not question Paulinus's assumptions.

44. Williams, Fail and Original Sin, 300.
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makes no distinction between infants and adults in talking about sin as constituting
the need for baptism. Yet even Ambrose falls far short of the decisive sharpness of
Augustine's refutation of Pelagian teachings. The bishop of Milan disappoints us
if we are looking for an umambiguous declaration that infants are baptized for the
forgiveness of original guilt, although he certainly taught this doctrine.

AUGUSTINE AND THE PELAGIAN CONTROVERSY

It was, therefore, the peculiar distinction of anti-Pelagian Augustine to make the
bonds uniting infant baptism to original sin, in the sense of guilt as well as weak¬
ness, disease, or corruption, so firm as to remain virtually unbreakable for over a
millennium in the western church. But although it has become commonplace to
treat the Pelagian controversy as a western—and typically western—affair, the
suggestion has well been made that "Probably the germ of the controversy was the
now undisputed fact that differing explanations of infant baptism were held in
the East and in the West."46 The teaching of Caelestius, which first significantly
disturbed catholic churchmen in Carthage in 411, maintained that infants were bap¬
tized not in order to be delivered from the condemnation attendant upon original
sin, and hence not to exchange salvation and eternal life for perdition and death,
but in order to secure entry to the kingdom of heaven.47 Although Caelestius could
not challenge the use of the formula "for the remission of sins," he was unable
to salvage any real meaning for it in his baptism of infants; "it is fitting, indeed, to
confess this lest we should seem to make different kinds of baptism."
Pelagius' position was virtually identical; if anything, he exacerbated its provoca-
tiveness by insisting that "We hold one baptism, which we affirm ought to be ad¬
ministered to infants in the same sacramental formula as to adults" —which
was handy grist to Augustine's mill, as we shall see.

The first of Augustine's anti-Pelagian treatises is entitled The Merits and
Remission ofSins and the Baptism of Infants (411-412). Much of the first and third
books are directed against the central Pelagian convictions about Adam's sin and
infant baptism, but the precise target of book one is probably the Liber de Fide of
one Rufinus the Syrian, an obscure figure who is nevertheless credited in one
source with being the inspirer at Rome of the whole Pelagian heresy. His Liber cer¬
tainly includes an attack on the transmission of sins and the damnation of infants
and an assertion that infants are baptized for admission to the kingdom ofGod.50 This Rufinian-Caelestian-Pelagian approach to paedobaptism is formally

45. Cf. Didier, "Un cas typique de d£veloppement du dogma," 202-4; Williams, Fall and
Original Sin, 304-6.

46. Eugene TeSelle, Augustine the Theologian (New York: Herder and Herder, 1970) 280;
"Rufinus the Syrian, Caelestius, Pelagius: Explorations in the Prehistory of the Pelagian Con¬
troversy," AS 3 (1972) 61-95, esp. 86-87.

47. Augustine, Ep. 157:22; The Grace ofChrist and Original Sin 2:22-6:6.
48. Augustine, The Grace of Christ and Original Sin 2:6:6.
49. Ibid., 1:32:35, 2:1:1, 2:21:24.
50. TeSelle, Augustine the Theologian, 279; and his "Rufinus the Syrian"; see also Gerald

Bonner, "Rufinus of Syria and African Pelagianism," AS 1 (1970) 31-47; and his Augustine and
Modern Research on Pelagianism (Villanova: Villanova University Press, 1972) 9, 19-31.
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similar to that of eastern churchmen, such as Gregory of Nazianzus51 and John
Chrysostom; and the eastern—in particular the Syrian or Antiochene—affinities of
Pelagianism have been explored by scholars.52 Pelagius and Caelestius found a
more sympathetic hearing in the east than in the west, and although each side ac¬
cused the other of innovation and heresy, the Pelagians in addition threatened their
opponents with condemnation by the churches of the east.55 There are, then, good
grounds for discerning, as a significant contributory factor to the controversy, atleast the absence of consensus, if not a clear disagreement, between east and
west on the significance of infant baptism.

The dispute was not whether infants should be baptized but why.54 WhenCaelestius complained to Iimocent, bishop of Rome, that he was being defamed for
refusing baptism to infants, whereas he had always maintained that they should bebaptized, Augustine countered that Caelestius was misrepresenting the chargeagainst him in order to dismiss it more readily.55 For Augustine the answer to
the question "why?" emerged with crystal clarity from a consideration of basic
Christian beliefs.

(1) By ancient tradition of apostolic authority56 the church baptizes infants whoneither have committed sins of their own nor can answer for themselves in the bap¬tismal ritual. Although the movement of Augustine's argument does not often
proceed from the church's traditional practice to the doctrine of original sin as thesole indispensable basis for it, it does so on some occasions: "What necessity couldthere be for an infant to be conformed to the death of Christ by baptism, if he were
not altogether poisoned by the bite of the serpent?"57 When accused of
Manichaeism for maintaining the transmission of sin, he responds that, long beforethe time of Mani, infant candidates for baptism were being exorcized with exsuf-
flation, showing that they needed deliverance from the power of darkness.5" It can,
moreover, be plausibly claimed that the whole shape of his defense of original sintakes as its starting point the datum of ecclesiastical practice.

(2) The church knows only one baptism, and that "for the remission of sins."59
Augustine resisted, and not only in this particular, the kind of distinction be¬
tween the baptism of infants and the baptism of adult believers which had, as we
have seen, found some currency among the Greek fathers, and which he
regarded the Pelagians as advocating. His consistent principle was to insist at everyturn on the application to infants of the church's understanding and practice of bap¬tism.

(3) Newborn babies are included in the one humanity of which all sinned in

51. Cf. Williams, Fall and Original Sin, 345.
52. See the studies of Evans, TeSelle, and Bonner noted above, and the literature to whichthey refer.
53. Augustine, The Proceedings ofPelagius 11:25.
54. Augustine, Sermon 294:2.
55. Augustine, The Grace of Christ and Original Sin 2:4:3, 2:17:19, 2:18:20.56. Augustine, Baptism 4:24:30.
57. Augustine, Merits and Remission ofSins 1:32:61, cf. 3:4:7.
58. Augustine, Marriage and Concupiscence 2:29:50.
59. Augustine, Sermon 293:11.
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Adam and of which none is saved except in Christ. "That infants are born under
the guilt of [Adam's] offence is believed by the whole Church." If infants
have nothing from which they need to be saved, then Jesus cannot be their savior,
for only the sick need a doctor.61

(4) None, not excluding baby children, is saved in Christ except through bap¬
tism. 2 Punic-speaking Christians in Africa spoke about baptism as "salvation."
Unless infants pass into the company of believers through the sacrament divinely
instituted for this purpose, they will undoubtedly remain in the darkness of sin.

(5) Infants are saved through baptism as believers, not as non-believers. Augus¬
tine recalls that by ancient custom the church calls baptized infants "believers"
(ftdeles, pistoij,64 as the inscriptions bear out. They believe in the hearts of
others (parents or other sponsors) and they confess through the tongues of
others, thus fulfilling the requirements of Rom 10:10.65 Just as they were wounded
by another's disobedience, so they are healed by another's confession of faith. It
must be remembered here that, in baptismal practice at this time, the infant's parent
or sponsor responded to the guestion, "Does he/she believe?" with die direct af¬
firmative "He/she believes."6

(6) Infants who die unbaptized are lost and condemned, although their punish¬
ment will be "more tolerable" and "milder" than those who have sinned on their
own account.67 In Augustine's book there is no middle ground for infants dying
unbaptized akin to the Pelagians' "eternal life" outside the kingdom of heaven.
Catholic faith provides no warrant for believing diat they may attain to forgiveness
of their original sin.6X

In addition to this tireless rehearsal of these basic teachings of the church which
confound the errors of the Pealagians, Augustine also deploys some ad hominem
arguments. Since they grant infants salvation and eternal life without baptism, how
would diey respond to someone who wanted to grant them the kingdom of heaven
as well? They would appeal to John 3:560—a text which since the second cen-

60. Augustine, Epistle 166:21. In this letter Augustine pleads with Jerome to demonstrate
to him the consistency of the creationist view of the soul's origin (which holds that God creates
a soul afresh for each person—Augustine's preferred option on this disputed question) with
the fundamentals of the faith, such as those in para. (3) here. Cf. also Ep. 166:24-28, and 157:11,
18.

61. Augustine, Sermon 174:7-8.
62. Augustine, Sermon 174:9.
63. Augustine, Merits and Remission . . . 1:24:34-35.
64. Augustine, Sermon 294:14.
65. Augustine, Sermon 176:2; cf. Epistle 98:9-10 for a different approach, and 98:2 for a

community of souls that avails to the child in baptism through the shared possession of the Spirit
by parent and child alike.

66. Cf. Didier, "Une adaptation de la liturgie baptismale an bapteme des enfants dans l'Eglise
ancienne," MScRel 22 (1965) 79-90.

67. Augustine, Epistle 186:29; Merits and Remission . . . 1:16:21; Enchiridion 93; Against
Julian 5:11:44.

68. Augustine, The Soul and its Origin 3:9:12. On this question see the chapter on "The Sal¬
vation of Infants" in Geoffrey Bromiley's Children of Promise, 91-104.

69. Augustine, Sermon 294:5-8.
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tury had played a major role in shaping the church's baptismal beliefs. If it were
not for this text, die Pelagians would not accept infant baptism at all!70

More often, however, Augustine has to reply to Pelagian counter-arguments
which appeal to the principles of transmission and solidarity that were so important
in his own account of catholic doctrine. For example, if Adam harms those who
have not themselves sinned, Christ should benefit those who have not

71believed. We have already noted, in section (5) above, part of Augustine's
rejoinder. lie also turns the tables on the objectors by showing that it is diey
who accept that Christ benefits those who do not believe, for they cannot deny that
in baptism Christ benefits infant non-believers.

An objection that Augustine dealt with in one form or another on many oc¬
casions claimed that, if sinful parents produced sinful offspring, parents cleansed
of original sin through baptism should surely produce offspring no longer sub¬
ject to original sin. His counter-attack is nodiing if not versatile.7 He contends that
the claim is tantamount to assuming that baptized Christian parents should be ex¬
pected to bear baptized Christian children, but male babies were not begotten al¬
ready circumcised by circumcised fathers! If 1 Cor 7:14 is cited in this connection,
then whatever sanctified might mean when applied to the unbelieving spouse or
children of a Christian, it will prevent no more the child than the spouse from
perishing unless they are subsequently baptized. Moreover, the parallelism does
not always obtain; whereas all infants contract sin through their parents, some
are presented for baptism by other persons.7'' In any case, parents generate, not
regenerate their offspring. "Even renewed parents beget children not out of the
first-fruits of their renewed condition, but carnally out of the remains of the old na¬
ture"; for concupiscence, which is one element of original sin, persists in the
baptized. "The fault of our nature remains in our offspring so deeply impressed as
to make it guilty, even when the guilt of the self-same fault has been washed away
in the parent." ' The true benefit of birth from Christian parents is to be brought
by them without delay to the saving waters of baptism.

Augustine was also asked how it is that a child profits from its parents' faith at
baptism but is not prejudiced by their later fall from faith when they seek the aid
of pagan gods for the healing of the child. He argues that, by virtue of baptism, the
child becomes "a soul having a separate life," so that Ezek 18:4 now governs its
destiny. The bond of guilt contracted in natural birth, once cancelled in spiritual
rebirth, cannot be reimposed by subsequent parental sin.76

It did not escape Augustine that to place such a weight on the necessity of bap¬
tism for infants provoked the most searching questions about the accidents of bap-

70. Augustine, Merits and Remission . . . 1:30:58.
71. Augustine, Sermon 294:17-18.
72. Augustine, Merits and Remission 2:9:11, 2:25:39-27:44, 3:8:16- 9:17; Sermon 294:16,

73. Augustine, Epistle 98:6.
74. Augustine, Merits and Remission 2:27:44.
75. Augustine, Grace of Christ 2:39:44.
76. Augustine, Epistle 98:1-2.



lismal administration. "The baptized mother bewails her own little one who was
not baptized [before death], while the chaste virgin gathers in for baptism the off¬
spring of outsiders, exposed by an unchaste mother." Often when the parents are
eager and the ministers prepared for giving baptism, it is still not given because
death intervenes.78 Since the Pelagians acknowledge that baptism confers some
good value on babies, even they cannot evade the issue altogether. They refuse
to ascribe such discrimination to fate or divine election, and must therefore base it
on merit, but no such option is available for Augustine. Even the infants who are
successfully brought to baptism come crying and kicking; "grace cleaves to them
even in their resisiting struggles."79 In this priority of grace, an inscrutable
divine providence is at work. The diverse fortunes of infants afford the best il¬
lustration known to Augustine of the truth that grace is bestowed according to
God's election. "Must we so attribute it to the negligence of parents that infants die
without baptism that heavenly judgments have nothing to do with it?" We
must conclude that it was of God's choice that he did not keep this particular child
in this life a little while longer in order that it might receive baptism.81

At this point we have reached the end of the road in more senses than one. If
the tradition of baptizing infants acted as a powerful catalyst in the formulation of
the western church's high doctrine of original sin, so too, it seems, the somewhat
random reception of it by infants was a contributory factor in the formulation of its
doctrine of divine election. This is not to claim that Augustine had no other
grounds for developing his theology as he did than the implications of infant bap¬
tism and its haphazard administration. It is merely to recognize how his theologi¬
cal understanding took shape under the pressure of controversy and harsh ex¬
perience.

Few paedobaptists, however, will be able to follow Augustine all the way.
The Pelagians were tire heirs of the long and widespread uncertainty of earlier
Christian generations about why newborn children needed to be baptized. Such
lack of clarity bred discussion and even controversy. In a Tertullian and a Gregory
of Nazianzus, and perhaps in those responsible for the later childhood baptisms at¬
tested by third-century inscriptions, as well as in the wider post-Constantinian
deferment of baptism, this absence of consensus issued in the avoidance of in¬
fant baptism, in theory or in practice. It was Augustine who finally set the neces¬
sity of paedobaptism on an impregnable basis. But here lies the rub. For if at last
the rite had found its theological rationale, it was one that today's practitioners
of infant baptism will scarcely be able to endorse, except perhaps to a very
minor extent. We are left in the somewhat uncomfortable position of receiving the
traditional observance from the early church, while at the same time rejecting
the main planks of the theology in which the church of the fathers found its con¬
clusive justification.

77. Augustine, Against Two Letters of the Pelagians 2:6:11.
78. Augustine, Gift of Perseverance 12:31. Cf. Williams, Fall and Original Sin, 377, for

an illustration starkly depicting this division at the font.
79. Augustine, Grace and Free Will 22:44.
80. Augustine, Gift ofPerseverance 12:31.
81. Cf. TeSelle, Augustine the Theologian, 323-24.

But there is one point on which the voice of Augustine deserves to be serious¬
ly heeded. It is a strength of his anti-Pelagian corpus that he endeavors to treat the
baptism of infants on all fours with the baptism of adult candidates. We may judge
the way he did this to be not very successful, although the rite he knew was ob¬
viously framed on the assumption that confessing believers were the normative
subjects of baptism with only minimal adjustment made for those who could not
answer for themselves. Nevertheless, the challenge to avoid setting up two kinds
of baptism has rarely been far distant from the advocacy of infant baptism.
Moreover, the subsequent separate development of rites of confirmation and
their reformed substitutes has exposed paedobaptists to the associated temptation
of treating infant baptism as something less than real and complete Christian bap¬
tism. Augustine's theology, however unacceptable as the definitive response to the
persistently controversial question "why?" in the early history of infant baptism, at
least counsels us both against distinguishing too sharply between infant and
adult baptism and against denying full, unqualified integrity to the baptism given
to babies.
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DONATIST THEOLOGOUMENA IN AUGUSTINE?
BAPTISM, REVIVISCENCE OF SINS,

AND UNWORTHY MINISTERS

The chief question with which this paper is concerned is this:
What did Augustine believe happened when a person was baptized
in the Donatist schism?

To this question some answers are ir.controvertibly clear. For
example, such a person was truly baptized. He or she received
"the sacrament of grace", a genuine baptism which was, and
remained, sanctus.1 In the vocabulary of later theology, the
baptism imparted was valid, and indestructibly so.

Other answers to our question are not so self-evident and still
provoke discussion. For instance, in what sense did the candidate
for baptism in schism receive a baptismal "character"?2 Was this
anything other than the unrepeatable external rite itself, or the rite's
ineffacable designation of the baptized as fidelis3 or filius,A or was
it a consecratio5 or sanctificatio6 which might even encompass a

1 bapt. Ill, 10, 15 etc.
2 Cf. G. Bavaud in BA 29, pp. 579-582.
3 Mi quos baptizant sanant a vulnere idololatriae vel infidelitatis (bapt.

I, 8, 10).
* bapt. I, 10, 14. G. G. Willis, Saint Augustine and the Donatist Contro¬

versy, London 1950, is not strictly accurate when he claims that "Schismatic
baptism constitutes a man a member of Christ's Church" (p. 159).

5 Christiani baptismi sacramentum ... etiam apud haereticos valet et
sufficit ad consecrationem (ep. 98, 5).

6 Satis indicat quod et in malis ... ipsa [sanctificatio sacramenti] integra
est (bapt. IV, 23, 30).
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"spiritual effect" of baptism, "la presence pcrmanentc cle la vertudivine a tous baptise juste ou pecheur"?7
Another answer to our initial question which might appear toallow of no qualification is that the schismatic who received thesacramentum gratiae did not receive the gratia sacramenti.8 Thisgrace, which brings salvation, is not bestowed outside the fold ofthe Catholic Church. The terms of Augustine's argument are onlytoo familiar.
There is, however, one issue which threatens to blur Augusti¬ne's clarity on even this cardinal point of his teaching. He showsan interest in the hypothesis that the grace of baptism may in truthbe imparted to the schismatic, but only momentarily; because heis a schismatic and lacks love, his sins, which have been for thatinstant remitted, return to him forthwith. This is the questionnormally discussed under the heading of the reviviscence of sins.9Some interpreters of Augustine have held not only that Augus¬tine taught this account of what happened in Donatist baptism butthqt it was a significant factor in enabling him to maintain at oneand the same time both the full reality of the baptism given inschism and its total inefficacy for salvation.10 But in a communi¬cation read at the Oxford Patristic Conference of 1959 F. Floeriargued that Augustine presented this momentary reception of theremission of sins only as a hypothesis, on the truth of which he

7 Bavaud, op. cit., p. 581, who speaks of "cette consecration qui est tou-
jours le fruit du bapteme, mcme chez. les indignes. Le Chretien est enveloppe
de la vertu du Seigneur pret a donner la grace du salut au moment ou I'obexsera enleve". For Augustine, baptismal "character" is "une realite visible, lesacrement en tant qu'il produit un effet spirituel qui n'est pas la grace dusalut, mais la presence permanente..." Bavaud appeals in particular to Sacra¬
mento suo divina virtus adstitit (bapt. Ill, 10, 15), but fails to give due weight
to the immediately following words sive ad salutein bene utentium sive adperniciem male utentium. The "character" of baptism would then be twofold,
either salvific or damnatory, in accordance with Augustine's frequent citation
of 2 Cor. 2, 15-16 (e.g., bapi. Ill, 13, 18).8 bapt. IV, 14, 21; V, 21, 29; VII, 19, 37. Willis, op. cit., pp. 154, 156, 159,
is inaccurate in speaking of the grace of baptism as being "there [in theschismatic], as it were latent and useless... It is impossible to confine the
grace of the sacraments within the Church". This is precisely what Augustine
did — except in the theory of rcviviscence considered in this paper. Withoutshowing any knowledge of this theory in Augustine, Willis ascribes to him
the "reviviscence" of grace (pp. 156, 159). Nor is it a matter of degrees of
grace (cf. Willis, p. 156: only in the Church is grace received "in full").

9 Cf. A. Michel in DThC XIII, 2644-2652.10 So P. Pourrat and P. Batiffol, discussed by F. Floeri (see next note),pp. 384-385.
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always avoided pronouncing.11 Since the publication of this study,
scholars have been more guarded in attributing the theory to
Augustine, but G. Bavaud comes very close to regarding it as his
decided opinion in his edition of the De baptismo,12 He views it
as reconciling, in Augustine's mind, the emphatically positive eva¬
luation he felt led to make of the baptism of the Donatists, who had
all, for example, "put on Christ" by their baptism,13 with his equally
emphatic conviction that it produced no effect in the soul of the
baptized schismatic — unless, that is, such a person did in truth
receive "une consecration interieure, celle de la justification, mais...
une grace transitoire".

The status of this theory ir_ Augustine's writings may not appear
a question of great importance. It appears (to my knowledge) only
in the De baptisino, although in more than twice the three passages
identified by Floeri.14 The question may also be insoluble, for
Floeri is undoubtedly correct in arguing that Augustine invariably
presents the theory as one of two competing hypotheses (the other
being simply that those baptized in schism are not cleansed of their
sins at all, but even defiled bv receiving baptism in schism), and
never adjudicates between them.

The problem is, however, not without implications for major
elements in Augustine's anti-Donatist case. It should not be thought,
for example, that what is at issue is simply the remission of sins.
Two of Augustine's discusssions in De baptisino show clearly that
the gift of the Spirit is also involved,15 and we must conclude that
Augustine is really talking about the fleeting enjoyment of the whole
effect of baptism. This immediately touches on the fundamental
axiom extra ecclesiam nulla salus. Furthermore, if the reviviscence
of sins is part of Augustine's teaching, it implies that the sole obex

11 L'Argument de la « Reviviscence des Pitches » dans le De Baptismo de
saint Augustin, in SP VI [TU 81], Berlin 1962, pp. 383-389.

12 Lc probleme de la reviviscence des peches, in BA 29, pp. 585-586; cf.
p. 582. For Remi Crespin, however, following Floeri, the theory is no more
than an explanatory hypothesis, Ministere ct saintete. Pastorale du clerge et
solution de la crise donatiste dans la vie et la doctrine de saint Augustin, Paris
1965, p. 259, n. 3.

13 Gal. 3, 27. Cf. bapl. I, 11, 16, etc., and see further below.
14 Floeri discusses bapt. I, 12, 17-13, 21; III, 13, 18; V, 8, 9, to which

should be added IV, II, 17; V, 21, 29; VII, 3, 5; VII, 6, II, and cf. IV, 4, 5.
When Augustine says that baptism does not avail for "the irrevocable remission
of sins" outside Catholic unity, it is unlikely that he implies a distinction
between revocable and irrevocable remission (bapt. Ill, 17, 22; cf. V, 8, 9,
"remission of irrevocable sins").

13 bapt. I, 12, 18-19; V, 21, 29.
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to the baptized schismatic's continuing enjoyment of salvation liesin himself, and that the minister of schismatic baptism may be aminister not only of the sacrament of grace but also of the graceof the sacrament, however short-lived that grace may be inthe baptized. Such a conclusion would not be inconsistent withAugustine's repeated insistence, in opposition to the Donatists' ob¬session with the minister of baptism, that the two key agents inbaptism are God (or Christ) and the recipient, and that it is thelatter's disposition, not the minister's, that determines whether hereceives not only the sacrament of grace but also the grace of thesacrament. But while Augustine unambiguously holds that withinthe Catholic Church the minister's disposition is no insuperableobstacle to the candidate's receiving both the sacrament and itsgrace, it is not at all clear that the parallel with the minister inschism, which is otherwise so central to Augustine's refutation ofthe Donatist position, holds in this instance except with referencesolely to the sacrament itself.
* In order to determine whether the notion of the reviviscenceof sins is any more than a hypothesis for Augustine, we mustconsider it in the broader context of his anti-Donatist theology. Thetexts in which the theory appears do not provide us with a clearanswer.

Augustine certainly believed that the return of sins onceforgiven was taught by Christ in the parable of the UnmercifulServant (Mt. 18, 23-35). "The fact that he had not forgiven hisfellow-servant did not prevent his master from forgiving him all hisdebts... But what did it profit him, since they all immediatelyreturned (replicala sunt) again upon his head because of his persist¬ing hatred?". Augustine deduces therefrom that the grace ofbaptism is not prevented from giving (momentary) remission of allsins, even to a person of unremitting hatred.16 He discusses thisparable only once in his anti-Donatist treatises, but in three of hissermons draws from it the same warning to the unforgiving, lestGod bring back (replicare) sins earlier forgiven.17Such cases often occur in the Church, comments Augustine.18In De baptismo he presents two kinds of persons in whom sucha return of sins might be hypothesized. The catechumen baptized
16 bapt. I, 12, 20. Cf. Bavaud's note, BA 29, pp. 586-587.17 s. 5, 2 (noil solum deinceps non illis dimittatur sed etiam omnia quaedimissa fuerant replicentur); s. 83, 7 (si non dimiseris, revocabo le; et quidquidlibi dimiseram, replicabo libi); s. Frangip. 9, 2 (totum quod relaxaverat in caputeiits replicavit).
18 bapt. I, 12, 20 (et saepe ista contingunt in ecclesia).
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in some sudden danger of death may show on recovery an unmiti¬
gated hostility towards an enemy. A murderer may have secured
baptism without any accompanying change of heart. Both of them
either experience no baptismal remission of sins, or, if their sins
are remitted in baptism, they return to them forthwith.19 But it is
noteworthy that, even here, the fleetingly transient baptismal re¬
mission appears as no more than one of two possible explanations,
between which Augustine invites his readers to choose. He seems
unwilling to affirm it for himself, even in the context of the Catholic
Church where predicating such a baptismal forgiveness posed none
of the prima facie difficulties for his theology that it did in the
context of schism.

What of the baptized Catholic who subsequently strays into
schism? Does his abandonment of the bonds of peace and love
recall upon his head the sins forgiven at his baptism, perhaps years
ago? Augustine repeatedly affirms that such a person, while not
losing his baptism by seceding, henceforth possesses it unlawfully
and unprofitably and is bereft of the Holy Spirit.20 But he never
suggests that the seceder from the Catholic Church has his sins,
remitted earlier in baptism, reimposed in schism. Yet in every
other respect he is no different from the schismatic baptized in
schism.

A critical question is whether Augustine believed that a schisma¬
tic could in any circumstances be the minister of the remission of
sins in baptism. He undoubtedly could in one kind of case, that
of the Catholic catechumen facing imminent death and able to
obtain a prompt baptism only from a Donatist minister. Provided
that he receive it with a Catholic mind and heart not alienated
from the unity of peace and unimplicated in the schismatic's per¬
versity, he is baptized salubriter.21 This has happened to many
Catholics (plerisque), comments Augustine. He apparently feels
no need to explain the exceptional function of the schismatic mi¬
nister, other than by emphasizing the correct disposition of the
recipient.

Ascertaining Augustine's mind about the normal run of schism¬
atic ministrations of baptism is more difficult, partly because of the

i

" bapt. I, 13, 21; V, 21, 29. Cf. too VII, 3, 5, where Augustine poses the
two possibilities generally of those fallaciter conversi who have been baptised.

2° bapt. VI, 15, 25; V, 23, 33.
21 bapt. VI, 5, 7; cf. I, 2, 3; VII, 52, 100. The same situation may also

be implied in IV, 12, 18.



parallel he frequently sets up between the unworthy ministerwithin the Catholic Church and the schismatic minister without.Both impart a valid sacrament, but not an efficacious one. Augusti¬ne's standard position seems to be that neither unworthy Catholicnor schismatic can fulfil with regard to the grace of the sacramentthe ministerial role he fulfils for the sacrament itself, but that inthe Catholic Church alone this obstacle is circumvented. Theprayers of the spiritual and holy in the Church, like the cooing ofthe dove, by "a secret dispensation of the mercy of God" avail tosecure the remission of sins for those baptized not by the dovebut by the hawks, but such a resource is not to be found outsidethe bounds of Catholic unity.22There is a crucial distinction here which it is easy to miss.23Augustine declares that "God gives the sacrament of grace evenper malos, but grace itself he bestows only per se ipsum vel persanctos stios". He proceeds to record his agreement with Cyprianthat schismatics cannot give the remission of sins, nor, he adds,can the wicked within the Church.24 This declaration in De baptismoappears to conflict with another in Contra epistulam Parmcniani: 25 ifthe minister is a hypocrite, the Spirit flees from his duplicity anddenies him salvation, but does not abandon his (the hypocrite's)ministry, whereby he (the Spirit) effects the salvation of othersthrough him.26 More obviously consistent with the former is astatement in one of the letters: "If the minister is good, he cleavesto God and works together with God; but if he is evil, God worksthrough him (per ilium) the visible form of the sacrament, buthimself bestows the invisible grace".27It is clear that, for all Augustine's minimising of the role ofthe minister,28 he assigned a more substantial function to the good

22 bapt. Ill, 17, 22-18, 23; cf. Crespin. op. cit., pp. 259, 281.
23 Crespin's account, op. cit., pp. 237-239, could easily mislead ("Ic pcche

des ministres nc compromet pas la sanctitication des fideles... La saintcte — ou
I'iniquite — du ministre n'entre done pas en ligne de compte, quando il s'agit
dc 1'efficacite des sacrements..."). As he later makes plain, the powers that
belong alike to the sinful Catholic minister and the schismatic minister belong
to "l'ordre sacramentel et non l'ordre de la grace" (p. 281).

24 bapt. V, 21, 29-22, 30. lo. 20, 23 was not addressed to the wicked, who
cannot remit sins even though they baptize (VI, 14, 23; cf. VI, 16, 27).

25 Crespin, op. cit., p. 241 n. 1 juxtaposes the two quotations without
comment.

26 c. ep. Partn. II, 11, 24: ministerium tamen eius non deserat, quo per
cum salutem operator aliortim.27 ep. 105, 3, 12.

28 Cf. Crespin, op. cit., pp. 246-247.
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minister than to the wicked or hypocritical.29 If it is true that, "when
the name of Christ is invoked, the sins of one do not obstruct the
salvation of another",30 it is also true that they require God to
bypass, as it were, the ministry of the sinful and to grant salvation
per se ipsum.3i If this was the case with the corrupt minister within
the Catholic Church, was it also the case with the minister of bap¬
tism in schism, seeing that Augustine's argument so frequently pa¬
ralleled the two? The hypothesis of the momentary remission of
sins followed by their immediate reviviscence requires something
of the sort to be true. It is worth enquiring to what or to whom
Augustine ascribes this hypothetical fleeting remission.

In so far as Augustine provides an answer to this question,
he speaks in the following terms in the relevant passages in Dc
baptismo:

—- once only of the Hcly Spirit coming to the baptized;32
— three times of the baptismi sanctitas clothing the candid¬

ate with Christ or remitting his sins;33
— once of the "grace of baptism' not being prevented front

forgiving the impenitent;34
— twice of the vis sacramenti (sancta vis tanti sacramenti)

remitting sins.35 On one of these occasions, Augustine
parallels the working of this vis outside the Church with
the vis nominis Chnsli casting out demons outside the
Church.

These phrases of Augustine's take us no farther forward in
our attempt to determine whether or not he believed in the return

29 "When a person preaches Cod's word or administers God's sacrament,
lie docs not, if he is evil, preach or administer de sito" (c. litt. Petil. II, 6, 13).
The pure preacher is a partner with the word and has his share in begetting
(congenerat) the believer, but when the unrcgenerate preaches, faith is born
"not from the barrenness of the minister but from the fruitfulness of the
word", ibid. II, 5, 11; cf. Ill, 55, 67.

m c. litt. Pet. II, 54, 124.
31 Yet at the same time there cannot be said to be no association

between the wicked's baptizing and God's gift of grace. "Since 'no-one can
give what he does not have', how does the murderer give the Holy Spirit? Yet
he baptizes even within the Church. Therefore God gives the Holy Spirit even
when the murderer baptizes (etiam ipso baptizante)" (bapt. V, 20, 28). Cf.
per etim in c. ep. Parm. II, 11, 24 (n. 26 above).

32 I, 12, 19.
33 I, 12, 19; III, 13, 18.
34 I, 12, 20.
35 I, 12, 19; IV, 11, 17. With the latter's reference to exorcism outside

the Church, cf. V, 24, 34.
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of sins after a moment's remission. We shall reserve furthercomment until later, except to note that in all these passagesAugustine makes no mention of the minister of baptism in schism.The focus is heavily on the recipient of baptism, and, by implic¬ation, on the operation of God's grace per se ipsum. It is, therefore,no bar to believing that Augustine affirmed this hypothesis ex animothat he undoubtedly endorsed Cyprian's dictum, adopted by theDonatists, that no-one can give what he does not have.36 The Donatistminister's lack of salvation would not prevent its being momentarilyimparted by God per se ipsum when the Donatist baptized. Indeed,for the theory to be part of Augustine's own teaching, this is whatit must be held to entail.
Since on any understanding this transient remission of sins inDonatist baptism is not only here-and-gonc in a flash but also a veryminor motif in his case against the schismatics, we must not allowthe unambiguous and unqualified apparent contradictions of it withwhich these writings abound to exclude the possibility of his actuallybelieving in it. For example, schismatics, like corrupt Catholics,"both have and confer baptism without remission of sins".37 It ispointless to multiply quotations. Not only is the fruit of baptism— grace, remission of sins, the gift of the Spirit, eternal salvation —not to be had in schism, but even what may be had — the Church'sbaptism — is received perniciose, poenaliter, ad judicium, in mortem.It would be risky to hold that this solid dogmatic core of Augustine'santi-Donatist theology precludes his genuinely believing in a fleet¬ing remission of sins followed by their return, for this suppositionmakes a negligible difference to the plight of the baptized schismatic.His interest is undoubtedly in the burden of unforgiven sin carriedby the baptized who remains in schism, and hence, as far as thishypothesis is concerned, in the return of sins rather than their verytemporary remission. Statements which appear to rule out thepossibility of this momentary enjoyment of salvation can easily beviewed as omitting it, by a foreshortened perspective or because

36 Cf. bapi. V, 20, 28 (n. 31 above), and for its application in a positiveform to baptism itself, VII, 29, 57. Cf. Cyprian, ep. 70, 3; 69, 11. Willis, op. cit.,p. 160, says Augustine countered Cyprian's catchword with Deum esse datorem.But Augustine's acceptance of Cyprian's dictum is reflected in his repeateddemonstration that the Donatists do have baptism, which originally they tookwith them from the Church and did not lose by seceding, and thereforecan give it. Cf. bapt. I, 1, 2; IV, 9, 13; IV, 23, 33; VI, 29, 56, VII, 36, 71, etc.y bapt. VII, 44, 87.
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of its transience and insignificance, rather than deliberately reject¬
ing it.

This bring us to consider why Augustine should have entertain¬
ed, even hypothetically, a notion apparently at odds with his basic
convictions about Donatist baptism. First and foremost, the theory
should be viewed as a minimal concession on Augustine's part,
offered only as a hypothesis, enabling him to escape the horns of an
awkward dilemma posed by the Donatists. At the same time, the
fact that he advances it even as a hypothesis suggests some reco¬
gnition of a vulnerable spot in his position. I submit that in the
territory covered by this paper Augustine appears uncharacteristi¬
cally insecure and indecisive.

The Donatists objected to his insistence that they had baptism
but without the remission of sins. To be consistent he should grant
them either both or neither, for baptism could not be Christ's
without forgiveness through the Spirit.38 In the North African
Church, unlike the Eastern Churches, no credal connection between
baptism and the remission of sins had yet been forged,39 but the
Pelagian controversy discloses the inseparability of the two in the
African tradition. The hypothesis of momentary remission concedes
this correlation to the Donatists, but with the most minimal prima
facie damage to Augustine's position, for the sins are immediately
reimposed. As he says in his first discussion of the theory, "Are
this person's sins forgiven or not? Let them [the Donatists] choose
as they will. For if they are forgiven, they immediately return.
The gospel says so, the truth declares it".40 In fact, the very first
appearance of the theory takes the form of a conclusion hypothe¬
tically adopted by the Donatists in the light of their verdict on the
experience of Simon Magus: "But if they should say (Si autem
dixerint)..."41 Augustine develops the idea, and does not rule out
the reception, for one short moment, of the forgiveness of sins in
Donatist baptism. He even furnishes dominical warrant for believ¬
ing in it — but also, and much more importantly, in the return of
sins upon the baptized head.42

38 bapt. I, 11, 15-17. Cf. V, 23 , 33 for the same objection, taken from
Cyprian, and VI, 12, 19.

39 Cf. bapt. I, 18, 27: "on the subject of baptism we should believe what
the universal Church maintains".

40 bapt. I, 13, 21.
4> bapt. I, 12, 19.
42 Note the emphasis at the end of Augustine's discussion of the parable

of the Unmerciful Servant: "Yesterday is forgiven, and all that preceded it is
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But Augustine's readiness to countenance this explanation, al¬beit only as an hypothesis, is surely symptomatic not so much ofhis generosity in debate as of, let us say, a sneaking feeling ofunease. It should scarcely surprise us if his doctrine of schismaticbaptism from time to time failed to carry his full conviction. Itwas, so he taught, true baptism, complete {integer), holy, God'sbaptism, Christ's baptism, the Church's baptism, a baptism that'consecrated' and 'sanctified', that gave birth to sons and daughters,even a baptism that clothed you with Christ — but still a baptismthat brought no benefit, but only death and condemnation, to itsrecipients.
Gal. 3, 27 was a text that Augustine largely avoided in hisanti-Donatist treatises: "All who have been baptized in Christ haveput on Christ". It had to accommodate the distinctions of his bap¬tismal theology, and so evoked the interpretation, "Men put on Christsometimes as far as receiving the sacrament, sometimes so muchfurther as to sanctify their lives".43 When making this comment inJDe baptismo Augustine refers to his earlier discussion, "at sufficientlength", of this text. It occurs in the midst of his first presentationof the reviviscence hypothesis, first of all as an ingredient in thedilemma about the relation between baptism and remission of sins(for "putting on Christ" appears to imply renewal of life and deliver¬ance from sin),44 and then as a text whose difficulty is resolved bythe hypothesis in question, for the sanctitas baptismi clothes thebaptized with Christ for an instant and the sinfulness of deceit orschism straightway strips him of Christ.45 This, it seems, is Augus¬tine's sufficient word on a Pauline verse that clearly embarrassedhis doctrine of Donatist baptism.The sanctitas baptismi which here momentarily clothes the bap¬tized schismatic with Christ is used elsewhere by Augustine not ofthe efficacy of baptism but of its bare validity.46 But as we noticedabove, Augustine also ascribes the short-lived benefits enjoyed underthis theory to the Holy Spirit or to the grace of baptism, both of

forgiven, even the very hour and moment before baptism and in baptism
itself. But then the person immediately begins to be answerable not only for
the days, hours and moments which ensue, but also for those that are past,
as everything which has been forgiven returns to him" (bapt. I, 12, 20).

"3 bapt. V, 24, 34.44 bapt. I, 11, 16.4s bapt. I, 12, 19. For Donatist appeal to the verse, cf. c. litt. Pet. II, 44, 103.
46 Cf. c. ep. Parm. II, 15, 34 (translated by Finaert in BA 28, p. 363, "la

chose sainte qu'est le bapteme"), bapt. Ill, 14, 19.
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which in his standard teaching belong solely to the fruit of baptism
denied to schismatics. We should probably discern, in the hearing
that he gives to our hypothesis, a glimpse of recognition on his part
that, if the Donatists have baptism, it may not be entirely without
effect — such is the sancta vis tanti sacramenti47 The phrase vis
sacramenti, which he twice uses in spelling out this hypothetical
momentary remission of sins, does not belong to his technical voca¬
bulary on Donatist baptism. It reflects, I suggest, his sympathy for
the view of Cyprian and the Donatists that baptism cannot be
convincingly separated from its fruit, as his refutation normally
maintained. That Augustine never ex professo endorsed this hypo¬
thesis, indicates no doubt his awareness of its incompatibility with
the main burden of that refutation. That nevertheless he gave it
house room in De baptismo, instead of unambiguously rejecting it,
points to a degree of affinity with Donatist convictions that the
reader of his anti-Donatist works rarely suspects.

A similar sympathy with the position of the Donatist is evident
when Augustine denies that God gives the grace of the sacrament
per malos. As we have seen, for Augustine the unworthiness of the
minister is a barrier to the efficacy of baptism,48 but one that God
circumvents per se ipsitm within the Catholic Church. Augustine
has not so much abandoned the traditional African standpoint as
redefined its field of application. The unworthy minister is no
longer debarred from giving the sacrament itself, but he is unable
to fulfil the proper ministerial role in imparting the spiritual bless¬
ings of the sacrament. Had he been entirely consistent, this element
in Augustine's thought should have prevented him entertaining the
hypothesis in question, at least as far as Donatist baptism is
concerned, for in schism God does not work per se ipswn to com¬
pensate for the inadequacy of the minister. De baptismo shows us
at times an Augustine who is more comfortable when he can take
his stand on the recipients, rather than the ministers, of Donatist
baptism. One revealing chapter deserves to be quoted at length:

"As I seem to be hard pressed (urgeri) when the question
is put to me, 'Does therefore a heretic remit sins [since Christ's
baptism is found among heretics]?', so I in turn press hard

47 This blurring of the distinction between the sacrament itself and its
effects, normally so sharp in Augustine's anti-Donatist teaching, is relevant
to the meaning of "character" in his thought. See n. 7 above.

48 Again contra Willis, op. cit., pp. 154-155.
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when I say, "Does therefore the person who fails to keep thecommands of heaven... [in the Catholic Church], remit sins?'If per vim sacramenti Dei, the former does no so less thanthe latter; if per meritum suum, neither the one nor the otherdoes. For this sacrament is recognized as Christ's even inwicked men, but in the body of the one dove... neither one northe other is found. Just as baptism does not profit the personwho renounces the world in word and not in deed, so it doesnot profit the person baptized in heresy or schism".49

The question about the heretical minister of baptism is leftunanswered. Firm ground is reached when the focus shifts fromthe minister to the recipient. The unworthy Catholic and the schism¬atic are in precisely the same position as subjects of baptism.Apart from the slight doubt imported by the hypothetical reviviscenceof sins (which applies equally to both), they cannot receive anybenefit from baptism. No such clarity or parity attaches to themas givers of baptism. Hence we observe Augustine more than onceelsewhere in De baptismo resolving or evading a tricky questionabout ministers by adopting an unambiguous stance about the reci¬pients of baptism.50 This manner of argument is consistent withhis insistence that the cleansing of baptism depends not on itsminister but on dantis Dei gratia et percipientis bona conscientia.51The unrighteous who confers baptism, may do so perniciose, notbecause of his own character or the character of baptism butbecause of the character of the recipient. Yet when he confers iton a good person, his malitia has to be, and is indeed, overcomeCsuperatur).52 It is not theologically irrelevant. To the extent thatthe unworthiness of the minister proved troublesome to Augustinein connexion with the efficacy of baptism, we may recognise, as insome other respects, his sympathy with Donatist positions.

D. F. Wright

University of Edinburgh

49 bapl. IV, 4, 5. This is precisely the kind of controversy in whichelsewhere in De baptismo Augustine imports the hypothesis of reviviscence.
so E.g., bapt. V, 21, 29; VI, 23, 41; VI, 32, 62.51 c. Cresc. IV, 18, 21, and A. C. de Veer's note in BA 31, pp. 783-786.
52 bapt. VI, 4, 6. The translation in BA 29, p. 413, wrongly implies that

he who has baptism perniciose, always confers it perniciose.
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THE ORIGINS OF INFANT BAPTISM-
CHILD BELIEVERS' BAPTISM?

by DAVID F. WRIGHT

Baptism has been placed firmly on the agenda of ecumeni¬cal theology by the Lima Report, Baptism, Eucharist and
Ministry. It makes no attempt to resolve the question of
baptismal origins, but judiciously summarizes the state of the
debate: 'While the possibility that infant baptism was practised
in the apostolic age cannot be excluded, baptism upon personal
profession of faith is the most clearly attested pattern in the New
Testament documents'.' The paucity of recent discussion of the
beginnings of infant baptism may suggest that they are deemed
insoluble, short of the discovery of new evidence. Theology, at
any rate, may neither be able nor need to wait until historians of
primitive Christianity reach a consensus. The possibility that
infant baptism was practised relatively early, perhaps even in the
New Testament Churches themselves, was no deterrent to Karl
Barth's regarding it as theologically indefensible. Nevertheless,
he could not ignore what he called 'the brute fact of a baptismal
practice which has become the rule in churches in all countries
and in almost all confessions', and he ventured his own

explanation of the triumph of infant baptism and of the New
Testament passages to which its advocates customarily appeal.1
His sharp critique of the tradition provoked a greater stir on the

1 Faith and Order Paper No. 111 (Geneva, 1982), p. 4, para. 11. This ariicle is itself
based on a paper prepared in April 1985 for the conversations between representatives of
the Church of Scotland and the Baptist Union of Scotland. The 1984 report of the
Multilateral Conversation in Scotland has subtly altered the judgment in Baptism,
Eucharist and Ministry into 'While baptism on profession of faith is the most commonly
attested practice in the New Testament, there is some evidence that infant baptism also
took place' (para. 14).

1 Church Dogmatics, vol. IV, pt. 4 (Edinburgh, 1969), pp. 164-194 (cf. pp. 168, 165),
cited as Barth.
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continent of Europe than in the English-speaking world.' A fresh
look at the historical question is certainly overdue, although its
starting-point is bound to be the celebrated exchange between
Joachim Jeremias and Kurt Aland of two decades ago.'
Ecumenical discussion, and in some Churches, ecumenical
reality, call on both paedobaptists and credobaptists to examine
the others' practice with a new seriousness. In such a context the
beginnings of the dominant tradition cannot healthily be left
unscrutinised or treated as inscrutable.
Three preliminary points must be made. First, the word

'infant' may foster ambiguity, and we would be wiser to
distinguish between 'children' and 'babies'. This is in effect the
distinction that Aland insisted on (between Kindertaufe and
Sauglingstaufe) but the English translations ignored. Some
important early sources differentiate between those who can
answer for themselves, from the age of perhaps three onwards,
and those who cannot. It is here that the divide falls between
believers' baptism and what has traditionally been called infant
baptism. Not only is this not equivalent to an adult/infant
distinction, but believers' baptism may be the baptism of
children whose ages would classify them as infants, e.g., in the

' Cf, for example, W. Kasper (ed.), Christseirt ohne Enrscheidung, oder Soli die Kirchc
Kinder Taufen (Mainz, 1970); H. Hubert, Der Strcit um die Kindertaufe (Berne, 1972);
several essays in H. J. Auf der Maur and B. Kleinheyer (edd.), Zeichen des Glaubcns.
Studien zu Taufe und Firmung Balthasar Fischer zum 60. Gehurtstag (Cologne, Freiburg,
1972); W. Molinski (ed.), Diskussion um die Taufe mil Arbeitshilfen fiir eine emeuerte
Praxis der Kindertaufe (Munich, 197J); and the bibliography given by L. Ligier in
Gregorianum 57 (1976), pp. 614-616. Barth's comment that, even today, the national
Church may stand or fall with the practice of infant baptism (p. 168), is not irrelevant to
Scotland.

4 Jeremias, Infant Baptism in the First Four Centuries (London, 1960; a revised
translation of Die Kindertaufe in den ersten vier Jahrhunderten, Gottingen, 1958), cited as
Jeremias (1960); Aland, Did The Early Church Baptize Infants? (London, 1963;
translation of Die Sauglingstaufe im Neuen Testament und in der Alten Kirchc, Munich,
1961), cited as Aland (1963); Jeremias, The Origins of Infant Baptism (London, 1963;
translation of Nochmals: Die Anfange der Kindertaufe, Munich, 1962), cited as Jeremias
(1963); Aland's revision of Die Sduglingstaufe . . . ('Munich, 1963) included a response
to Jeremias (1963); he has also written Die Stellung der Kinder in den friihen christlichcn
Gemeinden und ihre Taufe (Munich, 1967), cited as Aland (1967), and Taufe und
Kindertaufe. 40 Satze zur Aussage des Neuen Testaments und dem historischen Bcfund, zur
modernen Debatte dariiber . . . (Giitersloh, 1971), cited as Aland (1971), which also takes
in the discussion provoked by Barth. The Jeremias-Aland encounter is reviewed by A.
Strobcl, 'Sauglings- und Kindertaufe in der altesten Kirche. Eine kritische
Untersuchung der Standpunkte von J. Jeremias und K. Aland', in O. Perels (ed.),
Begrundung und Gebrauch der hetligen Taufe (Berlin, Hamburg, 1963), pp. 7-69 (cited as
Strobcl).
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British school system. In what follows, except where greater
precision is explicit, infant baptism will be used of the baptism of
those who cannot answer for themselves.
Secondly, we must beware of the assumption that child or baby

baptism emerged at the same time or developed at a uniform pace
throughout the early Church. Much recent study of primitive
Christianity has emphasized its diversity; monepiscopacy is a
prominent development varying considerably in timescale from
region to region. Recognition of the variables of time and place
may help in making consistent sense of apparently conflicting
evidence.

Thirdly, it may be the case that in one and the same Church at
any one time only some infants were baptized. That is to say,
infants may conceivably be divided into different categories,
quite apart from the issue of age. This study will in fact consider
three possible classes of infants as subjects for baptism.
The Jeremias-Aland debate issued in no consensus, although

among New Testament scholars the view is increasingly
widespread that infant baptism was not practised in the New
Testament Churches. The study of the New Testament might
conceivably justify a range of conclusions. It may be held that its
evidence does not enable us to decide whether infant baptism was
practised in apostolic Christianity.5 Or a distinction may be
made between historical and theological evidence, leading
possibly to the conviction that, although historical evidence is
lacking, the theological evidence shows or implies that infants
were baptized. Less likely is the view that the theological
evidence gives us no ground for supposing the practice but the
historical suggests the opposite. Some will hold that both kinds
of evidence rule out the baptizing of infants, or again that both
demonstrate its observance in the New Testament Churches. It
is perhaps an unlikely verdict that the historical and theological
evidence conflict, with one leaving no room for paedobaptism
and the other requiring us to believe the opposite, although this
study will suggest that the practice may have been current in the
face of apparently conclusive evidence to the contrary.
The distinction between historical and theological evidence

s So recently Gerhard Barth, Die Taufe in friihchristlicher Zeit (Bibl.-theol. Studien 4;
Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1981), p. 144.
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may be open to challenge, if only because all theological material
in the New Testament is ipso facto historical, even if it cannot be
assumed that all historical evidence is of obvious theological
import. By 'historical evidence' I have in mind such matters as

household baptisms and proselyte baptism, and by 'theological
evidence' material about the significance of baptism or the place
of children or the continuity and discontinuity between old and
new Israel. The distinction is broadly between what was done
and what was believed and taught. Advocates of infant baptism
may be too indifferent to the quest for historical evidence in their
readiness to take a stand on theological foundations alone. They
conclude that the apostolic generation must have baptized
infants because of what it believed about, say, the covenant
people of God, or taught, say, about Jesus's blessing of children.
On the other hand, those who claim that the New Testament
allows only believers' baptism may be presuming to know too
much about primitive Christian practice if they infer that infant
baptism did not happen from the undoubted fact that only faith-
baptism is incontrovertibly attested in the New Testament. This
is in effect Barth's position. Advocates of infant baptism arc
justified in insisting that the New Testament nowhere explicitly
excludes the practice." It is possible that baptism was given to
infants without leaving any historical trace and without entailing
any special rationale in baptismal theology.
This is very nearly what confronts us in the earliest

unmistakable evidence for the practice ofbaptizing both children
and babies, in Hippolytus' Apostolic Tradition. The order it lays
down for baptism may confidently be held to reflect Roman
practice not only when it was compiled, c. a.d. 215, but a
generation or so earlier, back to c. 180. But its claim to prescribe
apostolic tradition is not to be taken seriously; there is much in
the work which can by no stretch of the imagination be regarded
as apostolic practice. The Greek for the chapter in question is
not extant, but the Latin and the oriental versions agree in
speaking of the baptism of'the little ones' (parvulos), first those

* Cf. Church of Scotland Special Commission on Baptism, Interim Report (1955), p.
19. The claim that 'if the New Testament had meant to exclude infants from Christ's
Baptism, it would have used language ... to make this quite clear', is quite untenable.
Cf. Barth, p. 179, and Aland (1967), p. 21 (there is solid evidence of the presence ol
children of all ages in the earliest congregations, but nothing is said about their baptism).
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who can answer the baptismal interrogations for themselves and
then those who cannot.7 How was this ability to speak for oneself
measured — in maturity of comprehension or in speaking
competence expressive of only basic levels of understanding?
Hippolytus is commonly regarded as describing a Christian
proselyte baptism, and it is quite conceivable that, in the
conversion-baptism of a family, children of infant age, perhaps of
four or five, were told by their parents to answer for themselves
and instructed how to do so. Thus in our earliest explicit text,
the sharp lines between paedobaptism and credobaptism are
blurred, for Hippolytus' parvnli who answer for themselves are
receiving child believers' baptism.
By this time baptism was probably given only once a year,

at Easter, except during outbreaks of persecution. Unless
Hippolytus' account deals only with Christian proselyte baptism
(in which case it would tell us nothing about babies born to
parents already baptized), those receiving baptism must have
included some babies born since the last baptismal service a year
ago. If so, baby baptism would not take place at intervals
throughout the year, but only once, for babies whose ages might
range up to virtually twelve months. There is thus a liturgical
delay built into Church practice, which is markedly different
from Jewish circumcision on the eighth day after birth.
Among the issues left unclear by Hippolytus is the form of

words in which parents or relatives answer for 'the little ones'.
All the available evidence indicates that the early baptismal rites
were originally established to cater solely for those able to speak
for themselves, and were only slowly and sometimes awkwardly
adapted to infant (baby) subjects." Although Hippolytus could
not be plainer in revealing the contemporary Roman practice of
baptizing babies and children, all that the rest of the work says
about baptism, its preparation and its sequel, makes sense only of

Cf. Jeremias (1960), pp. 74-75; Aland (1963), pp. 49-52; Jcrcmias (1963), pp. 28-32.
Jeremias is probably right that the fact that children, males and femalcs/were baptized
separately and that parents answered for their little ones before they were themselves
baptized does not count decisively against our seeing here the baptism of adult converts
(proselytes) along with their children. Hippolytus' text (Apost. Trod. 21) mav be found in
H. Kraft, Texte zur Geschichte der Tauje, bewilders der Kindertaufe in der Alien Kirehe
(Klcine Texte 174; Berlin,' 1969), p. 20 (cited as Kraft),

"

Cf.J. C. Didier, 'Unc adaptation dc la liturgie baptismale au baptemc des enfants
dans l'Eglisc ancienne', Mel. de sci. relig. 22 (1965), pp. 79-90.
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persons of responsible years. The point can be made another
way. If one were to remove three brief sentences about parvuli,
everything else in the work would require one to conclude that
only professing believers were baptized." Infant baptism nestles
wholly under the mantle of believers' baptism, although it is
quite visible. This might suggest that infant baptism is of recent
origin, but the slow adaptation of liturgical procedure to infants
evident in later sources cautions against overconfident deduc¬
tions.10 As late as, and later than, Augustine, the baptismal
questions were still being addressed about the baby to the parent
or sponsor in the third person, 'Does he believe in God?' etc.,
with the reply, 'He believes'. Already in Hippolytus the special
provision made for those who cannot answer for themselves
marks babies out as abnormal subjects for baptism, and we must
assume, in default of contrary evidence, that at this time the third
person was used in question and answer about them, thus
drawing attention to their abnormal, even if by now routine,
inclusion.
The almost contemporary evidence of Tertullian from Roman

North Africa plainly reveals that infants {parvuli) had been or
were now being baptized there, but does not tell us how well and
long established the practice was. Is his preference for the
deferment of baptism ('let them be made Christians when they
have become competent to know Christ')" a protest against an
innovation, or his dissent from common observance? Jeremias
has no doubt: 'Tertullian's reservations ... are directed against
an established usage. . . .' Thus right at the beginning of the
North African Church we find infant baptism as a universally
observed practice.' This is coupled with an interpretation of
Tertullian's De Baptismo that restricts the reference to parvuli to
'the children of pagans joining the Church', and of other works
of Tertullian that makes him both 'emphatically oppose' 'the

' Cf. Aland (1963), p. SO: 'all the needful material is present for a plausible
interpolation hypothesis'! F.ven Jeremias (1963), p. 40, says that infants appear 'quite
unexpectedly'. Cf. too B. Neunheuser, 'Die Liturgie der Kindertaufe. lhre Problematik
in der Geschichte', in Auf der Maur, op. cit., pp. 319-334, at p. 321.

Theological factors could retard the development. When Augustine argued that
infants were baptized for the same reason as others, Pclagius countered by insisting that
they should be baptized by exactly the same ritual. Cf. Augustine, The Grace oj Christ
and Original Sin 1:32:35, 2:1:1, 2:21:24.
" Baptism 18:5 (Kraft, p. 13).
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tendency to postpone joining the Church' and 'not only
presuppose the practice of infant baptism' but even 'advocate
it'.12 Aland's analysis of these texts gives a far more satisfying
and consistent account of Tertullian's thought, but he goes too
far in asserting that 'In Tertullian's tract De baptismo ... we
catch a glimpse of the very beginnings of infant baptism in
Carthage and Africa. . . . Tertullian's polemic is directed
against something new.'" But novelty is one argument that
Tertullian does not level against infant baptism — presumably
because he knew he could not convincingly do so. Moreover,
Aland takes no note of Tertullian's acceptance of emergency
baptism for infants, or of the apparently established role of the
sponsores. Above all, Aland underestimates the idiosyncratic
character ofTertullian's case for delaying baptism, which he also
urges upon unmarried women, especially widows and virgins.
This has been impressively spelt out by Eduard Nagel, who also
points to the possible influences making for delay exerted by the
risk of persecution, the experience of difficulties in daily life and
the Church's penitential discipline.14 We conclude that
Tertullian's objections were directed against a practice already
prominent in the Carthaginian Church.
So infant baptism is first inescapably attested early in the third

century both in Rome (baby as well as child baptism) and in
Carthage, in texts which require us to believe that it had been
observed in both centres for a generation or more. Can we move
any further back towards the New Testament?
All the earlier evidence is vulnerable to some element of

uncertainty or qualification. For example, Justin Martyr, who
had experience of Christianity in Asia Minor as well as Rome,
declares that he knows of 'many men and women of the age of
sixty and seventy years who have been disciples of Christ from

" Jeremias (1960), pp. 81, 83-85. For a similar view cf. (he Church of Scotland's
Special Commission, Interim Report (1956), p. 18.
" Aland (1963), pp. 61-69. Jeremias (1963), pp. 66-68, accepts the force of only some

ofAland's criticisms. Aland's interpretation is generally sustained against Jeremias' in F,.
Nagel, Kindertaufe und Taufaufschub. Die Praxis vom 3.-5. Jahrhundert in Nordafrika
und ihre iheotogische Einordnung bei Tertullian, Cyprian und Augustinus (Europ.
Hochschulschri/ten XXIII: 144; Frankfurt am Main, 1980), esp. pp. 41-48, 73-74.
" Op. cit., pp. 55-76. Although he does not directly address the question how well

established infant baptism was, it is clearly his view that in the late 2nd C. it was the
standard practice (cf. p. 166).
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childhood (£k vfalSaivYJercmias argues that this last phrase
and the verb used (naOrjTtveiv) must mean that these persons
were baptized as infants 'in the time between a.d 80 and 95'.'"
But €K natSajy may well denote 'from childhood' rather than
'from babyhood' or 'from birth', and this would accord better
with the force of fiaOrjreveiv. Aland, for whom the sentence
means 'they had been instructed in Christian faith from child¬
hood, and grown up as members of a Christian family',
succeeded in eliciting a more precise analysis from Jeremias,
although the latter still insists that it was 'in early childhood' that
they 'had become disciples of Christ' and that we have here a
definite allusion to baptism."
Nothing more definite can be deduced from two other first-

person testimonies to long Christian lives in the later second
century — Polycarp's 'Eighty-six years have I served [Christ]'
and Polycrates' 'I have now lived in the Lord sixty-five years'.18
The latter belongs to a.d. 190-191, which enables Jeremias to
conclude that Polycrates 'was baptized as a child about a.d. 125'.
Polycarp's martyrdom is variously dated between 177 and 153,
which would give an infant, perhaps baby, baptism for Polycarp
in the first century. The discussion of such statements between
Jeremias and Aland is inconclusive, although in his later book
Jeremias concedes that some of them show only that the persons
concerned 'were not first converted as adults, but were
Christians already from their youth up'. He makes no mention of
a reference introduced into the discussion by Aland from I
Clement (c. a.d. 96) to certain Christians who 'have walked among
us from youth to old age unblameably', where on no reason¬
able chronology can ano veor^ros specify the years of baby¬
hood.10 Such testimonies can more confidently be held to reflect

" 1 Apo\. 15:6.
" Jeremias (1960), p. 72.
'' Aland (1963), pp. 73-74; Jeremias (1963), pp. 55-58. Jeremias (1960), pp. 68-69,

argues that Ihe Grundschrifi of rhe Ps-Clemcntines, compiled perhaps in the early 3rd.
C., presupposes the baptism of children on the conversion of their parents. Although
this may follow from certain general considerations, the children in question are
obviously young adults (Recogn. 7:21fT.). Celsus, writing c. 170, shows that young
children were taught and converted (Origen, Contra Celsum 3:56; Strobel, pp. 33-34).
" Jeremias (I960), pp. 59-63; Aland (1963), pp. 71-73; Jcremias (1963), pp 58-62.
" I Clement 63:3 (cf. 65:1); Aland (1963), pp. 71-72.
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the baptism of teenagers or children as believers (cf. Hippolytus'
parvuli who can speak for themselves), than baby baptism.
Irenaeus' Against Heresies was written c. 180. His knowledge of

Christianity embraced Asia Minor and Rome as well as Gaul. In
a familiar passage, extant only in Latin, he includes infantes,
parvuli and pueri among all 'the ages ofman' which Christ came
to save by passing through himself and thereby sanctifying, and
which 'are reborn (renascuntur) through him to God'.20 Every¬
thing hinges on the verb. Jeremias has the better of this
argument with Aland, and rightly stresses that the reference
presupposes the practice of infant baptism (including baby
baptism21), which must therefore go back at least a couple of
decades before Irenaeus wrote, i.e., to c. 150. This is roughly the
date of Justin's description of baptism as administered in Rome
and perhaps also Asia Minor, which presupposes only confessing
believers as subjects.22 If Irenaeus' evidence holds good for
Rome as well as Gaul (and Asia Minor?), how are we to reconcile
his testimony with Justin's? Perhaps in Justin's rite infants (or
babies) nestled under the wing of older (parental) candidates, but
invisibly rather than visibly as in Hippolytus. Aland mentions
also Hermas' references to baptismal practice, which likewise
relate to Rome around the mid-second century and prima facie
envisage only responsible recipients.22
The significance of the silence of such sources is an important

question, because to the texts referring to baptismal procedure in
terms relevant solely to candidates capable of speaking for them¬
selves or otherwise acting responsibly (e.g., in undergoing
instruction or fasting), belongs also the Didache, which most
scholars date c. 100. Aland regards it as automatically ruling out
infants and little children.20 It is among the negative evidence

Adv. Haer. 2:22:4 (2:33:2 in some editions); Kraft, p. 10. Cf. Jeremias (1960), pp.
72-73; Aland (1963), pp. 58-59; Jeremias (1963), pp. 62-63 Irenaeus' allusion scarcely
warrants talk of his 'doctrine of infant baptism' (Church of Scotland Special
Commission, Interim Report, 1956, pp. 14f.). Cf. Barth, p. 166: 'There is a genuine
doctrine of infant baptism only from the time of the Reformation'.

11 The retroversion by A. Rousseau and L. Doutreleau in the edition in Sources
Chretiennes 293 (1982), p. 286, suggests the Greek terms were fipt<f>os (or i-tjttioj), vijmos
(or ttoll&Iov), and rral?. The critical clause becomes tout Si'avroC avayewto/«Vovr f'ts tov
Oeov.
" I Apol. 61; cf. Aland (1963), pp. 54-55. Jcremias omits this evidence.
" Aland (1963), p. 54.
" Ibid., pp. 53-54.
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omitted by Jeremias in his first work, but incorporated into a
broader argument in the second.25 First, Jewish ritual arrange¬
ments are often framed entirely to suit adults, even in cases, such
as proselyte baptism, in which it is otherwise known that infants
took part. Secondly, Tertullian and Hippolytus seem almost
invariably to have in view the baptism of persons of mature
years, and yet we know by their own testimony that infants too
were included in baptism. Jeremias then combines these two
points in support of his larger thesis of the correspondence
between Jewish proselyte baptism and primitive Christian
baptism.
There is, however, one demurrer to be entered against this

reasoning. As far as the Jewish observances are concerned, we
have explicit evidence for the inclusion of infants when the ritual
regulations fail to mention them. This is precisely what we lack

» for baptism in the era of the Didache. Nevertheless, Jeremias'
argument may be held to have shown a prejudice in favour of
preferring explicit incidental evidence over the silence of
accounts of ritual when the two appear to conflict, as we suggest
they do for Rome in the mid-second century. But we cannot do
this with the silence of the Didache. Also left unexplained is why
the ritual silence is broken early in the third century in
Hippolytus. The question is the more acute the longer one
supposes it to have lasted — over a century, on Jeremias'
supposition.
The Apology of Aristides probably belongs to the reign of

Hadrian (117-138). Its most pertinent passage (not discussed
by Jeremias until Aland adduced it) describes Christians
as persuading (nelOovcjiv) any male or female slaves they may
have, 'or children (re'/cva)', to become Christians.25 To Aland
the text expressly places the baptism of the children ofChristians
'only after they have attained the needful insight, hence not
before they have become several years old'. Jeremias interprets
them as the children of the slaves, in yet another case of a house
baptism. Then 'persuade them to become Christians' applies

" Jeremias (1963), pp. 38-41.
" Apology 15:6 (Kraft, pp. 2-3). Cf. Aland (1963), pp. 57-58; Jeremias (1963), pp.

43-48. Strobel, p. 40, largely agrees with Aland. Jeremias' earlier argument from Apology
15:11 is not persuasive; cf. Jeremias (1960), pp. 70-71; Aland (1963), pp. 55-56; Jeremias
(1963), p. 48, n. 2.
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only to the slaves; it is scarcely appropriate to any but adults.
While one or two features in this deceptively simple text count in
Jeremias' favour, such as the mention of children after the slaves,
Aland's explanation is more natural. For Jeremias' version to
carry conviction, 'and children' would be required, not 'or'
children' as given by both Greek and Syriac versions. Aristides is
therefore another witness to a form of young believers' baptism.
There is one further area of evidence to investigate before we

come to the New Testament, and that is epitaph inscriptions of
Christians dying in childhood. They have evoked one of the very
few fresh contributions to the whole debate in the last few years.
Jeremias distinguished two main groups of inscriptions. In the
first only the child's age at death is given, together with some
indication that the child was a Christian and occasionally that its
parents were Christians. All these Jeremias takes to reflect the
baptism as infants of the offspring of Christian parents. In the
second group the date of baptism is mentioned along with the
child's age at death, showing that baptism was administered in
extremis. 'In all probability in these cases the parents were
pagan.'27
Aland knocks some sizeable holes in this construction.28 The

inscriptions in question date from the third century. In order to
avoid irrefutable evidence of the non-observance of infant
baptism so soon after it is first unambiguously attested, Jeremias
advances the anachronistic notion of pagan parents requesting,
and succeeding in securing, the baptism of their dying children,
ranging in age from eleven months to twelve years, in the
century bejore the Peace of the Church. If these inscriptions
belonged to the fourth century, they would be further evidence
of the well-attested deliberate postponement of baptism. Jeremias
is no more convincing in his response to Aland, with a hypo¬
thesis that, in the emergency baptism of a twelve-year-old in A.n.
268, the parents were catechumens, which would explain why
the child had not been baptized earlier.2'
It remains possible that some of the inscriptions which do not

give the date of baptism but disclose that the child died a

Jeremias (1960), pp. 41-42, 55-56, 75-80, 85, at p. 80; cf. Kraft, pp. 79-85, for
relevant inscriptions.
" Aland (1963), pp. 75-79.
" Jeremias (1963), pp. 49-53.
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Christian refer to children baptized as babies, but no firm con¬
clusions can be drawn without clear indication. Incidentally, it is
noteworthy that in inscriptions even children of a few months or
years are called fidelis or vicrros to attest their baptized status,
which is further evidence that the baptism of infants has been
accommodated to an observance designed for faith-professing
candidates.
An American scholar, Everett Ferguson, in an article in the

Journal oj Theological Studies in 1979, used the evidence of the
inscriptions to argue that infant baptism developed by the
regularising of emergency procedures. 'Tertullian stood at the
point where there was pressure from some to extend the
emergency measure to other circumstances.'10 Ferguson linked
the emergency baptism of children observed in the inscriptions
,to the influence of John 3.5, 'the favourite baptismal text of the
second century', which was thought to deny heaven to the
unbaptized. 'The high mortality rate of infants in the ancient
world, to which the Christian inscriptions are a powerful if
mournful witness, would encourage the practice of giving
baptism soon after birth as insurance no matter what might
happen.'31
This thesis is not inconsistent with the evidence surveyed so

far. It offers an alternative explanation to Jeremias' of Justin's
failure to mention infants in his account of baptismal practice at
Rome at a time when, from Irenaeus' assertion, we inferred that
baby and infant baptism were* already being observed there.
Justin's silence would show that the emergency baptism of
infants had not by then become the regular baptism of all infants,
while Irenaeus might be alluding to the regular practice of
emergency baptism of children. Ferguson's account also has the
advantage of smoothing out the course of the early history of
paedobaptism, at least if it did not begin until well into the
second century and did not become common until the third
century, and then in the fourth century became less common. To
Ferguson the fourth-century delay of baptism arose from the

10 'Inscriptions and the Origin oflnfant Baptism', JTS n.s. 30 (1979), pp. 34-46, at p.
45.
" Ibid., pp. 45, 46.
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same association of baptism with death evident in the emergency
baptism of infants.12
Ferguson's hypothetical account does not comprehensively

answer the question when infant baptism began, for it does not
tell us when the emergency baptism of infants began. Worth
quoting at this point is Beasley-Murray's comment on 1 Cor.
15.29: 'The attitude that could adapt the baptism of believers to
baptism for dead people, that they might gain the benefits
believed to attach to the rite, would find it a short step to baptize
infants, that they too might receive its blessings."1 It is not clear
whether he implies that the baptism cf infants might have begun
as early as 1 Corinthians, but the link between baptism for the
dead and emergency baptism is a suggestive one. Both, in
Beasley-Murray's view, find their roots in a sacramental-magical
perversion of Paul's teaching.
But does baptism in extremis necessarily entail regarding

baptism as essential in order to avoid hell after death? It is
possible to view it, in the case of at least some of the children in
these inscriptions, as an appropriate mark or seal for those
brought up in the nurture of the Lord, perhaps regarded as 'holy'
by virtue of their Christian parentage (see the followingdiscussion of 1 Cor. 7.14), and thereby marked out for baptism as
and when they become able and ready to answer the baptismal
questions for themselves.14 Their baptism prior to their
premature death would be a fitting, rather than an indispensable,
act, to which their 'holiness' and perhaps also their innocence or

" Ibid., p. 46. Cf. Aland (1963), pp. 108-109.
" G. R. Beasley-Murray, Baptism in the New Testament (London, 1962), p. 354.According to J. C. O'Neill, in Exp. Times 91 (1979 80), pp. 310-311, baptism for thedead was emergency baptism.
" This pattern would avoid standard objections levelled at each others' practices bypaedobaptists and credobaptists, in that it postulates a baptism as (young) believers ofthose whose previous standing from birth has not been a matter of uncertainty. Babies and

younger infants, being 'hojy' from birth, would be unambiguously members of theChristian community, and would receive baptism not to effect entry into membershipbut as its seal, when they were in a position to respond in their own person to thebaptismal questions. See further at n. 43 below.
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sinlessness55 would impart a quite different meaning than, say,
Constantine's death-bed baptism.
The most intriguing New Testament text is 1 Cor. 7.14, which

is popularly viewed as one of its clearer warrants for infant
baptism. The structure of Paul's reasoning is widely misunder¬
stood. When Paul asserts 'Otherwise your children would be
unclean, but as it is, they are holy' (RSV, NIV), he is not basing
the children's holiness on their having two holy parents, one a
believer and the other sanctified through the believer. Rather he
is adducing the same principle both in what he says about the
unbelieving partner in a mixed marriage and in what he says
about the children of a mixed marriage. The holiness of the
believing spouse covers both the unbelieving partner and their
children. Paul is not interested in the relation between the
children and the unbelieving parent. A parallel obtains between
the unbelieving partner and the children, in their relations to the
believing wife/mother or husband/father.
Furthermore Paul's argument moves from the children to the

unbelieving spouse. The holiness of the children of a single
Christian parent is the acknowledged assumption upon which
Paul bases his substantive assertion about this parent's
unbelieving spouse, an assertion which clearly does not possess
the self-evident validity of what he says about the children.
The next step is to note that the argument holds water only if

the children, like the unbelieving partner, are unbaptized. It is
inconceivable that, if they Jiad been baptized, their holiness
should have been grounded not on the fact of their baptism but
on their relationship to a Christian parent — which it must be if
the analogy is to retain its force. Furthermore, it follows that if
the children of a single Christian parent in a mixed marriage are
holy, so a fortiori are the children of two Christian parents, and
in both cases without baptism, on the basis of their Christian
parentage. This exegesis has the broad support of the Fathers, as
well as generally of exegetes today, including both Jeremias and

" Most sources prior to the 3rd C. presuppose the sinlessness of young children. Cf,
Aland (1967), pp. 17-21; Aland (1971), pp. 33-34; B. Klaus, 'Die Erbsiindenlehre als
Motiv des kirchlichen Handelns in der Taufe', Kerygma und Dogma 15 (1969), pp.
50-70, at pp. 54-58; J. C. Didier, 'Un cas typique de devcloppement du dogme a propos
du baptime des enfants', Mel. de sci. relig. 9 (1952), pp. 191-21 3, at pp. 194-200; Strobel,
pp. 34-39.
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Aland."' It suggests a parallel with Jewish proselyte baptism,
which was not given to children born after the conversion-
baptism of their parent(s).'7
We must not obscure possibly important distinctions. Paul

says nothing directly about baptism, although it is unquestioned
that the unbelieving husband or wife was unbaptized. Exegesis
can establish only that the presupposition (the holiness of the
children) of the main argument (the holiness of the unbelieving
spouse) is not grounded in the children's baptism. There exists,
however, the strongest presumption that the children had not in
fact been baptized. Moreover, Paul is obviously alluding to a
matter ofcommon practice rather than to a specific instance. The
verse is therefore of unique relevance to this enquiry, for no other
material in the New Testament enables us to be so confident that any
child or children were or were not baptized.
Can we deduce anything further — in particular, whether the

children were subsequently baptized, and if so, at what age? The
Greek itself can give us little clue as to their age."1 Whether, in
addition to being 'holy' by birth, they were also baptized, already
or subsequently, is an issue on which Jeremias changed his mind.
In the German edition of his first work, he endorsed the view
that, according to this text, the Pauline Churches did not baptize
children born to Christian parents. By the time of the English
translation he had 'begun to doubt the validity of this reasoning',
for it ignored 'the important fact that in Judaism all boys,
whether their birth was "in holiness" or not, were circumcised
on the eighth day'. Since baptism replaced circumcision, the
holiness from birth of the children of 1 Cor. 7.14 did not

preclude the possibility that they were already baptized. The
holiness of the unbelieving spouse did not make it unnecessary

Jeremias (1960), pp. 45-46; Aland (1963), pp. 80-84. On Tertullian's use ofthe text
in De Anima 39 see J. H. Waszink's edition, pp. 440-447.
" The relation of Jewish proselyte baptism to primitive Christian baptism remains

disputed. G. Barth, op. cit., pp. 30f., 141, denies any significant influence on Christian
practice until the later 2nd C. Cf. similarly Strobel, pp. 11-12.
" Bcasley-Murray, op. cit., pp. 119, 331, argues from the fact that the Church at

Corinth was only about four years old when 1 Cor. was written that most of the children
in it must have been born before their parents' conversion, and were either baptized with
their parents (in which case Paul's argument here falls) or still unclean (because born
before their parents' conversion but not baptized). But this argument holds only if'your
children' denotes all the children of the Corinthian Christians. It is more naturally taken
only of those parallel to unbelieving partners, viz.., those unbaptized and perhaps also
unbelieving.
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that he or she be subsequently converted and baptized. But
Jeremias affirms only that 'the baptism of children on the eighth
day [51c!], in place of circumcision' is no more excluded by the
verse than is the later baptism of the unbelieving spouse. In
emphatic italics he declares: 'We must accordingly be content with
the conclusion that 1 Cor. 7.14c bears no reference to baptismV
This revision of opinion significantly alters the thrust of

Jeremias' case, which separates the baptism of children of
parents joining the Church from the baptism of children born to
Christian parents. On the former he is never in any doubt. As in
Jewish proselyte baptism, the children were baptized together
with their converted parents. But in the German edition he
argued that, to start with, both the Pauline Churches and the
Church in Jerusalem did not baptize the children of baptized
parents, and this practice changed in the Pauline Churches some¬
time after 1 Corinthians, and in the Jerusalem Church around
the same time, say, between 60 and 70. His main evidence for
holding that in Jerusalem the children ofChristians were not at
first baptized is his inference from Acts 21.21, that c. 55 the male
children of the Christian Jews were still being circumcised.
In the English version of 1960, scarcely more than a hint is

given of a change in practice from non-baptism to baptism of the
children ofChristian parents. The shift in Jeremias' reading of 1
Cor. 7.14 is the chief factor behind this revised account. On Acts
21.21 he has very little to say. He maintains his inference that 'in
A.D. 55 new-born male infants of the Jerusalem Church were

circumcised', and merely poses the question whether they were
also baptized. He is altogether more confident in drawing
another twofold conclusion from Acts 21.21 combined with Col.
2.11, namely that in Pauline territory the children even of
Jewish parents were not circumcised but were baptized.40
Aland exposes the weakness ofJeremias' argument that Jewish

proselyte baptism provides the background to 1 Cor. 7.14 when
he points to the totally non-Jewish character of the notion that
the unbelieving partner in a marriage may continue in his or her
unbelief and yet be regarded as holy.41 Jeremias' response does
" Jeremias (1960), pp. 47-48; Aland (1963), pp. 19, 33-36, 80, on the differences

between Jeremias' editions. Jeremias (1963), pp. 37-38, maintains his revised position.
*" Jeremias (1960), p 48.
" Aland (1963), pp. 81-82; Beasley-Murray, op. cit., p. 331.
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not attempt to counter this objection. Furthermore, the parallel
Jeremias draws between the non-exclusion of the subsequent
baptism of the unbelieving spouse and of the prior baptism of the
children is not the most obvious one to draw. A truer parallel
would be between the non-exclusion of the subsequent baptism of
both unbelieving spouse and children. We must remember that
the weight-bearing element in Paul's argument is the holiness of
the children, which is already self-evident in a way that does not
hold for the holiness of unbelieving spouses.
It is generally held that the children of 1 Cor. 7.14 were born

after their parent's baptism, which for Jeremias rests on the
parallel with Jewish proselyte baptism. Although Aland rejects
this parallel, he does not develop another possible line of reason¬
ing suggested by this verse. The mixed marriages resulted from
the marriage of two pagans, one of whom was subsequently
converted. Why then should the statement about children not
apply to children born before the parent's conversion and
baptism? This would make the parallel between the two cases
even closer. It is too readily assumed that, when only one spouse
was baptized on becoming a believer, the children were also
baptized at the same time." This would presumably be less
likely if the wife and not the husband were converted. Variation
might be expected according to the unbeliever's strength of
opinion. It is quite possible that the children envisaged by Paul
included some born before the parental conversion but not
baptized with the parent. Only children in this position offer a
precise parallel to the unbelieving partner. Whether all the
children so born were in this position can be determined only by
extraneous factors.
We have got this far without broaching the meaning in this

verse of r\yiaorai (of the unbelieving partner) and ayia (of the
children), nor is a detailed enquiry called for at this stage.
The words seem to indicate status or relation, presumably both
to God and to the Christian community, rather than religious
influence (pace Barth) or ritual cleansing. Their meaning is
important for the question before us: is the holiness predicated of
the children such as to be likely to preclude or promote their
" Perpetua was baptized in prison prior to martyrdom in A I) 203 apparently without

her child who at the time was not allowed to be with her in prison (Passion of I'erpcma
3:3, 9). The narrative nowhere mentions Perpetua's husband.
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baptism as babies? (Their later baptism as children able to
answer for themselves would simply put their case on a par with
that of the unbelieving spouse.) If they already 'belong to God'
(NEB) by virtue of their Christian parentage, would this exclude
any need for speedy baptism, or would it, in the words of the
Church of Scotland Special Commission, 'demand' it?"
Jewish proselyte baptism provides no model for the baptism of

children born to baptized Christians. Nevertheless, we should
not rule out the possibility that the baptism of infants as part of
household baptisms may, in due time, alone or in concert with
other factors, have fostered the separate baptism of infants born
after their parents' entry into the Christian community. There
would thus be two kinds of infant baptism, one of them starting
perhaps considerably earlier than the other. On any construction
some interval is required between the two, in so far as, before one
had any babies born to Christian converts to baptize, one had to
have adult Christian converts. At the very least two different
bases for infant baptism must have been involved. If Jewish
proselyte baptism was a catalyst for the separate Christian
baptism of infants, via the intermediary of Christian household
baptism, then the interval may have been considerably longer
than the nature of the case itself demanded, for the Jewish
practice did not imply any special treatment for the new-born.
A second possible factor predisposing to the baptism of both

categories of infants in Christianity is circumcision. On the
dependence of Christian baptism on Jewish circumcision
Jeremias could scarcely be more emphatic. In Col. 2.11 Paul
'names baptism "the Christian circumcision" . . . and describes
it thereby as the Christian sacrament which corresponds to
Jewish circumcision and replaces it'.44 But if in Jerusalem male
babies of Jewish Christian parents continued to be circumcised
for two decades or more, as Acts 21.21 implies, would they also
have been baptized — and on the same eighth day? Is it not much
more likely that communities which continued to practise
'' Interim Report (1955), p. 27. The Commission lands itself in self-contradition. It

argues that tiyla implies either that they were already baptized or that they participated
in (heir parent's baptismal incorporation. But since primitive Christianity knows
nothing of unbaptized Christians, their being already within the Holy People demands
that they were subsequently baptized. But how could they require to be baptized if they
already partook of their parent's baptism?
" Jeremias (1960), pp. 39-40, cf. 47, 48. Cf. Aland (1963), pp. 82-84.
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circumcision would for that very reason not have baptized their
male babies? And by what logic would female babies who could
not be circumcised be baptized? (Did baby baptism begin solely
as a female rite, as a counterpart to male circumcision?) In the
Pauline world, circumcision was so closely identified with the
Jewish law that not only was it not countenanced for male
Gentile converts (and presumably also their male children; cf.
Gal. 5.2), but its continuance by Christians of Jewish origin may
also have been actively discouraged, as Acts 21.21 indicates. The
polemic against circumcision must have militated against its
exercising a significant influence on Christian observance. Nor is
there an obvious formal carry-over from circumcision to
baptism, such as obtains in the relationship between the Jewish
Passover and the Christian Pascha and Lord's Supper. Nor can
we point to any significant moment or focus of transition from
one to the other comparable to the role of the Last Supper. Much
more plausible is the hypothesis that the parallel between
circumcision and baptism became influential at a later date (as it
plainly was by Cyprian's time),45 when the controversies over
the Christians' non-observance of the Jewish law had largely
receded. No writer in the first two centuries used Col. 2.11-12 to
relate circumcision positively to baptism. It is not until Cyprian
that we have any grounds for viewing infant baptism as a rite for
the new-born, as might have been expected if circumcision had
influenced Christian practice. A closely parallel development can
be seen in Christian attitudes to the sabbath. Until the fourth
century, it was either part of the jettisoned law of Moses or

spiritualised. Early Christian writers frequently discuss circum¬
cision and sabbath in similar terms in the same context.4"
There remains Col. 2.1 If., which starts with a spiritualising of

circumcision as a way of describing the Christian experience of
Christ's redemption, and then refers to the baptismal incor¬
poration of Christians into Christ's spiritually circumcising
atonement. The correspondence is not between two rites, of
" Epistle 64 (Kraft, pp. 27-29).
" Cf. Justin, Dialogue with Trypho 19. This work contains the fullest Christian

discussion of circumcision to date. It speaks of circumcision and baptism in close
proximity, but falls short of suggesting any positive correspondence. Justin takes a
pejorative view of circumcision, which was given only for Israel's hardness of heart and
to mark her out for condign punishment at the hands of Rome. Cf. M. Simon, Vents
Israel (Vans,' 1964), pp. I98fT.
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circumcision and baptism, but between the Jewish rite and the
divine work of spiritual circumcision accomplished by Christ.
'The circumcision of Christ' is the atoning death of Christ.
A third possible stimulus for the baptism of babies or children

in the apostolic Churches might be sought in the example or
teaching of Jesus himself, which brings us to the Blessing of the
Children (Mark 10.13-16 par.). The issue here is not the
intention of Jesus as such, which can scarcely have related
directly to the baptism of infants, but how the pericope was
understood, and why it received the form it did in the developing
Gospel tradition. Tertullian reveals that 'Let the children come
to me . . .' was in his day adduced by the defenders of infant
baptism," but Jeremias believes that the command to give the
children to Jesus through baptism was inferred from the passage
much earlier than Tertullian. The evidence for this he finds in its
interrelationship with other Gospel texts, especially Matt. 18.3
and John 3.5, both within the Gospels and in second-century
tradition. The use of xcoXveiv shows, according to Oscar Cull-
mann's thesis picked up by Jeremias, that 'in the period in
which the Gospel tradition took shape the question of infant
baptism was a live one, and that the passage about the blessing of
the children was used as an argument against doubts about it.'
The laying on of hands must also be seen in connexion with
baptism.48
It is not clear whether Jeremias would argue that the command

to baptize infants would have been inferred from this passage
alone, in the absence of other factors precipitating its develop¬
ment. Once infant baptism had begun, the passage would of
course be used in its defence against critics, but is its import clear
enough, with or without Jeremias' accompanying evidence, for it
to have been responsible for initiating the baptism of children
born to Christians in a situation like Corinth? Was it a decisive
factor in the extension of infant baptism to the children of
baptized Christians which Jeremias originally posited for the
very decade, a.d. 60-70, during which Mark's Gospel was
probably produced? In any case, does it refer with any clarity to
babies rather than, or as well as, to young children?

' Baptism 18:5 (Kraft, p. 13).
" Jeremias (1960), pp. 48-55; Aland (1963), pp. 95-99.
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If, however, the final form of the passage reflects an estab¬
lished practice or controversy about an incipient practice, we
would have to look elsewhere for a precipitating factor or factors,
unless we could attribute that role to the Blessing of the Children
in its pre-Marcan existence. It is difficult to identify such an
initiating cause elsewhere in the ministry of Jesus.
This review has yielded regrettably few certainties. The

evidence will sustain the confidence neither of a Jeremias nor of
an Aland. The former's is even less warranted than the latter's.
Before 200 in Rome, and possibly in North Africa too, the
baptism of babies had become routine, but in a form of service
devised for professing believers. Irenaeus implies that by about
the mid-second century babies were being baptized in Southern
Gaul and probably Rome and Asia Minor, but Justin's account
of baptism at Rome c. 150 suggests that they were not routinely
baptized there. We noted two different ways of resolving this
conflict, one based on the nature of ritual regulations and the
other finding Irenaeus' allusion consistent with the solely emer¬
gency (albeit regular) bapiism of infants. Some evidence is best
interpreted of the believers' baptism of quite young children,
which is provided for by Hippolytus. Many inscriptions do not
allow us to determine whether the Christian children had been

baptized as babies or later, but some reveal in the third century
the emergency baptism of both babies and older children.
The New Testament seems to show that in the Pauline

Churches until at least c. 55 the offspring of baptized Christians
were not themselves baptized. It is not impossible that, on the
model of Jewish proselyte baptism, converts were baptized in
families on their accession to the Church (solely Gentile
converts, i.e., quite strictly on the model of the Jewish practice?),
but the influence of proselyte baptism on Christian practice
before the second century is increasingly doubted.4'' Neverthe¬
less, Aland's attempt to demonstrate, from other things that are
said about the members of baptized households, that infants
could not have been included, ultimately fails to carry
conviction. We have no right to expect such precision of these
texts, as even Barth came near to seeing (p. 180). There is, of

<g The so-called 'ruta^-formula' has not survived critical scrutiny; cf., for example,
Strohel, pp. 43-45.
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course, a close parallel in the silence of the baptismal liturgies of
the Didache and Justin, on one interpretation of it, and in the
near silence of Hippolytus. The point is relevant to Barth's
objection (pp. 165-6) that the possibility that baptism might have
embraced infants simply does not rear its head in the biblical
discussion.
The analogy of circumcision is unlikely to have played a

significant role until the later second century. The Blessing of
the Children may reflect debates c. a.d. 60 about whether infants
or young children were fit subjects for baptism. If it does, it
clearly supports their baptism. But it is only in such a conjectural
context that the passage is directly relevant to the question of
infant baptismal origins. It is most unlikely, without other and
weightier causes, to have led the early Christians to believe that
they should baptize baby infants.
So the baptism of babies in families converted to Christianity

may have begun early in the apostolic age, although the baptism
of babies born to Christian parents probably did not. The latter
may have developed out of the emergency baptism of infants
sometime in the second century, or out of the inclusion of infants
in household conversion-baptisms, or out of the practice of
baptizing very young children who could answer for themselves.
In so far as more of the evidence points to young children
belonging to the Christian community alongside their elders and
hence presumably on the same basis of faith-baptism, the
extension of children's baptism to baby baptism is becoming an
increasingly attractive hypothesis.50
In the year 381 Gregory Nazianzen advised that children

should normally be baptized at about the age of three 'when they
can take in something of the mystery, and answer (the questions),
and even if they do not yet understand fully, can nevertheless
retain some impression'.51 In the whole debate the place of
parvuli who can answer for themselves has not been given the
consideration it deserves. Texts such as Acts 2.39 and Mark
10.14 should be read in the light of the portrayal of children in

w Cf. Strobel, pp. 63-68.
!l Oratio 40:28 (Kraft, p. 53). Cf. Jeremias (1960), p. 96.
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the apostolic Churches of the Epistles, where they are addressed
as responsive and responsible Christian like their parents.52
These pictures, viewed against the background of synagogue
practice, are fully consistent with the children's incorporationinto congregational life according to their developing capacities.Child believers' baptism fits very well into this scenario.

David F. Wright
New College
The Mound

Edinburgh EH1 2LU

" Strobel, pp. 46-56. Cf. Barth's reflection on Matt. 21: 14-17 (p. 183). Overall heexaggerates the independent responsibility of the reception of baptism in the NewTestament, and hence could not entertain child believers' baptism.



Papyrus Egerton 2
(the Unknown Gospel)—

Part of the Gospel ofPeterl*
DAVID F. WRIGHT

When the papyrus fragments of the Unknown Gospel (hereafter UG) were
first published in 1935,' scholars naturally inquired whether they did not be¬
long to one or other of the already known and mostly fragmentary apocryphal
gospels. The question was answered in the negative on all sides. One of the
gospels under consideration was the Gospel ofPeter (hereafter EvP). A well-
known passage in Eusebius's Church History reproduces bishop Serapion of
Antioch's own account of his exposure of a Gospel ofPeter as tainted by Doce-
tism.2 The contents of this heterodox gospel remained almost entirely unknown
until the discovery in 1886-87, at Akhmim in Egypt, of a narrative of the pas¬
sion and resurrection of Jesus, with Peter appearing at two points in the first
person (7:26-27; 14:59-60). Virtually all scholars have agreed that the Akh-

DAV1D F. WRIGHT is a senior lecturer in Ecclesiastical History, Faculty of Divinity,
New College, Mound Place, Edinburgh EH1 2LU, Scotland.

This study has benefited from some perceptive comments by Dr. Richard Bauck-
ham of the University of Manchester, to whom I am most grateful.

'H. I. Bell and T. C. Skeat, Fragments of an Unknown Gospel and other Early
Christian Papyri (London, 1935). A popular version constituting in fact "an entirely
new work" and incorporating revisions in text and commentary was issued the same
year, likewise by the Trustees of the British Museum, with the title The New Gospel
Fragments but no indication of authorship. The most substantial study of the fragments
is the work of a Japanese scholar, G. Mayeda, Das Leben-Jesu-Fragment Papyrus
Egerton 2 und seine Stellung in der urchristlichen Literaturgeschichte (Beme, 1946),
on which see the sober assessment of Bell, "The Gospel Fragments P. Egerton 2," HTR
42 (1949): 53-63, and the more damaging critique of Ugo Gallizia, "II P. Egerton 2,"
Aegyptus 36 (1956) 29-72, 178-234. References in this article are to Mayeda's text, pp.
7-10, by line numbers.
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mini text should be identified with the Petrine gospel unmasked by Serapion.3
This unmasking took place in the last years of the second century, so the EvP
cannot have originated later than the third quarter of the century, and probably
nearer the middle of the century, a date which places it close to the Egerton
papyrus.4 Nevertheless, commentators on UG gave short shrift to the possibil¬
ity that it belonged to EvP. In the opinion of C. H. Dodd, "In style and lan¬
guage it [EvP\ has nothing in common with our document," apart from its use
of xi'iptog.5 The original editors of UG devoted a couple of pages to the ques¬
tion but excluded any relation between the two writings. In particular they sup¬
posed EvP to have had a very restricted circulation. "One would hardly expect
... to find it in an Egyptian papyrus of about the middle of the second cen¬
tury."6

The fact that just such a papyrus, or one close enough to it in date, has
recently been published may in itself be held to warrant a re-opening of the
question. P. Ox. 2949 comprises two papyrus fragments of the late second or

3See the edition by M. G. Mara, Evangile de Pierre (Sources Chretiennes, 201;
Paris, 1973), and the monograph of Jiirgen Denker, Die theologiegeschichtliche Stel-
lung des Petrusevangeliums. Ein Beitrag zur Friihgeschichte des Doketismus (Euro-
paische Hochschulschriften XXIII:36; Beme, Frankfurt, 1975), which is a dissertaion
presented in 1972 and hence unaware ofMara's edition. Note also C. Maurer's version
in New TestamentApocrypha, ed. E. Hennecke, W. Schneemelcher and R. McL. Wil¬
son, vol. 1 (London, 1963) 179-87, and the earlier edition by L. Vaganay, L'Evangile
de Pierre (Paris, 1930). References here are to the combined section and verse divisions
given in Maurer and Mara. The section divisions are different in H.B. Swete's useful
edition, TheAkhmtm Fragment of theApocryphal Gospel ofPeter (London, 1893). Va¬
ganay gives only verse divisions.

4The New Gospel Fragments (n. 1 above) gives for the papyrus the range 130-65
(p. 10) or 140-60 (p. 17), and for the composition of the gospel it fragmentarily pre¬
serves c. 110-30 (p. 17) or 80/90-120 (p. 19). In citing dates, scholars have not always
distinguished between that of the papyrus and the hypothetically earlier date of original
composition. The first editors reasoned that if the papyrus's provenance was, as seems
likely in default of firm evidence, Oxyrhynchus in Upper Egypt, some lapse of time
must be supposed between its composition—in Alexandria, presumably, if in Egypt—
and its transmission up country (ibid., pp. 16-17), but Bell overstates the case in claim¬
ing that "we may quite certainly assume, it is not the author's autograph but is separated
from it by repeated copyings," Recent Discoveries ofBiblical Papyri (Oxford, 1937)
20.

5"A New Gospel," BJRL 20 (1936) 56-92, at p. 87. Mayeda's conclusion is al¬
most identical: "Mit unserem Papyrus hat es [EvP\ nichts Gemeinsames" (p. 60).

''Fragments ofan Unknown Gospel, 31-32. Cf. Swete, op. cit., xi, "It is natural
to infer [from Eusebius) that the circulation of the Gospel before A.D. 190 was very
limited." Denker, op.cit., 9-30, surveys the possible influence and dissemination of
EvP, with minimal conclusions.
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early third century, according to its first editor, the larger ofwhich contains the
clearly recognizable remains ofEvP 3-5, albeit in part in a somewhat divergent
text.7 It is not our concern here to investigate the possible significance of this
element of textual discrepancy. I have considered this elsewhere, with results
that seem to confirm the strong likelihood that the Oxyrhynchus version ofEvP
is earlier than the Akhmim one.8 We will assume that P. Ox. 2949 is evidence

7R. A. Coles in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. XLl,ed. G. M. Browne etal. (Lon¬
don, 1972) 15-16. The date of this publication meant that neither Mara nor Denker could
take note of it; nor has it yet been made use of in any discussion of EvP apart from the
article by D. Liihrmann recorded below. In particular it is not mentioned by P. Viel-
hauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen Literatur: Einleitung in das Neue Testament, die
Apokryphen und die Apostolischen Vater (Berlin, New York, 1975) 641-48; H. Koes-
ter,' 'Apocryphal and Canonical Gospels,'' HTR 73(1980): 105-30 (pp. 126-30 discuss
"The Gospel of Peter and the Passion Narrative"); R. McL. Wilson in TRE III (1978)
327, 331-32. Koester's Introduction to the New Testament, Vol. 2 History and Liter¬
ature ofEarly Christianity (Philadelphia, 1982) 163 appears to mention it in passing in
a bracket without considering its implications for his thesis about EvP. So too R. Cam¬
eron, The OtherGospels:Non-CanonicalGospel Texts (Guildford, 1983) 76-77. Coles
recognized both its close resemblances to and considerable variations from EvP, while
J. van Haelst, Catalogue des Papyrus Litteraires Juifs el Chretiens (Paris, 1976) 209
noted its obvious affinity to EvP. Cf. too C. H. Roberts and T. C. Skeat, The Birth of
the Codex (London, 1983) 44, "now plausibly assigned to the banned Gospel of Pe¬
ter." The only extended examination to date is by Dieter Liihrmann, "POx 2949: EvPt
3-5 in einer Handschrift des 2./3. Jahrhunderts." Z/V7W 72 (1981): 216-26. As he points
out (pp. 224-25), the papyrus strengthens the case for the identity of EvP (Akhmim)
with the gospel unmasked by Serapion, while at the same time suggesting that the Akh¬
mim MS may give a somewhat developed text of the work.

"See the essay referred to in n. 14 below, where I reach the tentative conclusions
that: (a) the Oxyrhynchus text probably used less unusual vocabulary; (b) at some points
it may well have been closer to the Synoptics; (c) at one point it probably made sihoother
sense than Akhmim; (d) at another it accorded more definitely with the apologetic thrust
of EvP; (e) at one or two points its linguistic and stylistic usages may have been less
distinctive than those of Akhmim.

Dr. Richard Bauckham has raised the intriguing question whether a connection ex¬
ists between the secondary character (if established) of the Akhmim text of EvP and the
fact that the same Akhmim MS contains a text of the Apocalypse ofPeter (ApocP) which
is generally held to be a shorter, edited version of the work preserved more substantially
and reliably in an Ethiopic translation (cf. C. Maurer in Hennecke, etc., op. cit., vol.
2, 664-66). He even speculates that the Oxyrhynchus find may occasion a fresh look at
the argument ofM. R. James, preceded by A. Dieterich and Th. Zahn, that the Akhmim
ApocP is in reality another fragment ofEvP (cf. James, "A New Text of the Apocalypse
of Peter 111," JTS 12(1911): 573-83, at 577-82. Whereas Zahn and James held that EvP
derived and adapted his material from the original ApocP, Dieterich argued that ApocP
developed out of the apocalyptic section of EvP. For a critique of James see Vaganay,
op.cit., 187-92.

A more likely outcome of a reopening of the question of the relationship between
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for the circulation of EvP in Egypt in the later second century, but this as¬
sumption is invoked here merely as suggesting a re-examination of the relation
between UG and EvP. The evidence advanced is almost entirely independent
of the identification of P. Ox. 2949 with EvP. One might, however, point out
that although the provenance of the Egerton fragment is not known for certain,
the first editors regarded Oxyrhynchus as most likely.9 We are dealing with two
documents attested there within a half century of each other.

I

CONTENTS

Although the Akhmim MS of EvP (and P. Ox. 2949) contains only nar¬
rative material parallel to the canonical Gospels' accounts of the passion and
resurrection (the Akhmim copyist may well have had no more extensive text
than he has given us), this in itself is no bar to the identification with EvP of
UG, whose contents in summary terms comprise the remains of five or six per-
icope of different kinds but all recognizably Synoptic or Johannine in type—
controversial exchanges with Jewish leaders, including an abortive attempt at
stoning and arrest, the healing of a leper, and a nature miracle more apocryphal
than canonical in respect of possible parallels.10

Eusebius's account of the unmasking of EvP by Serapion of Antoich gives
no hint that it was confined solely to the passion and resurrection of Jesus. At
the same time, the extract from Serapion's exposure of the work provides little
positive indication ofwhat it did contain. Other non-canonical gospels, notably
the Gospel ofThomas, prevent us drawing conclusions about content from the
title "the euangelion ofPeter," which its Syrian users clearly gave it. Serapion
does, however, say that most of it belonged xofi dpBou X.oyou of the Savior,

EvP and ApocP in the Akhmim MS is confirmation of the secondary character of its text
of EvP. Not only are the two texts written by the same scribe in the MS; their redaction
may now more plausibly be assigned to the same writer. Given that the Oxyrhynchus
text seems to have lacked one of the two hapax legomena in EvP (oxouQioxeiv, 2:3;
cf. Liihrmann, art. cit., 218, 223), renewed significance may well attach to the im¬
pressive parallels in vocabulary and linguistic usage between the two Akhmim texts as¬
sembled by James. There may be, of course, other possible explanations of these
parallels, such as the ApocP reviser's dependence upon EvP. But the new evidence that
the Akhmim EvP is, at least in part, a secondary text, makes it more likely that we should
look to a common reviser at work behind both Akhmim texts, especially where the lin¬
guistic parallels between the two include usages in EvP which are distinctive when com¬
pared with the canonical gospel traditions and, less importantly, with other primitive
Christian literature. The whole question clearly calls for fresh investigation in the light
of the implications of the Oxyrhynchus papyrus.

''Fragments, 7.
l0Cf. Maurer in Hennecke etc., op. cit., vol. 1, 179.
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although it had some jxpooSieoxctApeva. JxpooStaaxeMxi) is a rare verb but
appears to mean "to add or insert improperly or insidiously." The import of
Serapion's comment appears not to be in doubt, although it is not immediately
easy to square with his earlier statement that the majority of the (pQOvijpaia
of EvP derived from the 6i6aaxa)aa of the Docetists. Does this refer to the
divergent cpQovf|paxa represented in the rcQoabieaxakpeva, with koyoo
meaning "teaching," as most translations render it? Or should Serapion's final
comment be taken to mean that most of the contents of EvP corresponded to
the canonical account (Xoyou) of Jesus' life and work but some pericope had
been added? This interpretation would allow us to conclude that most (xa
jiXetova occurs in both statements) of EvP was like the canonical Gospels
known to Serapion but that most of it was also shot through with Docetic tppo-
vfjpaxa. The relevance of this discussion for our present purposes is this: does
Xoyou mean "teaching"? If it does, does this prove that EvP indeed contained
"teaching of Jesus" on the evidence of Serapion himself? It would certainly
be awkward to take his phrase in the sense of "the authentic teaching about the
Savior," but it may be unsafe to base any weight on its implications. The para¬
graph from Serapion quoted by Eusebius is less than straightforward in other
respects also, but these need not delay us here."

If Eusebius's extract from Serapion, which to our frustration breaks off just
as Serapion is about to append the offensive rrpooSieoxaXpeva, neither pre¬
cludes nor securely establishes the presence of pre-passion material in EvP, does
any other evidence point in this direction? The only other patristic evidence for
the contents of EvP is an assertion ofOrigen in a work written at Caesarea that
those who held the brothers of Jesus to have been children of Joseph by an ear¬
lier marriage took their stand on either the "Gospel of Peter" of the "Book of
James."12 There is no reason not to assume that the same EvP is in vitew here,
even though Origen seems not to have known it first-hand. In addition, we may
work backwards from the contents of the Akhmim MS, which "assumes an

acquaintance on the part of its readers with such circumstances as the choice
of the Twelve, the names and occupation of two of them, and their connexion
with Galilee."13 The manuscript's text breaks off in the middle of a sentence,
nor can its beginning be regarded as other than an irruption into a continuous
narrative in mid-course.

"These include the significance of (uxpoi)mxia (which Serapion tolerated in the
readers ofEvP until he discovered its Docetic tendency), the identity of his informants,
and their relationship to EvP's originators. I hope to pursue these questions separately.

<2Comm. in Matt. X:17,ed. E. Klostermann (GCS 40) 21.

"Swete, op. cit., xii.



UG 29 declares that "the hour of his [Jesus'] paradosis" had not yet come,
a remark which implies that this gospel originally included an account of the
passion and presumably the resurrection. Beyond this, the remains ofUG con¬
tain no explicit clue to the contents of the full work. The possibility of implicit
indications will be touched on later in this study.

UG has no parallel to EvP's narration in the first person by Peter, but it
nowhere refers explicitly to the disciples of Jesus. The only place where it has
been suggested that they may be in view is the introduction to the fifth peri-
cope, now extant only in seriously fragmentary condition. Jesus performs an
apocryphal nature-miracle on the bank of the Jordan in response, it seems, to
the fuiOQta of his interlocutors at his |evov £ji£Qd)TT)pa (lines 63-64). They
are referred to solely as £x£tvurv, and have usually been understood as hostile
questioners: "fexetvtov sollen die Gegner Jesu sein, die in dem ganzen Text
unseres Papyrus eine Rolle spielen" (Mayeda, p. 53). Dr. Richard Bauckham
of the University ofManchester has suggested privately that the disciples may
be intended. In the Gospels they are often perplexed or bewildered. At John
13.22 the same verb (ijiooeloOai is used of them (cf. Luke 24:4, of the women
at the tomb). Moreover, the group here seems to be accompanying Jesus jieq-
ijiaxtbv (line 65), which perhaps fits better with disciples than opponents. If
this interpretation is adopted, it obviously counts against the identification of
UG with EvP, on the assumption that Peter would have been one of the disci¬
ples on this occasion.

II

GENERAL FEATURES

Both EvP and UG are closely related to both Johannine and Synoptic gospel
traditions

This is not the place to examine closely the question of the dependence or
independence of these two gospel documents in relation to the canonical Gos¬
pels. Helmut Koester has recently argued for their independence,14 but a ma¬
jority of scholars would in each case maintain their substantial dependence upon
all or most of our written Gospels. A literary dependence upon all four has more

l4In his Introduction (n. 7 above), vol. 2, 49, 68, 162-63, 181-83, 222, and art.
cit. (n. 7 above), 119-23, 126-30. 1 have argued against Koester in favor of dependence
in "Apocryphal Gospels: the 'Unknown Gospel' (Pap. Egerton 2) and the Gospel of
Peter," in Gospel Perspectives, vol. 5: The Jesus Tradition Outside the Gospels, ed.
D. Wenham (Sheffield, 1985) 207-32. The present study inevitably reflects my con¬
clusions on this issue without, 1 think, at any significant point resting upon them. The
case could stand equally well if Koester's judgments were accepted for both texts. The
question would be less straightforward if dependence were claimed for one but not the
other.

often been argued for EvP, not without some possible influence from oral tra¬
dition, whereas UG may well draw on the Synoptics only by memory, but cer¬
tainly shows a more direct use of Johannine material.

More significant is the consensus on their undeniable close affinities with
both Johannine and Synoptic gospel material. On UG, for example, Jeremias
speaks of "the juxtaposition of Johannine and Synoptic material and the fact
that the Johannine material is shot through with Synoptic phrases and the Syn¬
optic with Johannine usage," while Mara argues that EvP for its narrative ep¬
isodes follows the Synoptics and for its theology the Gospel and Apocalypse
of John. Maurer links the two works together in their use of the canonical evan¬
gelists: "Since the 'Unknown Gospel' . . . makes a similar use of the four
Gospels already in the first half of the second century, the Gospel of Peter also
may possibly be carried further back"—-a judgment which is endorsed by R.
McL. Wilson. Gallizia remarks on the fact that the two works are broadly con¬
temporary and composed from sources at least partly the same.15 So in the view
of most researchers, we are concerned in both cases with dependence on both
John's Gospel and probably two if not three of the Synoptics.

Furthermore, the two texts appear to have used these sources in similar
ways. When Maurer comments that in EvP "the different sources, often as far
as particular expressions, are woven into one another,"16 he could as well be
speaking of UG. Such is the interweaving of Johannine and Synoptic phra¬
seology in the latter that many have concluded that its compiler must be work¬
ing from memory, at least in his use of Synoptic material. The only other
possibility, a skilfully contrived mosaic or literary pastiche, has generally been
ruled out on the grounds of the inherent improbability of such a method of com¬
position. In addition, it would be unlikely, it is often held, if a writer in the
early part of the second century had in his hands all four, or three £t least, of
our canonical Gospels. This factor has, however, not prevented the widespread
conclusion that behind UG lies a knowledge, if not direct literary use, of Syn¬
optic Gospels as well as the Fourth Gospel.

H. B. Swete's invaluable tabulation of the details of EvP's relationship to
the canonical Gospels leads him to the conclusion that if its author is no mere
compiler or harmonist, his harmonizing tendency is nevertheless well estab¬
lished. Indeed, so intermeshed is his text with that of the Gospels, in Swete's
view, as to create a strong presumption that he used a pre-Tatianic gospel har-

"Jeremias in Hennecke, etc., op. cit., vol. 1, 95; Maurer, ibid., 180; Mara, op.
cit., 214; Wilson in TRE III, 332; Gallizia, art. cit., 210. Note that Cameron, op. cit.,
who agrees closely with Koester's opinions on both UG and EvP, places each of thenr
in the second half of the 1st century in Syria (74, 78).

l6Loc. cit.



mony, even if he also knew one or more single Gospels.17 Even if such a view
has not found much support,18 it illustrates the kind of judgment scholars have
been led to in seeking to identify EvP's peculiarly close, yet selective affinities
with the canonical Gospels. In this it is uncannily similar in general terms to
UG.

Both EvP and UG display unfamiliarity
with Palestine and Palestinian Judaism

This has commonly been asserted of UG, particularly with regard to the
account of the healing of a leper (lines 32-41). The leper's explanation of how
he contracted the disease is not only unparalleled in the Synoptics but appears
to reflect ignorance of the Palestinian situation: "wandering with lepers and
eating with them in the inn 1 became a leper myself." Furthermore, he is in¬
structed after being healed to show himself to the priests—in the plural, which,
even if it depends on Luke 17:14, where ten lepers were involved, shows ig¬
norance of Palestinian Judaism in using the plural with reference to a single
leper. Furthermore, the composite pericope which seems to be based upon the
question posed to Jesus about paying tribute to the emperor (lines 43-59) has
lost its particular local color. Now Jesus is asked, "Is it permitted to render to
the kings what pertains to their rule?" In addition, Dodd concluded that St-
baoKake Tr|ooi), which occurs twice in the papyrus (33, 45), was "an imi¬
tative form arising in a circle not intimately acquainted with Jewish usages."19

On EvP Mara records his judgment as follows: "l'auteur du fragment est
inexperimente et gauche quand il touche a l'histoire de la Palestine en general,
et a ce qui concerne les institutions juives et le milieu de vie du Kuptog en
particular."20 Maurer's comment is to similar effect, and more specific. He
speaks of EvP's "vague presentations of the circumstances obtaining in Pal¬
estine in the time of Jesus. Ignorance of the political relationships, the religious
groups, the feast-calendar etc. likewise result in the real figure of Jesus being
allowed to become more and more hazy."21 Although some of these elements
are obviously apologetically determined, for example Pilate's subjection to
Herod (EvP 2:3-5), others, such as the loose or inaccurate references to the

"Op. cit., xviii, xxv.
'"Wilson thought it worth citing in TRE III, 331.
"Art. cit., 64-65. Cf. Mayeda, op. cit., 33-34, 36, 44-45, 76, 77 for Egerton's"Unkenntnis der Lage im Lande Palastina"; also Jeremias in Hennecke etc., op.cit.,vol. 1, 96; Gallizia, art. cit., 225-26.

20Op. cit., 213; cf. also 30-31, 71, 79, 132, 163, 194.
2lIn Hennecke etc., op. cit., vol. 1, 181-82.

Sanhedrin (1:1; 8:28-33), cannot be so explained. The author feels the need to
identify the temple as that of Jerusalem (5:20), and his account of the role of
the women after the death of Jesus misses the implications of the subordinate
role of women in Palestinian society (12:50-13:57).22

Ignorance or misrepresentation of religious and social life in Palestine is
not a surprising characteristic of apocryphal gospels. What makes it note¬
worthy in these two texts is that their presentation of Johannine and Synoptic
tradition is in some other respects remarkably primitive or primary.
Both UG and EvP betray an anti-Jewish apologetic tendency

From the outset EvP seems determined to exonerate Pilate of responsibil¬
ity for the crucifixion of Jesus and to lay the whole blame at the door of the
Jews—people and leaders alike. Denker has attempted to qualify both em¬
phases.23 He points out that in the latter part of EvP (cf. 11:43-49) Pilate is de¬
picted as cooperating with the Jewish leaders' scheme to ensure the silence of
the eye-witnesses of the rising of Jesus, and therefore EvP cannot be regarded
as philo-Roman. More persuasive is his argument that EvP is a Jewish-Chris¬
tian gospel. Whereas nearly all previous commentators on the work have at¬
tributed to it an anti-Jewish animus, which has commonly been viewed as the
single most determinative apologetic factor operating on the text,24 Denker de¬
nies that it is anti-Jewish as such. Rather it is "ein Bussruf an Israel," and to
this end engages with Jewish anti-Christian polemic. EvP highlights Jewish re¬
sponsibility for the passion of Jesus not simply in order to condemn them but
rather to move them to repentance, of which some indications are evident even
within the story itself (cf. 7:25; 8:28; 11:45, 48). This reading of EvP by Denker
is attractive, but it is doubtful whether it does full justice to the poor light in
which Jews are placed by the author of EvP (cf. 12:50, 52). Nevertheless it
does call for some revision of the by-now traditional ascription to EvP of an
aggressive anti-Jewish hostility.

The Egerton Gospel deals with quite different subject matter, but attention
has been drawn, particularly by Goro Mayeda, to the fact that all but one of its
pericope (the exception is the healing of a leper) are concerned with confron-

22Mara, op. cit., 199-200.

"Op. cit., 78-87.
24Cf. for example, Swete, op. cit., xxviii; Vielhauer, op.cit., 648; Mara, 72 etc.

At the same time Mara points out, p.33, that EvP's anti-Jewish Tendenz implies a sound
knowledge of late (non-Palestinian) Judaism on the author's part. See also M. Lowe,
"'Ioubaloi of the Apocrypha," Nov.Test. 23 (1981): 56-90, at 85-86, who suggests
that the influence of the various canonical accounts on EvP may be reflected in different
senses of 'IouSatog.



tations between Jesus and critical or hostile Jews. Lawyers (2) and rulers of the
people (6) are the audience in the first passage, which ends with the nearest UG
comes to an agraphon, "Now your unbelief accuses you" (18-19). In the sec¬
ond, Jews, presumably the mob, prepare to stone Jesus, and the rulers attempt
in vain to arrest him in order to hand him over to the crowd (22-27). This pur¬
pose behind the Jewish leaders' endeavor to apprehend Jesus is unparalleled in
the canonical Gospels. It seems to reflect a heightened desire to discredit them.
The fourth pericope is a composite one focusing on a generalized form of the
trial-question about paying tribute to the emperor, which appears to omit any
actual answer by Jesus. Instead, UG has used the question as a peg on which
to hang an indictment by Jesus of his Jewish questioners for calling him
"Teacher" but refusing to heed his instruction (par. Luke 6:46 etc.), rein¬
forced by the testimonium from Isaiah 29:13 cited in Mark 7:6-7 par. The fifth
pericope (a highly fragmentary nature-miracle on the bank of the Jordan) fol¬
lows upon the reduction of interlocutors (normally assumed to be hostile, but
see above) to futogia by a ^evov fcriEQurrqpa of Jesus (63-64). A further peice
of papyrus is a mere scrap, but the recto gives the first few letters of five lines,
of which the fourth must be reconstructed as the present tense of futoxxetvo),
to kill, and the third suggests another occurrence of "stones" (84-85). If this
latter reconstruction is correct, it would give us a juxtaposition of "stones"
and "kill" without parallel in the canonical Gospels. But following on ev £o-
pev (82), the sequence parallels John 10:30-31, with fuioxxetvco for John's
XtOa^u).

These features led Mayeda to the conclusion, "Vor allem wird derText in
seinem ganzen Umfang von dem Thema 'Jesus und Seine Gegner' be-
herrscht."25 The healing of a leper cannot, however, be encompassed within
this theme, nor do we know anything about the rest of the text of which UG
must presumably be merely a fragment. What we may affirm, nevertheless, is
that as far as our evidnece goes, UG shows a marked preoccupation with con¬
flict between Jesus and his Jewish opponents, which at two places borders on
murderous violence threatened against him. To put the issue at its lowest, this
is not incompatible with EvP. Indeed, it accords better with the qualified anti-
Jewish concern of EvP identified by Denker than with some earlier, rather cru¬
der assessments of its anti-Jewishness. Were more of UG to be discovered, one
might find an anti-Jewish apologetic motive to have operated as a principle of
selection or redaction, without determining the whole text. Gallizia suggests
that UG may have served as a kind ofmanual for catechesis addressed to Jews.26

"Op. cit., 75-76.
"Art. cit., 227.
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Both EvP and UG have been presented as works ofpopular Christianity
In their editio princeps of UG, Bell and Skeat contrasted it with EvP on

the grounds that the latter was a more vulgar production. Its style, they claimed,
was characteristic of the naive Greek of the uneducated classes, and its tone
more inclined to the marvellous, to wordiness, and to occasional extrava¬
gance.27 This is broadly the impression made by EvP on most readers familiar
with the canonical Gospels. We shall return shortly to the question of style.
The sentiments of EvP were similarly assessed by L. Vaganay, in 1930, as the
product of popular Christianity rather than sophisticated Docetism.28 The au¬
thor was "un de ces Chretiens du commun dont la foi n'est pas toujours guidee
par une doctrine tres ferme." Vaganay instances "une conception enfantine du
miracle," the tendency to intensify the cruelty of the passion, an apologetic
effort to guarantee details of the story and contemporary ecclesiastical cus¬
toms, and above all the concern to magnify the person of "the Lord."

Whereas many early commentators on EvP found its Docetism unambig¬
uous, more recent scholarship, like Vaganay, has been less certain. Maurer,
for example, speaks of "odd statements ... at most to be regarded as finger¬
holds upon which the Gnostic remodelling of the Gospel accounts could get a
grip."29 Vielhauer too holds that to assert its Docetic character is precarious.
Which of the canonical Gospels, he asks, was not taken in their own sense by
Docetists and Gnostics?30 Mara emphasizes the author's concern to exalt the
divinity of "the Lord," without excluding the popular or heterodox character
of his presentation.31 Such modern judgments link up with Serapion's obvious
difficulty in recognizing heresy in EvP or the Christian community that used
it. Perhaps their piXQOt|mxta, as he put it, was not so much a dissenting or
captious spirit as that cast of mind associated with popular or vulgar Christian¬
ity.

The brief remains of UG do not at first sight support similar conclusions.
Were the last pericope more complete, however, we might be able to speak of

11Fragments, 31.

280p. cit., 118-22.
29ln Hennecke, etc., op. cit., vol. 1, 181.

3"Op. cit., p.647. Jerry W. McCant, "The Gospel of Peter: Docetism Reconsid¬
ered" NTS 30 (1984): 258-73, argues for the non-Docetic character of the Akhmim
Fragment. See my essay, "Apologetic and Apocalyptic: the Miraculous in the Gospel
ofPeter," in Gospel Perspectives, vol. 6: The Miracles of Jesus, ed. D. Wenham, C.
Blomberg (Sheffield, 1986)401-18.

3lOp. cit., 218-20.
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"une conception enfantine du miracle" for this text as well as for EvP. Too
many evaluations of UG have ignored this final and admittedly very fragmen¬
tary section, which is nevertheless recognizable as "a bizarre story, implying
a nature-miracle unknown to the other Gospels, canonical and apocryphal alike"
and resting on no source known to us from gospel-literature.32 Two points need
to be stressed here. First, this part of the text requires us to posit for UG a source
outside the Johannine and Synoptic traditions, whereas for all its differences in
detail, there is little, if anything, in EvP "which compels us to assume the use
of historical sources other than the canonical Gospels."33 In this respect it is
UG which is the more apocryphal or secondary of the two.

In the second place, this section in UG is patently thaumaturgic. Hence in
a lecture given a couple of years after the first publication of UG, Bell exceptsthis miracle-story when saying that elsewhere the new gospel is noticeably sober
in style.34 So if due account is taken of this element in UG, our two documents
may no longer afford so clear a contrast between "matter-of-fact" and "ex¬
travagant." If Bell and Skeat originally found UG "sober" when comparedwith EvP, other scholars have asserted the comparative sobriety of EvP when
set alongside "later Gnostic embellishments" and later apocryphal writings.35

Bell also declared himself persuaded of Goro Mayeda's evaluation of the
genre of UG: "er gehort zu den Schriften, die nicht offiziell und kultisch von
der Gemeinde, sondern privat und hauslich gebraucht wurden." The work has
"einige Ausdriicke, die zu einer nicht tief theologischen, sondern volkstiim-
lichen und allgemein verstiindlichen Erziihlung passen. . . . Dieser Papyrus zu
einer der Schriften gehort, die die ersten Christen zur hauslichen Lektiire be-
sassen und auch zum Zweck der personlichen Werbung oder der christlichen
Erziehung gebrauchten."36 If this account of UG is sound, it makes UG the

"Dodd, art. cit., 83, 85.

"Swete, op. cit., xv (cf. Wilson in TRE III, 331). Swete held that nothing in EvPrequired a non-canonical source, but Dr. Richard Bauckham has pointed out that the
similarity between 10:39 ("two [men] carrying another" coming out of the tomb) andAscension of Isaiah 3:16-17 ("the Beloved" coming forth from the tomb "sitting onthe shoulders of the Angel of the Holy Spirit and ofMichael") can only be explainedin terms of common, non-canonical tradition.

"Recent Discoveries, 19-20.

"Maurer in Hennecke, etc., op. cit., vol. 1, 182; Swete, op. cit., xiii; Vaganay,op. cit., 191: "II suffit de lire le fragment evangelique pour juger de la sobriete du recit
qui s' apparente beaucoup a la narration synoptique. Jusque dans les passages ou 1' au-teur se montre le plus independant, . . . il garde encore une reserve remarquable aupresdes autres livres apocryphes."

360p. cit., 77, 75, 87; Bell, art.cit., 63.
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more "popular" of the two documents, for if anything is clear from Serapion's
report it is that EvP was the church gospel-book of the congregation at Rhos-
sus. But suggestive though it be, Mayeda's conclusion can be only provisional
at best.

Ill

VOCABULARY AND STYLE

Some readers of this study will have been champing impatiently at the bit,
unimpressed perhaps by the more general similarities advanced so far and de¬
sirous to get to grips with the nuts and bolts of the two texts. Unfortunately, a
comparison of their language and style encounters major limitations. They
contain different kinds of material, so that we should not be surprised to find
differences of the same kind as obtain between the narratives of the passion and
resurrection and the accounts of the teaching and works of Jesus in the canon¬
ical Gospels, or at least in the Synoptics. Furthermore, UG is a small text, whose
reconstruction is at points quite tentative. There is the added complication that
the Oxyrhynchus fragment has placed a fresh question mark over the textual
history of EvPP1 Finally, assessments of style cannot avoid some element of
subjectivity.

With these qualifications in mind, we will first draw attention to some in¬
teresting points of connection between the two texts which, if significant, are
of varying weight, before proceeding to a more systematic survey of their dis¬
tinctive vocabularies and then to a consideration of stylistic features.

(1) A conspicuous feature of EvP is its invariable use of (o) xuptog for
Jesus (with which one might also connect its use of t) xi)Qtaxf| for the first day
of the week, 9:35; 12:50). All thirteen occurrences are in narrative. One of these,
however, seems to be missing in the new Oxyrhynchus papyrus, which raises
the possibility that this usage was not so marked in the primitive EvP as in the
Akhmim MS.38 Jesus is never addressed in EvP at all. On four occasions Jews
(3:6, 9), Roman soldiers (11:45) and Pilate (11:46) refer to him as "(the) son
of God," and one of the malefactors speaks of his becoming "the savior of
mankind" (4:13). In UG the narrative twice refers to Jesus as o xuqioc; (30,
37—and reconstructed at 39),39 and three times as "Jesus" (17, 50, 65—and
reconstructed at 2). In addition, Jesus is twice addressed as "teacher Jesus"
(33, 45). The canonical parallels to UG's two certain uses of o xtiQtog (re¬
spectively John 10:39 and Mark 1:40-44 par.) have no designation for Jesus at

"Cf. Liihrmann, art.cit., and my study referred to in n. 14 above.
"Cf. Luhrmann, art. cit., 218, 223.

"Mayeda, op. cit., 49, surprisingly overlooked these occurrences.
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these points. It is also worthy of note that UG's parallel to Luke 6:46 (lines 52-
53) has StSaoxaXov instead of xuqie. UG's limited use of xuptog aligns it
more with gospels like Luke, which uses it a number of times, and perhaps the
Gospel of the Hebrews than with EvP's invariable use.

(2) The double vocative &tSaoxaX£ Tqaoij which appears twice in UG
(33,45) provokes the following comment from Mayeda: "zum doppelten Vok-
ativ 6.T. ist keine Parallele zu finden [in the canonical Gospels], Hochstens
konnten Tr]aou fejtioxaxa Lk 17,13 und Tqaoi) vie ton 0eoO Mk 5,7
par. hier genannt werden. Die Beispiele fur diese Ausdrucksweise sind jedoch
im klass. Griech. zahlreich vorhande, z.B. cptke jraotyvtite, Zeu jkxxeq
usw" (p. 32). It happens that EvP provides a closer parallel than any of these—
'ASfiXcpE riEt^ctXE (2:5), which in coupling a substantive with a proper name
is precisely similar in construction to the phrase in UG. But Vaganay points
out that the coupling of a&£tapog with a proper name in introductory greetingin letters is found in Josephus and the papyri and that a close parallel to EvP
2:5 exists in LXX Tob. 5:11, Tutrix dSEXqpE.41 There is a difference, how¬
ever, between a conventional greeting formula and a usage which, as here, car¬
ries almost the force of a predicate: "Jesus, you who are Teacher." This is made
clear at UG 45 by the ensuing discussion, "why do you call me 'Teacher'
. . . ?" In EvP 2:5 also, 'AbetapE is weight-bearing rather than merely con¬
ventional.

(3) EvP contains a number of details not found in any canonical passion
narrative.42 Among these is the urgent request of, so it appears, the Jewish
leaders to Pilate to order the Roman guard to tell no one what they had seen,
"for it is better for us to make ourselves guilty of the greatest sin before God
xai pr) £|xheoeIv elg yelpac; xou Xaou xdtv Toubuiaiv xai XiO-
aaOqvat" (11:48). Neither such a concern in general nor in particular the verb
XtGd^o) occurs in any of the canonical accounts of the passion, but as we have
seen above, the remains ofUG contain probably two references to stoning. The
certain one (23-25) not only has the verb XtOa^co, but also mentions the rulers'
"laying their hands on him." These parallels may not be devoid of signifi¬
cance in view of what seems to be UG's special interest in attempts on Jesus'
life by stoning.

(4) Similarly in EvP 2:5 Herod, at Pilate's request, JiageScoxEV afixov
[Jesus] xtu Xaqj. This is close to Mark 15:15 par. and John 19:16, although

"Cf. fragments. 2 and 7, ed. P. Vielhauer, in Hennecke, etc., op. cit., vol. 1, 163,165.

4lOp. cit., 213, where references are given (but the Xenophon one is incorrect).
■"There is a useful listing in Swete, op. cit., xiii-xv.

in none of the four Gospels is the precise wording found, either at this point or
elsewhere. A closer parallel occurs in UG 26-27, where the rulers laid hands
on Jesus in order to arrest him xai JtaQaStbawatv xu) ox^w, which in sub¬
stance is unparalleled in the canonical evangelists. The variation between ^aog
and ofkoq is of no moment, for each document uses both words (UG 6-Xaoq;
EvP 9:34 -ox^og). Again we have betwen UG and EvP a minor verbal agree¬
ment which can carry weight only as one element in a broader argument.

(5) The noun Siavoia occurs in the canonical Gospels in citations of
Deuteronomy 6:5 LXX (Mk. 12:30 par.) but otherwise only in Luke 1:51 (but
cf. Luke 11:17, elbchg atixurv xa biavoripaxa). It is found, however, both
in UG 50-51 (el6obg xf]v Siavotuv—a certain reconstruction) and in EvP
7:26 (xex0O)|xevol xaxa &tavotav). Moreover, EvP has Stavoeopai at
11:44, a verb which is found nowhere in the New Testament. But the LXX at
2 Maccabees 3:16 provides a precise parallel to EvP 7:26 (xiXQtooxeoGaL xf)v
btavotav), and the meaning of Siavoia is not the same in the two texts.

In designating groups of Jewish leaders, the two texts differ. Whereas UG
mentions only lawyers (2) and rulers (apxovtES—6, 25-26), EvP names only
priests (7:25), elders (7:25; 8:28, 29, 31; 10:38), scribes (8:28, 31) and Phar¬
isees (8:28). It is not obvious that any significance attaches to this difference,
since in this territory EvP's usage is patently ill-informed and UG's is awkward
in switching rapidly from lawyers to rulers (2-6). The accident of survival may
have limited the categories in UG, which also lacks any reference to "the Jews,"
who appear several times in EvP (1:1; 6:23; 7:25; 11:48; 12:50,52).
Distinctive Vocabulary

The following lists record all words not found in any of the four Gospels
at all or only in a clearly different sense. 'NT' denotes occurrence(s) elsewhere
in the New Testament. Indications of other occurrences are illustrative rather
than exhaustive.

Unknown Gospel

jiagajtQaooo) (3)—not in Bauer43; Plutarch.
[dive^Exaoxog (4-5)—uncertain reconstruction (but cf. £^exaaxix(I)g be¬

low); not in Bauer; Aquila (Prov. 25:3), Philo, Plutarch, Athenagoras,
Iren.].

eXxw (22) in sense of 'drag, haul'—NT (Jn. only in sense of 'draw, attract').

"A Greek-English Lexikon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Lit¬
erature, second edition, ed. and tr. W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, F. W. Danker (Chi¬
cago and London, 1979).



jtaQa&ooic; (29) in sense of "handing over" (in Gospels and rest ofNT solely
"tradition," but verb frequent with meaning "hand over")—LXX, Jo-
sephus, Diodorus Siculus, Dionysius of Halicarnassus.

fijtovEUU) (31)—Epictetus, Justin M. (cf. £xvex>0), Jn. 5:13).
ouvo&euu) (33-34) fairly certain reconstruction—NT (Acts 9:7), Josephus,

Hellen. (Plutarch, Lucian . . . ).
Xejtpdo) (35) if correctly reconstructed—LXX, Classical, Iren.; XejiQiau),

which is Hellenistic, must be equally probable.
ftquoTTipi (39) in figurative sense, of an affliction—/ Clement, Hernias.
£i;Exaaxtxu)g (43-44)—not in Bauer; Lucian (-xog), Justin M.
ftvfjxco (49)—NT (cf. Philem. 8).
tmoxdoou) (61) in sense of "place under, beneath"—not in Bauer (in Lk. and

rest of NT only with meaning "subject"); Plutarch.
d6f)Xu)g(61) in sense of "invisibly" (different sense in 1 Cor. 9:26)—Plutarch

(cf. -Xog, Lk. 11:44,1 Clement).
(Idgog (62) probably in sense "fullness, wealth" (in Gospels only Mt. 20:12)—

NT (2 Cor. 4:17), Plutarch,
aoxaxog (62)—if correctly reconstructed— Hellen. in sense "unweighed";

cf. Mayeda, p. 52, who suggests "unweighable" here.
^JtEQOixqpa (64) in sense of "question" (in NT only 1 Pet. 3:21—? request,

appeal, pledge)—LXX ? , Epicurus, Hermas.
xaxaojtEtQui (69; reconstructed at 70-71)—LXX, Plutarch.
XEtXog (66) in sense of "bank"—NT (Heb. 11:12), Josephus, Diodorus Si-

clus.

Gospel ofPeter

[jtaQOutEpjru) (1:1) in the reconstruction accepted by Mara, pp. 40 (where er¬
roneously JtaQajiqpcpOfjvat), 74-75; (most editors— Jiapa-
XqpcpOfjvat)—in sense "reject"—not in Bauer—Hellen., Justin M.].

oxauQioxtu (2:3)—hapax leg. (but notice that P.Ox. 2949 line 6 has a diver¬
gent text which may not have included this word—cf. Liihrmann, art.cit.,
pp. 218, 222-223).

JjOeu) (3:6) - LXX, Philo, Josephus, Barnabas.
otjiEtg (3:9) in plural probably meaning "face"—Josephus, Eusebius.
paoxi^cu (3:9)—NT (Acts 22:25) [ApocP].
jt6vog(4:10)—NT (for meaning here, cf. Mara, pp. 106-107).
OqOocd (4:11)—LXX, Philo, Lucian (cf. ujxoqOoco below),
taxxpog (4:12)—Justin M. (cf. ^ayxavo), Jn. 19:24).
oxeXoxotxeu) (4:14)—hapax leg. (- ta occurs, late).
pEoripPpta (5:1)—NT (Acts), LXX, Philo.
dyumato (5:15, 11:45) in sense "be anxious, fearful"—LXX, Josephus, Po-

lybius.

xepavvupi (5:16)—NT (Rev.), LXX, Philo.
jiEQLEQxopGa (5:18)—NT.
eIXeu) (6:24)—Hellen.
xtxptuoxo) (7:26)—LXX, Philo, Josephus, Diodorus Sic.
xQufJa) (7:26)—Josephus, / Clement, papyri (Hellen. formation from aorist £x-

QuPryv of xqtjjxxcu).
ocpQaytg (8:33)—NT, LXX etc.
xo0iaxr| (9:35, 12:50)—NT etc.
cppoupa (9:35)—LXX, Philo, Josephus, Ep.Diogn.
£juxcdqeu) (9:37)—not in Bauer; in sense of "give way"? Hellen. See Mara,

p. 56 for proposed emendations, all of which (dva-, fijio-, ujio-) are used
in the Gospels, in the sense required here.

ujtoqOow (10:39)—Symmachus (Ps. 43:19, 72:2)—very rare.
XEiQctYioYEO) (10:40)—NT (Acts), Hellen., Josephus.
ujtEQpcuvto (10:40)—LXX, Philo, Josephus.
ujtoxof) (10:42) in sense of "answer"—Methodius (and verb so used perhaps

especially in early Christian liturgy—Acts ofJohn, etc.; cf. Swete and Va-
ganay, ad loc.).

ouvoxEJttopat (11:43)—Symmachus, Herodian, Justin M.
SiavoEopoti (11:33)—LXX, Philo, Josephus.
pEYataog (11:45)—NT.
xaOaQEUto (11:46)—Philo, Josephus, Plutarch.
Otp^toxavu) in rare aorist dcpWjoat (11:48)—Aelius Aristides.
paOqiQta (12:50)—NT (Acts 9:36), Diodorus Siculus, Diogenes Laertius.
(fXeyw (12:50)—Philo, Dio Chrysostom etc. [ApocP].
pvqpoouvT) (12:53)—Classical (LXX and NT have pvqpoouvov).
TE^EUxatog (14:58)—LXX, etc., Epictetus.
\i\o\ (14:60) in sense of "fish-net"—Classical, Philo.

What conclusions may be drawn from this linguistic evidence? Perhaps only
that in respect of vocabulary, the two documents cannot be sharply distin¬
guished in character. Each contains a perhaps-surprising number of words not
found in the canonical Gospels. In regard to the relative lengths of the two texts,
UG uses a higher proportion of terms not in the four Gospels than does EvP.
On the other hand, EvP alone has words not otherwise attested, or extremely
rare (ujioqOoo), ficp^fjoai, ? £mya)qeu)). At the same time it alone employs
distinctive usages of early Christian language (xuQiaxf|, and perhaps vn-
axofj). Both use words found in the New Testament only in Acts (UG - ouv-
o&euco; EvP - puoxt^co, pEoqpppta, xetpaywyeu), pa0f|XQia). For both
there is some overlap with the Septuagint44 in words not found in the New Tes-

•"Contra Dodd, art. cit., 61, for UG.



tament (UG -kejtQaio, xaxaojxeiqubfvp - d)0eco, 6q0oco, xixgwoxou, rpgouga,ujiegPaivco, Stavoeopai, xeXeuxalog). If Vaganay can conclude deci¬
sively that the language of the Akhmim fragment is koine Greek,45 the same
may be said for UG on the basis of the evidence cited above.

There are, however, some features of EvP's narrative style which are not
paralleled in UG, although we must bear in mind the difference in material be¬
tween the two texts. Bell and Skeat pointed out that asyndeton occurs seven
times in EvP but never in UG.46 The point stands, but requires qualification.UG contains no clear case of asyndeton, but line 17 (furoxQiOelg o Trjoobgelrrev afixoig) follows an awkward genitive absolute (atixcbv be XeyovTcuv
. . . ) with almost the force of a separate main clause. In addition, in its par¬allel to John 5:39 UG 9 omits the xai before £xelvai elotv. Of the seveninstances in EvP, three (6:22, 7:25, 13:57) begin with tote and one (11:47)with elta—words which, as Vaganay shows,47 have lost their temporal forceand function merely as terms of conjunction. Another of the seven begins withxauxa ISovxeg (11:45). Of the two cases of pure asyndeton (8:29, 11:46),the latter parallels UG 17—duxoxQt0eig o n. etpq. So by this criterion EvP is
not as markedly different from UG as Bell and Skeat supposed.

But the frequently repeated use of xai to connect clauses is a clearly dis¬tinguishing feature of EvP's narrative. It occurs proportionately far more oftenthan in any of the canonical Gospels and must represent a mark of popularspeech.48 Comparison with UG is difficult, but it is noteworthy that it used xai
most often in narrative—three times in the abortive stoning and arrest(24,26,27), twice at least (as conjunctions) in the healing of the leper (32,35;cf. reconstructed 38), and four certain times in the final miracle (67,69,70,72).There are two further occurrences of xai, and another reconstruction. By com¬parison, UG gives five certain uses of 6e and six reconstructions of some de¬
gree of probability. EvP has only 25 uses of 6e to 106 of xai.

One feature ofEvP's style which has no parallel in UG is the author's pref¬erence for simple forms of verbs. Vaganay lists eleven instances where, com¬pared with the canonical evangelists, Ps-Peter eschews compound verbs. Thishe regards as an index of his poverty of vocabulary.49 Mara draws regular at-

450p. cit., 141-42.

44Fragments, 32.

47Op. cit., 145.

4*Bell and Skeat, Fragments, 31; Vaganay, op.cit., 145. Mara, op.cit., 77, re¬gards the frequency of xai as a Semitism rather than a mark of popular style. On thecurrency ofmany "Semitisms" in popular Greek see Vaganay, 143-44.
490p. cit., 144-45.
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tention to this feature also, but interprets it differently, as "1' indice d' une
certaine recherche" in the pursuit of liveliness and immediacy suggested by
simplicity of diction.50 The range of unusual words used by EvP, according to
the list above, counsels caution in speaking of the poverty of his language, not
least in view of his preference in some places for Classical over Hellenistic
forms, as Vaganay himself notes.51

It was another of the initial judgments of Bell and Skeat on UG that it dis¬
played "a far more developed construction" than EvP.52 Dodd agreed. Not only
did its vocabulary have a closer affinity to Luke's than to any other Gospel's
but if Luke was literary, the Egerton Gospel was even more so.53 By contrast
it has not been difficult to point to certain awkward or vulgar features of EvP's
style. One such, identified by Bell and Skeat in their first edition, is the use of
oil before reported direct speech. On some five occasions out of about twenty
in all, EvP prefaces direct speech with oxt (1:2; 4:11; 8:28 bis; 10:42). UG
never commits such clumsiness. On several occasions EvP adds £xelvog to
create a clearer but less literary connection with what has gone before (4:13;
9:37; 10:38; 11:43; 12:52; 13:56). There is no parallel in UG. At some junc¬
tures, EvP's attempt at a more complex construction leaves the author floun¬
dering and entails crude endeavors to recover the sequence of expression.
Vaganay well illustrates this at 8:28-29 and 12:50-51, concluding justifiably,
"Nous nous trompons fort, si 1' auteur est un ecrivain de metier."54 A partic¬
ularly maladroit sequence at 4:13-14 presents ambiguity about the subject of
4:14; 4:13 would make it the penitent malefactor, but it must in fact be Jesus.

But is UG entirely flawless? In the opening lines Jesus is presented rather
awkwardly as addressing some words to the vopixoi and then turning to the
aQXOVT£S °f the people with an exhortation to "search the Scriptures" (2-7).
The imperative kQavxaxe xag ypacpag followed by £v alg ... is regarded
by Mayeda (p.21) as a "Vulgarform . . . gut gemeinchristlich." Later in the
same pericope occurs a transition with a genitive absolute (14-15, atixurv 6e
XEyovxtuv . . . atixoig ) which Mayeda calls "loose" and Lagrange
"banal."55 We have earlier referred to the inconsistency of the beginning of

"Op. cit., 73. Vaganay also discerns in EvP a concern to render the narrative "plus
saisissante," but finds the evidence elsewhere (146).

s'Op. cit., 146-47.

52Fragments, 31.

"Art. cit., 62-64.

540p. cit., 145-46.

"Mayeda, op.cit., 25, citing Lagrange.
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the next pericope when, as the crowd prepared to stone Jesus, the authorities
attempted to arrest him to hand him over to the crowd (22-27). The long per¬
icope based on a developed form of the tribute-question suffers from more than
one incoherence. Jesus is apparently provoked without cause into an extended
rebuke of his questioners' failure to fulfill his teaching, and no answer is given
to the question itself (48-59). The literary demerits are not wholly on EvP's
side.

Nor indeed are the literary credits all due to UG. Vaganay is able to enu¬
merate several features in EvP which exemplify "le souci de l'elegance."56
This author too shows a certain predilection for words or forms characteristic
of the Lukan literature. At a number of places he prefers Classical to Hellenis¬
tic usages, in vocabulary, grammar, and syntax. For example, he prefers xaO-
ctQeua) to 660)65 elfii furo (11:46, Matt. 27:42); he twice uses the good Attic
construction qv 6e. . . xcu to give a chronological reference-point for a main
statement (5:15, 14:58), he uses oojieq (11:45), which is rare in koine Greek
and is found in the New Testament only as a variant at Mark 15:6; and he knows
to follow oupcpepei with an infinitive (11:48), whereas koine normally fol¬
lows it with tva. So Ps-Peter did not wholly neglect the literary aspects of his
work. He had "quelque preoccupation de bien dire," even if he did not suc¬
ceed to any marked degree.

Mara (pp.26ff.) regards Vaganay's judgment as unfairly negative. For him,
EvP purveys "une prose apparemment pauvre, mais qui, a travers ses simpli¬
fications litteraires, est essentiellement cultivee et recherchee, qui invite a la
reflexion et la suggere par de delicats rappels de T Ancien Testament" (p.33).
The quality of EvP's prose derives, in Mara's view, from the perspective of
meditative reflection and the pursuit of "fiction dramatique et suggestion pour
une reelaboration catechetique." This is not inconsistent with its being "une
composition populaire, dans le meilleur sens du terme, inspiree d' une theo-
logie simple mais profonde, qui dans son intention apologetique, didactique,
et dans sa volonte d' exhorter, recherche le plaisir du beau recit, meme au prix
de colorations que nous paraissent exagerees" (p.29).

There are strong indications that UG's material has been brought together
partly by catch-words, which would be entirely natural if the author were
working in part from memory of the written gospels.57 Is there any evidence of
a similar procedure at work in the composition of £vP? The situation is inev¬
itably somewhat different, for in EvP the writer is following a narrative se¬
quence already in broad terms established, while UG is clearly gathering

5°Op. cit., 146-47.

"See my essay referred to in n. 14 above.
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material selectively. Nevertheless, Mara's interpretation of EvP as the fruit of
meditative reflection on the passion in the light of both messianic prophecy and
the four gospels (pp.31-32) may suggest parallels. He draws attention to Her¬
od's instruction (1:2), boa £xe)umaa iquv Jtotqaui cujtco jtotqaaie, and
notes the similarity to John 13:27, where Jesus tells Judas, o notelg, Jtoiq-
oov taxtov. It illustrates what he calls "l'habilete de 1' auteur pour utiliser
a nouveau des formules familieres deja employees et pour suggerer des rap¬
prochements ou des oppositions. II peut tres bien avoir mis sur les levres
d'Herode, representant des Juifs et juge de perdition, 1' expression employe
par Jesus, juge de salut, en face du 'fils de perdition' " (p.76). At 6:23 it is
said of Joseph (of Arimathaea) that Beaaapevog f)v ooa ayaOa £junqaev.
Mara (pp. 147-148) finds a striking coincidence with John 11:45, Geaoape-
vot o (v.l. ooa) ijroiqaEV. In justifying the concession to Joseph, Mara
claims, EvP will have remembered those who believed on Jesus because they
had seen the great things he had done. "Et cet 'emprunt' lui sera venu spon-
tanement puisqu' il s' agissait la aussi de sepulture et de resurrection." There
is perhaps a similar echo of John 11:50 at EvP 11:48, in both structure and sub¬
ject-matter. The latter reads: "It is better (oopcpeget) for us to make ourselves
guilty of the greatest sin before God than to fall into the hands of the Jews and
be stoned." One should note that in all these three instances, the text in EvP
has no parallel in the canonical passion narratives. Mara believes (p. 196) that
11:48 possibly contains Old Testament echoes (cf. Dan. 13:23, 2 Sam. 24:14),
for EvP was based on reflective absorption of Old Testament material and hence
included "furtifs rappels d'episodes ou de pensees ou de personnages."

Detection of such echoes and resemblances, summoned up perhaps by the
memory of a mind well-versed in the Old Testament and the canonical gospels,
can only too easily verge on the fanciful. In Mara's case it is all part of a
suggestive overall interpretation of EvP, which at the same time rejects a rapid
dismissal of EvP as the work of puerile incompetence.

* * * *

This enquiry did not set out to prove the identity of UG and EvP. Only if
vocabulary and style were overwhelmingly similar could one argue decisively
that they are parts of one gospel. They obviously do not display such coercive
similarity. Given the brief compass of UG and its difference in content from
EvP, the evidence of vocabulary would not be expected to be markedly sig¬
nificant one way or the other. All that has been claimed here is that their dis¬
tinctive vocabularies are not incompatible with the hypothesis of their identity,
and would in fact in general terms accord with it. Although stylistic differences
are clearly recognizable, the two texts have often been too sharply contrasted
on this score. Even in this area difference of subject matter may suggest caution



in drawing firm conclusions. The question must be squarely faced: is their
identity excluded by variations in style and literary composition? A confidentlyaffirmative answer is not warranted. The new Oxyrhynchus fragment of EvP
counsels qualified judgments, for it patently proves that by the date of the Akh-
mim MS the text of EvP had undergone some development. About half a cen¬
tury after the date of the Egerton papyrus, EvP lacked, it seems, one of its two
hapax legomena (otouqioxeiv).

The burden of this study has been that the possibility of the identity of the
two writings has in the past been overhastily dismissed. A prima facie case of
some plausibility exists. It would be hazardous to claim more than degrees of
possibility or probability. The issue deserves reconsideration, if only becauseof its direct relevance to the question of the relationship of each text to the ca¬
nonical gospel traditions, as well as to their date and place of origin.58

58The most recent scholar to attempt to answer these questions places them both inthe second half of the first century in Syria. See n. 15 above.



Chosen By God
Mary in Evangelical Perspective

Edited by
David F. Wright

Marshall Pickering



David F. Wright
'Mother ofGod'?

It is tempting for Christians who seek to base all their beliefs
on Scripture to attack the exaggerated reverence for Mary
in Catholic Christianity at its weakest points. These must
include, in the area ofdoctrine, the modern Roman Catho¬
lic dogmas of Mary's immaculate conception and bodily
assumption into heaven, defined infallibly by the popes of
the day in 1854 and 1950 respectively. In the area ofMarian
devotion, the extraordinary popularity of Marian shrines
and centres of pilgrimage, new as well as old and ardently
promoted by Pope John Paul II, not least in the special
Marian year of 1987—8, has reinforced the impression that
is often received, whether fairly or not, that Mary is at least
as important for many Roman Catholics as Christ himself.
But Mary's role in Catholic Christendom is by no means

so vulnerable as to be shaken by fire directed at these sit¬
ting targets, nor so shallowly rooted as to be in danger of
collapse if some of its more extravagant excrescences were
cut back. These essays take Mariology more seriously than
this—and hence include no specific discussion of the two
modern dogmas in their own right. If this is taken to imply
that we think there is nothing to be said in their favour, so
be it. Any consideration of them would have to take note
of the dexterity with which many leading Roman Catholic
theologians are now accustomed to reinterpreting them (as
they do other ecumenically offensive Roman dogmas, such
as papal infallibility and transubstantiation), in an endeav¬
our to make them more congenial to other Christian tradi¬
tions—and to themselves!1

'MOTHER OF GOD' 121

These innovations—at least as formal definitions—of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries are the end-products of
a millennium and a halfofgalloping Marianism in Western
Catholicism. Their origins must be traced ultimately to
the Church of the Fathers, and particularly to the early
credal and conciliar affirmations about Mary's function in
the incarnation ofJesus Christ. It is here that we encounter
the most potent of all the factors making for a high regard
for Mary—one that is shared in principle by all the main
historical traditions ofChristianity—Orthodox, Anglican,
Lutheran, Reformed and Presbyterian, Methodist and oth¬
ers, as well as by Roman Catholics. But for reasons that
have rarely been exposed, they do not all use the same
language to give impression to their convictions. To
be explicit, rarely if ever do Methodists, Presbyterians,
Congregationalists and many Anglicans and Lutherans
speak of Mary as 'mother of God'. The committed and
fervent use of this title is, however, perhaps the most
significant common element in the Marianism of Anglo-
Catholicism, Orthodoxy and Roman Catholicism.

Theotokos—'God-Bearer'
'Mother of God' is the standard, if imprecise, translation
of the Greek adjective (or adjectival noun) theotokos, which
more exactly rendered means 'God-bearing', 'the God-
bearer'. (It is a compound of two words, theos, 'God',
and tokos, from the verb, tiktein, 'to bear, give birth to'.)
The designation of Mary as theotokos is ancient and vener¬
able, claiming the authority of the ecumenical councils of
Ephesus in AD 431 and Chalcedon twenty years later. It
was the focal term in the decisions of the Ephesus council,
comparable in centrality to homoousios ('of one substance
with') in the statement of faith about the deity of Christ
agreed by the Council of Nicaea in AD 325. Chalcedon
reaffirmed the predication ofMary as theotokos in its more
comprehensive definition of church doctrine about the per-
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son of Christ. Theotokos thus entered the vocabulary ofecclesiastical dogma in a context that was through andthrough Christological. To claim that these councils made
a Mariological term the ultimate test of Christologicalorthodoxy is to turn history on its head.2 Mariology was
a later growth, out ofChristological roots.
The Council of Ephesus approved theotokos againstthe objections of Nestorius, bishop of Constantinople,whose teaching was felt to imperil the unity of the

person of Christ.3 By overemphasising the differencebetween Christ's human and divine natures, he was felt
to suggest that Christ was not one but two—Son of
God and son of Mary. Theotokos alarmed him, because
it implied that the Son's deity originated with Mary,
or else sounded like a resurgence of heresies long sincecondemned in the church. He would have preferred other
terms, such as theodochos, 'God-receiving', or Christotokos,
'Christ-bearing'. But Nestorius did not exclude altogether
a careful, well qualified use of theotokos.
The bishops at Ephesus, however, led by Cyril ofAlexandria, insisted that nothing less than theotokos

was adequate to safeguard the truth of the incarnation.
As Cyril put it, in a letter canonised by the Coun¬cil:

Since the holy virgin brought forth after the flesh God
personally united to flesh, for this reason we say of herthat she is thcotokos, not as though the nature of theWord
had its beginning of being from the flesh, for he was 'in
the beginning, and the Word was God, and the Word
was with God', . . . but . . . because having personallyunited man's nature to himself, he vouchsafed also to be
born in the flesh, from her womb.4

What Cyril here excludes is as important to note as what he
affirms, but the latter is our concern. The union of divine
and human in the incarnation meant that God entered to
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the very fullest into the life and experiences of human¬
ity—to be conceived and born of a female womb (although
supcrnaturally, through the power of the Holy Spirit, with
no male contribution), no less than to walk the hills ofGali¬
lee and suffer death in Jerusalem.

Theotokos (ofwhich, as already said, 'mother ofGod' is
the normal but inexact translation) was thus sanctioned as
a designation of Mary with reference to the beginnings of
the incarnation—the process of procreation that began at
conception and was completed at birth. It has a place in
the inheritance of the whole Church from the so-called
undivided church of the Fathers. Ephesus and Chalcedon,
along with Nicaea (AD 325) and Constantinople (AD 381),
are the four ecumenical (general or universal) councils
acknowledged by the Churches of the Reformation no
less than by the Western (Roman) and Eastern (Orthodox)
Catholic traditions. The Reformers of the sixteenth century
accepted these councils' doctrinal definitions as part of the
faith of the true Catholic Church.

Drawing Distinctions
Yet the Reformers were not agreed about the propriety
of calling Mary 'mother of God'; Calvin, in particular,
disapproved of it.5 The Churches that look back to the
Reformers have on the whole been less affirmative about
Mary than most of the Reformers themselves, but the
non-use of 'mother of God' poses a sharp question. If it
is a faithful translation of a sound dogmatic ruling of a
universally recognised ecumenical council, should it not
be a regular part of Protestant, as well as Roman and
Orthodox, vocabulary? A report by a Church of Scotland
committee on The Motherhood of God touched briefly on
Mary. It argued that 'an evangelical freedom to remem¬
ber with particular honour and respect one character in
the gospel story, as good and as fallen and as ordinary
as any, yet chosen to be the mother of our Lord', will
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help to promote the greater recognition and freedom of
women in the Church, but it never raised the possibility
of honouring Mary as 'mother ofGod'.6
Attempts to distinguish between 'God-bearer' and

'mother ofGod', whether as translations of theotokos or in
their own right, are sometimes cursorily dismissed,7 but the
two are certainly not synonyms. 'Mother of God' clearly
has a wider reference than 'God-bearer', which specifies
only the act of giving birth. The maternal relationship is
undoubtedly much more extensive than the generation of
the child. The implications of the latter for the former are
rarely explored in Mariology; most of the literature draws
no distinction between 'God-bearer' and 'mother ofGod',
and as a result it is normally impossible to tell from Eng¬
lish translations whether a Greek or Latin writer is using
theotokos (or a Latin equivalent) or 'mother ofGod' (Greek,
meter theou, theometor; Latin, mater Dei).
It is noteworthy that the Greek for 'mother of God'

came into common Christian use considerably later
than theotokos, and hardly ever appears in the exten¬
sive controversial literature of the age of Ephesus and
Chalcedon. The Latin mater Dei, on the other hand, had
begun to be used in the West before Ephesus, although
it did not become the standard Latin version of theotokos.
It may well be the case that Christian Greek first adopted
'mother of God' as a direct translation of the Latin rather
than as a synonym of thcotokos. Only from the late sixth
century do Greek Christian writers seem to use 'mother of
God' with any frequency.8

'Mother of God' in Greek Fathers

John of Damascus, who died c. 750 and is often called the
last of the Greek Fathers, was perhaps the first Greek
writer to use 'mother of God' as a matter of routine. It
occurs repeatedly in his homilies on Mary's nativity and
dormition (literally, her 'falling asleep', one of the festivals
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that anticipated the assumption). Mary's whole pure body
was not abandoned to the dust, for to the royal mansions
in heaven was translated 'the queen) the sovereign lady
(kyria), the mistress (despoitia), the mother of God, the
true theotokos'. On one occasion he even calls Mary 'the
mother of the only good God'—a phrase that brings to
mind Luke 18:19 andjohn 17:3.9 He also used both 'mother
ofGod' and the single-word compound theometor in other
writings, for example, in The Orthodox Faith in a more
Christological context. John Damascene's Marian theology
was exuberant, encompassing not only Mary's assumption
and immaculate conception but also her universal media¬
tion. 'Through her, our reconciliation with God has been
consecrated, peace and grace bestowed.'10 John would not
shrink from according her the sublimest of praises.
Beforejohn ofDamascus it is certainly possible to collect

some occurrences of the Greek 'mother ofGod', but it can
scarcely be said to be normal, instinctive usage.11 In the
indexes to Eduard Schwartz's magisterial edition of the
documents of the ecumenical councils, it is found only
once, in an episcopal memorandum sent to the emperor
Justinian in AD 536.12 Cyril of Alexandria, the relentless
defender of theotokos against Nestorius, in a famous ser¬
mon lauded Mary in extravagant terms, as 'the sceptre of
orthodoxy' and the one 'through whom the holy Trinity
is glorified and worshipped throughout the whole world,
. . . demons are put to flight, . . . holy baptism comes to
believers, . . . churches are founded throughout the whole
world, nations are brought to repentance'. But only once
or twice did he come near to speaking of Mary directly
as 'mother' of God, and then with reference to her giving
birth to God incarnate in Jesus, i.e. in a verbal not a titular
sense.13
Athanasius never used 'mother ofGod', although he was

quite familiar with theotokos. Indeed, the long currency of
theotokos in the Greek Church before the Nestorian contro¬

versy and the Council of Ephesus serves only to throw the
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absence of 'mother of God' into clearer relief. The earli¬
est incontrovertible use of theotokos belongs to a letter of
Bishop Alexander of Alexandria in AD 325, although other
Alexandrian churchmen may well have used it before him.
Occurrences ascribed to Origen and Hippolytus of Rome
around the mid-third century are at best doubtful, but a

papyrus fragment from Egypt showing Mary addressed as
theotokos may date from the third century.14
Despite these uncertainties, there is no doubt that by

early in fourth century, theotokos was well established in
Eastern, especially Egyptian, Christianity. Two pieces of
evidence demonstrate this conclusively. The emperor Jul¬
ian in the early 360s accused the Christians ofnever ceasing
to call Mary theotokos, and not long after this Gregory
of Nazianzus, one of the celebrated trio of Cappadocian
Fathers, asserted in a letter that anyone who does not
believe Mary to be theotokos is alien to the Godhead.15
Both of these citations come from directly Christological
contexts.

How surprising, then, that 'mother of God' does not
make its appearance until considerably later. Our surprise
is accentuated when we remember that already in Luke
1:43 Mary's cousin Elizabeth greets her as 'the mother of
my Lord'. Phrases akin to this, such as 'mother of the
Son of God', are common enough from the beginnings
of patristic literature. Ignatius of Antioch early in the
second century says that 'Jesus Christ our God was con¬
ceived by Mary', Irenaeus towards the end of the century
writes that Mary was warned by the angel 'to bear God'
(portaret Deum), and his younger contemporary in Car¬
thage, Tertullian, speaks of 'God suffering himself to be
born in the womb of a mother'.16 No reserve is observable
in these and later Fathers in affirming what theotokos will
unambiguously signal, but even this extended preparation
did not lead to the adoption of'mother ofGod', even after
theotokos had been canonised in the first half of the fifth
century.

'MOTHER OF GOD' 127

Coined by Constantine?
The first recorded use of the Greek 'mother of God' is
unexpected, often unnoticed and deceptive. It stands to
the credit of Constantine the Great—who seems to have
a corner in initiating the lives of significant theological
terms. To him is also ascribed the introduction of the word
homoousios into the discussions at Nicaea in AD 325. In his
Address to the Assembly of the Saints delivered a few years
earlier, Constantine declared that in Mary
There was conception, yet apart from marriage; child-

. birth, yet pure virginity; and a maiden became the
mother of God.

The authenticity of this Address has not been unchallenged
but it is probably Constantine's work, even if he was
heavily indebted to advisers like Lactantius and Ossius for
some of its content and language. But perhaps the language
is Constantine's own—in which case an untutored layman
would be rushing in where the theologians had so far feared
to tread.17
The Address survives in Greek but must have been deliv¬

ered in Latin, which would accord with other evidence,
still to be presented, for the priority of Latin over Greek in
speaking of Mary precisely as 'mother of God'. In reality,
because we are dealing with translation Greek, we cannot
be certain that Constantine's Latin had mater Dei, rather
than some other form ofwords that could have been read¬
ily rendered into Greek as 'mother of God'. This is not
groundless speculation, for one of the two normal Latin
translations of theotokos was Dei genetrix (genitrix), which
preserves the sense of'bearer of God', but was itself often
translated into Greek directly as 'mother ofGod'.
When the Greek phrase was next used is difficult to say.

Extensive research in the writers of the fifth and sixth centu¬

ries might well disclose a steady increase in frequency. A
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standard German Catholic history ofdogma cites an occur¬
rence after the mid-fourth century in the Ps-Clementine
Recognitions, but the appendix which calls Mary 'mother of
God' and 'sovereign lady and mistress of all creation' is a
later addition.18 Proclus, Bishop ofConstantinople shortly
before the mid-fifth century, described Mary as 'mother
of the Sovereign (Despotou)'. He also insisted that in the
incarnation 'the divine nature' ofChrist did not experience
change, even in having a mother according to the flesh,
for he did not cease to be motherless (ametor) according
to the Godhead.19 It is but a little step to the increasing
use of'mother of God' in Greek theologians like Leontius
ofJerusalem, Anastasius of Antioch and others before the
end of the sixth century.20

'Mother of God' in Latin Fathers
Latin theologians had apparently less reserve about mater
Dei, 'the mother of God'. Zeno of Verona said that Mary
'conceived in herself the creator of the world', and before
the fourth century was out Ambrose ofMilan argued that
if conception without sexual congress occurs in vultures,
why should it be thought impossible 'in the mother of
God'. 'What is nobler,' he asks on another occasion, 'than
the mother of God?' In his Exposition of Luke he calls us
to 'acknowledge the mystery: the mother of the Lord,
pregnant with the Word, is full of God.'21 Ambrose was
an important mediator of Greek theology to the Latin
West, and his vocabulary may reflect his knowledge of
the Eastern use of theotokos.
A full generation later, John Cassian in southern Gaul

gave both mater Dei and Dei genetrix as Latin translations
of theotokos, as well as using the former on several other
occasions in his anti-Nestorian treatise on the incarna¬
tion.22 Dei genetrix was, with Deipara, a commoner Latin
equivalent of the Greek word, as is evident from the
index to Schwartz's collection of conciliar documentation.
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Nestorius's fragmentary writings which survive in Latin
present mater Dei on a few occasions but more often give
Dei genetrix.23
Photius of Constantinople, the ninth-century encyclo¬

pedist of earlier literature, records evidence that Leo the
Great, bishop of Rome in the mid-fifth century, was the
first to render theotokos as 'mother ofGod'. Photius is here
citing lost writings of Ephraim ofAntioch, who flourished
in the second quarter of the sixth century. But Ephraim is
mistaken on two counts. Before Leo, Ambrose and Cassian
had used the Latin 'mother ofGod', as we have seen, while
Leo himself did not follow them, keeping closer to 'God-
bearer' with Dei genitrix, as well as using 'mother of the
Lord'. The sequence of translation suggested by Ephraim's
account confirms our earlier argument; theotokos in Greek
became Dei genitrix in Leo's Latin, which had probably in
turn become meter theou in Ephraim's Greek. Ephraim's
note is nevertheless of interest in paying attention to the
usage of Latin writers.24
In a later phase of the Christological conflicts in the East,

known as the 'Three Chapters' controversy, Latin writers
from Africa intervened forcefully. The Defence of the Three
Chapters addressed to the emperorJustinian by Facundus of
Hermiane, who flourished in the mid-sixth century, moves
easily between 'mother of God' and 'bearer of God'. A
younger and more significant fellow-African contempo¬
rary, Fulgentius of Ruspae, similarly speaks routinely of
Mary the virgin becoming the mother of the only-begotten
God.25

Reasons for Fathers' Reserve
And so, by the fifth century in the West and a century
or so later in the East, churchmen had begun routinely
to designate Mary 'mother of God'. But the evidence
adduced above demonstrates that 'mother of God' is by
no means the straight equivalent of theotokos, behind which
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stands the authority of the early councils. Theologians who
heartily endorsed the confession of Mary as 'God-bearer'
and 'mother of the Lord' never spoke of her as 'mother of
God'—for example, Cyril ofAlexandria and the greatest of
the Western Fathers, Augustine of Hippo. Can any reasons
be advanced for this reserve evident in the delayed accept¬
ance of'mother of God' language in Christian theology?
One possible explanation is a nervousness at confu¬

sion with one or other of the many mother-goddesses of
Graeco-Roman religion, such as Rhea or Cybele. One of
Nestorius's fears about theotokos was that it risked making
Mary herself divine.26 But this was not a prominent strain
in his polemic against the term, which was directed more
towards what it implied or entailed for the divinity of
Christ. Nestorius's worries were far more Christological
than Mariological. Nor am I aware of other Fathers who
hesitated to call Mary 'mother of God' because it appeared
to assimilate her to the goddesses, particularly the mother-
goddesses, of pagan religion. That the title subsequently
encouraged or facilitated such an assimilation is scarcely
to be doubted, but to pursue the development of the cult
ofMary in this direction is beyond the scope of this paper.
One reason for Calvin's disapproval of the designation was
his belief that it promoted superstition. While it is sound
counsel that abuse of a thing should not justify its wholesale
rejection (abusus non lollit usum), it is at least understandable,
and perhaps even inevitable and acceptable, if what many
Protestants identify as Mariolatry persuades them not to
call her 'mother of God'.
Another objection ofNestorius to theotokos claimed that

Scripture called Mary not the mother ofGod the Word but
the mother of Christ.27 Calvin also argued that 'mother of
God' was not a biblical expression, any more than 'blood
ofGod' or 'death ofGod' were. Strictly speaking we may
adjudge them both correct but unconvincing. Ifwe ignore 1
Corinthians 2:8 ('crucified the Lord ofglory') and Hebrews
6:6 ('crucify the Son ofGod'), we can sharpen the issue by
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noting that the New Testament hardly ever, if at all—and
certainly not characteristically—declares Jesus Christ to be
'God' without qualification, even in contexts, e.g. ofwor¬
ship, where its appropriateness would be unquestionable.
Yet this has not deterred the Churches. The World Council
ofChurches is 'a fellowship of churches which confess the
Lord Jesus Christ as God and Saviour according to the
Scriptures'. In an age when 'the death of God' and 'the
crucified God' are at the centre of theological reflection,
should we expect, pace Calvin, a greater readiness among
Protestants to speak of the'mother ofGod'?
Perhaps not, for 'the death ofGod', like 'God-bearer' but

unlike 'mother ofGod', is an explicit reminder ofone of the
moments of salvation-history. It is the weakness, from this
perspective, of'mother ofGod' that it is not anchored, as
was pointed out earlier, to the human conception and birth
ofthe divine Son. In the history ofMariology it has demon¬
strated its ability to extend its reach and to encompass the
relationship between mother and Son not only throughout
his earthly life but even beyond it.

Theotokos, on the other hand, has a certain singularity
to it. It seems to have had no pre-Christian usage at all.
(Herein may lie one reason why the Greeks were slow
to adopt 'mother of God'. In theotokos they had a term
perfectly adequate to express their mind and one also
free, by its lack of prior history, from the kind of confu¬
sion to which 'mother of God' was prey.) Its singularity,
not to say angularity, has probably been partly respon¬
sible for its limited use in prayer and worship, at least
in English translation. To the uninformed 'God-bearer' is
even more ambiguous. But its singularity keeps it close
to its original Christological context—which 'mother of
God' has conspicuously failed to do. As Karl Barth has
said:

To a certain extent it amounts to a test of the proper
understanding of the incarnation of the Word, that as
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Christians and theologians we do not reject the descrip¬
tion of Mary as the 'mother of God', but in spite of
its being overloaded by the so-called Mariology of the
Roman Catholic Church, we affirm and approve of it as
a legitimate expression of christological truth . . . The
description of Mary as the 'mother of God' was and
is sensible, permissible and necessary as an auxiliary
christological proposition.28

If we allow for Barth's adoption of the traditional render¬
ing of theolokos, we note his earnest concern to confine the
designation to a precise Christological focus.

'Divine Maternity'
Part of the unease that the wider application of'mother of
God' arouses in Protestants relates to language. I had long
been familiar with 'mother of God' before encountering
'God's mother'. There is no sensible reason why the lat¬
ter should be more disturbing than the former—it is, of
course, closer in linguistic shape to theotokos. But whereas
'mother ofGod' can more readily be kept at a safe distance
as a hallowed formula, 'God's mother' (which occurs in
the English versions of the Vatican II documents and of
John Paul IPs Marian encyclical 'Mother of the Redeemer')
makes the issue inescapable with its familiar directness. Part
of the bemusement it produces arises from not knowing
how much of the mother-son relationship is meant to
obtain in this case.

Those who come fresh to this subject are also taken aback
to discover that the theological literature normally refers to
it as 'the divine maternity or motherhood' of Mary. This
is a highly unusual phrase, which would not naturally be
construed as 'motherhood of the divine'. It might speak of
God's being a mother or motherly—very much the empha¬
sis that the Church of Scotland report on The Motherhood
of God was seeking to expose. Or it might easily mean
a motherhood appointed by God—which would be quite
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acceptable for Mary. But as the phrase is used in Mariology
it is difficult to conceive of an obvious parallel. This is
highly regrettable, because it appears to push Mary herself
towards being a divine mother.

Like Son, Like Mother?
Much Mariological development reflects a creeping
tendency to elevate Mary to a quasi-divine status. It is
almost as if it has operated with an axiom of thought parallel
to the one that fourth-century theologians like Athanasius
advanced against Arianism's denial of the deity of Christ.
In the Arian controversy Catholic orthodoxy insisted that
what the Father is as God, that the Son must be also, for
identity of being unites fathers and sons. In Marianism the
unspoken assumption reads something like this: what the
Son is, that must his mother be also.
Thus the Anglo-Catholic theologian, L. S. Thornton,

claims that 'language which scripture associates with our
Lord is, in liturgical practice, carried over into association
with our Lady'. Hence he supports a certain 'identification'
of Mary with Jesus in mediatorial function. There are, he
suggests, 'in the amazing lowliness ofdeity, two centres of
reference which are yet inseparably one, namely the God -
Man and his God-bearing Mother'.29 In another essay in
the same volume Vladimir Lossky affirms that to Mary the
Orthodox liturgy 'describes the glory which is appropriate
to God', in 'extreme glorification and unlimited venera¬
tion'. It was her vocation 'to have by grace what God
has by nature', whence she is "'the boundary between
the created and the uncreated" . . . Beside the incarnate
divine hypostasis [of Christ] there is a deified human
hypostasis.'30 Even if we remember that for Orthodoxy,
deification does not mean being made into deity, Lossky
is making staggering claims for Mary.
An eminent Italian Mariologist of earlier this century,

Gabriele Roschini, spelt out the principles at work in the
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development ofMariology. Among them is what he called
the principle of analogy to or likeness of Christ.

Privileges analogous to the various privileges of the
humanity of Christ are possessed correspondingly by
the most blessed Virgin and according to the condition
of the one and the other.31

What this has meant is that immaculate conception comes
to be credited to Mary also, and not only to Jesus. It is
in Mary first of all that the hypostatic (personal) union
of divine Word and humanity is effected—which conciliar
orthodoxy at Chalcedon affirmed of Christ. After death,
or instead of death, Mary is assumed body and soul into
heaven in a manner akin to the ascension of the risen
Christ. Mary as queen of heaven consorts with Christ the
king of heaven. 'Our Lady' (Greek, kyria\ Latin, domina) is
modelled on 'our Lord' (kyrios; dominus). And so we could
go on.
For Roschini the foundation of all his four principles of

development is the divine maternity, which

raises her to a dizzy height and places her immediately
after God in the vast scale of beings, causing her to be a
member of the hypostatic order . . ., an order superior
to the order of nature and grace and glory. For this the
Fathers and the Scriptures have almost exhausted their
resources of language in exalting her without succeeding
in giving her the glory that becomes her. Her greatness
borders on the infinite.32

Newman was correct to compare Arius's conception of
Christ with Mary—a creature but not like all other crea¬
tures, raised to a status that compensates as much as
possible for not actually belonging to the Godhead itself.33
Extrapolation from the 'mother of God' theme even has a
throw-back effect not only on Mary's birth ('in a certain
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sense even the Nativity of our Lady itself belongs to the
mystery of salvation')34 but on her parents, who are hon¬
oured as 'the grandparents ofGod' in the Greek liturgy of
Chrysostom. Even Elizabeth has been known to merit the
dignity of being 'the aunt of God'.

Divine and Human Motherhood
In the Middle Ages Marian devotion developed in one
particular direction which integrated elements from the
'mother ofGod' motifwith others drawn from the 'mother
of a human child' theme—the baby Jesus dependent on
the milk of Mary's breasts, Mary's ability as mother to
make her child compliant and indulgent, Jesus' sovereignty
over human affairs, the compassionate mother, the stern
masculine Jesus. These were combined to create a promi¬
nent thread of Marianism against which the Reformers
vehemently protested - as though grace and mercy were
not the gifts of Christ but ultimately of Mary. Another
chapter in this book examines what Mary's role as the
human mother ofJesus amounts to according to the Gos¬
pels, but it is surely important not to confuse divine and
human in respect of her motherhood. It is, I suspect, in
this area that the deepest unease about the 'mother ofGod'
title will be found to lie. For Evangelical Protestants it has
nothing to do with a desire to have a low Christology.35 It
probably has a great deal to do with an almost uncontrolled
extension of her motherhood beyond her 'God-bearing'
and her human relationship to Jesus as portrayed in the
Gospels.
What may be properly said of the mother - Son relation

beyond the incarnate life of the Son? Is an eternal intimacy
between them to be asserted, on the basis of an (alleged)
intimacy in their earthly relationship? Is the Son dependent
still on his mother, and does he still honour and revere her
as a human son should his human mother? Can she influ¬
ence him the way a mother can her child? Is humanity taken
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up into the eternal Godhead not only in Christ, who never
ceases to be the God - man, but also in Mary? Or does
Scripture set certain bounds to the maternal role of Mary?
The alternative is clear: everything that Christ did and was,
does and is, must also be in some fashion connected with
Mary, because, on this understanding, Christ is inseparable
from his mother. .

The essence of this kind of approach to Mary is con¬
tained in a comment by E. L. Mascall, an Anglo-Catholic
theologian:

if the Church is the living organism ofChrist's glorified
human nature communicated to men, and if Mary is 1
still the human mother of the human Christ, she is the
mother of the Church and our mother too . . . The
Church lives its whole life under the maternal love of
Mary.36

Or, as Popejohn Paul 11 puts it in his encyclical 'Mother of 1
the Redeemer':

Mary became 'a mother to us in the order of grace'.
This motherhood in the order of grace flows from her
divine motherhood. Because she was, by the design
of divine Providence, the mother who nourished the
divine Redeemer, Mary became 'an associate of unique
nobility, and the Lord's humble handmaid' . . . And
'this maternity of Mary in the order of grace . . . will last
without interruption until the eternal fulfilment of all
the elect.'37 I

Everything through Mary?
If this approach to Mary's motherhood is consistently fol¬
lowed through, all that comes to us from and in Christ also i
comes from Mary—for the Son was not given to the world
except through his mother. The only thing that is excluded

is her origination of the divine nature of the Son, which is
from eternity. I find it startling that an eminent theolo¬
gian can write as follows of the continuing significance of
Mary's motherhood:
The Christian returning from his communion can repeat
in a totally new sense the words of Adam, 'the woman

gave me and 1 did eat.'38
When Evangelical Christians have recovered their breath

before statements such as this one, which are by no
means the utterances of the lunatic fringes of Marianism,
they will rightly be provoked to think harder—but still
biblically—about the mother of Christ. They have prob¬
ably limited the biblical teaching to two or three aspects: a
unique motherhood as 'God-bearer' more or less exhausted
by physical procreation, some generalised moralising about
the relations between mothers and sons, and an emphasis
on spiritual affinity as what really counts (cf. Luke 8:19-21,
11:27-8). They may well be able to believe that 'Christian¬
ity without Mary is a monstrosity', but doubtful in the
extreme whether they should never think of God without
thinking ofMary.39 And they arc likely to remain properly
nervous of calling Mary 'the mother of God'. The 'privi¬
leges of Mary' grounded in her 'divine maternity' have
in Catholic tradition at times seemed to threaten even an

expansion of the Trinity into a quaternity. Biblical Chris¬
tians are right to be cautious and reserved.
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David F. Wright
Mary in the Reformers

We must at the outset keep our subject in proper perspec¬
tive. Mary was not a central or prominent issue in the
sixteenth-century Reformation. It is important to empha¬
sise the point, in view of the heightened Protestant concern
occasioned by the modern Marian dogmas. Karl Barth
could claim that Mariology is the critical central dogma
of Roman Catholicism, the one heresy that explains all
the others,1 but 'For Luther and the Reformers Mary is
not a significant theme of theological controversy'.2 There
was, 1 think, no single treatise on Mary from the Protes¬
tant side—ifwe except sermons and expositions of relevant
biblical passages, such as the Magnificat. Surprisingly little
is said about Mary in the Reformation confessions—a reti¬
cence which in turn is largely responsible for the extensive
silence about Mary in the theological systematicians of
the age of confessional orthodoxy. (The sole reference to
Mary in the Westminster Confession of Faith is to the
virgin birth.) The great reserve of the documents of the
Council ofTrent is also noteworthy. Furthermore, among
the Reformers themselves, some noteworthy diversity of
emphasis and opinion is evident, along with a remarkable
degree of agreement 011 Mary's perpetual virginity.
The limited interest of the Reformers in Mariology—evi¬

dent, for example, in a perusal of the tables of contents
and indexes of many a standard account of Reformation
theology—is explicable partly by the limits of olficial
ecclesiastical doctrine on Mary. At the outset of the
Reformation era, formally approved Church teaching
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about Mary encompassed only the virgin birth, her
role as 'God-bearer' (theotokos) in the incarnation, and
her perpetual virginity—and all of these were the legacy
of the age of the Fathers. But since these early definitions,
theological speculation had steadily mounted. If there had
so far been no further dogmatic deliverances, this was
partly because on one or two issues different segments of
the medieval Church were at loggerheads. Nevertheless,
Mary's immaculate conception had been promulgated at a
session of the Council of Basel in 1439, only to live on in a
kind of dogmatic limbo when the session failed to secure

papal recognition. Pope Sixtus IV in 1482-3 decreed that
the immaculate conception should not be made the object
of attack, but it was still not part of the Church's defined
belief. Nevertheless, in the late medieval era a strong
theological tide was running in support ofMary's immacu¬
late conception, her collaborative role in salvation and her
bodily assumption.3 Such developments inevitably gave
Mary a prominent place in 'the communication of grace'
in Catholic devotion. It was on this front that battle was

chiefly joined. The Reformers' tcaching\about Mary were
to a considerable measure a critique of piety and liturgy.

Corruption of Piety
Luther affirmed one day, as recorded in his Table Talk,
that 'if the article ofjustification hadn't fallen, the brother¬
hoods, pilgrimages, masses, invocation of the saints, etc.,
would have found no place in the church'. In the perversion
of true religion the cult ofMary had played an inescapable
role. It rightly deserved to be branded as idolatry. The
Scottish Reformer John Knox playfully mocked another
Mary, the Catholic English queen, who 'suffered her selfe to
be called the moste blessed Virgine . . . But you, Papistes,
wyl excuse your Mary the Virgine; wel, let her be your
virgine, and a goddes mete to maintaine such idolatrers.'4
In his Apology for the Augsburg Confession of 1530

Philip Melanchthon summarised the Marian domination
of popular religion as follows:

In some places this form of absolution is used: 'The
passion of our Lord Jesus Christ and the merits of
the most blessed virgin Mary and of all the saints be
to the forgiveness of sins' . . . Some of us have seen a
certain monastic theologican . . . urge this prayer upon
the dying man, 'Mother of grace, protect us from the
enemy and receive us in the hour of death.' Granted
that blessed Mary prays for the church, does she receive
souls in death, does she overcome death, does she give
life? What does Christ do ifMary does all this? . . . The
fact of the matter is that in popular estimation the blessed
Virgin has replaced Christ. People have invoked her,
trusted in her mercy, and sought her to appease Christ,
as though he were not a propitiator but only a terrible
judge and avenger.5

Melanchthon also noted seeing in one monastery a statue
of Mary 'which was manipulated like a puppet so that it
seemed to nod Yes or No to the Petitioners'.
Luther came from a mining family. The patron saint of

miners was Anne, Mary's mother according to the tradi¬
tion, and Luther's upbringing had a strong Marian colour¬
ing. The Augustinian Order which he joined paid high
honour to Mary. He remembered being afraid of Christ
and taking refuge with Mary and saints, as though they
were the mediators and Christ the judge and executioner.
'We held Christ to be our angry judge, and Mary our
mercy-scat, in whom alone was all our trust and ref¬
uge.' He recalled an accident in his student days when
he feared bleeding to death and 'cried out "Mary, help!" I
would have died . . . with my trust in Mary.' He quoted
Bernard, an otherwise pious teacher, in his estimation, to
show how deep-seated was this dreadful misconception:
'Behold how Christ chides, censures and condemns the
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Pharisees so harshly throughout the Gospel, whereas the
Virgin Mary is always kind and gentle and never utters an
unfriendly word. Christ is given to scolding and punish¬
ing, but Mary has nothing but sweetness and love.' The
traditional Marian anthem, Salve Regitta ('Hail, Queen'),
came in for frequent criticism from Reformers for address¬
ing Mary as 'mother ofmercy, . . . our life, our sweetness
and our hope'.6
The practice of'calling upon . . . the holy virgin to bid

her Son do what [you] request' had been ridiculed by
Erasmus in his Colloquies. He depicts Mary as delighted
that Luther has dried up the stream of prayers to her,
because she was wearied with being asked, as though
Christ were a babe in arms who dare not deny her any¬
thing lest she deny him milk. He alludes to a well-known
artistic portrayal, to which Luther refers more than once,
of'the Virgin Mary as showing the Lord Christ the breasts
at which he had nursed, as gathering emperors, kings,
princes, and lords under her cloak, as protecting them and
pleading with her dear Son to drop his wrath and penalties
over them'. Hence those who invoke the aid of the saints
and the Virgin are wont to cry, 'Intercede for me before
your Son; show him your breasts!'7

Mary's Lowliness and Faith
In face of such perversions, Luther's critique is basically
a Christocentric one which makes full use of justification
by grace alone. This finds fine expression in an exposition
of the Nativity accounts and the Magnificat which in its
exegetical details became common currency among the
Reformers. Erasmus had led the way, arguing that the
Greek word kecharitdmene in Luke 1:28 should be trans¬
lated in Latin not gratia plena ('full of grace') but gratiosa
('favoured'). According to Calvin, the verb 'expresses the
free favour ofGod' as it does in Ephesians 1:6. The English
Geneva Bible of 1560 makes Mary to be 'freely beloved' (or

'received into favour', mg.).8
No less important for Erasmus and the Reformers was

the correct meaning of the Greek word tapeinosin in the
Magnificat (Luke 1:48). Mary recognises that God has
been mindful not of her humilitas (the rendering of the
Church's official Bible, the Latin Vulgate), but of her
'poore degre' (or 'lowe estate', mg.), according to the
Geneva Bible's translation. There was nothing praise¬
worthy or meritorious in Mary herself. It was, in
Calvin's view, her 'petitesse' not her 'submissiveness,
modesty or any state of mind, but precisely a poor
and abject condition' that God had regard to, in an
act of divine favour that made her, in Luther's eyes,
'the greatest example of the grace of God'. God worked
in her 'despised her insignificance, lowliness, poverty and
inferiority'. Among the various meanings Luther discerned
in Mary's name was one that spoke ofher littleness—'a drop
of water'.9
Luther's exposition of the Magnificat goes out of its

way to highlight Mary's low degree. 'We must believe
that she came of poor, despised and lowly parents.' Even
in Nazareth she was 'a poor and plain citizen's daughter
. . . To her neighbours she was but a simple maiden,
tending the cattle and doing the housework.' Elsewhere
Luther suggests that Mary may have been an orphan.
She was 'the despised stump' of Isaiah 11:12. We need
to show 'how the exceeding riches of God joined in her
with utter poverty, the divine honor with her low estate,
the divine glory with her shame, the divine greatness with
her smallness, the divine goodness with her lack of merit,
the divine grace with her unworthiness.' Luther accepts
the words of the Church's hymn Regina Caeli ('Queen of
heaven')—quem meruisti portare, 'whom you were worthy
(merited) to bear', but only in a sense that was equally
true of the wooden cross. She had to be a woman, a

virgin, of the tribe of Judah, and 'had to believe the
angelic message'. But 'as the wood had no other merit
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or worthiness than that it was suited to be made into a

cross and was appointed by God for that purpose, so her
sole worthiness to become the Mother of God lay in her
being fit and appointed for it; so that it might be pure grace
and not a reward.' In his Table Talk, Luther scoffs at the
argument that the Blessed Virgin merited becoming the
mother ofChrist 'because of her virginity; that is, she was
suited in her maidenly body to give birth to him. Truly an
excellent merit! It's as if somebody were to say, "This tree
merits the bearing of fruit because God ordained it so".'
'How should a creature deserve to become the Mother of
God?'10
'The whole Lutheran theology is in this . . . view of

Mary as a rather pathetic young girl without intrinsic
sanctity or merit.'11 It makes Mary an example and no
longer an exception—an example both of God's initiative
(God docs nothing but 'break what is whole and make
whole what is broken'; as Mary might have said, 'I am
but the workshop in which He performs His work; I
had nothing to do with the work itself), and of human
response in humble trust: humility, modesty, faith and
love are not what God rewarded in Mary but what his
grace evoked in her. She demands no higher station than
she enjoyed before, but 'goes about her useful household
duties, milking the cows, cooking the meals, washing pots
and kettles, sweeping out the rooms, and performing the
work of maidservant or housemother in lowly and des¬
pised tasks, as though she cared nothing for such great
gifts and graces.' The simplicity and calmness with which
Mary accepts her calling stands in marked contrast with
the idolatrous honours that have been heaped upon her. In
the way Mary responded to the angelic annunciation (Luke
1:26-38), she is our teacher. She 'does not say that people
will speak all manner of good of her, praise her virtues,
exalt her virginity or her humility, or sing of what she
has done', but rather she acknowledges the grace of God
toward her.12

The Mother ofChrist
But the Reformers have no interest in denying Mary her
honour as the mother ofChrist. 'To this day,' says Calvin,
'we cannot enjoy the blessing brought to us in Christ with¬
out thinking at the same time of that which God gave as
adornment and honour to Mary, in willing her to be the
mother of His only-begotten Son.' 'Men have crowded
all her glory into a single word, calling her the Mother
of God.' This last statement is Luther's, not Calvin's,
for Luther's Christology had no hesitation in ascribing
to Christ's divine nature the capacities and experiences
proper to his human nature, and vice versa. Indeed, he
greatly relished the paradoxes inherent in what theologians
call 'the interchange ofproperties' (communicatio idiomatum)
between the divine and the human in the one person of
Christ. 'Mary suckles God with her breasts, bathes God,
rocks him' in the cradle, for 'Mary is Christ's mother
not only according to His humanity, but she is also the
Mother of the Son of God' (citing Hebrews 6:6 and 1
Corinthians 2:8). It is noticeable that in his sermons on
the early chapters of John's Gospel, Luther often speaks
of Christ as 'the Son of God and of Mary', and makes
few references to his conception through the Spirit, so
that a suspicion is given that the divine Sonship and the
overshadowing of the Spirit have been conflated in his
mind. Mary's 'unique place in the whole of mankind' is
that 'she had a child by the Father in heaven, and such a
child!'13
'Mother of God' is a frequent instinctive usage for

Luther, as is evident not only from his exposition of
the Magnificat in 1521, but also from writings of the
last years of his life. Zwingli also endorsed it explicit¬
ly—and generally on Mary is nearer to Luther than one
might expect. Calvin, however, never adopted the phrase
'mother ofGod', or even cited the Greek term iheotokos that
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lies behind it. Of course he willingly embraces and rever¬
ences the deliverances of the early councils, including the
Council of Ephesus of AD 431 which declared Mary to be
theotokos (literally, 'God-bearer', but commonly translated
into 'Mother of God'), and the Council of Chalcedon of
AD 451, which endorsed it. Nevertheless in the Institutes
Calvin goes no further than to acknowledge that in Scripture
'the name "Son ofGod" is applied to him who is born of the
virgin, and the virgin herself is called the "mother of our
Lord".' In his Gospel commentary these words ofElizabeth
in Luke 1:43 prompt the explanation that 'he who is born
a mortal man in the womb of Mary is at the same time
the eternal God', but the reserve is inescapable when he
is compared with Luther. Only once, it seems, did Calvin
even discuss the designation 'Mother of God', in a letter
in Erench written in 1552 to the Erench Reformed Church
in London. In response to a question that had been raised
with him, he accepts that objection may have been taken
to 'mother of God' for the wrong reasons, out of igno¬
rance and brashness. Nevertheless, he 'cannot think such
language either right, or becoming, or suitable'. It would
be like speaking of the blood or death of God, or the head
ofGod, and 'the Scriptures accustom us to a different style'.
Furthermore, the use of the phrase can only serve to harden
people in their superstitious regard for Mary.14
The magisterial Reformers developed their Christology

in part over against the espousal by various of.the Radical
Protestants of the notion of the celestial flesh ofChrist. This
belief took different forms in some of the most notorious
(Michael Servetus), most attractive (Caspar Schwenckfeld)
and most influential (Melchior Hofmann and Menno
Simons) of the Radicals. Its commonest configuration,
transmitted to all Dutch and North German Anabaptism
from Hofmann via Menno and Dieterich Philips, asserted
that Christ brought his own body or flesh with him from
heaven which acquired merely visibility or corporality in
Mary.15 Calvin refutes this error, that made Mary no more
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than a channel through which Christ flowed, but again it
was Luther whose instinctive way of speaking ruled it out
of court most forcefully, even when he did not have such
teaching specifically in view. He insists on calling Christ
'a true and natural son of the Virgin Mary . . . the real
and natural fruit of Mary's virginal womb'. Although the
co-operation of a male was lacking, Mary contributed
everything else that a mother imparts to a child—her
seed and natural flesh and blood. The infrequency of
Luther's references to conception by the Spirit seems all
of a piece with this insistence that Christ 'became a natural
man like any other man of flesh and blood'. At the same
time Luther could believe that part of Mary's blessedness
above all other women (Luke 1:42) lay in her giving birth
without the customary pains and trauma of labour.16

Perpetual Virginity
But such assertions belong more to Christology than to
Mariology, for they do not prevent Luther upholding
not only the virginal conception in the strict sense (i.e.
what the New Testament clearly portrays) but also the
virgin birth properly so called, that is to say, Mary's
giving birth with her virginity still intact. Marian theol¬
ogy had long distinguished between her virginity 'before
the birth' (ante partum—consistent with virginal concep¬
tion), 'in the birth' (in partu—virgin birth in a precise
sense) and 'after the birth' (post partum). The last of these,
implying that Mary subsequently had no marital inter¬
course with Joseph, was necessary for the long-established
universal belief in Mary's perpetual virginity, which was
endorsed by all the Reformers virtually without qualifica¬
tion.
The marginal comments of the Geneva Bible of 1560

consistently maintain this viewpoint. When Matthew 1:25
and Luke 2:7 speak ofjesus as, respectively, her 'first borne
sonne' or 'first begotten sonne', they speak thus
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because she had never none before, and not in respect j
of any she had after. Nether yet doeth this worde (til)
import alwayes a time following: wherein the contrarie i
may be affirmed, as our Saviour, saying, that he wil be ,

present with his disciples, til the end of the worlde,
meaneth not, that after this worlde he wil not be with j
them.

The brethren ofjesus are on many occasions provided with
an alternative position in life as his cousins or kinsfolk or
kinsmen, and 'before they came together' (Matt. 1:18) j
means 'Before he toke her home to him'.17
The Geneva Bible is thus faithful to Calvin, who argues

that Matthew 1:25 ('knew her not till she had') tells us (
nothing about what happened after Mary brought forth
her first-born. Nevertheless, he refuses to allow Luke 1:34
('How shall this be since I am a virgin'?) to be read of a
vow of perpetual virginity already undertaken by Mary,
although he seems sympathetic to the interpretation that
Mary now 'looks to the future, and so signifies that she
will have no intercourse with a man'. 'The likely and
simple conjecture' is that she was bowled over in won¬
der. 'When she hears that the Son of God will be born,
she appreciates that it is no common thing and that this is
a reason to exclude man's intercourse.' 'Coming together'
in Matthew 1:18 is 'either a modest expression for inter- |

course, or simply means living in one place, making one's
home and family as husband and wife.'18
Zwingli had earlier been more explicit. It was not enough

that the conception of Jesus take place without a male
role, for if a woman who had previously known a man j
had conceived him, even through the Holy Spirit, 'who !
would ever have believed that the child that was born was

of the Holy Spirit? For nature knows no birth that is not
besmirched with stain.' For the same reason she had to be
ever a virgin, she who bore the one in whom there could
not be even the least suspicion of blemish. For the birth of

Jesus to be absolutely pure ofevery stain, Mary herself had
to be free of any pollution ofnormal child-bearing—which
hints strongly at the logic that leads to her own immaculate
conception.19
At this point Zwingli has to counter the claim that

Mary's perpetual virginity can be believed only by heeding
the teaching authority (magisterium) of the Church. Fie
refuses to yield on 'Scripture alone', but he goes out of his
way to emphasise the ministry of the Spirit in bringing out
the force of the biblical texts, which otherwise may appear
rather opaque. He appeals first to Isaiah 7:14. There is noth¬
ing remarkable in a woman who had once been a virgin
conceiving a child—it happens to every woman. 'But the
uncommon thing is that she who conceives and bears
should remain a virgin.' That this is the correct interpreta¬
tion is confirmed by Ezekiel 44:2 'This gate is to remain
shut. It must not be opened: no-one may enter through it.
It is to remain shut because the Lord, the God of Israel, has
entered through it'). If you quibble about the context of the
verse, Zwingli directs you to 1 Corinthians 10:6—'all these
things happened to them by way of example'. So Zwingli
believes he has shown that Mary's permanent virginity
rests on biblical fact, not human decree.20
In one ofhis writings on the Lord's Supper, Zwingli had

to deal with an argument for the ubiquity of Christ's body
which appealed to the belief that Christ was 'born of the
Virgin Mary without violation ofher maidenly purity', just
as he passed through closed doors and made himself invis¬
ible to escape the hands of his enemies. Zwingli believed
that only Christ's divine nature was ubiquitous. Christ
was indeed 'born without any violation of the virginity
of his mother', but Christ's body cannot be in the bread
on every communion table 'in the same way as it was
born of the Virgin Mary and passed through closed doors'
without his passion causing him no suffering or his body
being an incorporeal one, as the early heretic Marcion had
maintained.21
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The English Reformers probably to a man shared this
conviction of Mary's perpetual virginity. Hugh Latimer
used the exegetical and linguistic arguments already noted
to evade the natural sense of Matthew 1:25 and Luke 2:7.
Miles Coverdale claimed that Robert Barnes held this
belief, and himself regarded it as unworthy ofMary to rest
her 'most pure virginity' on the authority of the Church
alone. 'Will not the prophecies ofChrist's birth, the perfor¬
mance of the same, and the practices of the Holy Ghost
in Christ's blessed mother, allow this doctrine?' Thomas
Cranmer, like Zwingli, had to rebut the charge that certain
verities have to be believed on the authority of tradition
or Church alone, as several Fathers had done with Mary's
perpetual virginity. Not so, said Cranmer. They all proved
it by Ezekicl chapter 44. Had they not judged it to be in
Scripture, they would never have made it binding.22
This teaching also found its way into the Lutheran

Formula ofConcord, where the principle of the 'interchange
of properties' in Christ shows its force. The Son of God
'demonstrated his divine majesty even in his mother's
womb in that he was born of a virgin without violating
her virginity. Therefore she is truly the mother ofGod and
yet remained a virgin'.23 It is appropriate to find this in a
Lutheran confessional statement, for it was Luther among
the Reformers who wrote most fully and unambiguously
and most interestingly about it. One of his Table Talk
responses acknowledged that the Church had not decided
whether Mary subsequently had intercourse with Joseph,
but Luther went on to demonstrate that he was in no doubt
about it. 'What happened afterward shows quite strongly
that Mary remained a virgin. For after she had perceived
that she was the mother of the Son of God, she didn't
think she should become the mother of a human child
and adhered to this vow.'24 Calvin's reasoning was closely
similar, as we have seen.

Elsewhere, however, Luther goes further, but in a man¬
ner that betrays the status of his belief in Mary's perpetual

virginity as a received assumption rather than a securely
biblical deduction. How could Christ have brothers, he
argues, since he was the only son ofMary, and the Virgin
Mary bore no children besides him? Different explanations
of these 'brothers' ofjesus have been given; Luther's prefer¬
ence is for regarding them as cousins, but it matters little
which account you accept.'So God the Father does not
have a son apart from Mary's, nor does Mary have a son
apart from God the Father's . . . Both, Mary and God,
had one Son . . . Mary is to have no other Son than the
one whom God, the heavenly Father, has. Nor is God,
the heavenly Father, to have a different Son from the one
Christ's mother has.'25 In their context, these comments
are directed against the teaching, known as Nestorianism,
that exaggerated the distinction between Christ's human
and divine natures, even separating them as 'the son of
Mary' and 'the Son of God', but they imply something
more than that Christ was one Son, not two. For Luther,
Mary's having one child appears to follow inseparably

( from Christ's being the Father's only Son. If this seems
a hazardous argument, it may do no more than provide

l a theological undergirding for what others might wish to
hold on lesser grounds—of propriety, for example. Should
we be able to contemplate with equanimity Mary's hav¬
ing other, natural, children after Jesus? This is an issue
that merits careful reflection. There is no doubt that the
consensus of the Reformers affirmed Mary's virginity not
only 'before the birth' (which was not in question) but
also 'in the birth' (in partu) and after it (post partum).
Calvin is something of an exception, in that his more
careful biblicism could insist on only Mary's refraining
from intercourse before the birth ofjesus (i.e. her virgin¬
ity ante partum). On the other hand, he never excluded as
untenable the other elements in her perpetual virginity, and
may be said to have believed it himself without claiming
that Scripture taught it.



174 CHOSEN BY GOD

A Sinner or Sinless?
This brings us to the question of Mary's preservation
from other aspects of human existence in a fallen world.
Was she a sinner? The Reformers speak with less clarity
and unanimity on this point. One of the fullest discus¬
sions comes from Hugh Latimer, the English Reformer
and martyr. In some of his sermons he seems to con¬
vict Mary of vain-glory or ambition and of folly, and of
the fault and sin of negligence in losing Jesus in Jerusa¬
lem. He cites Augustine and Chrysostom in support of
her being arrogant, and comments: 'We gave her too
much, thinking her to be without any sparkle of sin.'
But then Latimer is found defending himself against the
charge, advanced by Edward Powell, prebendary of Salis¬
bury, of teaching that 'Our lady was a sinner'. Here he
endorses the 'universal' and 'constant' tradition of the
Church's teaching that she was no sinner, with only this
qualification: 'though she never sinned, yet she was not
so impeccable, but she might have sinned, if she had
not been preserved.' He makes his chief concern crystal-
clear, that Mary should not be seen as 'a Saviouress'. 'It
has been said, without sin, that Mary was a sinner. It
has never been said, without sin, that Mary was a Sav¬
iour.'26
At this point Latimer strikes a note sounded by all the

Reformers, who frequently cite the Gospel pericope where
Jesus names as his mother and brothers those who do his
Father's will (Matt. 12:46-50). John Jewel cites Augustine:
'The nearness of mother's blood should have profited
Christ's mother nothing at all, unless she had more blessedly
carried Christ in her heart than in her body.' Thomas
Becon reminds us that in the Magnificat, Mary called God
her Saviour, 'considering certain imperfections to remain
and abide in her, which she received of old Adam from
her father and mother.'27
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Calvin insists that Mary 'cherished the Son of God
as much in her heart through faith as in her womb by
conception . . . Mary's happiness in bearing Christ in
her womb is not the first thing—that honour actually
is second in degree to [her] rebirth into newness of life
by the Spirit of Christ.' She was pronounced blessed in
believing. 'It is quite absurd to teach that we are to seek
from her anything which she receives otherwise than we do
ourselves.' Calvin commonly speaks ofMary as 'the holy
Virgin' (and rarely simply as 'Mary' preferring 'the Virgin'
etc), and also reasons that 'no great effort is required from
us to clear her from all fault' when her response to Gabriel
'How will this be?' (Luke 1:34), appears to put a false limit
on God's power. But even if Calvin rarely depicts Mary
expressly as a sinner, he objected to her specific exclusion
from the reach of original sin by the Council of Trent. He
also argued that the Purification ofMary and Joseph in the
temple (Luke 2:22—4) was necessitated by the universality
of original sin—although even here his language is general
rather than particular in its reference.28 Zwingli likewise
often called Mary 'pure, holy, spotless', without offering
an unambiguous commitment to either her immaculate
conception or her sinlessness.
Luther, on the other hand, can be found saying both

things. In his Magnificat exposition he argues that 'Though
[Mary] was without sin, yet that grace was far too great
[for her] to deserve it in any way.' On other occasions
he clearly accepted that Christ would have inherited the
entail of sin from Mary were it not for the operation of
the Holy Spirit. This much was involved in confessing
that Christ assumed genuine flesh and blood from Mary.
'Though Mary has been conceived in sin, yet the Holy
Spirit takes her flesh and blood and purifies them . . . Thus
[Christ] assumed a genuine body from His mother Mary,
but this body was cleansed from sin by the Holy Spirit.'
Luther also discussed the scholastic speculation 'whether
God had preserved from the beginning of the world some
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pure drop of blood from which Christ should be born'.
He rejects it emphatically, making much of the immorality
attested in the Bible in Christ's ancestors according to the
flesh.

Thus Christ must become a sinner in His flesh, as shame¬
ful as He ever can become. The flesh of Christ comes of
an incestuous intercourse, likewise also the flesh of the
virgin, His mother, ... in order to signify the unspeak¬
able plan of God's mercy in that He assumed the flesh
and human nature from flesh that was contaminated and
horribly polluted . . . But in the moment of the virginal
conception, the Holy Spirit cleansed and sanctified the
sinful substance and wiped away the poison of the devil
and death, that is, sin.

But Luther's admirable ability to transpose doubtful
elements of the tradition is evident when he portrays
the angel as saying to Mary, '[God] will find the best
and purest drops of blood in your heart; these He
will set aside, purify, and cause not to be corrupted
by sin.'29
Long before the sixteenth century, discussion of Mary's

deliverance from original sin in her own conception had
invoked distinctions of various kinds, especially between
different forms or stages of conception. Luther's writ¬
ings often reflect these scholastic debates. He seems to
have believed that the Church had left Mary's immaculate
conception an open question, and to have found it congen¬
ial himself, although his teaching on the issue remains
disputed—particularly whether he later abandoned what
he earlier espoused. Beyond doubt Luther instinctively
affirmed a special purification or sanctification of Mary,
of a piece with her unique virginity in fitting her to be
mother of the sinless Son of God. Here again we find
Luther holding more closely to the late medieval world
of thought than Calvin.30
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Christ, not Mary
What is discernible in the Reformers is a central concern that
the honour paid to Mary should hinge solely on her role in
the incarnation, and that her honour should never threaten
that of the incarnate Lord himself. Luther once gave this
advice:

When preaching [on the Annunciation] one should stick
to the story, so that we may celebrate the incarnation of
Christ, rejoice that we were made his brethren, and be
glad that he who fills heaven and earth is in the womb
of the maiden . . . Bernard filled a whole sermon with
praise of the Virgin Mary and in so doing forgot to men¬
tion what happened; so highly did he and Anselm esteem
Mary . . . Mary can't be sufficiently praised as a crea¬
ture, but the Creator himself comes to us and becomes
our ransom—this is the reason for our rejoicing.31

In his Sermons oil John (whose Gospel, he observes, says
little about Mary), he asserts that, 'The greater the men
of God and the larger the measure of the Spirit in them,
the greater the diligence and attention they devote to the
Son rather than to the mother. The outstanding men have
always insisted that we fashion our gaze on the fruit.' The
Magnificat is for Luther the conclusive justification for this
.attitude. Mary 'does not say people will speak all manner
of good of her, praise her virtues, exalt her virginity or her
humility or sing of what she has done . . . For in propor¬
tion as we ascribe merit and worthiness to her, we lower
the grace ofGod and diminish the truth of the Magnificat.'
To honour Mary properly, you must 'set her in the pres¬
ence of God and far beneath Him, and must there strip
her of all honor . . .' 'It is better to take away too much
from her than from the grace of God. Indeed, we cannot
take away too much from her.' In a sermon on Christmas
Eve Luther agreed that 'Mary . . . can never be lauded and
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extolled enough . . . (But) the praise of the mother should
be as a drop, but the praise of this Infant should be as the
entire expanse of the wide sea.'32
It is Calvin's complaint against 'the papists' that their

praises ofMary have obscured her greatest honour of all,
and have robbed the Son ofGod ofhis own in order to dress
her up in the sinful spoils of the robbery. 'The praises of
Mary, where the might and sheer goodness of God are not
entirely set forth, are perverse and counterfeit.' So Calvin
betrays some concern at the parallelism of the salutation of
Elizabeth, 'Blessed are you among women, and blessed is
the child you will bear!' (Luke 1:42). The connecting parti¬
cle must be taken in a causal sense, for the blessedness of
Mary is due to that ofChrist.33
It is surprising to find that Luther's exposition of the

Magnificat begins and ends with a prayer for help to
Mary: 'May the tender Mother of God procure for me
the spirit of wisdom . . .' 'May Christ grant [a right
understanding] through the intercession and for the sake
of his dear Mother Mary!' This was a work of the year
1521, and Luther's mind certainly hardened somewhat
with the years; indeed as early as 1523 he expressed the
wish that the cult of Mary would be completely abro¬
gated, solely because of abuse.34 Nevertheless, he seems
never to have put completely behind him his earlier fond¬
ness for invoking Mary, although he strenuously denied
that she was our advocate or mediatrix or reconciler.
The Augsburg Confession accepted that saints are to be
remembered for the strengthening of our faith, but said
that it 'cannot be proved from the Scriptures that we are
to invoke saints or seek help from them'. All invocations
to Mary were removed from the Book of Common Prayer
in England. If in Geneva all the festivals of Mary in the
calendar were suppressed, so too were those of the apos¬
tles. In Zwingli's Zurich, on the other hand, even the feast
of the Assumption of Mary was apparently specifically
retained—and Zwingli's successor, Bullinger, once con
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fessed that Mary's 'sacrosanct body was borne by angels
into heaven', although he declined to take a firm stand
on either her bodily assumption or her immaculate concep¬
tion.35 Luther's new Church Order of 1523 retained the
Annunciation, Visitation and Purification, but as festivals
of Christ. It also kept for the present, because their
abolition would be too upsetting, the Assumption and the
Nativity ofMary.
The question of the continued use of the Ave Maria ('Hail

Mary') engaged the attention of the Reformers. It was one
of the allegations Latimer responded to that he had urged
its abandonment. He allowed its use, although we had 'no
plain bidding of God' in its favour, but as a salutation or
greeting to Mary (which is what it was originally), not as
a prayer. He draws the sharpest difference between it and
the Lord's Prayer, with which it had become so closely
bound in medieval piety that no Pater noster could be said
without a preceding Ave Maria. Zwingli defended its use,
but as praise, not prayer. It was, said Calvin, no more than
a word of congratulation. It was a tragedy, commented
Luther, that in praying for grace, Christendom had substi¬
tuted Christ's mother for Christ. 'Ave Maria, plena gratia'
had remained popular and current, but the words ofJohn
1:16 (the Son who came from the Father, full of grace and
truth) had lapsed into oblivion.36
As in the medieval West, so in the pioneers ofProtestant¬

ism there are divergent strains of teaching about Mary. On
the one hand, she is an example to all ofus and not an excep¬
tion. To Luther she embodies above all a model of the
faith that acknowledges its nothingness before the grace
of God, to Calvin more a model of submission and docil¬
ity, which make her a fine teacher for Christian believers.
In her faith she is comparable to Abraham, the father of
believers. In commenting on the Magnificat Calvin insists
that we make generally applicable what the tradition had
bracketed off in its exaggerated reverence for Mary. In
so far as Mary directs us away from herself to Christ,
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she may even be called 'treasurer of grace'. Calvin will
not minimise the significance, in what today might be
spoken of as 'salvation-history', of Mary's own believ¬
ing response to God's promise. 'She kept the teaching
which today opens to us the kingdom of heaven and
which leads us to our Lord Jesus Christ; she kept this
as a deposit and through her we received this and today
we are edified therefrom.' She may even be said, by
receiving God's Word into her heart, to have conceived
and brought forth salvation for herself and the whole
world.37
But on the other hand, in the works of the Reformers

the central focus on Mary's blessedness in being the mother
of the Lord did not succeed in throwing off entirely the
accumulated deposit of speculative tradition, in respect of
both what preceded the incarnation and what followed it.
Calvin has cut free from it most radically, with only a sub¬
dued recognition of perpetual virginity. Luther is still toy¬
ing with Mary's prevenient sinlessness. Most remarkable
to modern Protestants is the Reformers' almost universal
acceptance of Mary's continuing virginity, and their wide¬
spread reluctance openly to declare Mary a sinner needing
a Saviour. Is it a favourable providence that so little of this
extra-biblical reflection was transmitted to the Protestant
Churches? The Reformers' Christocentrism seems to have
won out, despite some of its limitations in their own minds
and hearts.
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where the Lord of the history of all peoples is working to
create a single community of brotherhood and sisterhood.
Steps of progress on this way are therefore our greatest joy
because we are convinced that these Christian goals are not
only the meaning of our own earthly existence but also the
meaning of history.
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The Edinburgh Manuscript Pages
of Servetus' ChristianismiRestitutio
David F. Wright

Few episodes of the Reformation have been as frequently
told—and mistold—as the fateful condemnation and burning
of Michael Servetus in Geneva in 1553. During his trial the
prosecution extracted from him the admission that he was the
author of the Christianismi Restitutio, which had been pub¬
lished all but anonymously at the outset of the year. After
considerable difficulty Servetus had found a printer in the
small town of Vienne, near Lyons in southern France, where
Balthazar Arnoullet and his brother-in-law Guillaume Guerolt
allowed their presses to produce around eight hundred or a
thousand copies.
By the time ofServetus' arrest in Geneva on Sunday, August

13, most of the printing had been consigned to the flames that
awaited the works of heretics and blasphemers. At Lyons, at
Frankfurt, and perhaps also at Geneva major consignments
were destroyed. Although the comprehensiveness and rapid¬
ity of its incineration may sometimes have been exaggerated,1
the Restitutio soon became a very rare book. By the close of
the sixteenth century very few, if any, copies may have sur¬
vived beyond the three that are today to be found in Paris,
Vienna, and Edinburgh. It is, however, becoming increasingly
clear that manuscript copies compensated in part for the al¬
most total elimination of the printed book. Most recently a
copy made late in the sixteenth or early in the seventeenth
century has come to light in Milan.2
The publication of the Restitutio and its early history have

attracted close attention, not only from bibliographers and
students of Reformation radicalism but also from historians of
medicine, for it contains the first printed sketch of the pulmo-
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nary circulation of the blood. There is accordingly no need for
this essay to repeat information readily available elsewhere.3
The singular interest of the copy now preserved in the Li¬

brary of the University of Edinburgh (shelfmark Df.8.90)4 lies
in its having lost, perhaps not many months after publication
in January 1553, the first sixteen pages of the printed text, and
their replacement, probably not many moons later, by eigh¬
teen manuscript pages. The printed volume lacks the title
page, the Index of contents on the next page, and the two-page
Prooemium and first twelve pages of text of the first work of
this compilation, De Trinitate Divina . . . Libri Septem. These
pages are numbered continuously, 1-16. The manuscript
pages, numbered 2 (recto) to 10 (verso), cover only pages 3
through 16 of the printed book. The text of De Trinitate
Divina continues without a break from the end of the manu¬

script at the foot of f,10v on the left side of the opening to the
beginning of the print on the first line of page 17 on the right.
Such a perfectmatch required the scribe to squeeze forty lines
onto f.lOv (and at the last line to stray minimally into the
margin). His earlier pages contain between 29 and 37 lines,
averaging 33.5.
It has long been recognized that the manuscript text di¬

verges to some extent from its printed counterpart, and at least
since David Cuthbertson's A Tragedy of the Reformation was
published in 1912 an explanation of the divergence has been
ready to hand: The manuscript pages derive from Servetus'
original draft of the work which he sent to Calvin probably in
the year 1546.5 We must return to this hypothesis. In the
meantime, it is the main purpose of this study simply to give
the text of the manuscript section in full, as a basis for further
investigation of questions long considered but never pursued
to a satisfactory resolution.6 Although this occasion will not
allow an extended discussion of these questions, the presenta¬
tion of the text will be followed by some preliminary orienta¬
tion, as well as by reference to its special appropriateness in a
volume honoring a distinguished American interpreter ofJohn
Calvin.
This study does not set out to supply a critical edition of the

manuscript's contents. That task, along with translation into
English, still awaits the Restitutio as a whole. That will be the
place to identify in full biblical quotations and allusions, pro¬
vide cross-references to other works of Servetus, and pinpoint
his patristic and other sources.
In transcribing the text, I have not reproduced its abbrevia¬

tions and contractions, except in references to books of the
Bible. They are in fact sparingly used in the manuscript, in
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marked contrast to the 1553 edition. The apparatus criticus is
chiefly intended to record divergences between the manu¬
script and the text of the Paris and Vienna copies. Although it
makes no difference, I have worked with the Vienna exemplar,
since the Parisian one has suffered some damage. (At one very
small point where both copies are, for different reasons, defec¬
tive, the Edinburgh manuscript alone preserves the text.) A
few minor misspellings or variant spellings in the manuscript
have gone unnoticed in the apparatus (e.g., monstabit; circon-
cisionis; quero, for quaero), as have variant forms of biblical
references. Nor does the apparatus preserve the abbreviations
in the printed copies. I have followed the standard differentia¬
tion between "u" and "v." In the margin I have marked the
page divisions both in the manuscript (e.g., f.3v) and in the
edition (p. 4). By Murr's design the latter serve also for his 1790
(1966) reprint. As an appendix to the Edinburgh manuscript
text and its collation with the printed version, the inaccuracies
of Murr's edition are also noted. Students of the Restitutio
cannot wholly trust the Murr text, which is now widely avail¬
able.
The siglum "E" refers to the readings of the Edinburgh

manuscript; "P" and "V," respectively, to the complete copies
at Paris and Vienna.

The Edinburgh Manuscript Text
Prooemium[

trinit[ f. 2r (p. 3)
Manifestationem Dei per verbum[ Jnem per
spiritum, utramque in so[ Jtialem, in solo

5 ipso nos discernemus,[ Jet spiritus deitas in
homine dignoscatur[ ]nem divinam a seculis expli-
cabimus, magnum[ ]controversiam pietatis mysterium,
quod sit Deus o[ Jverbo, nunc in carne manifestatus,
angelis[ ]minibus visus, visions olim velata, nunc

1-11 lacunae ex chartae fragmento abscisso; 1-2 tit. in PV DE TRINI¬
TATE / DIVINA, QUOD IN EA NON / sit invisibilium trium rerum illusio,
sed / vera substantiae Dei manifestatio / in verbo, & communica/tio in
spiritu, / LIBRI SEPTEM. / PROOEMIUM; 3 ante Manifestationem
suppl. PV Qui nobis hie ponitur scopus, ut est maiestate sublimis, ita
perspicuitate facilis, et demonstratione certus: res omnium maxima,
lector, Deum cognoscere substantialiter manifestatum, ac divinam
ipsam naturam vere communicatam; 3 Dei ipsius PV; 5 nos E, plane
PV; 8 post manifestatus add. spiritu communicatus PV.
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10 revel[ JModos veros aperte referemus quibus se nobis

e[ ]hibuit Deus externe visibilem verbo, et interne per-
ceptibilem spiritu, mysterium utrinque magnum, ut Deum
ipsum homo videat, et possideat. Deum antea non visum,
nos nunc revelata facie videbimus et perspicue in nobis

is ipsis intuebimur, si ostium aperiamus, et viam ingredia-
mur. Aperire iam oportet ostium ostium hoc, et viam hanc
lucis sine qua nihil potest videri, sine qua nemo potest
saoras literas le | gere, nec Deum cognoscere, nec Christianus (p. 4)
fieri. Haec est unica veritatis via nobis hie proposita,

20 certa, facilis, et syncera, qua si tu lector ingrediaris,
secreta Dei tibi aperte monstrabit. Divinam Christi in
verbo generationem, Spiritus sancti profectionem, et ean-
dem utriusque in Deo substantiam, haec via tibi patefaciet.
Haec te ad caelestia omnia perducet, et Deum verum ob ocu-

25 los ponet. Age igitur pie, lector, quisquis ad Christum
suspiras, syncero erga ipsius veritatem affectu, ad hanc
viam te nobiscum accinge, Christum tibi in omnibus scopum
propone, ut eum cognoscas semper adnitere, eius honorem
et gloriam in omnibus defends, te totum illi penitus com-

30 mitte, in eum intentus haec semper/[ ]t gratam f. ^
Christo ipsi, ac utilemj ]ibus, nos hie operam
non[ Jgessimus autem in quinque libris
[ ]adiectis postea dialogis, ut quasi[ Jadus
quosdam ad integram Christi cogni[ ]nem ascendamus. Pri-

35 mus liber continet[ ]de Christo aiidyara, tres
Phariseorum,[ ]odem sophistarum rationes, et improbationes,
cum absurdissimis invisibilium illationibus. Secundus viginti
scripturae locos exponet. Tertius erit de personae Christi in
verbo praefiguratione, de visione Dei, et verbi hypostasi.

40 Quartus de nominibus, et essentia Dei, et de rerum omnium
principiis. Quintus de spiritu sancto. Dialogus deinde
primus post transactas legis umbras in omnibus complementum
declarabit, angelorum, animarum, et inferni substantiam ex-
plorans. Secundus modum generationis Christi docebit, et ipsum

45 non esse creaturam, nec finitae potentiae, esseque vere adoran-
dum, et vere Deum. 0 Christe lesu ne me deseras servum tuum,
in hac tua causa laborantem, hostium terroribus et afflictioni-

* 4 perspicue E, luculentem PV; 16 ostium ostium E; 18 literas E, scrip-
turas PV; 18 cognoscere E, intelligere PV; 19 est unica . . . proposita
E, veritatis est via PV; 20-21 qua si... monstrabit om. PV; 23-24 haec
via ... Deum verum E, integre sola patefaciens, Deumque ipsum nobis
PV; 25 ponens PV; 25-32 Age igitur . . . operam non [ ] om. PV
(Digessimus PVf, 26 erga correxi ex ergo E; 30-36 lacunae ex chartae
tragmento abscisso; 32 libros PV; 35 axiomata PV; 36 [ ]odem f,
totidem PV; 46 et vere E, verumque PV; 46 ab O Christe caput novum
incip. PV.
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bus pressum. Boni tui spiritus consolationem, et robur petenti,
nunc tribue, mentem meam, et calamum dirige, ut divinitatis tuae

50 gloriam possim enarrare, et veram de te fidem exprimere. Causa
haec tua est, gloriam tuam explicans, et tuorum salutem, quae
mihi adolescentulo annos vix nato viginti, impulsu quodam divino
tractandam sese obtulit, cum de his nihil essem ab homine doctus.
Tractare tunc coepi, et (quae mundi est caecitas) mox ad necem

55 rapiendus sursum deorsumque petebar./Territus ob id, et in
exilium fugiens annos multos apud exteros delitui magno animi
maerore. Adolescentem me imbecillem, et ineloquentem cernens,
causam fere totam deserui, cum nondum essem satis instructus.
Sed euge o clementissime lesu, ades tu denuo clienti afflicto

60 patronus consolationis plenus animum revocare ita iubes, ut iam
alacer pergam, multorum lectione munitus, et imprimis certissima
tuae veritatis fiducia. Testis horum tu es, ne quis me novatorem
existimet, inani aliqua cupiditate motum. Testem te iterum
invoco Deum, ob earn rem me distulisse et ob imminentem persecu-

65 tionem, ut cum lona in mare fugere potius cuperem, aut in insulam
aliquam novam. Sed te iubente cuius agitur causa mihi non licet:
differre non amplius licet, quia tempus completum est, ut ex
signis temporum ostendam. Lucernam non esse abscondendam tu nos
docuisti, ut vae mihi sit nisi Euangelizem. Causa veritatis agitur

70 cui omnes tenemur. Superest lector ut te pro Christo benevolum
exhibeas, et rem totam audias sermone simplici, quo gaudet
Veritas sine aliquo fuco. |

De homine lesu Christo, et simul-
chris falsis.

75

Liber Primus.
Librum primum narrationis filii Dei, instar primae praedioationis
Apostolorum, a notioribus inchoabo, ab iis quae cordato cuique
sunt manifesta, et omnibus publice praedicata, ut haec nostra

46-48 ne me deseras ... et robur om. PVetsuppl. fili Dei, qui de caelo
nobis datus, deitatem patefactam in teipso visibilem manifestas, teip-
sum aperi servo tuo, ut manifestatio tanta vere patefiat. Spiritum tuum
bonum, et verbum efficax; 50 et E, ac PV; 51 post tua est add. PV et
tuam a patre, et spiritus tui; 51 tuam om. PV; 51 et tuorum salutem om.
PV; 52 mihi . . . viginti om. PV; 52 divino quodam impulsu PV; 53 mihi
obtulit PV; 53 de his . . . doctus E, essem de tua veritate solicitus PV;
54 tunc E, aliquando PV; 54-66 et (quae...)... non licet om. PV; 67-68
differre ... ostendam E, et nunc iterum tractare cogor, quia completum
est vere tempus, ut ex rei ipsius certitudine, et ex signis temporum
manifestis, sum nunc piis omnibus ostensurus PV; 69 veritatis E, com¬
munis Christianis omnibus PV; 70 post benevolum add. PV usque ad
finem; 71 audies PV; 71-72 simplici... Veritas sine E, veritatis absque
PV; 76-77 apostolorum praedicationis PV; 78 sint PV.
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via facile principium habeat. Ab ipso homine lesu Christo prin-

80 cipium sumam, turn quia de ipso nunc agetur, turn ut sophistas
reprimam, qui ad / verbi speculationem, sine hoc fundamento f. 3V
ascendentes, in alium filium traducuntur, et verum filium Dei
oblivioni tradunt. Quibus ego ad memoriam quis sit ille verus
filius reducere conabor, pronomine ad sensum demonstrante, ipsum

85 hominem verberibus caesum et flagellatum concedam haec tria
simpliciter vera esse. Primo. Hie est lesus Christus. Secundo.
Hie est filius Dei. Tertio. Hie est Deus. Ecce ostium. Ecce
via, in qua sola est illuminatio cognitionis gloriae Dei, quae
relucet in facie lesu Christi.

prima Principio hunc dici lesum, quasi primum postulatum ex seipso
propo- aperte patet. Nam illud est puero in circoncisionis die nomen
sitio impositum sicut tibi loannes, et illi Petrus Luc. 1. et 2. lesus

ut veteres docent, est nomen proprium viri, et cognomen Christus.
ludaei eum esse lesum omnes concedebant, sed Christum esse

95 negabant, interrogantes de lesu qui dicitur Christus: et alienos a
synagoga faciebant illos, qui faterentur ilium esse Christum.
Super qua re frequens erat Apostolorum contra ipsos disputatio,
An lesus ille esset messias. Sed de lesu nulla fuit unquam
dubitatio, nec quaestio, nec aliquis unquam hoc negavit. Per-

too pende quo tendat ille ser|mo, et quo animo Paulus testificabatur (p. e>
ludaeis lesum ilium esse messiam Act. 9.17. 18. Quo spiritus
fervore Apollos ille Alexandrinus ludaeos revincebat, probans
hunc lesum esse Christum. De homine ipso haec dicebantur sine
sophismate aliquo. Non sophistas, sed ludaeos ibi cogita, pis-

105 catores cogita, et mulieres simplicitate pura credentes hunc
lesum esse Christum. Caeci item cum quorundam relatione lesum
Nazarenum transire audissent, mox clamarunt,/ lesu filii David f. 4r
miserere nostri. Qualem tu ibi existens transeuntem lesum Naza¬
renum mente conciperes? Concedentes igitur hominem esse lesum,

lio concedere deinde cogimur eum esse Christum, cum concedamus eum
esse a Deo unctum. Nam ipse est puer sanctus tuus quern unxisti,

79-80 Ab ipso . . . principium f, Ipse homo lesus est ostium et via, a
quo et merito exordium PV; 81 speculationem E, cognitionem PV; 84
conabor E, curabo PV; 87-89 Ecce ostium . . . Christi om. PV; 90-91
Principio . . . aperte patet E, Quod hie primo dicatur lesus, postulatum
est primum, ex seipso manifestum, quo certius nihil ostendere possis
PV; 91 Nam om. PV; 92 Nomen lesus PV; 96 illos om. PV; 96 ilium E,
eum PV; 99-100 Perpende E, Specta PV; 100 et om. PV; 105 credentes
hunc E, concedentes PV; 106 post Christum add. PV lesum hunc
Nazarenum, lesum filium David; 106-109 Caeci... conciperes? om. PV;
109-111 Concedentes . . . Deo unctum E, Concedentes vero, hunc
esse lesum, concedere cogimur, hunc esse Christum, a Deo vere unc¬
tum PV, et caput novum a Concedentes incip.; 111 ipse E, iste PV; 111
. .s/loFi EE
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Acto. 4. Iste est sanctus sanctorum, quern ungendum praedin
Daniel. 9. Acto. insuper 10. tamquam rem cunctis prespicuam ait
Petrus. Ipsi nostis. Nam de lesu sermo publice notus, ut scilr-

115 cet lesum ilium Nazarenum unxerit Deus spiritu sancto et virtue.
Quoniam Deus erat cum illo, et ipse est a Deo iudex constitutis
vivorum et mortuorum. Et Acto. 2. Certissime sciat omnis dores
Israel quod hunc lesum quern vos crucifixistis fecit Deus, et
dominum, et Christum, id est unctum. Non accipiebant ipsi vocem

120 Christus pro re quadam incorporea, sed erat corpus a Deo urctum
et deitatis habens substantiam, ut videbis corpus hoc est sprrtu
sancto unctum. Clemens, lustinus, Ireneus, Tertullianus, et
reliqui seniores vocem hanc Christus naturae humanae vocaouum
esse affirmant. Vocabuli item ratio idipsum notat, nam esse

125 unctum non potest nisi ad humanam naturam referri. Quis igrtir
negabit hominem esse unctum? Antichristus est qui negat hire
lesum esse Christum, et qui concedit ilium esse unctum ex Deo
natus est. loan. 2. et 5. Praeterea in recognitionibus Clements
libra primo rationem vocabuli exponit Petrus, quia reges solebant

130 vocari Christi, ideo iste ab excellentia unctionis prae ceteris
est rex Christus unctus. Nam sicut Deus angelis angelum, beats
bestiam, et syderibus sydus ita hominibus hominem principem teat
Christum. Veteris quoque authoritate scripturae docemur hominem
dici Christum, cum et terrenus rex diceretur Christus. 1 Samu. 12

135 et 24. et Esai. 45. Item Math. 1. Ex qua genitus est lesus ille
qui dicitur Christus. Nota articulum, nota cognomen, intelligenda
sunt de generatione hominis haec, et pronomina rem sensu perceoBTi
ibi demonstrant. / Ho|mo est qui de spiritu sancto genitus est f. 4V
Hominem Christum aperte describit Lucas cap. 3 dicens, Et ipse ip. 7)

140 lesus incipiebat esse triginta annorum et putabatur filius loseph.
Ille qui putabatur filius loseph erat lesus Christus filius Dei.
Acto. quoque 13. ludaeis ait Paulus, Deus iuxta promissionem
ex David semine eduxit Christum, hunc a vobis interemptum. Itxden-
que et loan. 1. dixit loannes Baptista, Non arbitramini me esse

145 Christum. Quam ridicula esset loannis excusatio, si Christi
vocabulum ad hominem non referatur? Frivola esset Christi inter¬
rogate, et Petri responsio Math. 16. cum dixit Christus Quern
me dicunt homines esse? Et Petrus respondit, Tu es ille Christus.
tu es ille filius Dei viventis. Ilium ipsum quern alii Eliam,

150 alii leremiam esse putabant, ait Petrus esse Christum filium Dei

114 sermo est PV; 115 ilium virum PV; 115 uxerit E, 116 a Deo iudex
constitutus E, qui constitutus est a Deo iudex PV; 117 Certissime, inquit
PV; 119-122 Non accipiebant... sancto unctum om. PV; 125 naturam
humanam PV; 126-127 hunc lesum negat PV; 127 ilium £ ipsum PV;
128 Praeterea om. PV; 131 unctus £, vocatus PV; 133 scripturae au¬
thoritate PV; 133 aperte docemur PV; 136 Nota1 £, Nota it» PV; 136
nota2 E, et PV; 136-138 intelligenda . . . demonstrant om. PV: 141 Ille
ipse PV; 144 arbitremini PV.
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Non dixit incorporeus ille filius in te est, sed tu es filius.
Et quum ibi iussit Christus, ne cui dicerent, quod ipse esset
Christus, quid per illud pronomen demonstrasse putas? Si ipse
Christus non est quomodo nos Christos tacit? In hoc probando

155 quod est meridiana luce clarius, hie non diutius insisterem,
nisi corruptas viderem eorum mentes, qui mysterium incarnationis
non intelligentes, rem incorpoream Christum esse, et realem
filium putant, cum tamen omnibus seculis verus homo sit semper
dictus Christus. Audi testimonium ipsiusmet Christi se hominem

160 vocantis, loan. 8. Quaeritis me interficere hominem veritatem
vobis locutum. Et 1 Timoth. 2. Mediator Dei, et hominum homo
Christus lesus. Quod si se ostendat ilia vox homo, quam soph-
istae connotative sumendo adulterant, accipe illam vocem vir,
et audi Petrum dicentem Act. 2. lesum Nazarenum fuisse virum

165 a Deo designatum. Et Luc. ultimo. De lesu Naza/reno qui fuit f. 5r
vir propheta potens. Et loan. 1. Post me veniet vir, et Esai.
53. Novissimum virorum virum dolorum. Et Zach. 6. Ecce vir
germen nomen eius, et Acto. 17. ludicaturus est Deus orbem per
eum virum scilicet Christum. Si sensus communes habeas lector,

no et credas | naturae pronominis demonstrativi, cognosces manifeste (p. 8)
hanc esse veram et originalem illius vocis significationem. Nam
eo ad oculum demonstrato passim conceditur hie est Christus,
Tu es lesus, et quod loquitur, quaerit, respondet, esurit: et
quod videbant ilium ambulantem super aquas. Quern quaeritis?

175 lesum Nazarenum. Ego sum. Quemcunque osculatus fuero ipse
est tenete eum. Ego ipse sum palpate et videte. Ad ludaeos
loquens Petrus ait, Hunc lesum quern vos interemistis suscitavit
Deus, cuius omnes testes sumus. Quid per talia pronomina tu
cum ludaeo disputans demonstrares? Apud eos nec de trinitate,

180 nec de filio invisibili erat unquam auditum. Nonne deterioris
sumus nos conditionis quam Samaritana mulier quae loan. 4 dixit
Venite et videte hominem, qui dixit mihi omnia quaecunque feci,
nunquid hie est ille Christus? Et mulieris mentem nihil de
rebus incorporeis scientem comprobavit Christus. Nam cum ipsa

185 quaereret messiam venturum qui dicitur Christus, respondit, ego
ipse sum qui loquor tibi. Ego quern vides loquentem, non res
alia incorporea, sed ego qui loquor sum verus et naturalis filius
Dei. Similem de ipso lesu fidem conceperat caecus ille illumi-
nandus loan. 9. dicens: Ille homo qui dicitur lesus lutum fecit.

190 Hanc de Christo fidem habens fuit tunc illuminatus, nec falsum

152 quum E, quando PV; 154-156 In hoc ... eorum mentes E, Rei tarn
aperte non esset diutius insistendum, nisi corrupti essent eorum animi
PV; 163 vocem illam PV; 164 Petrum audi PV; 176 Et acto. 2. ad ludaeos
PV; 180 invisibili filio PV; 180 erat aliquid PV; 180 An E, Nonne PV; 184
comprobavit Christus E, ipse tunc comprobavit PV; 185-186 ego ipse
— • "<•>-> —rr 01/. ion_lBQ ill, iminati is PV
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de Christo credidit. Praeterea de quo homine intelligis illud
Apostoli. Sicut unius delicto et rel. Ita per gratiam unius
hominis lesu Christi: sicut per hominem mors ita, ita et per
hominem resurrectio mortuorum. Aut utrobique homo dicitur

195 absolute aut utrobique connotative, alioqui comparatio esset
nulla. Primus / Adam, et secundus ibi dicitur, ut nihil hie f. 5V
sophistis prosit connotative sumere. Demum loan. 20. Signa
fecit, ut credamus quod lesus est Christus filius Dei. Exped-
itum est de lesu. Sed ut credamus quod lesus ille sit a Deo

200 genitus, et mortuus pro salute nostra, Natanael ex eo quod
dixit: Vidi te sub ficu, infert, ipsum esse filium Dei.
Similem illationem alii faciunt Matth. 14. ex eo quod fugavit
ventum.j (p. 9)

Secun- lllationes istae aperte probant, quod secundo dixi hunc
da ipsum quern Christum appello esse filium Dei. Nam ex signis
propo- quae faciebat inferunt ipsum esse filium Dei. Probata quod
sitio ipse est lesus Christus, est hoc quoque probatum, cum scriptura

semper clamet lesum Christum esse filium Dei. Palam ipse
monstratur esse filius Dei et eius respectu Deus dicitur pater,

210 vere pater, quia ab eo est substantialiter genitus, sicut tu a
patre tuo. Non est ex ipso loseph genitus Christus, sed de
spiritu sancto genitus est, de substantia Dei genitus est:
corpus hoc est vere, et naturaliter genitum ex Deo, sine aliquo
sophismate quern generationis modum in sequentibus aperte doce-

215 bimus. Id nunc obiter dicimus, quod verbum Dei instar nubis
obumbravit virginem, et fuit ros naturalis geniturae Christi,
instar nubis terram germinare facientis. Psal. 71. Esa. 45 et
55. Hac ratione dici filium docent Mattheus, et Lucas cap. 1.
In Luca alt angelus ipsi Mariae. Spirltus sanctus supervenlet

220 in te, et virtus altissimi obumbrabit tibi, unde sequitun
Quapropter et quod nascetur sanctum vocabitur filius Dei.
Eandem rationem tradit Matthe. dicens earn factam gravidam de
spiritu sancto, et quod in ea genitum est, de spiritu sancto esse.
Quod in ea genitum est filius est. Aperte loquitur non sophistice,

225 Ex Maria genitus est lesus, ex substantia Mariae filius. Si

192 et rel. om. PV; 193 ita1 om. PV; 196 secundus Adam PV; 197 prosit,
hominem PV; 200 mortuus E, unctus PV; 202 alii om. PV; 204 aperte
probant E, apertissime demonstrant PV; 206 ipsum hominem PV; 206-
208 Probata . . . Palam E, Si constat ipsum hominem esse lesum
Christum, constat ipsum hominem esse filium Dei, cum scriptura
semper doceat, lesum Christum esse filium Dei. Constat vere, Deum
patrem lesu Christi esse Deum patrem hominis. Aperte ubique homo
PV; 209 dicitur E, vere PV; 211 ex E, ab PV; 213 corpus hoc E, Hie lesus
PV; 213 genitus PV; 214 aperte E, perspicue PV; 216 virginem ... Christi
E, virgini. Egit in ea, ut ros geniturae PV; 217 nubis E, imbris PV; 221
vzorahiiur P orjt \lqx£> PV- ooo ^ P a PI/
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Maria est naturalis / mater, alicuius naturalis filii est ipsa f. 6r
mater, adnota quod dixit Lucas 15. cap. Filius in te genitus,
quern tu concipies, et paries filius altissimi vocabitur: is erit
magnus, et dabit illi Deus sedem David patris sui. Quare non

230 dixit, filius primae personae vocabitur, et dabit illi prima
persona sedem, sed filius altissimi Dei, et dabit illi Deus
sedem. An secunda ilia res incorporea est a spiritu sancto gen-
ita? An non quod a spiritu sancto genitum est vere filius est.
Nihil ad rem facit quod plerique verba angeli pervertentes vocem

235 sanctum ad alium filium detorquent, qua | si primogenitus Christus (p. 10)
non sit ea dignus, praesertim cum ipsemet Lucas capite sequenti
declaret, quare sanctum dixerat. Quia ipse est masculus aperiens
vulvam. Omne autem masculum aperiens vulvam sanctum Domino
vocabitur Exod. 13.34. et Nu. 8. Praeterea Dei virtutem seu

240 fortitudinem altissimi, quae descendente spiritu obumbravit
Mariae, metaphysicum, invisibilem filium esse volunt quia copu¬
lative ibi dicitur, spiritus, et virtus, spiritus, et fortitudo.
Ad hoc nos docimus, quod Lucas eo virtutis seu fortitudinis nomine
idipsum significat quod cap. 24. et acto. 1. Ubi idem Lucas refert,

245 accipietis virtutem seu fortitudinem veniente in vos spiritu
sancto. Eadem rations dixit idem Luc loannem venturum, in spiritu,
et virtute Eliae: et in hoc esse eum plus quam prophetam. Alii
prophetae non habebant cum spiritu prophetiae virtutem faciendi
miracula, sicut Elias, ob quam rem dicitur in eo spiritus et

250 virtus seu spiritus et fortitudo. Virtutem quoque habuit loannes
etiam ab utero: virtutem attingendi eum quern praedixerat, virtutem
habuit convertendi impios ad Deum suum adhibito miracu/lo ut f. 6V
Elias. Sicut ad vocem Eliae in testimonio veritatis, descendit
ignis de caelo, effusis aquis super altare. 3 reg. 18. Ita ad

255 loannis aqueum baptismum in testimonium veritatis Christi
miraculose descendit de caelo spiritus sanotus, Matth. et Luc.
3. Virtus ergo spiritui adiuncta potentiam aliquam signifioat,
non res alias metaphysicas. Haec est inter spiritum, et virtutem
differentia, quia non in quovis spiritu par virtus, seu par forti-

260 tudo. Hie ipse est ille duplex spiritus Eliae, quern petiit
Elisaeus, scilicet spiritus prophetiae, et spiritus miraculorum.
Hac eadem ratione acceperunt Apostoli spiritum sanctum, et vir¬
tutem, spiritum sanctum et fortitudinem, ut sic afflati potentia
magna, et virtute miraculorum redderent testimonium resurrectio-

265 nis Christi, Acto. 1. et 4. Copula ilia aliquid addit, sicut
quando dicitur spiritu sancto, et igne. Ignis adiectio vim addit,

227 dicit PV; 227 15. cap. Filius £, Is filius PV; 233 vere genitum PV;
239 Praeterea Dei virtutem E, Virtutem insuper PV; 246 in E, cum PV;
247 hoc quoque PV; 248 habuerunt PV; 249 sicut E, ut habuit PV; 251
etiam om. PV; 252 habuit om. PV; 253 testimonio PV; 259 non est PV;
261 scilicet E, videlicet PV; 261 spiritus2 E, virtus PV; 266 post addit
repetit E sicut quando dicitur spiritu sancto et, sed cancellata.
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et expurgationis vehementiam. In Act cap. 6. exiguntur viri
pleni spiritu sancto, et sapientia, qui ultra commune spiritus
donum habeant sapientiam negotio commodam. Ex quibus praeclare

270 intelligitur quare | Lucas in Christo, et Apostolis dixerit (p. n>
spiritum sanctum et virtutem, quod magis declaratur ex eo
quod dixit idem Lucas lesum Nazarenum unxit Deus spiritu sancto,
et virtute, spiritu sancto, et fortitudine Acto. 10. Ubi ilia
copula non facit virtutem metaphorice sumi, pro incorporeo filio,

275 sed quia spiritus Christi habet omnem fortitudinem: adde quod
Lucas non dixit fortitudinem illam vocari filium, sed id quod
virtute Dei in Maria genitum est, filius Dei ideo vocabitur,
quia virum non cognovit, et virtute Dei, in adumbratione ilia
vicem seminis viri supplente efficitur ipsa gravida. / Ac eo f. 7r

280 ipso dicetur ipsa facta gravida a spiritu sancto, et Christus
ipse a spiritu sancto genitus, missus, et unctus. Esa. 48. 61.
et Matth. 1. Non quod secunda ilia res sit genita a tertia, sed
hie ipse, qui a spiritu sancto ex Maria genitus est, filius est.
Ita locum hunc intellexit Ireneus initio lib. 5. ex Maria dicens

285 genitum esse filium altissimi. Ita, ooactus exponit Augustinus
in loannem tractatu. 99. Virtutem Dei dicens esse ipsummet
spiritum sanctum agentem in generations Christi. Praeterea
hominem filium, dici filium, ipsa vocabuli ratio nos docet.
Nam sicut propria passio corporis est ungi, ita propria passio

290 carnis est nasci: Virtute quidem spiritus fit ut nascatur corpus,
tamen ipsum vere nascitur vere generatur, et corpus ipsum habet
vere participationem substantias Dei, ut postea dicemus: Quis
quaeso est ille qui putabatur filius loseph? Quis est ille
ventris fructus? An non fructus ille est substantialis filius?

295 Quis est ille masculus aperiens vulvam? An non masculus ille
est proprie filius? Quis est ille puerulus de quo loquitur
Mattheus capite secundo, quern assumebat, ducebat, et reducebat
loseph? An non puerulus est ille ibi filius ex Aegypto vocatus?
lilius pueruli, illius corporaiis filii, nullum alium patrem

300 invenies nisi Deum: nullum alium genitorem nisi Deum: aut dices
esse phantasma, et non carnem: Nam si caro est, ab aliquo
genita est, ergo alicuius genitoris filius est: eo magis

274 metaphysice pv; 276 fortitudinem E, virtutem pv; 278 obumbra-
tione pv; 279 efficietur pv; 280 dicitur pv; 284 intelligit pv; 285 genera-
turn pv; 285 altissimi Dei pv; 287-288 Praeterea ... dici filium E, Quod
insuper homo sit proprie filius pv, et a Quod caput novum incip.; 289
propria passio corporis E, proprium hominis pv; 289-290 propria passio
carnis E, proprium eius pv; 290 post nasci add. pv proprium hominis
est generari; 290 fit ut nascatur E, id fit pv; 292 ut postea dicemus om.
pv; 293 quaeso om. pv; 294 fructus ventris pv; 296-297 loquitur E, fit
mentio pv; 297 assumebat pv; 298 puerulus om. pv; 298 ille est pv;
299 puelli pv; 300 invenies E. reoeries pv- 3m et nm pv
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quia Deus dicitur pater huius carnis, pater huius cibi. loan.
6. | Deus agricola, pater huius vitis. loannis. 15. Si ergo (p. 12)

305 corporalis vere hie est filius, et incorporalis est aliquis
alius realis invisibilis / filius, sunt iam duo reales filii, f. 7V
quoquo modo eos in unum cumulum unias: quia duo sunt geniti,
et duo nati, duas duarum rerum generationes reales concedimus,
ergo duos reales genitos, et duos natos negare non possumus.

310 Quis non fascinatus, inter natos, genitos, et filios differ-
entias tales faceret? Scripturae sacrae de lesu unico Dei
filio loquuntur, nee quicquam aliud ab homine filium dixerunt
realiter genitum. Ad hunc modum oportet Christianos omnes,
hunc lesum Nazarenum esse Christum filium Dei agnoscere.

315 Christus ipse, et mulieribus, et rudibus plebeiis se esse messiam
filium Dei aperte praedicabat. Age, quaeso te, qualem messiam
ex simplici eius praedicatione tunc concipere debuit muliercula?
Eo magis quia nesciebantur in lege trinitariorum nostrorum
metaphisica figmenta. Metaphoricus alius, et invisibilis

320 filius postea excogitatus est, ex male intellecto loannis
verbo, ut evidenter ostendam. Alia certe tunc de filio Dei fides
erat, quam nunc, id quod familiari exemplo nunc collige. Deus
dixit loanni super quern videris spiritum descendentem, et man-
entem super eum, hie ipse est filius meus. Et ego, ait, vidi,

325 et testimonium perhibui, quod hie est filius Dei. loan. 1. Hoc
adverte primo, quod loannes aliquando nesciebat, quis esset
filius Dei. Deinde adverte manifestationem, et reliqua ibi
acta. Sophistarum sententia deceptus fuisset loannes, et
alios decepisset dicens, ilium de quo vidit esse filium Dei.

330 Ego inquit nesciebam eum, sed externo signo dato, hunc esse
filium Dei est mihi monstratum / aperte, ut ita ipsum esse f. 8r
filium Dei omnibus ludaeis ostenderem dicens, Ecce agnus,
ecce filius. Quern tu mihi agnum hie facis? Hie quern vides
est agnus Dei, filius Dei. Hie oculis subiectus, manibus pal-

335 patus, et sensibus omnibus aliis perceptus: Fallax alioqui
fuisset caelestis vox dicens: Super quern videritis hie est
file. Fallax fuisset, cum super re populis praesente descendens
dixit Hie est filius meus dilectus, vel, Tu es filius meus. Si
rem aliam laten|tem per illud pronomen demonstrabat, non erat <P. 13)

340 patens testimonium, seducebat populum, qui de invisibili filio
nihil unquam audierat. Item loannis. 9. Interrogatus a quodam
lesus, quis esset ille filius Dei, respondit: Et vidisti eum,
et qui loquitur tecum ipse est. Hie ipse quern vides est filius

305 filius Dei PV; 309 pure non PV; 316 et filium PV; 319 Metaphoricus
E, Metaphysicus/'K-321 nunc evidenter PV; 321-322 Alia.. .fides erat
E Alia tunc erat de filio fides PV; 322 nunc2 E, ita PV; 331 aperte
monstratum PV; 333 facies PV; 335 aliis omnibus PV; 336 videris PV;

— nt/. oxrv Q/n nui Ho anrliarat om. PV.
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Dei. Eo ad oculum demonstrato dixit centurio. Vere hie homo

345 filius erat Dei. Pronomina ilia rem sensu perceptam demonstrant:
Centurio non erat sophista, non est per communicationem idiomatum
locutus, nec connotative hominis voce usus. De vero homine dixit,
Hie homo iustus erat: hie homo filius Dei erat. Audi Paulum
qui illico atque visum recepit ingressus synagogam praedicabat

350 lesum, quoniam hie est filius Dei, Acto. 9. De sophistarum
idiomatibus ne verbum quidem. Summus sacerdos nihi de secunda
ilia incorporea re cogitabat dicens, Es tu filius Dei benedicti?
Et ad mentem eius respondit lesus, Ego sum Mar. 14. Vos dicitis
quia ego filius Dei sum. Luc. 22. Ita simpliciter illi crede-

355 bant / dicentes, Ego credidi quod tu es filius Dei. f. 8V
Obiiciat iam sophista, non videri rem magnam si ipse homo

lesus dicatur filius Dei, cum et nos filii Dei nominemur.
Respondeo. Res maxima est esse filium Dei, et plura inde

• sequuntur quam unquam intellexerit mundus, ut ostendam. Ipse
360 est verus, et naturalis filius, nos adoptivi. Ex eo ipso quod

nos filii Dei nominamur probatur ipse esse verus filius:
Quomodo homines filios faceret si ipse homo non esse: verus
filius? Nos filii dicimur dono et gratia per ipsum nobis
facta. Ideo ipse huius nostrae adoptionis author, excellen-

365 tiore alio modo dicitur filius. Est ipse naturalis filius
ex vera Dei substantia genitus ut postea videbis. Alii non
sunt filii originis sed fiunt filii Dei. Per fidem lesu
Christi nos efficimur filii Dei Galatas. 3. et loannis. 1.
Ideo per adoptionem dicimur filii Rom. 8. et Ephes. 1. Non

370 solum filius sed verus filius ipse dicitur, non communis fiiius
sed proprius filius. Sapi. 2. et Rom. 8. Aeque proprie Deus
dicitur pater lesu Christi sicut terreni patres dicuntur patres
filiorum suorum. Alioqui Deus non posset dici causa pecu-
liariter efficiens, et productiva alicuius certi effectus. Si

375 prolem aliquam sibi singulariter eligat, et solus tantum opere-
tur ad generationem illius (etiam substantiam | suam illi (p. 14)
tribuendo) quantum potest, et plus quam potest terrenus pater
operari, quare non aeque merebitur proprie / dici pater? f. 9r
Nunquid ego qui generationem aliis tribuo, ipse sterilis ero

380 dicit Dominus? Esa. 66. Imo potius dicitur ipse pater, quia
ab ipso omnis paternitas in caelo, et in terra nominatur Ephes.

345 Pronomina E, Cogita tu, per pronomina PV; 345-348 demonstrant
... iustus erat E, demonstrari. Cogita deinceps, centurionem non fuisse
sophistam, nec fuisse per communicationem idiomatum loquutum, nec
connotative hominis voce usum. Verum hominem ostendens dixit PV;
348 erat Dei PV; 356 Obiiciat iam sophista E, At dices tu PV, nec caput
novum incip.; 363-364 per ipsum nobis facta E, ipsius PV; 366 ut postea
videbis om. PV; 367 sed fiunt filii Dei E, Fiunt filii Dei, non nascuntur filii
Dei PV; 373 suorum filiorum PV; 378 operari om. PV; 378 proprie
merebitur PV.
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3. Eo magis quia non solum eum genuit, sed et deitatis sub¬
stantia, luce, et plenitudine eum decoravit, ut in hoc assimiletur
patri filius. Item alia ratione proprius quam homines dicitur

385 ipse pater quia ipse in aliorum generationibus operatur: alii
vera in sui filii generatione nihil agunt. Ergo si proprius
dicitur ipse pater propriissime ultra alios Christus dicetur
esse filius: Sed sublimiora postea de hac filiatione dicemus
si filiationem dici fas est. Argumentum iam retorqueri ita

390 potest. Nam filius Dei filiationem suam nobis communicat, at
filiatio illius secundae rei nihil habet nobiscum commune, sed
hominis filiatio. Ipse nos fratres vocat quia homo, homo est
primogenitus fratrum, sicut primogenitus mortuorum. Ergo homo
primogenitus est homo genitus filius. Sophistae sibiipsis

395 videntur ita magnifici ut non dignentur oculos ad hunc filium
inclinare. Rem abiectam, et ridiculum putant hominem dici
filium Dei. Ad filium oportere aiunt ut sit eiusdem speciei
specialissimae cum patre. Sed unde hoc colligunt? Imo id
fieri non potest, quando parentes sunt diversarum specierum.

400 Id iam improbat scriptura tota, improbat ipsemet / Christus, f. 9V
qui aliorum hominum comparatione se filium Dei ostendit loannis
10. Si alios inquit homines scriptura vocat Deos, et filios Dei,
vos dicitis me blasphamare quia dixi filius Dei sum, cum pater
ultra alios consortes, et participes meos, me sanctificavit.

405 Ecce ilium qui sanctificatus est, esse filium Dei. Hie est ille
sanctus filius Dei. Hie est ille de quo dicunt Apostoli:
Sanctum filium tuum lesum. Quis sanctus, nisi masculus aperiens
vulvam, verus, et corporalis filius Dei?

Tertia Tertio istam dixi esse veram. Christus est Deus. Dicitur
propo- vere Deus, substantialiter Deus, cum in eo sit deitas corpor-
sitio aliter. Sed quia haec sunt in sequentibus apertissime aperienda

sufficit nunc si di|catur Deus forma Dei, species Dei habens (p. 15)
potentiam, et virtutem Dei, dicitur Deus per virtutem sicut homo
per carnem: Data ipsi a patre ipsa deitatis potentia dicitur

415 ipse esse Deus fortis Esa. 9. Puer natus est nobis, vocabitur
Deus fortis. Ecce Dei nomen et fortitudinem nato puero tributa,
cui data est omnis potestas in caelo, et in terra. Ipse dicitur
Deus Israelis Esaiae 45. Thomas loan. 20. eum appellat,
Dominus meus, Deus meus. Paulo ad Romanos 9. dicitur Christus

388 sublimiora alia PV; 388 de hac filiatione postea PV; 390 suam
filiationem PV; 394 a Sophistae caput novum incip. PV; 396 ridiculam
PV; 397 ut E, quod PV; 398-399 id fieri non potest E, est penitus
impossibile PV; 399 quando quando E; 400 Id iam E, Hoc etiam PV; 406
sanctus E, qui sanctus vocabitur PV; 407 Quis est ille sanctus, nisi ille
masculus PV; 410 deitas corporaliter ante deitas E, sed cancellata; 411
apertissime E, perfectissime PV; 412 sufficit nunc E, sat nunc erit PV;
412 quia forma PV; 414 ipsi E, illi PV; 415 esse om. PV.
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420 in omnibus, et super omnia Deus laudandus Deus / benedictus, f. tor

et benedicendus in secula. Multis aliis locis eius divinitas
ostenditur, quia exaltatus est ut acciperet divinitatem, et
nomen super omne nomen: Sophistae vera non solum negant hunc
esse Deum, sed et unctum esse negant. Imo quae sunt naturae,

425 ab eo usurpant, negantes esse filium Mariae. Denique negant
hunc esse hominem, sed humanitatem. Negant hominem esse
hominem, et concedunt Deum esse Asinum. An non isti sunt
Antichristi, et Christi calumniatores. Potest ne maior esse
calumnia quam si me loquentem dicas me non esse? aut si mih

430 convenire neges ea quae mihi palam tribuuntur? Omnia haec
praedicata volunt calumniatores isti esse illius secundae rei
nomina: ad quod commentum communis schola sophisma quoddam
communicationis idiomatum adinvenit. Quandam novam impositionem
in illo termino homo fingunt, ut connotative sumatur et

435 aequipolleat huic orationi, sustentans naturam humanam. Ac
nunc per communicationem idiomatum concedunt hanc propositbnem.
Filius Dei est homo, id est secunda persona sustinet naturam
humanam, et est ilia connotativus homo. Ad eundem modum con¬
cedunt fieri posse, ut Deus sit asinus, et spiritus sit mulus,

440 sustentans mulum. Cogita lector. Si Christus aut eius discip-
ulus Paulus, aut alii discipuli praedicarent, tollerarent illi
haec hominum figmenta, et placitas vocum imposturas: Nonne
Christum sophistarum faciunt magistrum, dicentes vocem illam
Christus esse a prophetis et apostolis impositam ad significandum,

445 secundam personam in divinis, connotando quod sustinet | naturam (p. 16)
humanam? Sed quid si loco vocis Christus ponatur / ubique vox f. iov
unctus? An rem illam proprie unctam dicent, et earn accepisse
spiritum sanctum, et virtutem? An ilia diceret, Omnia mihi
tradita sunt a patre meo? An sophistics de ilia locutus esset

450 pater, dicens Ecce puer meus quern elegi, dilectus meus, ponam
spiritum meum super ilium? Profecto ad hominem lesum relatum

422-423 Ipse dicitur... Esaiae 45 E, Et Esa. 45. ego dominus vocans
nomen tuum, Deus Israelis PV; 419 Christus dicitur PV; 421 in secula
om. PV; 423 Sophistae . . . negant hunc E, Adversarii ve-o ilium ita
despiciunt, ut non solum PV; 424 negent PV; 424 ea quae PV; 425-426
Denique negant hunc E, negantes PV; 427 et concedunt Deum esse
asinum paene penitus deleta in V; 428 veri Antichristi PV; 428 Potest
ne maior esse E, Potest esse maior PV; 432 commentum E, figmentum
PV; 436 nunc E, tunc PV; 437 sustentat PV; 438 et ita PV; 439-440 ut
Deus . . . mulum paene penitus deleta in V (et 440 susten[tans] defic.
in iacunoso P); 441 discipuli nobis denuo PV; 441-442 tollerarent illi
haec E, an tolerare possent talia PV; 442 et placitas F, placitasque PV;
442 Nonne E, An non PV; 443 faciunt ipsi PV; 443 vocem illam F, earn
dictionem PV; 445 sustentet PV; 446 Sed om. PV; 448-449 mihi tradita
sunt F, sibi esse tradita PV; 449 meo F. §yp PV- 4,51 ijf lelati fH1 Ew
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invenies Matth. 12. Sicut quicquid unquam in bibliis scriptum
est ad ipsum refertur, ipsum omnia respiciunt, et per ilium omnia
complentur. Quae vero, et qualis est ilia communicatio praedi-

455 catorum? Nam illud praedicatum sustinens naturam humanam prius
non conveniebat homini. Qualiter ergo homo sua praedicata, si
non sunt sua Deo communicat? Quod in Christo sit duplex
natura divina, et humana nos certe fatemur, et apertissime doce-
bimus. In Christo vere coniunguntur Deus et homo, in unam

460 substantiam, unum corpus, et unum novum hominem. Eph. 2. Sed
quia haec divina natura, ex verbi arcanis pendet, pinguiore
minerva nunc dicamus, Deum posse homini deitatis plenitudinem
communicare, dare ei divinitatem, maiestatem, potestatem, et
gloriam suam. Dignus est agnus qui occisus est accipere

465 divinitatem, potentiam, sapientiam, honorem et gloriam.
Apocal. 5. Si Moses factus est Deus Pharaonis Exod. 7. Et
Cyrus Deus Israelis Esa. 45. multo fortius et excellentiore
longe modo factus est Christus Thomae, et omnium nostrum
Dominus, et Deus. Solomon quoque ad literam dicitur Deus

470 Psal. 44. At illi erant Dii non natura sed temporali dono.
Christus vero est naturali nativitate Deus, naturaliter
genitus de substantia Dei. Tota patris deitas, adoratio Dei,
et visio Dei, est in Christo vero Deo. Sicut pater est verus
Deus, ita veram suam deitatem unico filio suo unice tribuens

475 efficit, ut ille sit verus Deus.
Post tria de Christo a^iupara tria quoque superest Pharise-

orum argumenta diluere, quae ipsemet Christus pro nobis diluet.
Si Christus est Deus, erunt etiam plures dii. Ad obiectionem

loan, istam Phariseorum qui Christum arguebant, eo quod se Deum
to faoiebat, respondet ipse. Quia ego dixi dii estis.

452 Sicut om. PV; 452 de filio scriptum PV; 453 ilium E, ipsum PV; 454
communicatio ilia PV; 455 sustentans PV; 456 ergo E, igitur PV; 457 sit
E, fuerit, et sit PV; 458 certe fatemur, et om. PV; 461 divina Christi natura
PV; 461-462 pinguiore minerva E, simpliciore via PV; 478 axiomata PV;
478 ante Si Christus add. PV Argumentum primum, nec hie caput
novum incip.; 478 etiam E, iam PV; 476-478 inmg. addPVArgumentum
prirrum pharisaeorum.

Editions Collated: Murr (1790/1966) and 1553
Since Murr's 1790 edition-cum-reprint of the 1553 Re¬

stitutio, itself photographically reprinted in 1966 (see above,
n. 3), will be the only access to the work for most readers, I
have recorded the points at which it inaccurately reproduces
the text of the editio princeps for the section missing in the
Edinburgh copy. I have not noted Murr's not infrequent de¬
parture from the original punctuation, or his occasional change
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of capitalization. Whereas the 1553 text abounds with contrac¬
tions and abbreviations, Murr reproduced every word in full,
in the process perpetrating several of his mistakes.
The page and line references are to Murr's edition, and the

siglum M identifies his readings, and PV the 1553 text: p. 3,line 11: omnium M, res omnium PV; p. 4, line 3: cognationem
M, generationem PV; line 3: perfectionem M, profectionemPV; lines 25-26: tractanda M, tractandam PV; p. 6, line 2: 27
M, 17 PV; line 27: ratione M, rationem PV; p. 7, line 7:2 M,1 PV; line 16: quoniam M, quando PV; line 25: locutum M,
loquutum PV; line 32: 2 M, 1 PV; p. 8, lines 4 and 5: quia M,
quod PV; p. 9, line 2: appello M, apello PV; p. 10, line 23: a
M, de PV; p. 11, line 19: cognatione M, generatione PV; line
34: Nem M, Nam PV; p. 12, line 13: plebeis M, plebeiis PV; p.13, line 32: filius M, filius, sed proprius filius PV; p. 14, line 9:
cognationibus M, generationibus PV; p. 15, line 21: calum-
niatores M, calumniatores isti PV; line 5: aequepolleat M,
aequipolleat PV; p. 16, line 29: est M, et2 PV; line 32: a Post
tria caput novum non incipit M, sicut PV.
Murr's list of Errata (p. 734) is his own, not that of the 1553

edition, but he records only the first one of those I have listed
above. In the whole work he noticed only about twice the
number extracted here from the first sixteen pages.

Servetus as Jonah, America as Nineveh
Alexander Gordon was the first to notice that in the manu¬

script, but not the printed, version of the Prooemium (f. 3r; cf.
p. 4) a sentence occurs which shows, as Roland Bainton later
put it, that "Servetus for the first time in history thought ofAmerica as a place of refuge for the religious exile."7 In an
intriguing autobiographical comment, Servetus admits to hav¬
ing long put off the task he now undertakes (i.e., the writingof the Restitutio), partly "because of the threat of persecution,which made me wish instead to flee, like Jonah, to the sea or
to some new island (in insulam aliquam novam)" (lines 64-
66). Gordon's translation is bolder: "to one of the New Isles."
In 1535 and again in 1541 Servetus had brought out editionsof Ptolemy's Geographia, using as his starting point the new

annotated Latin translation of Willibald Pirckheimer, the
Nuremberg humanist, published at Strassburg in 1525. In oneof his additions to Pirckheimer's commentary, Servetus insists
that the territory discovered by Christopher Columbus must
not be called "America," for "Americus" (i.e., the Italian navi¬
gator, Amerigo Vespucci) reached it much later than (multo
post) Columbus—and in the service of Portugal, not Spain!8
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Alas for the Spanish Servetus; he was a born loser. He had no
more success in influencing the naming of the new continent
than in defying the fundamental creedal traditions of Euro¬
pean Christendom. He might have stood a better chance of
preventing "America" from catching on if he had offered an
attractive alternative. With an uncharacteristic lack of imagi¬
nation, he could do no better, in his edition of Ptolemy, than
"new land" (terra nova) or "new islands" (insulae novae). ■
As Gordon also pointed out (though without providing the

references), Servetus mentions "the new islands" twice in the
printed Restitutio. In the second book of one of its constituent
treatises, De Fide et lustitia Regni Christi, he opposes the
belief that righteousness and salvation are to be found only
where the biblical promises are heard. Appealing to Rom.
2:14-15 and a series ofOld Testament precedents, he also cites
"the new islands":

Whatever kind of faith in God is to be found in the new islands
(in insulis novis), it can be sufficient, provided a person acts cor¬
rectly in accordance with conscience.9

He argues to similar effect in the tenth of hisEpistolae Triginta
to Calvin:

In the new islands (In insulis novis), the ground of faith and
righteousness is found solely in the testimony of conscience.10
In both these passages the case of Nineveh is advanced as a

biblical support for Servetus' argument.
The Ninevites' fasting was their righteousness, even though they
had no promises there. . . . The Ninevites believed that God could
avert the ruin of their city.... The Ninevites in believing the God
of the prophet Jonah were justified, despite knowing neither the
promises made by God nor the Law.11
Those who shared the ship with Jonah and those who lived in

Nineveh believed God, even though he promises nothing but
threatened them with death. Christ bears witness that they were
justified on account of their entrusting themselves to God with
unwavering confidence, in the conviction that he could avert their
death.12

Angel Alcala suggests a connection between Servetus' temp¬
tation to flee to "some new island" and his idealization of this
new world, like some idyllic Nineveh—"un locus ideal de
primitivismo regido por la conciencia y la razon natural."13
Bainton's comment that "Jonah did not desert Nineveh, and
under the assumed name of Villanovanus or Villeneuve went
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to France" confuses the picture, or rather reflects Servetus'
versatile use of the biblical story.14 The enticing allure of "the
new islands" to Bainton's "hunted heretic" was that of a place
where his message, like Jonah's at Nineveh, would be instinc¬
tively embraced by a conscience taught by nature, free of the
overlay of the prejudiced and persecuting tradition of post-
Constantinian Europe.
It is not known, adds Alcala, whether Servetus' "intencion

migratoria" manifested itself in any external action.15 He did
not yield to the temptation to take to flight, nor will I yield to
quite a different temptation. It is not for a citizen of the United
Kingdom to indulge in speculative reconstructions of Amer¬
ica's religious history had Servetus actually done a Jonah and
taken ship for "the new islands." But one is surely safe in
believing that Ed Dowey is not sorry that Servetus remained
on my side of the Atlantic, even though the author of The
Knowledge ofGod in Calvin's Theology may not be quite so
hostile to Servetus' epistemological notions about Nineveh as
some other modern interpreters of Calvin are.
There is another, hitherto unnoticed, reference in Servetus

to "the new islands" whose significance goes beyond this
constellation of ideas. It occurs in a letter to Calvin first pub¬
lished by the editors of the Corpus Reformatorum in the
Prolegomena to their dossier on the Servetus affair. Probably
in 1546, Servetus addressed three questions to Calvin. The
letter before us (unmentioned by Calvin, it seems) was Ser¬
vetus' rejoinder to Calvin's second reply (i.e., his response to
Servetus' rebuttal of his initial reply), in which Calvin had
briefly answered seven additional questions which Servetus
had attached to his rebuttal. The second of these was whether
anyone can be justified without the divine promise.16 Calvin
grants (concedo) that this is impossible, but he immediately
guards his flank against any inference therefrom debarring
infants from baptism.17 Servetus' letter ridicules Calvin's insis¬
tence that no one can believe in God except in response to his
promise.
I could adduce innumerable witnesses and examples to explode
this statement of yours—of people who were justified both before
the age of the law and during the age of the law and the age of
grace, even in Nineveh and in the new islands (etiam in Ninive et
in insulis novis).18
The added importance of this passage lies in the realm of

chronology. It provides an invaluable connection between a
letter that can be dated with some confidence to 1546 (or
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possibly 1547),19 and the text of the Edinburgh manuscript,
with its mention of fleeing like Jonah to "some new island."
This link affords a timely transition to the last section of this
study, which will consider in a preliminary fashion the broader
questions raised by the Edinburgh manuscript pages.20

Manuscript and Printed Book
Ever since it came to light,21 the manuscript section of the

Edinburgh Restitutio has attracted scholarly speculation.
David Cuthbertson, a librarian in the University Library,
claimed that the book was Calvin's own copy and that the
manuscript pages derived from the "original draft" of the
work sent to Calvin by Servetus in 1546. The latter hypothesis
remains more probahle than the former, although even the
former has some suggestive evidence in its favor.
On February 26, 1553, a close associate of Calvin's in Ge¬

neva, Guillaume de Trie, disclosed in a letter to his cousin,
Antoine Arneys, in Lyons that the town of Vienne was host to
an archheretic named Servetus, or "Villeneufve," who had
succeeded in having his blasphemous books published there.
As proof of this verdict on the man, de Trie enclosed "la pre¬
miere feuille" of what could only be the printed Restitutio.22
T. H. L. Parker translates this as "page l,"23 but this can
scarcely have been adequate for de Trie's purpose, whether it
was the first page of the Prooemium (page 3) or of the treatise
proper (page 5). For Bainton it was "the first folio," which
meant "the first four leaves" of the book.24 Bainton is here
following Antoine Gachet d'Artigny, who in 1749 discovered
and published de Trie's letters to Servetus in the Vienne ar¬
chives and reported that the letter of February 26 was accom¬
panied by the title and index and "des quatres premieres
feuilles" of the Restitutio.25 This report in turn appears to rest
not on Gachet d'Artigny's discovery of any pages of the printed
Restitutio at Vienne, but on his combining a later accusation
by Servetus with a reference to "quatre feuillets d'un Livre"
in a submission made on March 16 by one of the Lyons officials
chargedwith pursuing de Trie's disclosures.26 It must be to this
same sample of printed material that Servetus referred
months later in Geneva when he accused Calvin of getting de
Trie to send "la moytie du premier quayer du livre dudict
Servetus, ou estoyt le titre, et indice ou table et quelque com-
mancamant du diet livre, intitule Christianismi restitutio."27
For Cuthbertson (unaware, it seems, of the Vienne evidence

of "quatre feuillets"), de Trie's "la premiere feuille," eluci¬
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dated by Servetus' challenge to Calvin, could only be the first
sheet, i.e., eight leaves or sixteen pages—exactly what the Ed¬
inburgh copy lacks. And whatever responsibility is laid at Cal¬
vin's door for de Trie's exposure ofServetus at Vienne, de Trie
was close enough to Calvin for the copy of the Restitutio that
lost "la premiere feuille" to be, not implausibly, Calvin's own.
More reliably Calvin is known to have had in his possession

for some years before 1553 a manuscript version of at least a
major part of what became the Restitutio. Calvin reported to
Farel on January 13, probably in 1546,28 that Servetus had
recently (nuper) sent him a letter accompanied by a longum
volumen suorum deliriorum. The letter was probably the first
of the exchanges mentioned earlier, for in Servetus' second
letter (i.e., his refutation of Calvin's reply to his three ques¬
tions) he recommends that Calvin reread his (Servetus') quar-
tum librum de baptismo. Nam videris eum nondum legisse.29
This can refer only to Book 4 (De Ordine Mysteriorum Rege¬
nerations, in the printed Restitutio, pages 525-576) of the
treatise De Regeneratione Superna, et de Regno Antichristi
(pages 355-576). Servetus apparently expected Calvin to re¬
turn his handiwork, but in vain, it seems. In the letter whose
mention of "the new islands" was noticed above, Servetus
pleads Remitte . . . scripta mea.30 When Calvin unilaterally
abandoned the correspondence, Servetus tried other Gene¬
vans. At the end of his third letter to the minister Abel Poupin,
he expresses his regret quod per vos non licuit mihi emendate
locos aliquot in scriptis meis, quae sunt apud Calvinum.31
Later, during Servetus' trial at Geneva on August 14, 1553, he
was presented by the prosecutor with certain books both
printed and handwritten. He admitted that the hand was his
own, which he had sent to Calvin about six years ago "pour en
avoir son iugement."32 During his third cross-examination on
August 17 reference was made several times to the manuscript
rather than to the printed text.33
None of the information in the last few paragraphs is new to

Servetan studies. Although it has been readily available for
over half a century (at least since Doumergue's volume 6 ap¬
peared in 1926), some basic research tasks still remain to he
undertaken.

1. The relationship between the Edinburgh manuscript's
text and the manuscript in Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale lat.
18212, must be scientifically investigated. The latter contains
a variant text parallel to the printed volume's pages 92-246
(but not in this order and with minor gaps).34 Scholars have
frequently asserted that both manuscripts derive from the first
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version sent to Calvin in 1546 or so. The Paris manuscript can
probably be traced back indirectly to Lausanne, where Calvin
may have sent Servetus' draft for Viret's perusal.35 The date of
the Paris text has been keenly investigated, since Servetus'
distinction as the first to discover the pulmonary circulation of
the blood may rest on it. Gordon and Bainton claimed to show
that when it was written, Servetus lacked access to the works
ofClement ofAlexandria (first published in Greek in 1550 and
in Latin in 1551) and Philo (first Greek edition 1552) which the
1553 Restitutio uses, but Alcala has recently raised a question
mark: the Paris manuscript contains one of the Greek words
quoted from Philo. The issue awaits resolution.36
A comparison of the divergences between each manuscript

and the corresponding printed text should throw some light on
whether they derive from a single draft of the Restitutio. Gor¬
don collated the Paris pages on the pulmonary circulation, and
Bainton obviously did some collation himself, but the main
labor lies ahead.37 The recent Spanish translation has taken
note of variants in both manuscripts, but far from exhaus¬
tively.38 The two manuscripts are not in the same hand,39 nor
can the Edinburgh one be said to contain the "many obvious
errors of transcription" that Gordon found in the Paris text.40
Gordon differentiated between "the original draft" retained

by Servetus and the version sent to Calvin and believed to be
represented by our two manuscripts. The latter was "the pre¬
pared text, that would have been published had Calvin re¬
turned the manuscript." As it was, Servetus had to work from
his "original draft" in producing the published text.41 In the
light of the relatively minor differences so far disclosed be¬
tween the manuscript texts and the 1553 edition (with the
exception of four or five passages early in the Edinburgh
pages), it is just as likely that Servetus retained a copy ofwhat
he sent to Calvin. The reason why he wanted his manuscript
back was not that without it publication was a problem (as the
edition proved in 1553) but that he wanted to revise it and was
unhappy to have it circulating uncorrected. As he said to Pou-
pin, he had been unable emendate locos aliquot in scriptis
meis, quae sunt apud Calvinum.42

2. A further reason for carrying out the twofold collation
urged above (first, of the full Paris manuscript text with the
edition, and second, of the results with those emerging from
my collation of the Edinburgh fragment)must be to determine
the extent of the changes Servetus made prior to publication.
If his regret addressed to Poupin was genuine, did his desire
to "improve certain passages" owe anything to the correspon¬
dence with Calvin? It would not be surprising if these compari¬
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sons disclosed some evidence of the movement of Servetus'
mind between approximately 1546 and 1552.
3. Also to be taken into account is another Paris manuscript,

lat. 3676 chart., ff. 218-296, which contains a text of most of
the Epistolae Triginta to Calvin which are included in the
Restitutio. The Corpus Reformatorum editors collated a tran¬
scription of it with Murr's edition of the Restitutio for their
edition of the Epistolae. But although they describe Murr's
text as satis mendose expressus, the variants they record in the
manuscript reveal minimal divergence.43 But one would not
expect Servetus to have revised the Epistolae like a first draft
of a book.

4. Finally, when the time comes for a critical edition of the
Restitutio, it may even be possible and appropriate to correct
the 1553 text from one or other of themanuscripts. Alcala from
time to time indicates his preference for variants in the manu¬
scripts over the printed text.44 Even in the short space of the
Edinburgh pages a fairly obvious correction of the published
version can be detected. At lines 119-122 the latter omits a

whole sentence, probably by haplography, the typesetter's eye
jumping from unctum at the end of one sentence to the same
word at the end of the next. Since the following sentence,
common to both texts, picks up the words vocem . . . Christus
found also in themanuscript's sentence, an accidental omission
seems indicated in the print. But whether, at line 261, the
manuscript's spiritus miraculorum is a "better" or "more cor¬
rect" reading than virtus miraculorum is more elusive.

The Manuscript and Printed Texts Compared
Attention has already been drawn to the extensive agree¬

ment between the two versions of this short section of the
Restitutio. For lines on end they are identical (e.g., 261-274,
462-478), or virtually so (e.g., 156-179, 233-250, 322-340,
348-363). A fair proportion of the differences between them
are little more than cosmetic, such as minor variations in word
order, of which some twenty-five can be counted. A prefer¬
ence for sat nunc erit over sufficit nunc (412) is attributable
only to taste or whim (cf. perspicue for aperte, 214, etc.).
If the manuscript is treated for comparative purposes as

representing the draft from which Servtetus prepared the work
for publication, few obvious corrections are discernible, such
as obumbratione (278), and probably imbris (217), metaphy-
sice, metaphysicus (274, 319) and vocatus (131; unctus at 200
is more questionable). In cases like these, however, the diver¬
gence mav be the fault of the copvis1' nf fhe
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Themost prominent difference is the absence from the 1553
text ofmost of the autobiographical material in lines 54-66 and
parts of lines 52 (a reference to Servetus' youthful age) and
46-48, where, in place of the fraught prayer ne me deseras
. . . afflictionibus pressum, the book offers a more conven¬
tional request for assistance (teipsum aperi servo tuo). The
omission of the exhortation to the reader at lines 25-32 also
softens the personal thrust of the preface, without removing it
entirely (cf. 70-72). A similar interest may help to explain the
omission of 106-109, with its question addressed to the reader.
A toning down is probably also to be recognized in the omis¬

sion of two bold promises made in the manuscript preface: the
way of truth "will openly display to you the secrets of God"
(21), and "will lead you to all heavenly realities" (24). Yet a
number of differences suggest a firmer decisiveness in the
printed version. The time is "truly" fulfilled (67), as Servetus
will demonstrate from "manifest" signs of the times (68).
Aperte strengthens docemur (133), and on other occasions a
higher degree of certainty or clarity is claimed for the exposi¬
tion (e.g., 90-91, 204). Likewise curabo replaces conabor at
line 84.
Indeed, once the preface is over and Servetus is launched on

his subject, many of the changes, albeit minor in scope, are
additions which serve to sharpen or clarify the force of the
printed text. Thus at lines 206-208 the latter spells out the
progression of thought more painstakingly, and the lucidity of
287-288 similarly improves on the manuscript. The omission
of Hie homo iustus erat (348) leaves the argument more pre¬
cisely focused on Jesus the homo being filius Dei. At line 221
the holy offspring of Mary "truly will be" the Son of God,
rather than "will be called."
A few changes may more significantly preclude misunder¬

standing. At line 213 Hie Jesus replaces corpus hoc when Ser¬
vetus is speaking of the one born of God in the incarnation.
Similarly at 289-290, propria passio corporis in the manuscript
gives way to proprium hominis, and likewise with carnis. Un-
happiness with the draft's use of corpus with reference to the
human Jesus may account for the omission of lines 119-122,
which I have above attributed to haplography in the printed
version.
Other variants reveal no Tendenz. At line 367 the printed

text clearly recalls Tertullian's tagFiunt, non nascunturChris-
tiani (Apol. 18.4), but Servetus had long been familiar with his
works. The workmanlike simpliciore via replaces the classical
pinguiore minerva at 461-462. Concedentes seems less appro-
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priate for simple folk's acknowledgment ofJesus as Christ than
the manuscript's credentes (105), but the published text's co¬
herence is improved by the omission of lines 87-89. Not only
are they out of place between the itemizing of the three heads
and the beginning of the discussion of the first of them, but
Servetus has already, in the printed version, presented Jesus as
the ostium and via at line 79.
If we may judge from these few pages, Servetus seems to

have made numerous but mainly minor changes to his first
draft of theRestitutio. The effect was greater clarity and preci¬
sion at many points rather than any detectable change of sub¬
stance, although some concern to guard against being mis¬
understood may be present. Most obvious is the disappearance
from the publication of 1553 of the historically invaluable auto¬
biographical elements in the manuscript.

NOTES

1. Henri Tollin could identify 30 or 40 copies in the first years after
publication (E. Doumergue,Jean Calvin: Les hommes et les choses de
son temps, 7 vols. [Paris, 1899-1927], 6:272 n. 8). For early circula¬
tion in Italy, see Alexander Gordon, "Miguel Serveto-y-Reves. II,"
TheologicalReview 15 (1878), 412,426n. Cf. also S. Kot, "L'influence
de Servet sur le mouvement antitrinitaire en Pologne et en Transyl-
vanie," in B. Becker, ed., Autour de Michel Servet et de Sebastien
Castellion (Haarlem, 1953), pp. 72-115; M. Balazs, "Die osteuropii-
ische Rezeption der Restitutio Christianismi von Servet," in R. Dan
and A. Pirnat, eds., Antitrinitarianism (Leiden, 1982), pp. 13-23.
2. G. Ongaro, "La scoperta della circolazione polmonare e la dif-

fusione della Christianismi Restitutio di Michele Serveto nel XVI
secolo in Italia e nel Veneto," Episteme 5 (1971), 3-44. For a MS at
Paris, see E. F. Podach, "De la diffusion du 'Christianismi Restitutio'
de Michel Servet (1553) au XVIe siecle. MS 14 de la Bibliotheque du
Protestantisme a Paris," Bulletin de la Societe de I 'Histoire du Protes-
tantisme franqais 99 (1952), 251-264, and "Die Geschichte der
'Christianismi Restitutio' im Lichte ihrer Abschriften," in Becker,
Autour de M. Servet, pp. 47-61. This MS includes both excerpts
derived from another (lost) MS (copied from an exemplar of the 1553
edition attested in Cologne around 1580 but otherwise unknown),
and an incomplete text of the Restitutio copied, perhaps not directly,
from another MS in 1560-61.
3. For bibliography, J. F. Fulton, Michael Servetus, Humanist and

Martyr (New York, 1953), pp. 84-92. The 1790 Nuremberg edition-
cum-facsimile by C. G. vonMurr (Fulton, p. 90) was photographically
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reprinted by Minerva of Frankfurt in 1966. It is not free of faults (see
below). On the MSS see also Jose Baron Fernandez, Miguel Servet:
Su Vida y Su Obra (Madrid, 1970), pp. 142-170, and the Spanish
translation ofmost of the Restitutio by Angel Alcala and Luis Betes,
Miguel Servet: Restitucion del Cristianismo (Madrid, 1980), pp. 48-
57. Alcala has translated the rest in Miguel Servet: Treinta cartas a
Calvino (Madrid, 1981).
The fullest account of the publication is given by Doumergue,/ean

Calvin 6:254-275.
4. Deposited in the library in 1695. (See David Cuthbertson, A

Tragedy of the Reformation: Being the Authentic Narrative of the
History and Burning of the "Christianismi Restitutio" 1553 [Edin¬
burgh and London, 1912], pp. 25-29. On the faults of this book see
Gordon in The Christian Life and Unitarian Herald, May 18, 1912,
p. 235.) R. Willis, Servetus and Calvin (London, 1877), p. 535, knew
of only two copies, but in 1878 in The Athenaeum, no. 2635 (April
27), p. 541, reported the rediscovery of the Edinburgh copy (cf.
Cuthbertson, Tragedy, pp. 23f.; Gordon, "M. Serveto-y-Reves. II," p.
412n.).

5. Cuthbertson, A Tragedy of the Reformation, pp. 38ff., citing a
letter of 1910 from Alexander Gordon. Cuthbertson claims (pp. 29f.)
to provide a transcription of the first page of the MS, but instead
reprints the text of the equivalent printed pages.
6. R. H. Bainton, Hunted Heretic: The Life and Death ofMichael

Servetus 1511-1553 (Boston, 1953), p. 221, recorded that E. Morse
Wilbur made a complete transcription.

7. Gordon, "Servetus and America," The Christian Life and Uni¬
tarian Herald, Oct. 24, 1925, p. 360; Bainton, "The Present State of
Servetus Studies," Journal of Modern History 4 (1932), 89 (cf. 75),
and Hunted Heretic, pp. 73f., 88 (Servetus probably had South Amer¬
ica in mind).

8. Cf. Bainton, Hunted Heretic, pp. 90f. E. Bullon y Fernandez,
Miguel Servet y la geografia del Renacimiento, 2nd ed. (Madrid,
1929), gives Servetus' account (pp. 199-203), partly translated by C.
D. O'Malley, Michael Servetus: A Translation ofHis Geographical,
Medical and Astrological Writings (Philadelphia and London,
1953), p. 37. For bibliography, see Fulton, Michael Servetus, pp.
60-65.

9. Restitutio, p. 333.
10. Ibid., pp. 603-604.
11. Ibid., p. 333.
12. Ibid., p. 603.
13. Alcala and Betes, Restitucion, p. 533 n. 75; cf. p. 122 n. 14.
14. Bainton, "The Present State," p. 75. The same applies to the

title, "Nineveh Unrepentant," of ch. 4 of Hunted Heretic, which
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1531-32.
15. Alcala and Betes, Restitucion, p. 122 n. 14.
16. CO 8 (CR 36):486.
17. CO 8:495.
18. CO 8:xxxi.
19. Doumergue, Jean Calvin 6:257-261.
20. Another unnoticed point of contact between our MS and one

of Servetus' additions to Ptolemy's Geographia deserves to be men¬
tioned. In a section De Hispania et eius ad Galliam comparatione(Latin in Bullon y Fernandez, M. Servet, pp. 189-196; English inO'Malley, M. Servetus, pp. 25-29), he says that the Spanish "infelic-iter discunt, ut alibi potius quam in ipsa Hispania hispanum doctuminvenias. Semidocti iam se doctos putant, sapientiam maiorem quamhabeant simulatione et verbositate quadam ostentant" (p. 194). Theautobiographical confession found only in the MS (lines 52-66) sug¬gests that Servetus is here analyzing the Spanish mind from some
painfully acquired self-knowledge. He was barely out of his teenswhen he first essayed to treat of such weighty wisdom "cum de his
nihil essem ab homine doctus." Recognizing his tender youthfulnessand ineloquence he almost abandoned the cause completely, "cumnondum essem satis instructus."
This parallel may add force to Gordon's surmise ("Servetus andAmerica," p. 360) that Servetus began his first draft of the Restitutio"about 1541."
21. See n. 4 above.
22. CO 8:837. See Bainton, Hunted Heretic, p. 160, for a long-lasting confusion between these Restitutio pages and others fromCalvin's Institutio. It goes back to Gachet d'Artigny, "Memoires"

(see n. 25 below), p. 98, and is found also in Weiss, "Calvin, Servet"(see n. 26 below), p. 400.
23. Parker, John Calvin: A Biography (London, 1975), p. 120.24. Bainton, Hunted Heretic, p. 153.
25. Gachet d'Artigny, "Memoires pour servir a l'histoire de Michel

Servet," in his Nouveaux memoires d'histoire, de critique etde littera-
ture, vol. II (Paris, 1749), pp. 55-154 at p. 84. Cf. Doumergue, JeanCalvin 6:281f.; CO 8:838 n. 1 (where the reference to the Index
being on the verso of the title page derives not from Gachet d'Ar¬
tigny, as though he had inspected these pages, but from the CorpusReformatorum editors).
26. Gachet d'Artigny, "Memoires," p.'88 (cf. N. Weiss, "Calvin,Servet, G. de Trie et le tribunal de Vienne," Bulletin de la Societede I'Histoire du Protestantisme franqais 57 [1908], 397). Furtherreferences to these "quatre feuilles" appear at pp. 89, 90f., still onMarch 17, i.e., before any further material evidence ><"<-



290 Part Three: The Sixteenth Century
from Geneva. According to Bainton, Hunted Heretic, p. 258 n. 5, the
documents found by Gachet d'Artigny were subsequently destroyed.
27. CO 8:805. Bainton, Hunted Heretic, p. 198, summarizes as

"half of the first quire."
28. CO 8:283; Doumergue, Jean Calvin 6:260-261.
29. CO 8:486.
30. CO 8:xxxi.
31. CO 8:751; for the date cf. Doumergue,Jean Calvin, vol. 6, pp.

263-265, esp. 265 n. 2.
32. CO 8:734 n. 2.
33. CO 8:743-749.
34. See Bainton, "The Present State," pp. 90-92, for the page

equivalence.
35. According to one reading of de Trie's third letter to Arneys in

Lyons (last day of March 1553), the MS of the Restitutio had been in
Lausanne for two years (CO 8:843; cf. 734 n. 2; Bainton, Hunted
Heretic, pp. 158, 259 n. 14; Weiss, "Calvin, Servet," p. 399). See
Bainton, "The Smaller Circulation: Servetus and Colombo," Sud-
hoffsArchivfur Geschichte derMedizin 24 (1931), 374, for the Paris
MS's Lausanne link. The MS in Servetus' hand must have been back
in Geneva by August 1553.
36. Gordon, "M. Serveto-y-Reves. II," p. 429n.; Bainton, "The

Smaller Circulation," pp. 371-374; Alcala and Betes, Restitucidn, p.
53, referring to p. 377 (= Restitutio, p. 202), where just before the
Greek quotation from Philo that the MS lacks, one of its words (skia)
appears in Greek in the MS alone. Unfortunately the other Greek
quotation from Philo occurs in a section of the Restitutio which the
MS lacks altogether (p. 200, line 37, to p. 201, line 24; Bainton
"Smaller Circulation," p. 374 n. 1).
37. Gordon, "M. Serveto-y-Reves. II," pp. 417-421; Bainton, "The

Smaller Circulation," p. 373; Hunted Heretic, p. 153.
38. Alcala and Betes, Restitucidn, pp. 55,109f., for an explanation

of their methods. Variants in the Edinburgh MS are noted at pp. 120
n. 4, 121-123, 130 n. 24, 137 n. 50, 140 n. 66.
39. Facsimiles in Alcala and Betes, Restitucidn, facing pp. 145 and

272 (Edinburgh) and 336 (Paris). On the Paris hand, see p. 54; it is
not yet excluded that it may be Servetus' own. The Edinburgh MS
had to be at least once, but perhaps only once, removed from Ser¬
vetus' autograph. To fit the gap in the printed book, it had to be
recopied on pages of the right size, with the writing area likewise,
and the textual continuity from f.l0v to p. 17 just right. This circum¬
stance allows for its text to be very close to Servetus' own.
40. Gordon, "M. Serveto-y-Reves. II," p. 417n.
41. Ibid. Cf. Bainton, Hunted Heretic, p. 148: Servetus kept "ei¬

ther copious notes or another draft." The former would have been
inadequate.
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42. CO 8:751 with n. 5.
43. Bainton, "The Present State," pp. 77-78 (with some imprecise

references); CO 8:xxxiii-xxxiv, 649-714; Alcala, Treinta cartas, p. 71
(translation based on Murr, not the 1553 text; note taken of the
Corpus Reformatorum collations).
44. Alcala and Betes, Restitucidn, p. 382 n. 35 (cf. 374 n. 3).
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David F. Wright
61:4 (1989), 291-300

Homosexuality: The Relevance
of the Bible

The subject of homosexuality is very much at the forefront of
Christian ethical discussion at the present time. Some of the
debate is highly technical, and Mr Wright has entered into it
elsewhere (see n. 4) to correct mistaken interpretations. We are
grateful to him for this essay written at a more popular level; it
was originally presented as a Seminar at Dartmouth College,
Hanover, NH, and is printed as delivered.

It has become almost a commonplace in the contemporary
discussion of homosexuality—whether ethical, theological or
ecclesiastical-disciplinary—that the Bible has little or no direct or
specific light to cast on our modern problems. This verdict may
be illustrated by the words of Robin Scroggs:

Not only is the New Testament church uninterested in the topic, it has
nothing new to say about it ... Biblical judgments against
homosexuality are not relei'ant to today's debated

This broad position, which is standard fare in liberal writing,
may be said to rest on a single conviction—that the biblical texts
are invariably found to be talking about or alluding to only
something quite different from what poses the real dilemmas
today. The difference may vaiy from text to text, but the points of
reference or concern to the biblical writers do not match ours.

This paper seeks to challenge this consensus, or at least to put
some sharp questions to it, by means of a re-examination of the
main texts and of the processes of reasoning commonly applied to
them. In the bygoing it should provoke discussion about the
criteria or methods whereby we assess the relevance of biblical
material to present-day issues. For convenience I will follow the
biblical order—which does not imply importance or priority.
Each text of course merits extended exegesis, which it is
impossible to provide in this context.

1 The New Testament and Homosexuality (Philadelphia 1983), 101, 127.



292 The Evangelical Quarterly
Genesis 19—the Sodom Story

The non-sexual interpretation (pioneered by D. Sherwin Bailey,Homosexuality and the Western Christian Tradition, 1955, and
borrowed, often slavishly, by a number of laterwriters) has had afar longer innings than it deserves, and is now rarely put into bat.It was perhaps an inevitable and needed corrective. But how do
we know what the Sodomites wanted to do to Lot's guests, andwhether they sinned in so wanting? Bailey and others have made
much of the fact that references to their misconduct and fate
elsewhere in the Old Testament (e.g. Ezk. 16:4GfI) never explicitlymention their homosexual gang rape but only their neglect of the
poor, inhospitality, etc. It was the intertestamental literature that
brought out the homosexual interpretation, which became
ubiquitous in Hellenistic Judaism.
But what should surprise us in this? It was only whenJudaism

encountered homosexuality in the Greek world, chiefly in theform of pederasty, that it became more than a marginal issue.
Homosexuality scarcely surfaced as a domestic concern in
Israel—or in rabbinic Judaism, for that matter. By what criterionshould the interpretation ofa passage be determined by the rest ofthe biblical tradition's interest in it? It is not as though the sexualreading is excluded by any subsequent comment.
This is not to minimize the importance of the revisionist

treatment of the passage. Much more was wrong with theSodomites than homosexuality, and perhaps much that was more
reprehensible. The language of'sodomy' is indefensible. But this
consideration cannot be allowed to exorcize the sexual element
from the text, or make it morally equivocal.
The same would need to be said to the argument that what

was damnable in the Sodomites' endeavour was not its homo¬
sexuality as such but the violence of its homosexuality—theattempted rape.

Leviticus 18:22, 20:13
The textual meaning here is not in dispute. Although the precisephysical form of homosexual intercourse may not be certainlyidentifiable, no body of opinion claims that this is at issue—as
though what is banned is only a posit in parallel to heterosexual
congress, but not necessarily other forms, such as anal inter¬
course.

Two reasons are commonly advanced for limiting the scope ofthe Levitical law—the ritual context of the Holiness Code, and thecultic context of the proscription of Egyptian or Canaanite
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religion. They may be two sides of the same coin, and are in any
case not easily separable. The claim is made that the prohibition
is no more of general reference or lasting import than the ban on
cutting your beard in a certain way (19:27) or making a garment
out of two different materials (19:19) or intercourse during
menstruation (18:19) and so on. Since we no longer entertain
similar notions of ritual impurity or are faced with homosexual
behaviour associated with heathen idolatory, this part of the
Mosaic law has nothing to say to the permanent-loving-
preference type of homosexuality.
The argument has to recognize that many other unambigu¬

ously sinful acts are also encompassed by the Levitical code, such
as bestiality (18:23) and child sacrifice (18:21), the immediate
neighbours of 18:22, and adultery (20:10) and incest (18:Gff).
These chapters undoubtedly place a great mixture of activity and
conduct under the ban, but is there no way of discriminating
between the more and less grave?
Another way to pose the issue is to ask whether the Mosaic law

reprobated behaviour simply because the Canaanites indulged in
it. This would presumably mean that it condemned everything
the Canaanites did, which is scarcely a tenable possibility.2 Is it
not eminently more reasonable to argue that the Canaanites'
cultic homosexual prostitution (if that is what it was) provided
a further reason for avoiding Canaanite religion—because
homosexual relations were unacceptable on more fundamental
grounds than their contextual association with pagan cult? After
all, the Israelites did not need, one assumes, to be informed about
the Canaanite practice of child sacrifice before they could know
whether it was permissible for them to dispose of their children in
this way. To put it another way, is it conceivable, from what else
we know about Mosaic or Israelite ethics, that child sacrifice or

homosexuality would have been tolerated if disinfected of their
Canaanite associations?
In any case, the argument goes on, the whole of the Levitical

legislation lapsed in the Christian church:
It would simply not have occurred to most early Christians to invoke
the authority of the old law to justify the morality of the new: the
Levitical regulations had no hold on Christians and are manifestly
irrelevant in explaining Christian hostility to gay sexuality.2

■ See CI. Wenham, 'Homosexuality in the Bible', in Tony Higton (eel.), Sexuality
and the Church (Hockley, Essex, 1907), 31.

■'
J. Boswell, Christianity, Social Tolerance and Homosexuality (Chicago,
1980), 105.



294 The Evangelical Quarterly
This sounds like a historical statement (i.e. rather than an
assertion ofwhat they should have done, on theological or ethical
grounds). In the context it considerably underestimates the early
Christian citation or appeal to the two verses in question.4 It also
misses a weightier consideration which I will raise below.

Romans 1:26-27

Two or three main arguments are commonly advanced againstdiscerning here a permanent position for Christian ethics to
adopt. For many interpreters, Paul's diatribe is merely preformedtradition, typical of the strictures passed on the immoral world byHellenistic moralists such as Philo and Plutarch. It is entirelyconventional, contributes nothing distinctively Christian, and
may tell us little about the behaviour of real people in Paul's day.Others discount the passage by highlighting, as with Leviticus

» (and the two cases are ofien felt to reinforce each other), the links
between idolatry and perverse sexuality. Even if it is not cultic
prostitution that is in view, Paul is indicting activity that issuesform corrupt religious roots (w. 23,25) His horizon does not
extand beyond the consequences ofworshipping creatures rather
than the creator. He is surely not saying anything of the highlymoral homosexual monogamy of faithful Christians.
And ifyou attempt to counter this disqualification by drawingattention to Paul's argument from nature, the reply comes backthat it is a veiy versatile, not to say slippery or devious, device in

Paul's hands: does not 'nature' teach us that long hair is
degrading for a man (1 Cor. 11:14)? Nature may be nothing morethan convention, fashion, common use and wont. Paul is not
propounding an argument from natural law or even a conviction
based on the doctrine of the creation ofhuman nature, male and
female.
John Boswell's ingenuity delivers a further coup de grace. Paulhas in view only those individuals who abandoned their own

natural dispositions in order to engage in same-sex behaviour—
contrary to their nature. They are in fact heterosexuals who defytheir own heterosexuality.5 This interpretation has not been
without its followers, but need detain us least of all. Its atomistic
concept ofnature seems to me to require a highly contrived, not to
say esoteric, reading of the passage. It also entails in Paul an

4 For the evidence see my article 'Homosexuals or Prostitutes? The Meaning of
aQoevoxoitcn (1 Cor. 6:9, 1 Tim. 1:10)', in Viyliac Cliristianae 38 (1984),
125-53.

r' Op. cit., 108-12.
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awareness of the difference between homosexual and hetero¬
sexual natures that most students of the subject find nowhere in
antiquity. It would enable one to distinguish between two types of
homosexual practitioners—in Bailey's terms, between perverts
and inverts.
What few have sufficiently weighed is Paul's linking together of

male and female same-sex conduct. What is for us an instinctive
association was veiy rare in antiquity, not least because female
homosexuality is rarely mentioned.'' Prior to Paul I know of only
two writers who subject them to common condemnation—Plato
and Ps-Phocylides.7 Scroggs, who makes much of the character of
the Pauline material as merely 'preformed tradition', is aware of
the difficulty of pointing to any relevant 'preformed tradition' in
this case, but is not thereby deterred.
The linkage has implications beyond the question of Paul's

originality, to which we shall return. It bears .also on his
meaning, for the parallelism strongly suggests that Paul gives us
something like a generic condemnation of homosexuality. This is
to say, he sees beyond particular forms of same-sex relations or
same-sex relations in particular contexts to what it is that enables
one to lump both female and male conduct together. For if, as
most scholars hold, the only pattern of male homosexuality that
Paul could have known or dreamt of was pederasty, there is no
counterpart on the female side. From what we know of the latter,
the arguments used to limit Paul's animadversions to pederasty
and so to disenfranchise it cannot be applied to the unnatural
relations of woman with woman.

Indeed, the equivalence in Romans 1 bids us not be so
dismissive towards Paul's appeal to nature. This is assuredly a
widespread category in the moral writers of the Hellenistic era,
particularly as a result of the influence of Stoicism. But the
allusions in the chapter to divine creation (w. 20,25) justify us in
believing that the argument from nature has to be taken with
great seriousness. In my view its force is not lessened by invoking
the active/aggressive v. passive/receptive form of gender expec¬
tations to which it often gave rise. What has to be shown (and I
firmly believe the onus ptobancli lies on this interpretation) is
that Paul did not believe that male and female were created for
each with complementary sexualities grounded in the distinctive
constitutions of their sexual organs.

11 See Scroggs, op cit., 140—1, and B. Brooten, 'Patristic Interpretations of
Romans 1:26', Studia Pati istica 18:1 (Kalamazoo, Ml, 1985), 287-91.

7 Cf. Scroggs, 131, 141.
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Before advancing certain more general considerations per¬

tinent to Romans 1 we must turn to the last textual evidence to be
considered.

1 Corinthians 6:9, 1 Timothy 1:10
We have in fact already passed in review the major factors that
lead many commentators to refuse to allow any abiding ethical
significance in the occurrences in these two verses of the Greek
term arsenokoites.
For Scroggs and his ilk, Paul and the Paulinist have simply

taken over a conventional vice-list from the moral literature of
HellenisticJudaism or even secular Hellenistic writers. As such it
tells us nothing in detail about his attitude to particular forms of
behaviour; it serves merely to convey a generalized outlook on
society. It bears little or no relation to the kind of people the
Corinthian Christians may previously have been, or indeed to the
ills of their Corinthian milieu. Its 'traditional form . . . forbids an

assessment in terms of the contemporary scene, as if, for example,
we had to do with a realistic description of conditions in
Corinth'."
The tradition determines that Paul could have in mind only the

particular form of male homosexuality that was culturally
dominant, namely pederasty, as analysed by Kenneth Dover and
others. It is to the undesirable features of that kind of relationship
that arsenokoites refers, and not in principle to same-sex
intercourse. Some writers, including Scroggs, believe that we can
more closely define the meaning of the term. Both of its uses
condemn very specific forms of pederasty; 1 Timothy has in view
'the enslaving of boys or youths for sexual purposes, and the use
of these boys by adult males', and 1 Corinthians condemns only
'the active partner who keeps the rnalakos (effeminate call-boy)
as a "mistress" or who hires him on occasion to satisfy his sexual
desires'." Scroggs holds in particular that insufficient regard has
been had by historians to homosexual prostitution, which enables
us to interpret the arsenokoites as an exploitative, aggressive
participant in this commerce. I think Scroggs is entangled in a
deep inconsistency—between identifying the Pauline vice-lists as
essentially 'preformed tradition' and discerning in the two
occurences ofarsenokoites not only surprisingly precise forms of
pederasty but two different expressions of it. The two elements in

" H. Conzclmann, I Corinthians (tlcrnwneia; Philadelphia, 1975), 101.
" Op. cit., 108.
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his case are linked together by such profound analytic insights as
the following: 'it is not hard to imagine that Paul's basic attitude
toward pederasty could have been seriously influenced by
passing a few coiffured and perfumed call-boys in the market¬
place'.10 Chacun a sa imagination!
Professor Boswell is almost alone in questioning whether

anything homosexual is involved in this Greek term at all. He
concludes that it denotes 'male sexual agents, i.e. active male
prostitutes, who were common throughout the Hellenistic world
in the time of Paul',11 who may have serviced male or female
clients. He reaches this position by construing the word in a
manner calculated to evoke from classical linguists only scornful
derision. It does not mean 'those (males) who lie with males' but
'males who lie with' others, whether male or female. Compounds
ofarren—when spelt with rs instead of rr make it the subject or
qualifier of the second element, not its object. This is patent
nonsense; the difference is purely dialectal.12
What Boswell and many other winters (but not Scroggs) have

failed to notice is the significance ofPaul's choice ofarsenokoitai,
which is not attested before 1 Corinthians. Whether Paul coined it
we cannot tell, but it is certainly a coinage of Hellenistic
Christianity or Judaism. What should by now have occasioned
more surprise is that, if Paul or his source wanted to condemn
pederasty, he did not use one of the many words or phrases
currently in common use to refer to it. Instead he employed a
new term—and one fashioned on the basis of those Levitical
prohibitions:

meta arsenos ou koiinethese koiten gynaikos (18:22)
koimethe meta arsenos koiten gynaikos (20:13)

One clearly need look no further for the inspiration of this Jewish
or Christian neologism. Scroggs recognizes this (although he
inclines, in my view implausibly, to seeing the Greek term as the
equivalent of the rabbis' semi-technical phrase based on Leviticus
—mishkav (b)zakur, but the difference between us is not great at
this point). But he then devises for the word a meaning that
forgets its provenance. Boswell's eccentric etymology at least has
this much in its favour, that it faces up to the word itself.
Confirmation of the derivation of the word from the LXX of

Ibid., 43.
" Op. cit,, 344.
12 See my extended refutation in the article cited in n. 4 above, and my paper

'Early Christian Altitudes to Homosexuality' forthcoming in Stadia Patristica,
for a broader critique of Boswell's handling of patristic material.
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Leviticus comes from what is probably its next occurrence, in the
Sibylline Oracles 2:73. Here it is found in what may be one of the
Christian interpolations of theJewish base, but it is more likely to
be ofjewish origin, for it appears in a section closely related to the
Hellenistic-Jewish gnomic wisdom collection known as the
Sentences of Ps-Phocylides, although arsenokoites itself does not
occur in the latter. Ps-Phocylides, according to its latest editor,
originated in Alexandria roughly between 30 BC and AD 40. The
relevant part of the collection, which appears in veiy similar form
in the Sibylline Oracles, betrays heavy Levitical influence.
Now no-one claims that Leviticus had pederasty in mind! Paul

has in fact adopted or fashioned a term which is little more than a
substantival transcript from Leviticus (LXX) and which speaks
simply of males sleeping with males. Oddly enough, despite the
liberal consensus, the New Testament at no point obviously refers
to pederasty at all. ft might be overarguing to claim that Paul in

* his choice of language seems to have deliberately avoided the
plethora of terms current to denote pederasty, but if he had
wanted to condemn only pederasty, let alone only the highly
specific vices detected by Scroggs, he went a veiy odd way about
it.
It may be thought that this argument is too etymological,

recalling the shades of Kittel and the pre-Barr era. It is true of
course that had Paul used an explicitly pederastic word, it would
not have followed that he meant by it solely pederasty. For so
dominant was the pederastic form of homosexuality that its
vocabulary had come to refer to other forms, almost generically.
Thus Hellenistic Jewish writers like Philo talk about the Sodom¬
ites as pederasts. This usage has persisted even to the present day;
cf. our 'rent-boys', who are normally adults. The early medieval
penitential literature similarly speaks of adult partners in
homosexuality as 'boys'. My argument from arsenokoites does
not stand alone, but forms a double cord with the distinctiveness
of Romans 1:26-27.
In particular, the argument that Paul is merely retailing

preformed tradition is decidedly shaky. Scroggs persists in it
despite the fact that he cannot point to any source that Paul may
be presumed to have known which combines a condemnation of
both male and female homosexuality in the manner of Romans 1.
Nor is the situation with the vice-lists quite so clear-cut with
respect to the Pauline verses. Many a commentator claims that the
vices itemized in these two verses derive from the common

content of many such lists, but hardly anyone provides firm
evidence to back this up. The exegete's and the translator's
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quandary over arsenokoites arises in part precisely from the lack
of plain parallels in lists earlier than 1 Corinthians.11
It need not be a corollary of derivation from conventional

moralistic wisdom that Paul/the Paulinist is not addressing a
concrete context in these letters. The selection made from pre¬
existing vice-catalogues may reflect the writer's awareness of the
local problems or the social composition of the church.14 Is it in
any case a sound or reasonable deduction from the use of
traditional material that its user cannot he directing or adapting it
to a live audience or real-life situation? This is a useful point at
which to draw out some general considerations in conclusion.

General Considerations

How can we determine, if Paul does not use specific language,
that he has only specific abuses in view? Such an assertion is in
effect the stance of Scroggs et multi alii, although it has too often
rested on inadequate linguistic analysis. One might ask the
converse: ifa writer attacks pederasty in an unmistakable manner
but uses the vocabulary of 'male' rather than 'boy', would we
again be required to conclude that his hostility was without pre¬
judice to his estimate of any other form of homosexuality? I have
argued that the distinctiveness ofboth the word arsenokoites and
the content of Romans 1:26-27 at least prima facie reveals Paul
extrapolating from the particular to the general. Why should the
fact that the only form of homosexuality Paul could have known
about at all directly was pederasty, whether involving prostitution
or not, be allowed to dictate the conclusion, in the face of
linguistic evidence to the contrary, that he could not have been
passing a broader judgment, and that his opinion of other
patterns of homosexuality is quite indeterminable?
My rebuttal of such a position is twofold: not only has

insufficient regard been taken of the precise originality of Paul's
statements, but also inadequate heed been paid to what else we
know of Paul's mind, which is neither so inaccessible that we
may father upon him some of the wilder speculations found in
this area of discussion, nor so 'cribbed, cabined and confined' by
the phenomena of contemporary society that he was incapable of

1:1 Cf. Conzelmann's silence ad loc. (102) on the occurrence of this particular
term in other lists.

14 See an argument to this effect for 1 Cor. C> by 1'. Zaas, '1 Corinthians G:9ff: Was
Homosexuality Condoned in the Corinthian Church?', Society of Biblical
Literature Seminar Papers 11:17 (Chieo, CA, 1979), 205—12.
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formulating a moral judgment with a reach beyond the imme¬
diately observable. 1 find it quite inconceivable, from what else I
know of Paul's mind, e.g. on the significance of the one-flesh
heterosexual union, that he could have countenanced any model
of same-sex genital relationship. This assessment ofmine (which
I merely summarize rather than substantiate at length) confirms
me in 1113' conclusions drawn from a close analysis of Paul's
particular statements. Scrogg's failure is partly one of inadequate
scrutiny of the trees and partly one of missing the wood for the
trees.
A final issue concerns the question of originality in another

sense. What if we decide that Paul has nothing to say about
homosexuality that goes beyond the wisdom of the Old Testament
and later Judaism? Does it devalue his strictures if they display
nothing distinctively Christian? I leave aside here the question
whether nothing of a distinctively Christian kind about homo-

* sexuality can be deduced from what Paul says elsewhere about
sexual relations (e.g. in 1 Corinthians 6). My answer to my own
question wall not be hard to predict, for I have discerned special
significance precisely in the fact that in arsenokoites Paul
deliberately sided with the Lcvitical ban. But quite apart from
this, Conzelmann's comment is pertinent:

The fact that Christianity takes over the Jewish ethic must be
theologically understood. Christianity regards itself not as a new
system of ethics, but as a practical exercise of the will of the long-
known God.15

While I doubt if this can be viewed as wholly satisfactoiy as a
generalization, Christianity's adoption ofJewish ethical attitudes
should not of itself be treated as somehow sub-Christian or

negligible. Plenty ofevidence from antiquity could be advanced to
show that you did not have to be Jewish, or even Stoic, let alone
Christian, to condemn pederasty as contrary to nature. WI13'
should Christianity's sharing of common ground with earlier
traditions be sufficient cause not to take it seriously?
What price originality? I conclude that Paul's lay partly in

being unoriginal. Although Paul said remarkably little about
homosexuality (which may in itself be open to vaiying hypo¬
thetical explanations), what he does say reveals a remarkable
originality', in part by adopting the broader perspectives of the
tradition that derived from the Old Testament and from Leviticus
in particular.
,n Op. cit., 101.
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Lariy Kreitzer
Nero's Rome: Images of the City

on Imperial Coinage

Illustrated articles are rare in our journal, but in this essay Dr
Kreitzer, Dean of Regent's Park College, Oxford, demonstrates
visibly the light that can be shed on the historical setting of the
NT by a consideration of numismatic ei'idence. The drawings of
the coins were produced by Rosemary Lehan.

That Paul the Apostle intended to visit Rome on his way to Spain
is clearly recorded in his letter to the Roman church (Rom.
15:24). Whether he ever did manage to get as far as Spain, and
when, is a matter of considerable scholarly debate.1 Certainly we
know that Paul eventually made it to Rome and stayed there for a
considerable time, perhaps as long as two years or more (Acts
28:11-31). But the account in Acts breaks off so abruptly that we
are left wondering what happened to Paul afterwards. In all
probability he was executed in Rome under Nero in late AD 64 or
early 65 in the turmoil following the great conflagration.- By the
end of the first centuiy and the beginning of the second century
AD Christian writers were already beginning to speak of Paul's
martyrdom in Rome under the Emperor Nero (AD 54-68) as a
factual matter.11
Assuming that this early tradition about Paul's martyrdom rests

on historical fact, we can safely deduce that Paul did indeed
manage to visit Rome as he had hoped, but that he was frustrated
1 On this question, see: Robert Jewell, Dating Rant's Life (London, 1979),
44—46.

- Jewett, Op. cit., 46, suggests a date range for Paul's execution from spring of
AD 62 to August 64.

:l 1 Clem. 5, written about AD 96, speaks of both Peter and Paul as martyred
saints in language which seems to suggest them as recently killed, that is to
sav, within living memory of those being addressed. The most likely setting
for this martyrdom would have been the Neronic persecutions which arose
following the gr eat fire in Rome inJuly ofAI) (54. Similarly, Ign. Ram. 4:2—3,
written about AD 110, speaks of his own impending martyrdom and
contrasts himself with both Peter and Paul in this context. The Muratorian
Canon (lines 38-39), (written about AD 200?) also speaks of Paul's intended
journey to Rome.
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The Meaning and Reference of
"One Baptism for the Remission of Sins"
in the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed

D.F. Wright, Edinburgh

The creed that most of the Christian world knows as the Nicene Creed, and
that patristic scholars commonly refer to by the first letter (C or K) of
Constantinople, enjoys unparalleled ecumenical acceptance. The significance
of the phrase with which this paper is concerned ("one baptism for the
remission of sins") has taken on increased importance in the light of the
intensified interest in baptism in recent ecumenical discussion.1 Yet it is a
phrase that very rarely attracts more than passing attention. I have yet to find
a single extended examination of it.2 Students of the Constantinopolitan
Creed concentrate on far weightier matters,3 and students of baptism in the
fathers hardly ever mention it.4 Perhaps :t is assumed on all sides that the
meaning of the clause is self-evident. It is the contention of this paper that it
is by no means as straightforward as it might appear — or as its free and easy
citation by theologians might suggest.
We are faced with at least two main issues: 1. the meaning of "one" (ev

1 Cf. P.C. Empie and T.A. Murphy (eds.), Lutherans and Catholics in Dialogue l-lll
(Minneapolis, n.d ), pi. II: One Baptism for the Remission of Sins.

2 I have not seen W. Beinert, Das Glaubensbekennlnis der Oekumene. Eine Auslegung des
Nizanisehen Glaubensbekenntnisscs (Freiburg, 1973). There are brief discussions in older works,
e.g., Johann Caspar Suicer's Symbolum Niceno-Consiantinopolitanum Expositum (Utrecht, 1718),
pp. 361 fT.; A.P. Forbes, A Short Explanation of the \icene Creed (Oxford and London, 21866),
pp. 292fT.

3 E.g., J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds (London, 31972), p. 160: I. Ortiz de Urbina, Nicee
el Constantinople (Histoire des Conciles Oecumeniqucs I; Paris, 1963), p. 189; A.M. Ritter, Das
Konzil von Konstantinopel und sein Symbol (Forschungen zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte 15:
Gottingen, 1965), and in C. Andresen el al.. Die Lehrentwkklung im Rahmen der Katholizital
(Handbuch der Dogmen- und Theologicgeschichte I. Gottingen, 1982), pp.206-14; K. Lehmann
and W. Pannenberg (eds.). Glaubensbekenntnis und Kirchengemeinschaft. Das Modell des Konzils
von Konstantinopel (38!) (Dialog der Kirchen 1; Freiburg and Gottingen, 1982).

* E.g., G. Kretschmar, "Die Gcschichte des Taufgottesdienstes in der alien Kirche", in
Leiturgia. Handbuch des evangelisclten Gottesdienstes, K.F. Miiller and W. Blankenburg (eds.),
vol. V (Kassel, 1970); B. Neunhcuser, Taufe und Firmung (Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte
"//-i. r-—:iobiv r f p, Rnrnish. The Meaning of Baptism: A Comparison of the Teaching
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ParcTtagct);5 and 2. the significance of the confession not of "one baptism"
without qualification but of "one baptism for the remission of sins". We will
begin with this second question, which raises what may be called the
"reference" of this credal statement.
The sharpness of this question is inescapably focused by the interpretation

given in the late John Burnaby's The Belief of Christendom, which is subtitled
A Commentary on the Niccne Creed (London, 1959). His concern is more
scriptural than historical, but he explains "one baptism" as "one baptism for
infants and adults", and insists that baptism's "mystical washing away of
sin" must mean the same thing for infants and adults alike (pp. 162, 164).
This explanation takes us to the heart of the issue.
The historical meaning of the clause should presumably be sought in the

works of those Greek fathers of the fourth century who may be judged closest
to the circles in which the Creed, or this particular part of it, was formulated
and adopted.This requires that we look to Cyril of Jerusalem and the
Antiochene theologians, such as Chrysostom and Theodore, as well as to
Epiphanius and the Cappadocians. Such evidence as may be gathered from
these fathers makes it clear that new-born infants were not baptized for the
remission of sins for the very simple reason that they had no sins requiring
remission. John Chrysostom is the most explicit witness. In his Catechetical
Instructions he enumerates ten gifts of baptism, to correct those who think
that the only gift it confers is the remission of sins. "It is on this account that
we baptize even infants, although they have no sins, in order that they may be
given the further gifts of sanctification, righteousness, filial adoption ,.."7
Nearer to the Council of 381, one of Gregory Nazianzus' poems refers to
baptism as a seal and a remedy (uko<;) for adults but only a seal for infants,8
while his oration on baptism similarly regards the sacrament when administe¬
red to infants as strengthening them against sin rather than cleansing them
from it.9 Gregory of Nyssa's treatise On the Untimely Death of Infants (PG
46,161-92) is written, according to N.P. Williams,10 "in the complctest
apparent unconsciousness of any idea that a newly born babe is as such
subject to God's wrath or stained with any kind of sin", and his baptismal
sermon On the Day of Lights declares that the newly-minted Christian
emerging from the baptismal water is as free from accusations and penalties

5 For (he text see the critical edition of G.L. Dossetti, II Simholo di Nicea e di Co.stanlinopoli
(Rome, 1967), p. 250.

6 Cf. the studies listed at n. 3 above.
1 Instr. 3:6 (ed. A. Wcngcr, pp. 152, 154; tr. P.W. Harkins, p. 57).
" Carmina 1.1.9, lines 91-2 (PG 37, 464). In similar fashion Astcrius depicts baptism as given

to a child for its protection against demonic assault and heresy (Homil. in Ps.s. 12:4, cd.
M. Richard, p. 82).
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as the new-born baby." Cyril of Jerusalem's Catecheses show no awareness
of infant baptism, but he leaches that we come into the world sinless and now
sin of our free will (4:19). Moreover, Cyril tells us that the creed of the
Church of Jerusalem acknowledged "one baptism of repentance (pexavoiuc;)
for the remission of sins" (18:22), which rendered the clause more obviously
inapplicable to the newborn.12 The second creed at the end of Epiphanius'
Ancoratus speaks more briefly of "one baptism of repentance".13
The conclusion is inescapable. Although the evidence is not abundant

(partly because infant baptism was clearly exceptional in the Greek Church
for most of the fourth century14), enough is available to establish that "one
baptism for the remission of sins" could not have been understood to
encompass the baptism of babies. If the Creed's original meaning is allowed
to determine its meaning for later centuries, then its confession of "one
baptism" is of very limited direct relevance to subsequent baptismal practice
among the Churches of both East and West.
For the meaning of the numeral "one" there are a number of possibilities,

not all mutually exclusive, but the main candidates seem to boil down to two:
(i) "one" in the sense of Ephesians 4:5 — "one Lord, one faith, one

baptism". This phrase "one baptism" is misinterpreted far more often than
our credal clause. The context puts the meaning beyond doubt. Paul is talking
about the common baptism received by all Christians, the one and the same
baptism which unites them in one Lord and one body. A temporal reference,
excluding rebaptism, for example, is as inappropriate as it would be for "one
Lord" and "one faith".
(ii) "one" in a temporal sense, perhaps parallel to, and grounded in, the

once-for-all character of the saving work of Christ. The clause is most
frequently interpreted in this way, as affirming the unrepeatability of baptism,
but a further narrowing of its meaning may be possible, or even required:
A. Does the Creed reflect the consensus, firmly established by now at least

in the Latin West, that those who had received baptism in heresy or schism
should not be rebaptized on admission to the Catholic Church?

B. Or does it relate instead to the early Church's persisting preoccupation
with the problem of post-baptismal sin?

1' Ed. E. Gcbhardt, in W. Jaeger el ai, Gregorii Nysseni Opera, vol. IX (Leiden, 1967), p. 224.
12 A.A. Stephenson, "The Text of the Jerusalem Creed", Studio Palrislica III, ed. F.L. Cross

(TU 78; Berlin, 1961), p. 307.
11 Ancor. 119:11 (ed. K. Holl, p. 149). The creed in Ancor. 118:9-13 (Moll, pp. 146f ), which is

virtually identical to C, is widely regarded as an interpolation. Cf. B.M. Weischer, "Die
ursprungliche nikanische Form des ersten Glaubenssymbols in Ankyrotos des Epiphanios von
Salamis", Theologie u. Philosophic 53 (1978), pp. 407-14.
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The evidence points unmistakably to the second of these possibilities. "One
baptism for the remission of sins" — and here again the specification of the
purpose or benefit of baptism is important — declares that the washing away
of sins in baptism may be received only once. This is how Cyril of Jerusalem
explains the words in his Procatechesis:
"A person cannot be baptized a second or a third time. Otherwise, he could say: 'I
failed once; the second time I shall succeed'. Fail once and there is no putting it right.
For [there is] 'one Lord, one faith, one baptism'. It is only heretics who arc rcbaptized,
and then because the first [baptism] was no baptism".

Thus Cyril interprets the phrase in a manner that explicitly denies that it
debars the rebaptism of those baptized at the hands of heretics. Speaking to
neophytes Chrysostom warns them to "be alert to prevent any second
contract [i.e., of debt from post-baptismal sins]. For there is no second cross,
nor a second remission by the bath of regeneration. There is remission, but
not a second remission by baptism".15 On other occasions also he denies that
there is any second baptism to cancel sins committed after baptism.16
Theodore likewise insists that, "As we will not receive a second renewal, so
we should not expect a second baptism, just as we hope for but a single
resurrection".17
That this is the correct explanation of the clause finds confirmation from

other considerations. In the first place, the possibility of Western influence,
reflecting the recognition of schismatic baptism and hence exclusion of re-
baptism established in the controversies of the third and fourth centuries,
seems extremely unlikely. Western Creeds hardly ever include an explicit
mention of "baptism", let alone "one baptism", even in North Africa.18
Secondly, the Eastern attitude to heretical and schismatic baptism was much
less uniform than the Western. We have already cited Cyril of Jerusalem, and
one need refer further only to the long discussions in Basil's two letters to
Amphilochius on the canons,19 and to the Apostolic Constitutions' ban on
recognizing baptism "conferred by wicked heretics" (6:15). Thirdly, it is a
major pastoral concern of the Cappadocians and Chrysostom that baptism
should not be indefinitely deferred.20 At first sight, the credal affirmation
that no second baptismal repentance and remission are available to the
" Insir. 3:23 (cd. A. Wenger, p. 164; tr. P.W. Harkins, p.63).
16 Cf. De Peniecoste I (PG 50, 463); Homil. in Eph. 11:1 (PC 62, 79-80).
11 Catech. Homil. XIV: 13 (cdd. R. Tonneau and R. Devreesse, p.439).
" For the evidence cf. A. Flahn, Bibliothek der Symbole und Glaubensregeln der Allen Kirche

(Brcslau, 31897), pp. 17, 25, 27f„ 40f„ 59, 62, 64, etc.
10 Epp. 188:1, I99:XX, XLVII. On the so-called canon 7 of Constantinople (381) see

W. Bright, The Canons of the First Four General Councils (Oxford, 21892), pp. 119-23. Astcrius
speaks of a child who, through a heterodox father or mother, was baptized and yet not baptized
but rather plunged (tcaTF.|)ajcda0T|) into heresy (Homil. in Pss. 12:4, ed. M. Richard, p. 82).
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baptized might seem to militate against this concern, in tending to confirm
the procrastinating in their reluctance to take the plunge. From another
angle, however, it reinforces the fathers' emphasis on the seriousness with
which baptism must be sought.
It would be misleading to give the impression that none of the fathers

whose testimony is pertinent to ascertaining the original significance of the
baptismal clause in the Constantinopolitan Creed, ever understood the one¬
ness of "one baptism" in ways other than that isolated above. The constraints
of this communication allow no consideration of other interpretations.21 But
the paper claims to have identified the fundamental meaning and scope of the
phrase for the fathers in question.
Nor on this occasion can we broach the larger hermeneutical questions

about a text like the Creed of 381, which has had a long history, and has
made history, in the experience of the Churches. What recognition should be
given to the extended meanings that it has acquired in the course of the
centuries? Would we be justified in according to a clause such as "one
baptism for the remission of sins" a far wider reference than could ever have
crossed the minds of its fourth-century formulators?
The last word must lie with historical study. Patristic scholars surely fulfil

their proper function when they remind dogmatic theologians and ecumenical
conversationalists that this Creed did not fall from heaven, expressed in
timeless, unconditioned language. It must be interpreted in its historical
matrix. When this is done, we conclude that "one baptism for the remission
of sins" has little to say to the major issues of baptismal debate in the late
twentieth century, and indeed that its reference solely to the baptism of
responsible penitent sinners severely qualifies any application to broader
questions about "one baptism".
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EARLY CHRIS TIAN ATTITUDES TO HOMOSEXUALITY

D. F. Wright

In another communication during this Conference Dr. Bernadette Brootcn ad¬
vanced grounds for dissenting from the thesis of John Boswell's book Christianity,
Social Tolerance and Homosexuality (Chicago and London, 1983) in so far as it touches
011 patristic views of lesbianism.1 The aim of this paper is to summarize reasons for
deeper dissatisfaction with his work, which deals chiefly with male homosexuality.
This critique is restricted to the age of the Fathers (the book itself goes up to the
fourteenth century), on which Boswell sums up his conclusions as follows:

The early Christian church does not appear to have opposed homosexual behaviour per
se. Ihe most influential Christian literature was moot on the issue; no prominent
writers seem to have considered homosexual attraction 'unnatural,' and those who ob¬
jected to physical expression of homosexual feelings generally did so on the basis of
considerations unrelated to the teaching of Jesus or bis early followers. Hostility to gay
people and their sexuality became noticeable in the West during the period of the dis¬
solution of the Roman state—i.e., from the third through the sixth centuries—due to
factors which cannot be satisfactorily analyzed, but which probably included the disap¬
pearance of urban subcultures, increased governmental regulation of personal morality,
and public pressure for asceticism in all sexual matters. Neither Christian society nor
Christian theology as a whole evinced or supported any particular hostility to homosex¬
uality, but both reflected and in the end retained positions adopted by some govern¬
ments and theologians which could be used to derogate homosexual acts. (p.333)

Not much has been written about early Christian attitudes to homosexuality after
the New Testament period. One of the merits of Boswell's work is to have opened
up the subject in an entirely fresh way, with great frankness and sensitivity. It pro¬
vides the fullest collection available so far of patristic material 011 homosexuality.
The book won various awards and nominations and received prominent treatment
in Newsweek and rave reviews 011 both sides of the Atlantic, sparing 110 superlatives:

John Boswell restores one's faith in scholarsh p as the union of erudition, analysis and
moral vision. I would not hesitate to call his book revolutionary . . . (It) sets a standard
of excellence one would have thought impossible.2

Indubitably one of the most profound, explosive works of scholarship to appear within
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recent memory . . . On a first reading I found tlie book overwhelming, on a second
merely stunning.3

One of those rare books which is so exciting simply because it is so good.4

Some medievalists have given the volume a more critical reception, but no exam¬
ination of the patristic sections has yet appeared in print. Robert M. Grant's short
review in Christian Century 98 (fan. 21, 1981) pp. 60-61, praised it as an excellent
start' in rescuing its subject from obscurity but also posed some critical questions.
Boswell's edifice is certainly impressive but closer acquaintance (overcoming the
difficulues presented by his frequently inaccurate references) exposes ever-widening
cracks. This paper can do no more than present a selective summary of its weaknesses.

Untenable Interpretation of Biblical Texts

Boswell denies the presence of a homosexual element in the Sodom and Gibeah
incidents ^Genesis 19, Judges 19). This view has had a fair innings since D. Sherwin
Bailey's Homosexuality and the Western Christian Tradition (London, 1955), but surely
now deserves to be quietly put to rest.5
A long appendix (pp. 335-353) discusses the meaning of (StQcevoxofxrig in 1 Cor

6:9, 1 Tim 1:10, concluding that it denotes 'active male prostitutes', i.e., hgaevo-
does not indicate the object of -xofxqg but qualifies it adjectivally. Among his sup¬
porting arguments Boswell claims that in compounds the &qqevo- spelling has objec-
tival force and Aqoevo- adjectival. In fact the difference is merely dialectal, with no
implications whatsoever for meaning.6 The obvious background to this linguistic
formation which first occurs in Paul is the LXX of Lev 18:22 (pexd &qoevoc; ot)

xoi|rT|0i)(Tq xotxqv) and 20:13 (xotpqOt) pexct agaevog xotxqv. Other evidence, such as
its occurrence in the Sibylline Oracles, confirms the view that the word originated in
Hellenistic Jewish or Jewish-Christian circles. The early Latin, Syriac, and Coptic
renderings concur with the interpretation Boswell dismisses.
Similar grave reservations are merited by Boswell's explanations of the Levitical

verses and Rom 1:26-27.

Misleading Minimising of the Influence of the
Biblical Texts on Patristic Opinion

One reviewer has prophesied that 'It will be hard to forget Boswell's demonstra¬
tion that the sin of the Sodomites was recognized by centuries of rabbinic and
Christian commentary as primarily an offense against the law of hospitality, only
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secondarily if at all as sexual misbehaviour'.7 Boswell cites four authors who give a
non-homosexual interpretation of the Sodom story. Of these one (Ambrose, Ab¬
raham 1.6.52) patently identifies homosexual malpractice, two (Cassian, Instit. 5.6,
and Isidore, Sent. 2.42) condemn the Sodomites' foul depravity without being more
specific, and the fourth (Origen, Homil. on Gen. 5.1) leaves his readers guessing. In
reality, no patristic source excludes a homosexual interpretation, and many unmis-
takeably entertain it.s On this point Sherwin Bailey is a more reliable guide to the
Fathers.

Boswell believes the Levitical prohibition lapsed with the whole Holiness Code in
apostolic Christianity and thereafter. He acknowledges that Clement of Alexandria
and the Apostolic Constitutions exceptionally cite it as authority against homosexual
acts, but he fails to mention other Fathers who did so.9 Moreover, as shown above,
the LXX of Leviticus lies behind the key New Testament term, diQaevoxofxqg.

1 have dealt at length elsewhere with patristic occurrences of dpoevoxofxqg and ci¬
tations of 1 Cor 6:9 and 1 Tint 1:10.10 Here only a few comments can be made.
Boswell claims that Chrysostom never used it or any of its derivatives, but his own
evidence contradicts him. One use occurs in immediate connexion with a reference
to the Sodomites' lusting after young men (jxcuolv EJiepafvovxo).11 Boswell ignores
altogether a clear occurrence in Hippolytus: Naas committed adultery with Eve and
dQoevoxoixia with Adam (Refut. 5.26.22-23). He also has failed to notice a signifi¬
cant parallelism between two versions of a threefold listing of sexual sins in early
Christian writings which almost certainly derives ultimately from Hellenistic Jewish
vice catalogues. Although the order varies, the first two terms are normally poixEfa
and JtOQVEta, while the third is either jtaibocpOoQia or ctQOEVoxoixta. Patristic writings
suggest a straight continuity between Hellenistic Judaism's aversion from jtaibocpOogfa12
and Pauline condemnation of aQoevoxotxfct. Boswell both exaggerates their non-
use of the Pauline text and misinterprets some instances of its admitted use.13

Exaggerated Significance Attached to 'the Attitudes of Christian Ascetics'

Boswell attributes to what he calls 'the attitudes of Christian ascetics' the main in¬

spiration for the eventual condemnation of homosexual activity. He discusses them
under four headings:
1. Animal Behaviour

Although strange arguments drawn from popular Hellenistic zoology are found in
Barnabas and Clement of Alexandria, there is no evidence of their widespread im¬
pact on patristic thinking. In the Latin West only a sentence in Novatian and an

epigram of Ennodius, both cited by Boswell, exhibit the Alexandrians' interpreta¬
tion of the Mosaic ban 011 eating the hare. In any case one finds opposing applica¬
tions of zoology to homosexuality among the Fathers—not only 'this is how animals
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behave', but also 'not even animals behave this way'.14
2. Unsavoury Associations
3. Concepts of 'Nature'
Boswell persistently argues that most Christian writers were unaffected by Stoic or
similar concepts of'nature'. He interprets Rom 1:26-27 in terms of the character of
individuals (heterosexuals, for whom homosexual acts were contrary to their na¬
tures), and denies the importance of considerations of 'the natural order' in much
of the subsequent tradition. Even Augustine's objections to homosexual behaviour
stigmatize it merely as 'incongruous, contrary to human custom, . . . odd and un¬
familiar' (pp.150-151). Confs. 3.8.15 seems clear enough, however: 'The offences
which are contra naturam are ever and everywhere to be detested and punished,
such as were those of the Sodomites . . . The divine law did not so make men that
they might use themselves in that way'. A long list of Christian writers in East and
West depict homosexual intercourse as in conflict with man's created nature.15
4. Gender Expectations
Contempt for a man's sexual passivity towards another man, whereby he plays the
woman's role, is clearly an element in the condemnation of homosexual practices by
writers like Clement of Alexandria and Salvian. It is also found in John Chrysos-
tom, but only in one of his many passages on the subject,16 so that Boswell exagger¬
ates in identifying it as the 'single powerful hostility' which animates his antagonism
to homosexuality (p. 157). In assessing other Fathers' references to men assuming
the position of women in intercourse, it has to be remembered that Lev 18:22,
20:13 set a precedent in describing male homosexuality in this way. Furthermore, (he
argument about 'gender expectation' is but a form of the 'contrary to nature' argu¬
ment. Female passivity is embodied in the receptor-role of woman in intercourse ac¬
cording to nature. Failure to accord sufficient weight to the natural order in the
thought of Fathers like Augustine, Lactantius, and Cyprian has led Boswell to mis¬
conceive the force of this particular 'ascetic attitude'.

Exaggeration of Prevalence of Homosexual Relationships Among Christians

While there is no doubting that some Christians, both lay and clerical, indulged in
homosexual acts (even if the pictures drawn by moralists such as Chrysostom and
Salvian may be larger than life), Boswell is wide of the mark in asserting that 'many
prominent and respected Christians — some canonized — were involved in rela¬
tionships which would almost certainly be considered homosexual in cultures hostile
to same-sex eroticism. . . . To a contemporary observer of social trends, it would
probably have seemed that the examples of Ausonius and Paulinus or Perpetua and
Felicitas would in the end triumph over the hostility of Ambrose and Augustine'
(pp. 135-136). These are the only two relationships he cites - a narrow and, in both
cases, insubstantial basis for such a grandiose affirmation.

/uinutles to t lomosexuality

The conclusion must be that for all its interest and stimulus Boswell's book pro¬
vides in the end of the day not one firm piece of evidence that the teaching mind of the
early Church countenanced homosexual activity. If Ausonius, who enjoyed
homosexual literature and riddles, counts against this, he was scarcely representa¬
tive, at best a half-baked Christian. It is true that active homosexuality was rarely
singled out by the Fathers for execration as 'the sin of sins'. They may even be said
to treat the subject with a degree of reserve. But what they do say leaves little room
for debate: homosexual behaviour was contrary to the will of God as expressed in
Scripture and nature.

Edinburgh
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Robert Estienne's Nova Glossa Ordinaria
A Protestant Quest for a Standard Bible Commentary

D.F. Wright

The importance of the Glossa Ordinaria for the understanding of the Bible in
the later medieval church is well established. It was 'der einflussreichste
Bibelkommentar des hohen Mittelalters'.1 Scholars frequently refer to it as the
'Standard Commentary on the Bible'.2 Although the compilation of Anselin
of Laon and his assistants was extensively supplemented by later collectors,
especially Peter Lombard and Hugh of St. Cher,3 the Glossa remained one of
the two 'most important tools of biblical scholarship devised in the Middle
Ages... the main vehicle for the accumulation and transfer of thought'.4*

*

Yet the fortunes of the Glossa Ordinaria in the sixteenth century remain little
investigated. Louis Bouycr's judgement that Erasmus ignored it has been shown
to be premature.5 Erasmus is apparently the only biblical interpreter in the
Reformation century whose attitude to and use of the Glossa have been speciallystudied.6 Luther's dependence on it, not only for his access to the Fathers in
his early years in Wittenberg7 but also, for example, in his Genesis lectures of
1535-45,s is obvious enough but has yet to be thoroughly examined. Even the

1. H.J. de Jonge, Erasmus und die Glossa Ordinaria zum Neuen Testament, in: Ncdcrlands
Archicf voor Kcrkgcschicdcnis 56 (1975-76), 51.

2. R.LP. Milburn, The People's Bible'. Artists and Commentators, in: G.W.H. Lampc (ed.),The Cambridge Historyof the Bible (hereafter CHB) II, Cambridge 1969,294; cf. B. Smallcy,The Studyofthe Bible in theMiddleAges, Oxford 19522,366-367; G.R. Evans, The Languageand Logic of the Bible. The Earlier Middle Ages, Cambridge 1984, 37-47.
3. On the development of the Glossa sec B. Smallcy, op. cit., and in Theologische Realcn-

zyklopddie 13 (1984), 452-457.
4. R.H. Rouse and M.A. Rouse, Statim Invenire. Schools, Preachers, and New Attitudes to the

Page, in: R.L. Benson and G. Constable (cds.), Renaissance and Renewal in the Twelfth
Century, Oxford 1982, 201, 207.

5. Erasmus in Relation to the Medieval Biblical Tradition, in: CHB II, 492: 'there is no relati¬
onship at all between Erasmus and the medieval biblical tradition'.

6. Dc Jongc, art. cit.; E. Rummcl, Erasmus'Annotationson the New Testament, Toronto 1986,
69f., 76f. with notes.

7. P. Polman, L 'element historique dans la controverse religieuse duXVIe siicle, Gcmbloux 1932,9-10, with further literature.
8. Sec the indexes to the translation in the 'American Luther', J. Pclikan (cd.), Luther's
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printing of the Glossa has still to be catalogued.'

The Protestant who took the influence and status of the Glossa Ordinaria most
seriously was Robert Estienne (c. 1500-1559), the eminent scholar-printer who
removed from Paris to Geneva in 1550.'° From 'the Olive-Tree of Robert
Stephanus' in that city there issued on January 13, 1553 a folio volume entitled:

In Euangclium secundum Matthacvm, Marcvm, ct Lvcam Commcntarii ex Ecctcsiasticis
Scriptoribvs Collccli, Nouae Glossac ordinariac specimen, donee Meliora Dominvs.

It was followed the next year by a French version:

Exposition continuclle & familicrc sur les IIII. Evangelistes, S. Matthiev, S.Marc, S. Lvc,
S. lehan, Rccucillie des expositions des plus scauans Docteurs Ecclesiastiqucs. Par Laqucllc
on peut voir combicn les Glosses ordinaircs & Postillcs que le temps passe on a bailie au
pcuplc Chrcstien en lieu dc I'Euangilc, l'ont csloingnc & d'estourne dc lesus Christ...

This differs from the Latin not only in omitting Estienne's preface and in covering
all four Gospels. A cursory examination shows that it is not a straightforward
translation of the Latin. It is now also markedly rarer than its predecessor."
The extent of its divergence from the Latin remains for future investigation. The
rest of the present essay will be concerned with the Nova Glossa of 1553.

The character of Estienne's compilation has largely gone unnoticed. That it is
'a sort of Protestant replacement'12 for the medieval Glossa Ordinaria is
evident from its title, but even Elizabeth Armstrong, to whose monograph on
Estienne all subsequent students are deeply indebted, describes it merely as
'derived from Fathers of the Church'.13 Of the notices of the Nova Glossa
I have come across, only two have been aware that Estienne has drawn, as he
states in his preface, 'not only from the old doctors of the church but also from
those who in our present age daily preach Jesus Christ purely and sincerely
without corruption' (f.*iiir; para.[10] in the translation below).14 Not least of

9. Cf. the comments ofM.H. Black and D.R. Jones in: S.L Greenslade (ed.), CHB III (1963),
421, 532; H.J. dc Jongc, art. cit., 53f, 71f

10. E. Armstrong, Robert Estienne Royal Printer, Applcford 1986', hereafter Armstrong. This
revised edition omits the appendices (269-288) of the first edition of Cambridge 1954.

11. There are copies in Geneva, the British Library (L.21 a.l; General Catalogue... to 1975 30,
86 - with Estienne named solely as publisher), and Boston Public Library, and no doubt
in a few other continental collections. Of the Latin there arc at least ten copies in the UK
and live in the USA. When asked by a visitor in late summer 1552 who discovered him
engaged in printing the Nova Glossa, who would buy and read it, Estienne replied 'Omnes
pii et docti' (Armstrong, 293). His Genevan editions appear to have been smaller than
his Parisian ones (ibid., 287).

12. T.H.L. Parker, Calvin's New Testament Commentaries, London 1971, 177.
13. Armstrong, 229.



the interesting features of the Nova Glossa is its use of ancient Fathers and
contemporary Reformers on equal terms as EcclcsiasticiScrip/ores'*What prece¬dents for such a canonizing of the Reformers might have influenced Estienne?He deliberately refrained from identifying his sources (f.*iiii'; para.[17]), butexamination quickly reveals (he use of Bucer, Osiander and Bullinger (and inthe French, of Calvin on John).16

The best introduction to Estienne's work is his own prefatory epistle, of whicha complete English translation is given below. It is significant for several reasonsin addition to the light it throws on his intention to replace the old Glossa witha new one. Elizabeth Armstrong points out that, apart from his 1552 Responsioto the censures of the Paris theologians, his 'only original published utteranceswere the prefaces to his learned works'." This particular preface has specialinterest as 'the nearest thing that we have to an account of Estienne's religiousdevelopment'.18 Its earlier paragraphs overlap to a considerable extent withthe narrative in the Responsio of his trials at the hands of the Sorbonne faculty.
The preface also highlights the place that the provision of a new 'standardcommentary' on the Bible occupied in Estienne's aspirations from the mid-1530sonwards. Although driven by 'pure scholarly curiosity' to improve the text ofthe Vulgate for his editions of the Bible, he also displays 'a continual attemptto combine the presentation of a scholarly edition with vulgarization, with some¬thing, that is, corresponding to a "Helps to the study of the Bible".'" If wetake the preface at face value (e.g. para.[3], and cf.[ 17]), some at least of hisannotated editions of the Bible, in whole or in part, should be viewed aspreparatory stages on the way to the goal of a new Glossa Ordinaria - the bestthat could be done in the circumstances of the time.

Commentary cx Ecclesiaslicis (scu Calvinianis) Scriptoribus...; H.J. dc Jonge, art. cit., 76f.15. In his letter to Simon Grynacus on his Romans commentary, after reviewing the effortsof earlier commentators, ancient andmodern, includingMclanchthon, Bullingcr and Buccr,Calvin reported that for some time he contemplated compilingquasdam velutiracemationespost ipsos atiosque rather than composing a perpetuum commcntarium afresh (G. Baum,E. Cunitz, E. Rcuss (cel.), loannis Calvini Opera quae supersunt omnia [= CO], vol.X.l,Brunsvigac 1871, 404). A racemus was a cluster of grapes. Tcrtullian (Apol. 35) used race-matio of gleanings after the vintage (post vindemiam), but the dictionaries record no otheroccurrence. (Peter Victorius' edition of Varro's Dc Re Rustica [Lyons 1541] derived fromracematio the verb racemari for an emendation at 3:9:1; J.M. Gcsncr, Scriptores Rei RusticaeVeteres Latini [Leipzig 1735], I, 345; Bibl. Tcubn. cd. G. Goclz [Leipzig 1912), 132.)lf>. H.J. dc Jongc, art. cit., 77 surmises that in the Latin a considerable number of passagesarc derived from Calvin. Sec para.[19) and n.37 below.17. Armstrong, xvi. They arc listed at 309f. At 321-40 she gives a translation of the Frenchversion of Esticnnc's Responsio.18. Ibid., 261, and cf. 262ff.
19. Ibid., 76.

1
Estienne's Nova Glossa never got beyond the four Gospels, but the project did
not die there. In the French Reformed pastor Augustin Marlorat, who was -
executed at Rouen in 1562, Estienne found the collaborator he had sought in
vain among the theologians of the Sorbonne. The preface by Robert Estienne's
son Henry to his (Henry's) edition of Marlorat's Genesis Cum Calliolica
Exposilione Ecclesiastica (1562) explains that the compiler was executing his
father's plans along lines agreed between the two and with resources supplied
to Marlorat by Robert. Marlorat's commentaries, like the Nova Glossa, await
further investigation,20 but one feature of them is worth noting here. They derive
their extracts not only from Fathers (and a fewmedievals) and Reformers alike
but from Reformers of every hue, from Lutheran, Swiss and Reformed. This
reflects the seriousness of Robert Estienne's quest for a new 'standard
commentary' to serve the churches of the Reformation.

* * *

In the following translation of Estienne's preface to the Nova Glossa, the para¬
graph divisions and numbers have been added by the translator.
Robert Stephanus to readers who sincerely love Christ - greetings.

1. It is now eighteen years and more21 since at Paris, where I had my business
established, I began to reflect on the expositions in the book which is commonly
called the Glossa Ordinaria and is highly regarded by the theologians. When asked
to print the book, I carefully investigated every way of improving it, both by
eliminating the faults in the text through collation with the sources from which
each of the glosses was derived, and also by recovering and reintroducing some
excellent extracts likewise taken from the ancient authorities, in line with the
intention of the one who devised this kind of volume of expositions drawn from
different authors.

2. So with great diligence I set about finding among the theologians and the
religious - both the ones called mendicants, beggars (for so they are), and those
who have rich and plentiful resources - someone blessed with ampler leisure
than I and willing and able to help me undertake this project with application
and energy. But after spending a great deal of time on this search with the utmost
thoroughness, I failed to discover a single personwilling to offer me any assistan¬
ce, even among those who claim to hold 'the keys of knowledge' to the Holy
Scriptures. They all commended my plan and my dedication and described the

20. Marlorat is not mentioned in CUB.
21. I.e. in 1534 or earlier; cf. Armstrong, 261 ('about the time of the 1532 Biblia'), 280 ('In

1535 or earlier'). But sec para.[3] and n.23.
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(ask as noble and sacred, but intimated that they lacked sufficient time and were
too busy. And so they were - drinking, and getting drunk, and stuffing their bel¬lies, for that is what keeps their whole life busy.22
3. When I perceived and reflected upon their attitude and deceitful spirit, whichmade them more of a hindrance than a help to me, I did not on that account
abandon my intention or set aside my plan, but instead examined how best to
make a start on such a large venture. I concluded that it would not be an
inappropriate beginning to produce a carefully corrected printing of our oldtranslation, with which could be combined at some stage a new version trulytranslated from the Hebrew. Thereafter I accordingly printed with great carefirst the ancient translation,23 and later added to it a new version, together withannotations drawn from Jewish commentaries and the lectures of Francis Vatable,
a very learned Hebraist and the Regius Professor in that language.24 Theseannotations were designed to teach a more fruitful reading of Scripture and toaid understanding by presenting such interpretation as could be given at thattime, when the thickest murk of ignorance pervaded everything, as it still doestoday. ,

4. But the theologians, so far from welcoming this start to the work and myzealous service, on the contrary took vehement and strident offence. It was no
thanks to them that I was not burnt and roasted once they realized that my firstefforts were set to expose all their false and godless interpretations. They com¬plained most vociferously, as though in presenting these annotations I was
condemning their own beliefs and received opinions.25 [f.*iiv]
5. After26 the Lord had rescued me from their bloody hands and made themsomewhat friendlier towards me, 1 promised them that I would pursue my planfor a new Glossa Ordinaria, ofwhich I had spoken to them before, provided they

22. Cf. the comments of Armstrong, 280.
23. His three-volume Vulgate folioBiblin of 1540 (1538-40); cf. Armstrong, 72-75,298; B. Hall,Biblical Scholarship. Editions and Commentaries, in CUB III, 66. It is possible that he isreferring to his 1532 Biblia, which he claimed 'is now for the first time more or less aswhole and complete as of old time the translator himself wrote it' (Armstrong, 72), butthe corrected Vulgate of 1540 marked a considerable advance on 1532 and is commonlyregarded as his masterpiece (ibid., 298).24 His two-volume octavo Biblia of 1545, which printed in parallel columns the Vulgate andthe new (1543) Zurich Protestant Latin version done by Leo Jud and others; cf. Armstrong,78. 298f.; Hall, op. cit., 66, 71.
25. On the proceedings against Eticnnc by the Sorbonnc theologians, prompted by their Louvaincolleagues, from August 1545 to December 1548 (when he was released from censurethrough the patronage ofHenry II), sec Armstrong, 174-193; F.M. i iigman, Censorship andthe Sorhonne (Travaux d'humanismc ct renaissance ; 157), Geneva 1979, 17, 56, 92-93.26. Armstrong, 262, gives a translation of paras.(5| to the middle of |8],
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were willing to help me with it. They promised me that they would. Observing,
however, and taking cognizance of their patent hostility and enmity to the blood
of Christ, without a true and perfect knowledge of which no-one can reach an
understanding of the Scriptures, I resolved to take my leave of them, wanting
no dealings or business whatsoever with such bitter enemies of Jesus my
Saviour.27

6.1 betook myself to the mountains,28 amid whose peaks savage and wild beasts
have their haunts, but I found among those mountains more humanity, genuine¬
ness and godliness than among the theologians, and greater recognition and grati¬
tude to their Creator than among those who, in innocent sheep's clothing,
maliciously seduce people from the true fear ofGod and prevent creatures having
access to their Creator through Jesus Christ. Here among the beasts I encoun¬
tered men who proclaim God's goodness as worthy of love and celebration and
preach both his grace and his mercy in their fullness, serving as Christ's ambassa¬
dors in his name. They so present him to their brethren and set forth his portrait,
as it were, before their eyes that the image and face of the Son of God, previ¬
ously unknown to me but now so splendidly depicted, and the new lineaments
and teaching of the gospel instilled in me the greatest amazement and astonish¬
ment.29 For I reckoned that I had hitherto made such progress in the knowledge
of Jesus Christ that 1 judged myself capable of being their teacher, whereas the
outcome was quite different - the opposite of what 1 supposed.

7. First I had thoroughly to unlearn the false and twisted teaching in which I
had been brought up by those false prophets and ungodly masters, in order to
learn my first elementary lessons in the Christian religion, in which I was ignorant
what faith was, and what the sacraments of baptism and the Lord's Supper were.
You can imagine what Glossa - what kind of Glossa - we would have published
if at that time the Lord had permitted me to make some progress in that task,
relying on the counsel of the enemies of truth.

8. Once I had removed myself far enough from those lowland wolves which

27. 'He seems to have experienced, as a result of his "reconciliation" with the Paris theo¬
logians, an entirely fresh feeling of revulsion against what they taught, brought home to
him by the renewal of contact with them and their work' (Armstrong, 261).

28. On the move to Geneva (rather than to Lausanne, which he first had in mind) sec
Armstrong 211-220.

29. Esticnnc may overdraw his earlier ignorance of the biblical gospel; Armstrong, 263. In his
Responsio to the theologians' censures, he contrasts in the starkest terms 'the deep darkness
of the kingdom of Satan' with 'his church in which shines the light, the only light of
salvation and life, which lights up all darkness' (tr. Armstrong, 324), but does not speak
of his own conversion. In November 1550 Calvin wrote to Farcl of Esticnnc as 'now wholly
ours' (CO XIII, 657).
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pollute the minds of everyone with their flatulence,30 and began to experience
among these mountains instruction in Christian piety and religion which comprises
God's Word and his sacraments, I consulted the Scriptures to ascertain whether
the teaching I was hearing agreed with them. Since our mind is wicked and
perverse, I expected to find some divergence and some noticeable omissions.

But - God be praised! - I found the greatest possible consistency, agreement
and concord. Indeed, what divergence could there be where the teaching is of
the one and only God, the Creator and Sustainer, and of Jesus Christ the Son
of God, the only Saviour, who according to promise presented himself as the
price of redemption for the elect and made full satisfaction, bestowing on them
his Holy Spirit to destroy the old nature with its lusts and to fashion the new
nature to that purity of life in which they can attain to eternal life?

9. When I had unlearned those primitive lies and had learned Jesus Christ who
is truth itself, I kept considering in my mind with what kind of service and
endeavour [f. *iii'] I could celebrate his holy name and thank him with the gloryand praise which he seeks from us in return for his supreme blessings to us. I
concluded that I could do nothing finer or more appropriate for my occupation
than to put into print the material from which his singular goodness and mercycould be known. This knowledge of God's perfect kindness, so necessary for
salvation, can be found only in the Holy Scriptures, and in their purest and truest
understanding, which is best provided by the most faithful expositions of their
interpreters. It is in them that God most clearly discloses and reveals himself
for our comfort and salvation.

10. Therefore, since I had consigned to oblivion neither my responsibility to God
nor that earlier plan -which in fact I felt clearly developing and strengthingwithin
me, I made a start and created as the firstfruits this new Glossa Ordinaria,
drawing interpretations not only from the old doctors of the church but also from
those who in our present age daily preach Jesus Christ purely and sincerelywithout corruption. Against the teaching of godliness in this work those raveningwolves ought not to be howling or barking like rabid dogs. But let them shout
and bellow and protest as they will; against their will the Lord will disclose
himself more and more each day and subdue his enemies before the feet of his
Son.

11. I am well aware that the theologians, especially in Paris and Louvain, and
allwho have been trained by these undying enemies ofJesus Christ,will condemn
these commentaries. They routinely condemn every book that mentions Jesus

.10. ? qui retro af]latu suo animos... inficiunt. Armstrong renders 'who back there infect withtheir hrcath' (262).
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Christ and especially the writers and interpreters who, enlightened and guided
by his Spirit, devote their elucidations to the increase of his glory and of the
purity of Christian living. But I consign these contumacious and rebellious
individuals to our God and Father and to his Son Jesus Christ, before whose
judgement-seat they will at some time soon be summoned and whose face they
will behold, on such terms that they will then be unable to bear the majesty and
severity as judge and avenger of the one they now reject, with the loftiest
indignation and arrogance, as king and shepherd and teacher.
12. Indeed, these teachers will readily and gladly accept, instead of the pure
teaching of Christ the Saviour, the teaching of that pernicious and godless
individual Francis Rabelais, an utter atheist, and his works entitled, no less impi¬
ously than tastelessly, Gargantua and PaniagnicI - except, of course, for the
passages where he insultingly slanders their venerable persons.31 As for the
satires and mockeries - scurrilous and even execrable - in which he most
disgracefully and shamelessly rails at God and his Son Jesus Christ and his
Scripture, their judgment about such utterances and godless humour finds in
them nothing evil or offensive and allows them even to read and hear them freely
for their mental delectation and pleasure. That this is their attitude can be easily
gathered from their total lack of effort or concern at any time to have his latest
book,52 in which this foulmouthed and blasphemous reviler acknowledges those
godless and blasphemous works as his own, burned along with its author. If he
had spoken about Jesus Christ purely and piously and seriously, as befits his
majesty, he would not [f.*iiiv] enjoy this impunity and licence, but would long
ago have been reduced to ashes together with his books.

13. Such is the infamous religion of the venerable theologians and conventual
monks, the one imitating the fierce voracity ofwolves, the others in their frenzy
surpassing even the savagery of rabid dogs. These firstfruits of a Glossa Ordinaritt
would never have won their approval and acceptance, but only immediate and
totally unjust condemnation on no other ground than their right and true teaching
that Jesus Christ is the corner-stone. In this reconstruction and restoration of
the edifice of the church, he has so regained and repossessed the key topmost
corner position, from which he had been discarded by these master-builders,
that he will fall on their heads and utterly crush them, despite all their endea¬
vours and efforts to lead everyone astray, from the least to the greatest. Wltv

11. It is for this uncharacteristic outburst against Rabelais 'hat Esticnnc's preface is best known:
sec Armstrong, 251 f.; A. Lcfranc, Rabelais et les Estienne, in: Revue du seizidmc sidclc 15
(1928), 356f., which gives a French translation of parts of paras. [11] to [14], Estienne had
earlier drawn on Rabelais for some of the definitions in his Dictionnaire fraitfois-latin
(15492); L. Saindan, Un lecteurde Rabelais entrc 1540 el 1549, in: Revue ties Etudes Rahelai-
siennes 8 (1910), 188-190.

32. Rabelais' Tiers livre (1546).



are they so arrogant as to suppose that, in hatching and pursuing this godlessand depraved conspiracy against the Lord, they will achieve any more than their
forefathers and mentors did - the scribes, Pharisees, Sadducecs, Hcrodians and
chief priests, in defiance of whom, though cruelly killed by them, Jesus Christ
reigns and will reign perpetually? It should not astound us if they devote all their
efforts and energies to the single aim of preventing any mention of this teaching.They call it new, although it was found in every tradition and phase of antiquity.It seems new to them, of course - as it did to us too - because, after having beenfor long unknown to mankind and completely buried in gross darkness, it has
now by God's matchless kindness been revived and renewed, so to speak, andhas emerged to human recognition in brilliant light. Thus restored to its beauty,it deservedly appears different from its earlier disfigurement.

14. This teaching imparts nothing else than repentance and faith in Jesus Christ,the mortification of the flesh and renunciation of everything displeasing to Godin the flesh and the world, and finally eternal life through the same Christ, whichin this world we already lay hold of by faith and hope while we await that blessed
resurrection of our bodies and perfect glory. This teaching - new and unfamiliar
to thdm,33 yet not unheard of - can in no wise please them, whereas everythingdoes which seems to conflict blatantly with it. Consequently it is not for their
benefit that we have undertaken the labour of compiling these commentaries,but rather for those who long for Christ Jesus in true faith yoked with love and
yearn for him, as the sole author of our salvation, with all their mind and heart.
To him I pray repeatedly and fervently that he will soon dispatch those accursed
wolves and all the godless and blasphemous Rabelaisians, Satan's teachers, and
eject them from his flock - which he will surely do at last when the time of the
abominations and delusions they bring into the world has run its course.
Meanwhile, by his most assured and just judgement, he allows them to reignin the midst of his people. Those who refuse to receive the teaching of truth
are bound to believe the deceptive spirits of error, who, under the pretext ofthe name ofChrist, teach that another than he is Saviour, and [f.*iiii'] mock the
one who created them by whose power they are also preserved in this life.

15. To prevent the deception propagated in their false and impious teachingbeing recognized by the untutored and totally blinded populace, these impostorsextort edicts from rulers sternly forbidding anyone to read the Holy Scriptures,

33. In his Rrsponsio Esticnnc quotes the brazen testimony of one Sorbonnc doctor: 'Itastonishes me that these young men quote the New Testament at us: myword, I was overfifty before I knew what the New Testament was' (tr. Armstrong, 325). Cf. the proverbialignorance of the bishop of Dunkcld: 'I thank God, that I never knew what the Old andNew Testament was!'. (D.F. Wright, Tlic Vomniot/n Bake of the Kirke'. The Bible in theScottish Reformation, in: Wright (cd.). The Bible in Scottish Life ontl Literature, Edinburgh1988, 162).

especially in French.34 They have perpetually on their unclean lips that common
blasphemy which calls the teaching of the gospel a kind of poison to the sou
- and for them it is certainly a teaching that makes for death, but for believers
who acknowledge Christ the Lord, for salvation and life. Thus they strive u
ensure by every craft and cunning that the people should not discern am
apprehend the falsity of their teaching - which can be detected and perceived
only by reading Scripture, where salvation and eternal life are promised and gua¬
ranteed to us through Jesus Christ. He always directs all his believing followers
to the same Scripture, so that on its basis alone they may grasp and recognise
their salvation.

16. But I must return to my programme. It will perhaps seem strange that, in
initiating this massive project of a Glossa Orditwria, we have begun with these
three Evangelists who on their own are apparently none too difficult for most
to understand (and have not been badly understood), even without the provision
of an exposition or explanation, so long as in them is sought Jesus Christ and
the benefits he gains us by his death, resurrection and ascent to the Father's
right hand. Yet readers will easily appreciate from merely perusing this volume
the difficulty it has caused and the great benefit to be expected from reading
it all through carefully and conscientiously. We have therefore put into people's
hands these three Evangelists, elucidated and printed by us, as a kind of trial,
submitting them to the church as a whole so that individuals can assess and
determine whether the venture will carry some value or none at all. Thereafter,
informed and guided by this experiment, we may embark on an undertaking likely
to be more beneficial.

17. Moreover, since we had earlier published annotations on the Old Testa¬
ment35 (which represented a start on this Glo.ssa Ordinaria such as could be
completed and produced at that time), we were keen to publish something
similar, or better still, on the New Testament. In such a production none should
expect that interlinear gloss which deceived many uninformed users, who were
unaware how it was compiled, and still have no desire to know. Nor has it been
our concern in this volume to cite by name the individual writers and interpreters
from whom these expositions have been harvested, lest a variety of names distract
the reader and especially since the authority of the Word does not rest in tin-
names of those through whom the Lord has spoken but solely in a sound and
true interpretation and explanation proceeding from the Spirit of God alone.
Nor also was it our intention in undertaking this task to assemble in these

34. E.g., the Edict of Chatcaubriant of June 27, 1551.
35. Probably his Latin editions with ample annotations of Libri Moysii qiiinqnc (1541; Armstrong.

77, 121) and of the Psalms and Canticles (1546), rather than his Hebrew Old Testaments
of 1539-44 and 1544-46.



u.l'. WRIGHT

commentaries the opinions of all or many writers and to compare them. We
have followed only the expositions which both lead straightforwardly to Christ,
to whom everything must be directed, and [f.*iiiiv] fully agree with the whole
of Scripture.

18. At the very time when I had begun to do the same for John's Gospel, there
was handed to me and submitted for publication the commentary on that Evange¬
list written by John Calvin,36 that most true and faithful minister of God and
Jesus Christ his Son - most faithful, I say, and most diligent and zealous in
seeking that his Lord be acknowledged and recognized in his church as Saviour
and be accordingly treated with all honour and extolled by all. (I will not be
deterred from declaring the truth about this faithful minister of Christ by the
malevolence of spiteful persons to whom all the ministers of Jesus Christ are
odious and despised - and even Jesus Christ himself accursed! How can such
people love his good and faithful servants when they do not love the Lord
himself, but treat him with the bitterest hatred? How could they accept the Lord's
conscientious and loving servants while rejecting the Lord himself and his Word,
and most shamefully desecrating his supreme dignity and majesty? No blame,
therefore, attaches to the finest and most faithful ministerswhen they incur hosti¬
lity, hatred and an evil and undeserved reputation from persons who resist the
reign of God's Son and on that account have a horror of his ministers.)

19. Since we had previously been helped by Calvin's very learned annotations
and expositions of the three Evangelists,37 we accordingly read also his manu-

36. Published by Esticnnc on December 31, 1552 (colophon, M.D.LIII. Prid. Cal.lan.), or January
1, 1553 (colophon, M.D.LIII. Cal.lan.). For the former, Parker, op. cit., 159, for the latter
CO XLVII.iii. The earlier date (sometimes misread as December 31,1553) is found in the
copies in the British Library and Cambridge University Library, the later in the two in
Geneva and those in Harvard and Yale. A letter of Calvin to Ambrose Blaurcr ofNovember
19, 1552, reported that Esticnnc had the commentary sub prclo (CO XIV, 413). H.M.
Adams, Catalogue of Books Printed on the Continent of Europe, 1501-1600 in Cambridge
Libraries, 2 vols., Cambridge 1967, places this and other productions of Esticnnc's Genevan
years in Paris; cf. I, 228, II, 705-708, 783.

37. Annotationibus, alquc lectionibus in tres Euangclistas. What were these? Calvin's com¬
mentary on his harmony of the Synoptic Gospels was first published, in both Latin and
French versions, in 1555. Although preceded and in part, no doubt, prepared for by Calvin's
(and others') expositions in theweekly Congregation, the Gospels Harmony did not feature
on these occasions until 1553 (Parker, op. cit., 22f.; CO XXI, 76). In any case,while these
expositions arc appropriately described as lectioncs, annotationes leads one to expect a prin¬
ted, or at very least written, form. (Elsewhere in Esticnnc's preface it always denotes printed
annotations.) Perhaps the punctuation should be given unusual weight, in which case
'Calvin s learned annotations' would be a general reference to his commentaries, but the
lectiones on the three Evangelists would still speak of otherwise unattested activity. There
is no evidence of Calvin s preaching on these Gospels in the period between Eslicnnc's
arrival in Geneva and his Nova Glossa, nor indeed earlier (cf. Parker, The Oracles ofGod,
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script commentary on John and concluded that its composition displayed the
thoroughness I was looking for.38 It omits nothing germane either to an expla¬
nation by a careful and scholarly interpreter or to understanding John, that most
attractive and serious and lofty Evangelist, but without superfluous verbiage,
occasionally citing others' opinions and judgements with approval, occasionally
criticizing them with the utmost modesty when they seem to diverge noticeably
from the writer's meaning.

20. So I have what previously I greatly wanted - commentaries by highly learned
men excellently suited for the compilation and construction of this Gloss. I pray
God that, just as he has met our aspirations in this beginning, so he may be plea¬
sed to prosper and help us in accomplishing and completing the rest. For our
part, we pledge to this task the attentiveness that will overlook nothing requiring
some explanation, not even the most minor conjunction like 'and, or, but', which
often present great difficulty.

21. Meanwhile, reader, of you I earnestly and insistently beg that you carefully
read these annotations or commentaries or Glossa Ordinaria - call them what
you will - and cordially advise me of anything you come across which may be
found wanting and can be improved or clarified. May you also ask God, the
Father of all mercy, through Jesus Christ his Son, to guide our gifts by his Spirit,
that we be able to honour him purely and blamelessly in body and soul, and do
such things as unceasingly serve his glory and praise and the advantage of his
church.

Farewell. In the year 1553 after Christ's nativity

London 1947, 35ff., 160).
38. Several copies of the Nova Glossa are found bound up wilh Calvin's commentary on John

(e.g. two in Geneva and four in Cambridge - UL, Gonvillc and Caius, Emmanuel, Peter-
house; the last two arc not in Adams). These copies normally sandwich Osiandcr's Hannonia
Euangelica between the two commentaries.
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Martin Bncer (1491-1551)
in England

DAVID WRIGHT

On November 12, 1991, a special service in Great St Mary's, Cambridge,
marked the quincentenary of the birth of Martin Bucer, Reformer of Stras¬
bourg, father of Calvinism1, and one of the earliest Regius Professors of
Divinity in the University of Cambridge. To John Bradford, Reformer and
martyr, he was 'God's prophet and true preacher', to Matthew Parker, later
Archbishop of Canterbury, 'a syngular gyft of God, a treasure hyddon, an
incomparable ornament', to Martin Luther 'that chatterbox' (and much
worse besides) and to Margaret Blaurer a dear 'fanaticus of unity' (the first
'ecumaniac'?). One whose 'remarkable piety and profound learning' pro¬
duced, in Cranmer's words, 'not a transient but an everlasting benefit to the
church' in England,merits some recognition on this half-millennial ann.ver¬
sa ry.

Yet at the same time, in the measured judgement of Professor Basil Hall
in 1977, it would be difficult to say anything new about the influence Bucer
exercised on the English Reformation.3 Bucer lived in England for less :han
two years— fromApril 24,1549 to his death overnight February 28 - March
1,1551. These montlis have been thoroughly chronicled and catalogued by
earlier investigators, especially Constantin Hopf (Hope) and Herbert Vogt.4
Close concentration on this final span of Bucer's life has occasionally
resulted in some loss of perspective, and an exaggeration of Bucer's irroact
in England. Can it be sustained that 'No professor ever taught atCambridge
for so brief a period and yetmade so deep an impression'?5 He did not know

1 'The type of church which we call Calvinistic or Reformed, is really a gift of Martin
Butzer to the world.... It is quite evident that the so-called Calvinist type of church
organisation originated very largely in Strassburg and in the mind of Butzer, whose
ideas Calvin put into practice... during the years from 1538 to 15-11, Calvin became in
many regards Butzerian.... His views on predestination and on the Lord's Simper
became more precise. In regard to these doctrines, he was, when he left Strassburg,
a pupil or follower of Butzer'. VV. Pauck, The Heritage of the Reformation ,2nd edn, GUP
1968, pp 91, 93, 90.

2 Howe we ought to take the death of the Godly, a Sermon made in Cambrydge at the burialI of
the noble Clerck. D. M. Bucer, London 1551, C iiiv; for the rest see the introduction to
D. P. Wright (tr. and ed), Common Places of Martin Bucer, Courtenay Libraty of
Reformation Classics 4, Sutton Courtenay, Appleford 1972.

3 'Bucer et l'Angleterre',inG. Livetef nf.,eds, Strasbourgaucoeur religieuxdu XVIe s'ccle,
Librairie Istra, Strasbourg 1977, p 401.

4 C. ftopf,Martin Bucerand the English Reformation,OUF 1946,11. Vogt,Mar tin Bucer and
die Kirclie von England, Minister 1968.

5 W. S. Hudson, The Cambridge Connection and the Elizabethan Settlement of 1559, Duke
University Press, Durham, NC 1980, p 59.
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English, and although he preached in Latin with exemplary regularity, he
was delighted when English-speaking preachers kept hurt out of the pulpit.
Since they taughtwhat they had learned from him, 'He itwas that spake and
preached... in othermennes parsones.'6

Formostofhis short time inCambridge, Bucerwas 'paynfully disquieted
and broken with syknes'; 'his immoderate paines in the great rigour of the
wynter'— despite the stoves provided by the generosity of Edward VI—
almost certainly hastened his death. The domestic distractions of 'sattelyng
and furnyshyng of hys howse and familie' added to his unhappiness.7 Like
Erasmus beforehim inCambridge (who also complained of the cold),he was
short ofmoney— despite King Edward's trebling of the stipend granted by
Henry VIII. There wasmuch to remind him that he was an alien in exile. In
his speech on receiving the University's Doctorate in Divinity, he referred to
himself as 'an old, sick, and useless foreigner'.

Yet Bucer's time inEngland remains intrinsically important. He was after
all the most substantial foreign divine (if we exclude Erasmus) to be
recruited to the service of church reform in sixteenth-century England,
challenged only by PeterMartyr in Oxford. His appointment to one of the
regius professorships at Cambridge sealed the ascendancy of Protestant
reform in theUniversity. He had a significant hand in the revision of the 1549
Book ofCommon Prayer, thus contributing to the 1552 Book which embodied
the genius of Anglican Protestantism.® In Cambridge, Bucer taught and
counselled the present and future leaders of the English Church, and in The
Kingdom ofChrist he reserved for almost his last publication his most com¬
prehensivemanifesto for the Christian Commonwealthwhich had been his
goal for a quarter of a century in Strasbourg.9 The University had been the
nursery of the English Reformation and would thereafter, under Elizabeth,
again be its most vital intellectual centre. Bucer could not have been better
placed to bring his wisdom and experience and scholarship to bear on a

6 Parker, Howe we ought, C iiv.
7 Ibid., D iiv, viv, iiii'.
8 The 1549 Book was itself indebted to the Cologne church order of 1543 (Engl, transi.,

A simple and religious consideration ..., 1547), which was largely Bucer's work; see the
little-known essay byHopf, 'Lutheran Influences on the BaptismalServices... of 1549',
in 'And Other Pastors of Thy Flock': A German Tribute to the Bishop of Chichester, F.
Hildebrandt, ed, CUP 1942, pp 61-100. Cranmer's copy of the Latin version Simplex
ac pia deliberatio, Bonn 1545, is now inChichester Cathedral Library; Cranmer Primate
of All England. Catalogue of a Quincmtenary Exhibition..., P. N. Brooks, ed., British
Library, London 1989, no. 61 (and 57 and 74 for other Buceran items). On the Cologne
book seeWright, Common Places, pp 465f.

9 See the interesting comments of J. N. King, English Reformation Literature, Princeton
University Press 1982, on De RegnoChristi (Kingdom ofChrist). As a New Year gift to
Edward VI, it was a 'Protestant courtesy book' that ignored the traditional issues of
court etiquette (p 169). The book's discussion of comedy and tragedy contributed to
the development of Protestant theories of their right use (pp 275f). Bucer fused
Erasmus's call for biblical drama with Protestant theology. He warned that when
crimes were portrayed, 'some dread of divine judgement and a horror of sin should
appear in them; no exultant delight in crime, or shameless insolence should be
displayed' (Kingdom of Christ II: 54; cf. W. Pauck, Melanchthon and Bucer, Library of
Christian Classics 19, SCM, London 1970, p 351).
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critical phase in the Reformation of the Church in England. It was by God's
decree, said Matthew Parker at his funeral, that Cambridge University had
'the last and moste learned part of his lyfe'.10
The Kingdom of Christ
Yet remarkably little of Bucer's corpus ofwritings was ever translated into
English. 'The tally ofBuceriana translated intoEnglish in the period covered
by Pollard and Redgrave's Short-title Catalogue is so trifling as almost to
suggest deliberate neglect.'11 Even De RegnoChristi (1550),which appeared
in French in 1558 and inGerman in 1563, thoughwritten in and for England
had towait until 1969 for a complete English translation, byWilheim Pauck,
who omitted the long section on divorce (chapters 22-46 of Book II) which
John Milton had englished in 1644. But it would be rash to conclude that
precisely this part made available by Milton appealed broadly to English
minds (although Bucer's stipulations may have influenced tire divorce
provisions of the Reformatio Legum Ecclesiasticorum of 1553). Bucer's atti¬
tudes towards divorce and remarriage were too radicalby far not only for the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.12 The liberalization of the late twen¬
tieth century makes him seem uncannily modern. He made daring use of
texts such as Gen. 2:18 ('It is not good for man to be alone') and 1 Cor. 7:2
('Each man should have his own wife and each woman her own husband')
to justify divorce whenever a marriage relationship had in practice broken
down. And anyone who lacked the gift of living chastely outsidemarriage
must be able to re-marry, regardless of whose fault it was that the previous
marriage collapsed. Underlying this apparent leniency was Bucer's rec¬
ognition that biblical marriage was a compact, which not only infidelity
could break.13 Where its enjoyment was lost, divorce became necessary to
enable it to be recovered, for solitariness was not 'good'.

The only other early translation from The Kingdom of Christ was of two
chapters on poor relief.14 Bucer's recommendations may have helped to
shape English legislation on relief of poverty, although Hopf probably
overstates the case.15 Bucer proposed a ban on all begging, and indeed on
all indiscriminate giving, i.e. private almsgiving. For the able-bodied poor
work should be found, and if they shrank from labour they should be denied
charity (cf. 2 Thess. 3:10). The poor who were unfit for work, on the other
hand, should be maintained in an appropriate institution. Deacons were
given a key role in monitoring the poor in the parish, and other officers
should regulate the whole reliefsystem. Athis funeral,Matthew Parker bore

10 Howe we ought, B ir.
11 P. Collinson, 'The Reformer and the Archbishop. Martin Bucer and an English

Bucerian', Journal ofReligious History, vol. 6 (1970-71), p 311 (reprinted in his Godly
People, HambledonPress, London 1983, p 25). Collinson would have found a slighter
longer list in my Common Places, pp 461f.

12 P. Collinson, The Birthpangs ofProtestant England, Macmillan, Basingstoke 1988, p 66.
13 H. C. E. Midelfort, 'SocialHistory and Biblical Exegesis...', in D. C. Steinmetz, ed., The

Bible in the Sixteenth Century, Duke University Press, Durham NC 1990, pp 19f.
14 A Treatise, how by the Worde ofGod...; see my Common Places, p 468. A facsimile reprint

appeared in 1976 in 'The English Experience' series (Amsterdam andNorwood, N.J.).
15 Hopf, Martin Bucer, pp 116-22.
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witness to Ttis charitable importunitie and counsayll', in frequently calling
for adequate provision for the poor of Cambridge.16

Popular Piety
The standard history by A. G. Dickens, The English Reformation, which
appeared in a revised and enlarged form in 1989, continues to defy the trend
that regards the impactof the Reforma tion on the people ofEngland as slow,
late, patchy and somewhat superficial. Dickens had earlier warned that

Scholars who seek an historical understanding of the English Refor¬
mation would be wise to think a little less about Bucer, Bullinger, and
even Cranmer, and somewhat more in terms of a diffused but invet¬
erate Lollardy, reunited by contact with continental Protestantism.17

Anne Hudson has recently pointed out how minds imbued with Lollard
ideas would have received imported works of continentental Reformers.
One such wasWilliam Marshall's translation of Bucer's Non esseferendas in
templis Christianorum imagines et statuas... (1530): A treatise declaryng &
shewing dyvers causes taken out oftheholy scriptur, ofthe sentences ofholyfaders...
that pyctures and ymagcs... ar in no wise to be suffred in the temples or churches of
Christen men... (London, 1535). It reads, says Hudson, 'like any fifteenth-
century tract from the unorthodox side of the images argument'. It illus¬
trates 'the "Lollardy" of "Reformation" texts'.18

Protestant lay piety in England was partly shaped from 1530 onwards by
selections from Bucer's Gospels and Psalms commentaries, translated by
George Joye, William Marshall and John Rogers and printed in the early
English primers and psalters.19 In these primers Bucer's paraphrastic har¬
monies of the four Gospels' accounts of Christ's passion and resurrection,
published originally in his Latin Commentary on the Gospel of John (Stras¬
bourg, 1528), became the first Gospel harmonies on these subjects to be
printed in English. And a handful of distinctive Buceran renderings of the
Psalms persisted as far as tire King James Version of 1611.

Prayer Book Revision
But Bucer's most lasting influence on English religion undoubtedly flowed
from his part in the production of the 1552 Book ofCommon Prayer. At the
request of Bishop Goodrich of Ely (not Thomas Cranmer, as is often as¬
serted), Bucer compiled a detailed critique (Censura) of the 1549 Book.20
Although as many of Bucer's proposals were rejected as accepted — and
some of the latter were in any case urged by others like Peter Martyr (who

16 Howe we ought, C Liv.
17 Lollards and Protestants in the Diocese of York 1509-1558, OUP 1959, p 243.
18 The Premature Reformation. Wycliffte Texts and Lollard History, Clarendon, Oxford

1988, pp 501, 503. For the text see my Common Places, pp 464f.
19 See my Common Places, pp 461-4. The basic studies are Hopf,Martin Bucer, and C. C.

Butterworth, The English Primers (1529-45): Their Publication and Connection with the
English Bible and the Reformation in England, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia
1953.

20 E. C. Whitaker provides the text of the Censura with a translation in Martin Bucer and
The Book ofCommon Prayer (Alcuin Club Collections, 55; Mayhew-McCrimmon, Great
Wakering 1974).

252

DAVID WRIGHF Martin Bucer (1491-1551) in England
also drew up a censura)21 — nevertheless

it cannot be denied that the second Edwardine Prayer Book, and con¬
sequently also the 1662 Book, bears many traces of Bucer's mind and
hand, both in what it prescribes and in what it excludes. Omissions
include the baptismal use of chrism, unction and the blessing of the
water, and in the Communion the signing of crosses over the bread
and wine and references to the departed in the Prayer for the Church
and to theministry of angels in the Prayer ofOblation. AmongBucer's
contributions,whether direct or indirect, are numbered tire prescribed
choice of lessons, the bishop's address and the questions asked of the
candidates in theOrdering of Priests, in the baptismal service parts of
the initial rubric, the opening exhortationand the first two prayers, the
addressing of the questions to the godparents instead of the child and
the location of the whole action at Ore font, and in the Communion the
delivery of the bread into tire hand and not the mouth, much of the
GeneralConfession, theComfortable Words andpartsof the Prayer of
the Whole State of Christ's Church. Bucer was also responsible for a
heightened emphasis on congregational presence and participation.22

His suggestion, however, that the Prayer of Humble Access be said by tire
whole people was not incorporated. Bucer's orders for the visitation of the
sick insisted that, whether or not they requested and received private
instruction and comfort,

absolutionmust nevertheless always be imparted to them as a corpo¬
rate actof theChurch and therefore notwithou t tire presence of tire rest
of the gathering to represent the Church of Christ, and only after a
confession of sins has been publicly recited to them, and they have
made a public petition for grace.23

Such an emphasis expressed something of Bucer's fundamental commit¬
ment as a Reformer to the renewal of the Christian community.

The indebtedness of the revised Prayer Book to Bucer's contributions
should not, however, be exaggerated. Samuel Leuenberger vastly oversta tes
Bucer's rolewhen he claims that tire revised 1552 Book 'is scarcely imaginable
without the proposals of Bucer... . Surely it was through his participation
that [it] developed into a book useful both to a congregation and for faith
awakening.'24 Leuenberger draws attention to several points in Bucer's
Censura without demonstrating their impact on the revised Prayer Book. A
new discoverymay allow a more precise measure of Bucer's imprint on the
Book. Ina copyof the 1549 Book in theBibliothequeNationalein Paris, Francis
HigmanofGeneva has recently notedmarginalia recording both the changes
made in 1552 and tire relevant advice in Bucer's Censura. It may yet prove

21 See the judicious assessment by G. J. Cuming, A History ofAnglican Liturgy, 2nd edn,
Macmillan, London 1982, p 73.

22 Wright, Common Places, p 27.
23 Ibid., p 437.
24 Archbishop Cranmer's Immortal Bequest. The Book of Common Prayer of the Church of

England: An Evangelical Liturgy, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 1990, p 47. Leuenberger
illustrates Bucer's basic theology from his Censura of the 1549 Book (pp 28-47), and
characterises it as 'revivalistic' (pp 85f) and hence close to pietism, (pp xxviiif).
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to have belonged to one of the revisers.25
Bucer, Cranmer and the Lord's Supper
In the second edition of his fine little book, Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine of the
Eucharist, Peter Brooks highlights the successful opposition of Bucer's
Censura to any notion of the consecration or sanctification of the elements.26
The revised Book's avoidance of such concepts should probably be viewed
as one further evidence of the close affinity betweenCranmer's and Bucer's
understandings of the Lord's Supper. It is also borne out by their common
insistence that the godless, as distinct from unworthy believers, do not
receive the Lord's body and blood at the table.27

Past controversies have shown that the character ofCranmer's eucharis-
tic doctrine is ofmore than scholarly interest. They have not only thrown up
anextraordinaryhistorical 'howler 'but alsobetrayed an almost xenophobic
suspicion of continental Reformation influences.28 The issue seems no
longer to evoke such keen passions. The nature of Bucer's mature eucha-
ristic views— during the months in England when he was in a position to
influence Cranmer directly— is not open to doubt. This must be empha¬
sized in the face of the stubbornpersistence—in the 1989editionofDickens'
The English Reformation, for example— of the storyofBucer's re-conversion
to a Zwinglian understanding in the last months of his life. The only
evidence, such as it is, derives from Bucer's critics and opponents.29 It
collapses immediately when confronted by his aphoristic Confession on the
eucharist written in late 1550, and by his further treatise on the sacraments
left unfinished on his death (and, like the Confession, compiled in response
to John a Lasco).30

The distinguished French Reformation scholar, Francois Wendel, re¬
garded Bucer's 1550 Confession as probably the nearest of all his eucharistic
writings to Calvin's position.31 This is yet another reason for quoting some
paragraphs of this work.32

8. There is imparted and received in the eucharist when administered
and received aright, that communion with the Father and the Son and
with all the saints ofwhich John speaks in the first chapter ofhis Epistle,
and that unity with the Father, the Son, and all the saints which the Lord
prayed for us in John 17, the unity whereby Christ is in us as the Father
is in him, and we in them, Father and Son. Of this communion the Lord
said also, 'He who eats my flesh and drinks my blood abides in me and
I in him'....

25 Martin Bucer, Strasbourg el TEurope. Exposition..., Strasbourg 1991, pp 170f.
26 Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine of the Eucharist, 2nd edn, Macmillan, Basingstoke 1992, pp

156-62.
27 Ibid., pp 1481.
28 See Patrick Collinson's introduction to Brooks' second edition.
29 See my Common Places, pp 385-7.
30 This treatise was published for the first time by J. V. Pollet, Martin Bucer: Etudes sur

la Correspondance, avec de nombreux textes inedits, vol. 1, Paris 1958, pp 285-96.
31 In his edition of De Regno Christi, in Opera Lalina, vol. XV, Paris 1955, p xxxi n 121.
32 Wright, Common Places, pp 388-98.
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19. So then,whenweare treating of thismystery,whether of the eucharist
or more generally of Christ's presence with us (for why should we not
say he is present when he dwells in us and stands in our midst?), it is
irrelevant toadvance those passages ofScripturewhich assert that Christ
has left this world and abides in the heavens, and this as true man,

possessing a real body and therefore a circumscribedbody,which cannot
be dispersed in all or many places at the same time.
20. For the presence of Christ in this world, whether offered or attested
by the word alone or by the sacraments as well, is not one of place, or
sense or reason, or earth, but of spirit, of faith, and of heaven, in so far as
we are conveyed thither by faith and placed together with Christ, and
apprehend and embrace him in his heavenly majesty, even though he is
disclosed and presented by the dim reflection of words and sacraments
discernible by the senses....
42. And when it is asserted that one caimot receive what one has already,
and moreover that the person who approaches the eucharist not having
Christ already in himself receives there not Christ but death, I think the
reply is simple: Christ must be given and received by us until there
remains in us nothing of ourselves, but he is all things to us and we are
wholly in him and not one whit in ourselves. For the communion of
Christ thatwe have received bybaptism is, we declare, strengthened and
increased by the eucharist. But does this not happen also bymeans of the
gospel when it is read and heard in faith? Indeed, it does, nor does the
eucharist contain or confer anything extra, except that in it the visible
words of Christ are used as well, and these are not devoid of effect upon
the saints. For they are used by the ordinance of the Lord whose every
word and ordinance is life and spirit....
44. Since I am asked, therefore,who it iswhogives and imparts the Lord's
body and blood, that is, life-giving communion in them and in the whole
Christ, I state that it is Christ, who is in the midst of his own and who
spoke these words 'Take and eat'; he is the chief and effectual giver of
himself, yet the minister serves as his minister for this imparting of
himself, just as he does for that giving of himself which takes place
through the gospel and baptism....
45. But if I am asked about the use here of the bread and wine, my reply
is that they are presenting signs whereby the Lord presents and imparts
himself as bread from heaven, the bread of eternal life, in exactly tire
same way as he bestowed the Holy Spirit on the disciples by the sign of
the breath of his mouth, and as he conferred healing of body and mind
on many by the touch of his hand, and sight by clay made from spittle,
and circumcision of heart by circumcision of the flesh, and regeneration
by baptism....
46. ...Accordingly, theLordwas pleased to use here these symbols of food
and drink and to give his flesh to be eaten spiritually by means of the
symbol of bread to be eaten physically, and his blood to be drunk
spiritually by means of the symbol of wine to be drunk physically....
47. If I am asked what conjunction can possibly exist between the
glorifiedbody ofChrist inheaven—and at a par ticularplace inheaven
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— andperishablebread confined toearthand to a discernible position,
I give the answer, the conjunction of a covenant, so that those who
physically partake of these signswith true and living faith truly receive
in a spiritualmanner the strengthening and increase of communion in
the body and blood of the Lord, that communion whereby they are
members of Christ, flesh of his flesh and bone of his bones, to the end
that they may become more perfectly his members....
50. If I am asked in connectionwith the Lord's words 'This ismybody',
what 'This' denotes here, I maintain that to the sense it denotes the
bread but to the mind of the body of the Lord, as in the case of every
termwhich presents insensible realities by means of sensible signs. So
this is themeaning: 'This that I give you by this sign ismybodywhich
is delivered up for you'....
52. And So I consider it settled that in the eucharist three tilings are
given and received by those who rightly partake of the Lord's table:

(i) the bread and the wine, which in themselves are completely
unchanged but merely become symbols through the words and
ordinance of the Lord: (ii) the very body and blood of the Lord, so
that by their means wemay increasingly and more perfectly share
in the imparting of regeneration — or, if you prefer, what we
receive is more perfect communion, or the greater perfecting in us
of communion, in the body and blood of the Lord; and hence (iii)
the confirmation of the new covenant, of the remission of sins, and
of our adoption as the children ofGod.

53. Together with Irenaeus I call the symbols an earthly reality, and
communion in the Lord and its effect, the confirmation of the new
covenant, I call a heavenly reality, and therefore one to be laid hold of
by faith alone, and not to be entangled in any conceptions drawn from
this world.

54. And because we are here not merely reminded of our Christ or of
communion in him but also receive him, I prefer to say, in accordance
with the Lord's words, 'Take and eat...', that by the bread and wine the
Lord's body and blood are given rather than justsignified, and that the
bread is here a presenting sign of his body and not simply a sign.

This doctrine of theSupper hashigh claims to be regarded as oneof themost
balanced biblical accounts of this storm-centre of inner-Protestant debate
given during tire sixteenth century.

Bishops and Archbishops
Edward VI died two years after Bucer, and there followed the short-lived
Catholic revival under Queen Mary. Further effects of Bucer's sojourn in
Cambridge were inevitably delayed until the reign of Elizabeth, when
several of the reforming scholars he had attracted to his pattern of mediating
Protestantism became leaders of the English Church.33 His three executors
all became archbishops, Matthew Parker of Canterbury, Edwin Sandys of

33 C. Cross, Church and People 1450-1660, Glasgow 1976, p 86.
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York and EdmundGrindal ofboth. ProfessorPatrickCollinson has argued
impressively for amarkedly Buceran character toGrindal's archepiscopate,
partly as a consequence of discovering Grindal's copy of the first edition of
Bucer's De Regno Christi (Basel 1557), extensively highlighted at Book 13:12,
on 'The Restoration of theMinistries of the Church'.34

Collinson is less convinced ofMatthewParker's dependence uponBucer:
Bucer was Parker's colleague, not his spiritual father.... On Parker's
side there is no evidence of the filial devotion which Bradford and
Grindal expressed,no suggestionofa theological response. Hestayed
in England under Mary, correspondedwith the continent hardly at all,
and as Archbishop of Canterbury was to find more to inspire him in
the antiquities of the British Chinch than in the current practice of
what others knew as 'the best reformed churches overseas'.35

Other estimates have varied,36 butwe now have the firs tedition, byPierre
Fraenkel, of the patristic florilegium that Bucer established and Parker
expanded, so that Fraenkel presents it over both their names.37 And
Collinson's judgement may not do full justice to the warmth of Parker's
tribute in his sermon at Bucer's funeral.

But the general point iswell made. Bucer, the prince ofmediators and 'an
olde tryed Capitayn'38, was tailor-made to instruct the post-Edwardian,
post-MarianChurch in howbest towork out patterns of decided Protestant¬
ism amid clamours for more rigorous Reformation. The lead was given by
men schooled in principled but moderate reform in Bucer's circle at Cam¬
bridge, among whom were several members of Pembroke Hall, a college
whose 'place... in theEdwardianReformation has never beenduly acknowl¬
edged'.39 Bucer would posthumously become the champion of England's
via media, which lay between conservative and radical varieties of Protes¬
tantism, not, as nineteenth-century propagandists would assert, between
Romanism and Protestantism.

In the judicious phrase ofProfessor BasilHall, Bucer was 'animamturaliter
Anglicana'-40 Reformation had come a longway since Bucer's first recorded
opinion onEngland, givenat the veryend of 1531, 'This people is wretchedly
destitute both ofChrist and of all sacred understanding of the Scriptures.'41
34 'The Reformer and the Archbishop. Martin Bucer and an English Bucerian', Journal of

Religious History, vol. 6 (1970-71), pp 305-30 (=Godly People, ppl9-44), and Archbishop
Grindal 1519-1583. The Strugglefor a Reformed Church, Cape, London 1979, especially
pp 49-56. See also my 'Martin Bucer and England —- and Scotland', forthcoming in
the papers of the Colloque Bucer.

35 'The Reformer', pp 320f. (=Godly People, pp 34f).
36 V. J. K. Brook, A Life ofArchbishop Parker, Clarendon, Oxford 1962, gave considerable

weight to the Buceran formation of Parker's churchmanship, but the case made in
'Archbishop Parker's Efforts Toward a Bucerian Discipline in The Church of Eng¬
land',Sixteenth Century journal, vol. 8 (1977), pp 85-103, byMarkVanderSchaaf, seems
to me unconvincing.

37 In the Opera Lalina section of Bucer's Opera Omnia, vol.Ill, Brill, Leiden 1988.
38 Parker, Hotve we ought, C iii'.
39 Collinson, 'The Reformer', p 317 (=Gorf/y People, p 31).
40 In a chapter, 'Martin Bucer in England', to appear in a commemorative volume from

Cambridge University Press.
41 Pollet, Martin Bucer: Etudes, vol. 2 (1962), p 439.
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He ended his days resisting demands for more drastic purification of
religion from 'tire Zurich people', represented variously by John a Lasco of
the strangers' church in London and by John Hooper. His contribution to
Anglican adiaphorism, both during tire Edwardian vestments controversy
and when strife recurred in the 1560s and agaiir in the 1570s (when Whitgift
quarried extensively from Bucer againstCar twright), has been ably charted.
Against John Hooper Bucer refused to acknowledge that the disputed
vestments were in themselves anti-Christian and could not be used piously
by tire pious. He did not concede tire principle that precise scriptural
warrant was required for all such usages. Rites and ceremonies which had
belonged to the church from antiquity and could be preserved without
detriment to true religion should not be abandoned. The church's liberty in
such matters was not to be constrained.42

Bucer knew how to commend reformed episcopacy with a range of
vocabulary that could always draw the sting of the offensive term episcopus,
and while rejecting any difference of order between bishops and presbyters.

Among tire elders to whom ecclesiastical administration is chiefly
committed, one exercises singular care for the churches... . For this
reason, the name ofbishop has been especially attributed to these chief
administrators of the churches, even though these should decide
nothingwithout tire consultation of the otherpresbyters, who are also
called bishops in the Scriptures because of this commonministry.... It
is therefore necessary that bishops before all other ministers and
caretakers of the churches... devote themselves totally to the reading
and teaching of the Holy Scripture.43

The practical, ethical thrust of Bucer's reformism helped to blunt tire
cutting edge of an insistence on the most rigorous application of the loftiest
principles, while his passionate commitment to the 'common good' of the
whole respublica warned against yielding to reformist sectarianism.

'Bucer was Bucer in Cambridge'
Matthew Parker believed that, for all his ailments and preoccupations,Bucer
was at tire height of his powers during his English period. After Iris
trauersyngwith the best learned inChristendome', 'ifBucer was euer Bucer,
certeynly in my iudgement he was Bucer in Cambridge: that is pithy in
learnyng, &euident in order'.44 'Order and facilitie'45 have not been themost
widely recognized qualities of Bucer's writings (Calvin commented that Tie
does not know how to take his pen off the paper'), but language narrowed
his sphere of operation (in Strasbourg he had been a pastor) which in turn
may have clipped hismore normal effusiveness. Parker gives no impression
thatBucerwasever relaxed inCambridge;46 hemayeven have beenholding
42 Hopf, Martin Bucer, pp 131-70; B.J. Verkamp, The Indifferent Mean. Adiuphorism in the

English Reformation to 1554, Ohio UP, Athens,Ohio andWayrieState UP,Detroit 1977,
and Collinson, 'The Reformer', p 323 (=Codly People, p 37).

43 The Kingdom ofChrist, 11:12 (tr. Pauck, pp 284f).
44 Howe we ought, C in", D vi'; cf. D viiiv, 'in reding and disputing, Bucer was Bucer'.
45 Ibid., DV.
46 Ibid., D viii': 'His grauitie could not bere childis trifeling in weighty causes.' A.N.

Burnett connects his various distresses at Cambridge with 'his increasingly strident
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himself in, as it were. For all his professed diligence in trying to capture the
man, Parker had to confess: 'I could not saye that as yet I euer knewe Bucer.
He was not knowen by a daye or two, as most part of men maye sone be'.47

Was this why Parker called him 'a treasure hyddon'? He has remained
too long anunknown—and oftenmisrepresented—Reformer. He deserves
better, at least from a Church of England that is mindful of its Reformation
heritage.

David Wright is Dean of the Faculty of Divinity in the University of
Edinburgh.

The author's essay on 'Martin Bucer and England - and Scotland',
forthcoming in the papers of the commemorative Colloque Bucer held at
Strasbourg in August 1991, deals more fully with some topics noted in this
article, as well as surveying other issues.

calls for repentance and reform of life', even 'ad nauseam et fastidium', as one student
put it ('Penance and Church Discipline in the Thought ofMartin Bucer', Ph.D. thesis,
University ofWisconsin-Madison 1989, pp 387f).

47 Howe we ought, C iii".
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T1 serait difficile de trouver des choses nouvelles a dire sous l'influence

que Bucer a exercee sur la Reformation anglaise' — the measured judge¬
ment of Professor Basil Hall in 1977.' The exile from Strasbourg lived in
England for less than two years — from April 24, 1549 to his death during
the night of February 28-March 1, 1551.2 These twenty-odd months have
been thoroughly chronicled and catalogued by earlier investigators —

A. E. Harvey in 1906, Hastings Eells in 1931 in what is still the fullest life
of Bucer, Constantin Hopf (Hope) in 1946 and Herbert Vogt in 1968, as
well as by contributions from other Bucer experts such as Fran§ois Wcndel,
Jean Rott and Pierre Fraenkel.

Intense concentration on this brief final span of Bucer's life has occa¬
sionally resulted in some loss of perspective, and an exaggeration of
Bucer's impact in England. He did not know English, and he left adequate
evidence of the unhappiness of his last years in a foreign land. He was
repeatedly ill, felt the dank cold of the Cambridge fens very keenly (despite
the two stoves— not one— acquired by the generosity of Edward VI), was
short of money and pined for his beloved Strasbourg. A partial comparison
with Erasmus's sojourn in Cambridge immediately suggests itself.

Yet Bucer's time in England remains intrinsically important. He was
after all the most substantial foreign divine (if we exclude Erasmus) to be
recruited to the service of church reform in sixteenth-century England. (No
leading Lutheran theologian was brought to England — Cranmer had in¬
vited Melanchthon in vain— and Reginald Pole failed to find a comparable
continental Catholic to strengthen the conservative reaction under Mary.)
Bucer's appointment to one of the regius professorships at Cambridge

' 'Bucer et l'Anglcterre', in Strasbourg au cceur religieux, 401.
2 On the date of Bucer's death, see Hopf, Martin Bucer and the English Reformation, 28

n. 3.
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(whose creation Erasmus had urged) signified the ascendancy of Protestant
reform in the University. His most lasting contribution was probably his
part in the revision of the Book of Common Prayer, in which more than in
anything else the identity of Anglican Protestantism has consisted ever
since (until perhaps the last few decades).3 Bucer consorted closely, in life
and in death, with the present and future leaders of the English Church, and
in De Regno Christi he reserved for almost his last publication his most
comprehensive charter for the respublica Christiana which had been his
goal for a quarter of a century in Strasbourg.4 There is no gainsaying the
significance of Bucer's final efforts at reform of church and society, set as
he was in the University which had been the nursery of the English Refor¬
mation and would thereafter, under Elizabeth, again be its most vital intel¬
lectual centre.

Town and Gown

At Cambridge Bucer occupied what was for him an unusually restricted
position as professor of theology. In Latin he could preach as well as lecture
to University audiences, but his lack of the vernacular tongue prevented
him fulfilling the wider pastoral role of his Strasbourg years. It is, therefore,
particularly noteworthy that contemporaries attested his concern for town
as well as gown in Cambridge: he had 'a speciall eye or desier to the poli¬
tique and Christen order of the hole Townshyp in the respect of the civyll
societie.'5 It was unusual for the funeral of a professor — especially a for¬
eigner of less than two years' standing — to be attended by such crowds of
townspeople as was Bucer's. Yet we know very little of his efforts in urban
reform in Cambridge. Whether future research will throw further light on
the subject is unlikely. Nevertheless we may envisage Bucer, while he
compiled De Regno Christi with its detailed provisions for social renewal,
incarnating his own programme as far as he was able, for example, in call¬
ing for adequate poor relief in the town as well as the University.

3 For the earlier indebtedness of the 1549 Book to the Cologne order of 1543 (ET,/1 sim¬
ple and religious consideration..., 1547), which was largely Bucer's work, see the little-
known essay by Hopf, 'Lutheran Influences on the Baptismal Services... of 1549', in 'And
Other Pastors of Thy Flock': A German Tribute to the Bishop of Chichester, ed.
F. Hildebrandt (Cambridge, 1942), 61-100. Cranmer's copy of the Simplex ac. pia deliberatio
(Bonn, 1545) is now in Chichester Cathedral Library; Cranmer Primate ofAll England. Cata¬
logue of a Quincentenary Exhibition...., ed. P.N. Brooks (London, 1989), no. 61 (and 57 and
74 for other Buceran items).

4 See the interesting comments of J.N. King, English Reformation Literature. The Tudor
Origins of the Protestant Tradition (Princeton, 1982), especially 275-6, on De Regno Christi's
contribution to the development of a Protestant theory of the 'right use of comedy'.5 Cited from Matthew Parker's funeral sermon, Howe we ought to take the death of the
godly, by Basil Hall, 'Martin Bucer in England', in a commemorative volume (1491-1991) to
be published by Cambridge University Press.
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One surprising circumstance warns us against overestimating the
breadth of Bucer's appeal in England: little of his corpus of writings was
ever translated into English. 'The tally of Buceriana translated into English
in the period covered by Pollard and Redgrave's Short-title Catalogue is so
trifling as almost to suggest deliberate neglect.'6 The inaccessibility of his
writings, whose notorious longwindedness and convoluted style may well
have deterred would-be translators, has led researchers to seek his influence
in other directions, especially through personal relationships. Even De
Regno Christi, which appeared in French in 1558 and in German in 1563,
had to wait until 1969 for an English translation, by Wilhelm Pauck, who
omitted the long section on divorce (chapters 22-46 of Book II) which John
Milton had englished in 1644. But it would be rash to conclude that pre¬
cisely this part made available by Milton appealed broadly to English
minds. Bucer's attitudes towards divorce and remarriage were too radical
by far not only for the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The liberaliza¬
tion of the late twentieth century makes him seem uncannily modern. The
only other early translation from De Regno Christi was of two chapters on
poor relief.7 Bucer's recommendations may have helped to shape English
legislation on relief of poverty, although Hopf probably overstates the
case.8

The English Reformation and the Prayer Book

The study of the English Reformation — the context within which any
evaluation of Bucer's role must be set — has advanced vigorously during
the last two decades or so, but fresh currents have shifted the argument
away from the public and official face of reform — Cranmer, the Book of
Common Prayer and the work of imported theologians at the Universities.
A collection of essays assembled by Christopher Haigh, The English
Reformation Revised (Cambridge, 1987), finds no reason to mention Bucer
at all, in its concentration on local reform, parish clergy, popular responses,
anticlcricalism and the persistence of Catholicism. The volume's title surely
tilts at the standard account by A.G. Dickens, The English Reformation,
which appeared in a revised and enlarged form in 1989. Dickens continues
to defy the trend that regards the impact of the Reformation on the people
of England as slow, late, patchy and somewhat superficial — despite his
being accused by Haigh of presenting simply 'a highly sophisticated expo-

6 P. Collinson, 'The Reformer and the Archbishop. Martin Bucer and an English Buce-
rian', JRH 6 (1970-71), 311 (reprinted in his Godly People, London, 1983, 25). Collinson
would have found a slighter long list in my Common Places ofMartin Bucer, 461 ff.7 A Treatise, how by the Worde of God..:, see my Common Places, 468. A facsimile
reprint appeared in 1976 in 'The English Experience' series (Amsterdam and Norwood, N. J.).8 Hopf, Martin Bucer, 116-22.
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sition of a story first told by John Foxe in 1563'.9 Yet even Dickens had
earlier warned that

Scholars who seek an historical understanding of the English Reformation
would be wise to think a little less about Bucer, Bullinger, and even Cranmer,
and somewhat more in terms of a diffused but inveterate Lollardy, reunited by
contact with continental Protestantism.10

Lollardy has attracted intense scholarly attention of late. Anne Hudson
has noted the impact on the Lollard mentality of imported books by contin-
tcntal Reformers. One such was William Marshall's translation of Bucer's
Non esse ferendas in templis Christianorum imagines et statuas.... (1530).
A treatise declaring & shewing dyvers causes taken out of the holy scrip-
tur... (1535) reads, says Hudson, 'like any fifteenth-century tract from the
unorthodox side of the images argument'. It illustrates 'the "Lollardy" of
"Reformation" texts'." Margaret Aston suggests that it may have been
through Bucer that the English Reformers came to adopt that division of the
Decalogue which warranted a total ban on images.12

Protestant lay piety in England was partly shaped from 1530 onwards by
selections from Bucer's Gospels and Psalms commentaries, translated by
George Joye, William Marshall and John Rogers and printed in the early
English primers and psalters. Hopf and C. C. Butterworth laid the ground¬
work in establish these devotional manuals' indebtedness to Bucer. A new

essay by Gerald Hobbs investigates the survival of distinctive Buceran ren¬

derings of the Psalms in English Bibles as far as the King James Version of
1611. If there were 'very few instances where the latter inherited a form
attributable to Bucer', nevertheless he set in place 'a number of elements
that... became constants of Psalms interpretation in English Protestantism
for some generations'.13

There is little new to report about Bucer's imprint on the 1552 Prayer
Book. The literature thrown up so far by the 1989 Cranmer anniversary
(more is on the way) has not changed the picture. Geoffrey Cuming did not
vary his original assessment when he revised his standard History ofAngli-

9 Haigh, The English Reformation Revised, 1 ff. Bucer is absent also from RosemaryO'Day, The Debate on the English Reformation (London and New York, 1986). Dickens
surprisingly retains (21989, 259) the story of Bucer's almost last-gasp re-conversion to
Zwinglianism on the eucharist. See my Common Places, 385-7, on this curious misconcep¬tion, which is exploded by the 1550 Confession there translated (381-400) and by his unfin¬ished reply to a Lasco's comments on it (Pollet 1, 281-96).10 Lollards and Protestants in the Diocese of York 1509-1558 (Oxford, 1959), 243.11 The Premature Reformation. Wycliffite Texts and Lollard History (Oxford, 1988), 501,503. For the text see my Common Places, 464-5.

12 England's Iconoclasts, I: Laws Against Images (Oxford, 1988), 381-2.13 See my Common Places, 461-4, and Gerald Hobbs, 'Martin Bucer and the Englishingof the Psalms...', to appear in the volume mentioned in n. 5 above.
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can Liturgy in 1982.14 In essence, the 1552 Book bears many traces of
Bucer's mind and pen, both in what it includes and what it omits, but
Samuel Leuenberger vastly overstates Bucer's contribution.15 A copy of the
1549 Book recently discovered in the Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris by
Francis Higman of Geneva records both the changes made in 1552 and the
relevant advice in Bucer's Censura. It may yet prove to have belonged to
one of the revisers.16 The Ordinal of 1550 which was incorporated into the
1552 Book depended heavily on Bucer's De Ordinatione Legitima.
Whether this treatise was composed in England or earlier, perhaps for
Cologne, is not yet resolved.17

Matthew Parker and Edmund Grindal

Bucer's death was followed two years later by that of Edward VI and by the
short-lived Catholic resurgence under Queen Mary. It would not be
remarkable if major Buceran influences upon the English Church were
delayed until the Elizabethan era, when two of the reforming scholars he
had closely associated with at Cambridge became Archbishops of Canter¬
bury. Many leading Protestants fled from Marian England to continental
centres where they learned of more drastic patterns of reform. The strains
and conflicts that followed their return under Elizabeth were managed to a
great extent by men like Matthew Parker, Edwin Sandys and Edmund
Grindal, who had been schooled in principled but moderate reform in
Bucer's company at Cambridge. Several of this circle had been members of
Pembroke Hall, a college whose 'place... in the Edwardian Reformation
has never been duly acknowledged'.18

14 A History (London,21982), 73 (= 11969, 100).15 Archbishop Cranmer's Immortal Bequest. The Book of Common Prayer of the Churchof England: An Evangelical Liturgy (Grand Rapids, 1990), 29, 47. Lcuenberger illustratesBucer's basic theology from his Censura of the 1549 Book (28-47), and characterises it as
'revivalistic' (85-6) and hence close to pietism (xxviii-xxix). E.C. Whitaker provides the textof the Censura with a translation in Martin Bucer and The Book of Common Prayer (AlcuinClub Collections, 55; Great Wakering, 1974). Bucer found the catechism in the 1549 Book
quite inadequate and specified the contents of a much fuller one (Whitaker, 112-3, 164-5).His De Regno Christi also stressed the importance of catechetical instruction (e.g. 1:6,11:4, 9).John Ponet's 1553 Catechism (ed. J.Ketley in Two Liturgies..., Parker Society, Cambridge,1844) should probably be viewed as a reponse to Bucer's demand (cf. R. Stupperich in BDS6:3, 44). It may reflect Bucer's mind at points (e.g. in including brotherly love and discipline
among the four marks of the church), but is not Buceran on the Supper.16 Martin Bucer, Strasbourg et TEurope. Exposition..., 170-1.17 Largely translated in my Common Places, ch.10; Cuming, A History (21989), 67 ff. Areference to Strasbourg as 'our own Church' implies that it was not produced for that city. Thearticle by R. L. Harrison, Jr., 'Martin Bucer on the Nature and Purpose of Ministry: The Viewfrom Exile', LexTQ 16 (1981), 53-67, uses De Ordinatione Legitima.18 Collinson, 'The Reformer', 317 (= Godly People, 31). One of the fellows of Pembroke
was John Bradford, whose high regard for Bucer is well known (cf. my Common Places, 4, 25,58, 466-7). A recent Aberdeen University doctoral thesis by Carl Trueman argues for Bucer's



The Buceran formation of Matthew Parker's churchmanship has been
variously estimated. The life by V.J. K. Brook (1962) gave it considerable
weight, but a more recent attempt by Mark VanderSchaaf to demonstrate
that 'Parker's policies as archbishop reveal a continual concern to establish
a Bucerian discipline in the Church of England' is in my judgement uncon¬
vincing.19 On the other hand, wc now have in the Opera Latina III (1988)
Pierre Fraenkel's meticulous edition of the Florilegium Patristicum, whose
Buceran base Parker so developed that Fraenkel presents it under both their
names. It serves, I believe, to temper Patrick Collinson's stringent estimate
of Parker's dependance upon Bucer.20

Professor Collinson has in turn highlighted the Buceran features of the
archepiscopate of Grindal,21 partly as a consequence of identifying in The
Queen's College, Oxford, Grindal's copy of the first edition of De Regno
Chrisli (Basel, 1557). Grindal was not in the habit of annotating his books,
but he inserted extensive underlinings and marginal notes on Book 11:12, on
'The Restoration of the Ministries of the Church'. Collinson identifies three
main areas of activity in which 'Grindal appears to have acted, consciously,
as a Bucerian': first, his pursuit of a via media in church-state relations,
'between Erastianism of the English type and the resurgent clericalism
which would later develop within Calvinism'; second, his handling of the
Puritans, with whom both Bucer and Grindal shared basic interests (e.g.
Reformation as an ongoing refining process, a practical concern with
abuses, a high moral tone, Sabbatarianism22 but with whom both lost pa¬
tience (e.g. Bucer with John Hooper in November 1550) when they insisted
with scrupulous 'precision' on strict prohibition of certain ceremonial
externals; and third, the pastoral and evangelistic priorities that Grindal,
like Bucer, made central to the renewal of the ministry— which was itself
the key to the renewal of both church and society.

Collinson's appreciation of Grindal's regard for Bucer's counsel extends
even to critical decisions Grindal faced as an ecclesiastic.23 His rehabilita-

influence also in Bradford's views of predestination, election and eucharist ('The Soteriology
of the Early English Reformers, 1525-56', 1991).

19 'Archbishop Parker's Efforts Toward a Bucerian Discipline in The Church of England',
Sixteenth Century Journal 8: 1 (1977), 85-103, at 87.

20 'The Reformer', 320-1 (= Godly People, 34-5). The anniversary of Parker's death was
marked by an exhibition at Corpus Christi, catalogued in Matthew Parker's Legacy. Booh and
Plate (Cambridge, 1975).

21 See 'The Reformer', 305-30 (= Godly People, 19-44).
22 Collinson, 'The Beginnings of English Sabbatarianism', in SCH, 1, ed. C. W. Dugmore

and C. Duggan (London, 1964), 207-21 (= Godly People, 429-43). Referring to De Regno
Cliristi I: 11, Collinson comments: 'As in so many other matters, Bucer's thought seems to
have been seminal.'

23 Archbishop Grindal 1519-1583. The Struggle for a Reformed Church (London, 1979),
96, 173.
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tion of Grindal, who prior to his biography had not fared well at the hands
of historians of the Elizabethan Church, may overstate the case24 But we
may warrantably generalize from this focus on one individual. Bucer the
churchman, Reformer and theologian was tailor-made to tutor the post-
Edwardian, post-Marian English Church as it worked out its patterns of
Protestantism amid earnest demands for purer Reformation. Bucer would
become the posthumous spokesman for England's via media, which lay not,
between Romanism and Protestantism as nineteenth-century apologists
would claim, but between conservative and radical varieties of Protes¬
tantism.25 His contribution to Anglican adiaphorism, both during the
Edwardian vestments controversy and when strife recurred in the 1560s and
again in the 1570s (when Whitgift quarriedly extensively from Bucer
against Cartwright), has been ably charted.26 Bucer knew how to commend
reformed episcopacy with a range of vocabulary that could always draw the
sting of the offensive term episcopus, and while rejecting any difference of
order between bishops and presbyters. The practical, ethical thrust of
Bucer's reformism helped to blunt the cutting edge of an insistence on the
most rigorous application of the loftiest principles, while his passionate
commitment to the 'common good' of the whole respublica warned against
yielding to reformist sectarianism.

The most adventurous, not to say breathtaking, thesis on Bucer's legacy
in England has been advanced not by a Reformation historian but by a bib¬
lical scholar, Henning Graf Reventlow, in a work of 1980 translated into
English in 1984:

We cannot understand either the key role of the Old Testament for church life
and political life in England or the polemic unleashed by the Deists against the
Bible because of this central position without the decisive influence of the
Strasbourg reformer Martin Bucer.27

Reventlow's exposition of Bucer's thought rightly highlights his deep-
seated tendency, not least in the De Regno Chrisli, to set Old and New
Testaments on the same level, but it exaggerates some other aspects — for
example, Bucer's positive evaluation of natural relevation and natural law
— in the interests of portraying him as a forefather of Deism.

24 Basil Hall argues so, in the essay cited in n. 5 above, insisting that Bucer was 'anima
naturaliter Anglicana'.

25 Yet despite Bucer's growing disillusion in England with 'the Zurich people', the stricter
church order of the strangers' community in London could nevertheless claim his paternity in
significant respects; see A. Pettegrec, Foreign Protestant Communities in Sixteenth-Century
London (Oxford, 1986), 27-9, 32-3, 40-2, 68-9, and cf. A. Duke in M. Prestwich (ed.), Inter¬
national Calvinism 1541-1715 (Oxford, 1985), 123.

26 B. J. Verkamp, The Indifferent Mean. Adiaphorism in the English Reformation to 1554
(Athens, OH, and Detroit, 1977), and Collinson, 'The Reformer', 323 (= Godly People, 37).

27 The Authority of the Bible and the Rise of the Modern World (London), 73.



Here already we find almost the same characteristics of a rational and ethical
religion from the ancient Stoic heritage as will later become common currency
in the Enlightenment. So we find the same devaluation of everything cultic,
which is peculiar to the whole of the Spiritualist tradition.28

— within which Reventlow places Bucer from the outset.
Such a presentation of Bucer shows how difficult it remains to capture

him whole and entire. But my present concern is not so much with the
accuracy of Reventlow's summary of Bucer's theology as with his claims
for his longer-term influence on English thought. He unfortunately fails to
trace the historically attested currency of Bucer's writings, which might
map precisely the lines of contact between Bucer's corpus on the one hand
and both Deism and the target of the Deists' protest on the other! More than
indications of suggestive parallels or antecedents is called for if Revent¬
low's case is to earn a verdict more favourable than 'not proven'.

Scotland

I am on record as denying virtually all trace of direct Buceran influence on
the Scottish church in the time of John Knox or on Knox himself.29 I am
still unaware of any reference to Scotland in Bucer's writings, although he
must have known something of Scottish affairs, perhaps through Alexander
Alesius whom he met at the Regensburg Colloquy in 1541.30 In August
1549, Bucer's opinion was consulted about the problems thrown up by the
betrothal of Mary Queen of Scots to the French dauphin, by a reforming
Scottish laird from Ayrshire, Robert Lokhart, then in London on royal ser¬
vice.31 No reply from Bucer is extant.

In the absence of a synoptic survey of the links between Bucer and Scot¬
land, we merely refer to some of the possibilities that such an account
would have to consider. Within what later became a united kingdom, the
nearest homegrown equivalents to De Regno Christi must be the First Book
ofDiscipline of 1560 and the Second of 1578. At one point— on the role
of the Christian magistrate— the latter is incontrovertibly dependent on De
Regno Christi 1:2.32 James Cameron claims the same for a section in the
First Book on the provision of schools, but the parallelism is not close
enough to require dependence.33 Nevertheless, in several areas such as edu-

28 Ibid., 78.
29 Common Places, 29. Bucer is not mentioned in the late Ian Cowan's The Scottish

Reformation (London, 1982).
30 I. A. Muirhead, 'M.Robert Lokhart', InR 22 (1971), 93. Alesius' exposition of the

Psalms mentioned Bucer's commentary; Hopf, Martin Bucer, 217.
31 Muirhead, 'Lokhart', 85-100, including the text of the letter.
32 Ed. James Kirk (Edinburgh, 1980), 216, 64-5.
33 Ed. Cameron (Edinburgh, 1972), 133; cf. 129, 164 ff„ 179

cation— from primary schooling to universities — the role of deacons and
the importance of discipline34, as well as in their breadth of vision, the two
Books challenge comparison with De Regno Christi. In their educational
programmes both the latter and the First Book ofDiscipline evince an ideal¬
ism in their attempt to translate what was practicable at city level
(Strasbourg, Geneva) on to a national canvas.

As a sequel to his edition of the First Book, Professor Cameron has
argued for its indebtedness to the Cologne reform ordinances drawn up by
Melanchthon and Bucer and translated into English as early as 1547.35 He
identifies four topics on which Cologne influence is discernible — readers,
superintendents, education and general assemblies. The probabilities could
well be strengthened by adding evidence of other Scottish connexions with
Cologne in this period.
If Bucer never mentions Knox (who was minister at Berwick during

most of Bucer's time in England), Knox's History recorded the liberality of
Edward VI towards refugees like Bucer.36 Bucer was cited against Knox by
Maitland of Lethington in an Assembly debate on regicide in 1564,37 and
half a dozen of his works including De Regno Christi, were among the
books of the Edinburgh lawyer, Clement Litill, which formed the nucleus
of the library of the future University of Edinburgh in 1583.38 'The legacy
of the Strasbourg reformer continued to permeate and inform discussions',
affirms James Kirk.39 More searching among book lists and extant copies
will surely substantiate this judgement.40

The way forward for research will surely be no different for England.41
The wider recognition of borrowings from Bucer's exegetical works may

34 Ian Hazlett suggests that the emphasis on discipline is Bucer's most likely mark on the
Scots Confession; 'The Scots Confession 1560: Context, Complexion and Critique', ARG
78(1987), 310-11.

35 'The Cologne Reformation and the Church of Scotland', JEH 30 (1979), 39-64. See
also Kirk, Second Book ofDiscipline, 5-8.

36 Ed. W. C. Dickinson (Edinburgh, 1949), vol. 1,117.
37 Ibid., vol.2,121.
38 C. P. Finlayson, Clement Litill and His Library (Edinburgh, 1980), nos. 68(a), 69-71,

76(a). On Litill see further James Kirk, Patterns ofReform (Edinburgh, 1989), 16-69.
39 Patterns ofReform, 95.
40 A copy of the Scripta Anglicana that formerly belonged to James Melville (1556—

1614), nephew and colleague of Andrew, found its way into Edinburgh University Library by
the bequest of James Nairn; A Catalogue of the Library of the Revd. James Nairn (1629-
1678), by M.C. T. Simpson (Edinburgh, 1990), no. 253. No works of Bucer are recorded in
J. Durkan and A. Ross, Early Scottish Libraries (Glasgow, 1961).

41 I am indebted to Dr Marijn de Kroon of Munster for drawing my attention to the use
made of Bucer by Adrian Saravia in his treatise on the eucharist, presented to James I c.1605
but first published by G.A. Denison, Saravia on the Holy Eucharist (London, 1855). Saravia
(1530-1612) was a native of Flanders who settled in England in the late 1580s and was a close
friend of Hooker and a translator of the AV. His treatise quotes from Bucer: (i) an extract from
a letter of July 8, 1532, to Servetus (from Scripta Anglicana, 612; letter edited in QGT VII,
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have to await the appearance of new editions in the Opera Latina. It was the
Scots writers C. G. McCric in 1906 who credited Peter Martyr in Oxford
and Bucer and Fagius in Cambridge with laying 'the foundation of the
exegctical and historical science of the Church of England'.42 Only further
investigation will vindicate— or disqualify— this tribute.

544-5), Denison, 34-5; (ii) an extract from the Propositiones Novem de Sacra Eucharistia
(1530; from Scripta Anglicana, 611), Denison, 34-5; (iii) the Dedication Epistle to Edward
Fox, bishop of Hereford, from the 1536 Gospels Commentary (probably from the edition in
Scripta Anglicana 676-81), Denison, 127-51; (iv) the Wittenberg Concord, Denison 122-5;
Saravia's version is not the official Latin text published in Scripta Anglicana and elsewhere
(see E. Bizer, Studien zur Geschichte des Abendmahlsstreits. 2Darmstadt, 1962, 96 n.l;
WABr.12, 205-6) but derives from D. Chytraeus, Historia Augustanae Confessions
(Frankfurt, 1578), 680-1. Saravia found it 'in Actis cum Cinglianis', which is the title of this
section (633-86) of the Historia. This alternative Latin version of the eucharistic concord is
the work of the translator of Chytracus' book from the German, apparently unaware of, or
unconcerned with, the approved Latin text which had already been widely published.

42 Beza's 'Icones'... (London, 1906), 85. Bucer's biblical commentaries heavily predomi¬
nate among his works catalogued in E. S. Leedham-Green, Books in Cambridge Inventories.
Book-Lists from the Vice-Chancellor's Court Probate Inventories in the Tudor and Stuart
Periods, 2 vols. (Cambridge, 1986), ii, 154-6. By contrast only three copies of De Regno
Cltristi appear.
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accommodation and Barbarity in John Calvin's
Old Testament Commentaries

D.F. Wright

What difference does it make to profess the study of the Old
Testament in a distinctively Reformed context—compared with, say,
an Anglican or a Lutheran or a Baptist one? This is a question on
which the views of the distinguished honorandus of this volume would
be at least doubly valuable. Not only did George Anderson teach for
many years in New College, which is both the Divinity Faculty of the
University of Edinburgh and, in an important if at times somewhat
elusive sense, a Church of Scotland theological college, but also his
own belonging to the people called Methodists will be certain to have
sharpened his apprehension of the distinctives of the Reformed tradi¬
tion. Perhaps in an era in which Old Testament studies, like nearly all
the theological disciplines, have become irreversibly ecumenical and
international—a development in which George Anderson has long
been conspicuously active—the distinguishing features of a Reformed
approach to the Hebrew Bible have ceased to be recognizable.
It was not always thus. All the leading sixteenth-century architects

of Reformed Protestantism, whether Zwingli in Zurich, Martin Bucer
in Strasbourg and Cambridge, Calvin in Geneva or Scotland's own
John Knox (who conceived of his calling as that of a non-writing
prophet), possessed a strong sense of the continuity of the people and
promises of God between the two Testaments, and of the abiding value
of the earlier one within the Christian order. Of no one was this more

true than John Calvin. He made the principal 'use of the law', by
which he understood not only the Decalogue but 'the form of religion
handed down by Moses' (Institutes 2.7.1), its role in teaching and
exhorting 'believers in whose hearts the Spirit of God already lives
and reigns. For even though they have the law written and engraved
upon their hearts by the finger of God,...they still profit by the
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(written) law' in these two ways (ibid. 2.7.12). Calvin spelt out at
length this evaluation of the Mosaic law—so starkly contrasting with
Luther's—both in his expansive exposition of the Decalogue in the
Institutes (2.8) and in his commentary on Exodus-Deuteronomy, for
which he constructed his own masterly and intriguing harmony of the
whole corpus of Pentateuchal legislation (Wright 1986; Parker 1986:
ch. 4).
The prominence of the Psalter in the worship and piety of Reformed

churches, even when it has not been the exclusive form of hymnody,
is another measure of the tradition's identification with the church of
Israel. It has been suggested that the Psalter's dominance derives in
part 'from the underlying assumption that [the Psalms] are
Christological in a thoroughgoing respect' (McKane 1984: 258), but
Calvin in particular stands out among Reformation expositors of the
Old Testament in the restraint of his Christocentric interpretation.1
Indeed, it would not be difficult to heap up citations attesting the
merits of Calvin's commitment to the historical sense of Scripture and
the abiding usefulness of his biblical commentaries.2 He certainly
devoted an enormous amount of time and energy, especially in the last
decade and a half of his life, to lecturing, preaching and commentating
on the books of the Old Testament (Parker 1986, 1992). Not only did
he lecture but also, it seems, preach (Parker 1992: 172-78) with
nothing but the Hebrew text in front of him.
An illuminating recent essay finds Calvin in a decided minority—

'perhaps, even, a minority of one'—when his treatment of the
immoralities of the Hebrew patriarchs is compared with some twenty
Fathers and other Reformers (Thompson 1991: 45; cf. Wright 1983:
465-67). He is almost alone in the relentless consistency with which he
dismisses virtually all of the excusatory arguments advanced by other
interpreters, and often with some contempt. 'To excuse such miscon¬
duct, Calvin asserts, is somehow to impugn "the clear authority of
Scripture"...it dishonors Scripture to read its silence as excusing the
very sins which it elsewhere so loudly condemns' (Thompson 1991:
44). And as Calvin himself put it, generalizing as a pastor from these

1. Kraeling (1955: 23ff.) gives a travestied account, as well as discovering a still
lost work by Calvin, Central Doctrines ofSt Paul (1539).

2. Cf. Kraus 1982: 15, 'Dass Calvin in dieser unerbiltlichcn Konsequenz dem
sensus historicus alle Aufmerksamkeit zuwandte, hat filr die Geschichte dcr
Bibclforschung eine ausscrordentlich grosse Bcdeutung gehabt'.
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particular cases, 'whenever the faithful fall into sin, they do not desire
to be lifted out of it by false defences, for their justification consists in
a simple and free demand of pardon for their sin' (on Exod. 1.18; CO
24.19 = CTS I: 35; cited Thompson 1991: 43). 'What the patriarchs
require is far less a rationalization than simple forgiveness' {ibid., cf.
the related discussion of Calvin in Zagorin 1990).
Calvin's position here invites extended discussion, but a few

comments must suffice. His rigorous biblicism forbids him invoking
special divine dispensation for the patriarchs to lie or deceive when
the text provides no evidence for it, or resorting to other devices for
getting them off the hook that fly in the face of the simple clarity of
Scripture. He thus displays a remarkable readiness to read the narra¬
tives just as they stand, while agreeing with most earlier and contem¬
porary commentators that the patriarchal misdeeds set no precedent. It
is particularly interesting that he seems to make little or no use in this
context of any of the forms of accommodation which elsewhere assist
him in coming to terms with unpalatable features of the Old
Testament.
The recognition of the importance of accommodation in Calvin's

theology as well as exegesis goes back less than half a century (Dowey
1952). Its full ramifications and roots still require extensive investiga¬
tion.' Scholars have been too ready to speak of 'the principle of
accommodation' {ibid. 18; Battles 1977: 19; even Wright 1986: 36),
whereas in reality, once we venture beyond the placid waters of the
Institutes into the vast choppy sea of the commentaries on Scripture,
what confronts us is more a handful of practices, whereby Calvin
steers perhaps a not always wholly consistent course through the reefs
and shallows of the Old Testament in particular. Or it may be, to risk
a provisional judgment in advance of further published studies, that
we should think in terms of a single hermeneutical tendency that finds
expression in different, and at first sight not always compatible, ways.4

3. The basic essay is Battles 1977 (which fails to mention Dowey 1952), which
is based too exclusively on the Institutes and is mistaken in arguing for its roots in
classical rhetoric. The forthcoming monograph by S.D. Benin, The Footprints of
God (New York: SUNY Press, 1993) will throw much light on antecedents.
Meanwhile see Benin 1983 and 1984 for some orientation to the literature, and on
Calvin see Wright 1986; Parker 1986: 98-101; Baxter 1988; Fryc 1990; and Jellema
1980 for examples.

4. Dowey (1952: 3) refers to accommodation as 'the process by which God
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In the Institutes, Calvin lists five differences between the Old and
New Testament, relating not to substance but to mode or form of
administration (2.10.1). The second of these depicts the Old Testament
era as the childhood of the church. Calvin takes his cue from Paul in
Galatians 3.24, 4.1-2, and explains as follows:

It was fitting that, before the sun of righteousness had arisen, there should
be no great and shining revelation, no clear understanding. The Lord,
therefore, so meted out the light of his Word to them that they still saw it
afar off and darkly. Hence Paul expresses this slenderness of under¬
standing by the word 'childhood'. It was the Lord's will that this child¬
hood be trained in the elements of this world and in little external

observances, as rules for children's instruction, until Christ should shine
forth, through whom the knowledge of believers was to mature (Institutes
2.11.5; McNeill and Battles 1960: 1.455).

The same image, likening the span from Abraham to Christ to a human
life, even allows Calvin, prompted this time by Hab. 3.2, to speak of
God's people at that time being in mid-life, still to attain to adult
maturity (CO 43: 566 = CTS IV: 137). The perspective is basic to one
of the important contexts for divine accommodation: 'he accommo¬
dated diverse forms to diverse ages' (Institutes 2.11.13).5
Yet little in the Institutes prepares the student of Calvin for the not

unrelated yet significantly different developmental scale that he fre¬
quently uses in the Old Testament commentaries. The dominant meta¬
phor is not childlikcness or childishness, but rawness, primitiveness,
crudity, even barbarity, not infancy but hardness of heart. Calvin
acknowledges the presence in the Old Testament, especially in the
Pentateuch and Joshua (he produced no. commentaries on Judges to
Job; sermons survive on 1 and 2 Samuel and Job but those on Judges
and 1 Kings are lost), of not a little that his contemporaries would call
barbaric and that he does not appear to hesitate so to call himself. We
are reminded that his first publication was a commentary on Seneca's
De Clementia, and that he was profoundly shaped by his humanist

reduces or adjusts to human capacities what he wills to reveal of the infinite
mysteries of his being, which by their very nature are beyond the power of the mind
of man to grasp' (cited also by Baxter 1988: 20). I doubt if this is adequate even for
Dowey's own further exposition. Battles (1977) avoids a formal definition. Willis
(1974: 58) formulates the principle for Calvin, Humanitas capax diviniiatis per
accommodationem.

5. Sec Parker 1986: 83-90; Battles 1977; 27-29.
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education. In Calvin wc meet a cultivated son of the renaissance who
knew uncivilized rawness when he saw it, even in Scripture. He has
different ways of coping with it, not all of which invoke a form of
accommodation.
First and foremost, God was personally responsible for barbaric

behaviour by his people on some occasions. When the Israelites, on
capturing Jericho, destroyed every living thing in it, humans and
animals alike (Jos. 6.20), the indiscriminate (promiscue) slaughter
without distinction of age or sex would have been savagery (immanis)
had not God instructed it. Although Canaan's putrid obscenities
merited purging, if the Israelites had on their own initiative slain
tender babies (foetus) with their mothers, it would have been a deed
of atrocious and barbaric ferocity (quod atrociter et barbara saevitia
factum esset, CO 25: 469 = CTS: 97). The similar treatment meted out
to Achan and all his family and possessions (Josh. 7.24-26) provokes a
similar comment from Calvin. It seems harsh, savage and barbaric
(durum, immane, barbarum) that innocent infants should be thus
cruelly executed. 'God even publicly inflicts punishment on children
for their parents' offences, contrary to what he declares through
Ezekiel'. Although Calvin cannot, of course, accept that any who were
innocent were killed, we can but submit in our ignorance to God's
incomprehensible wisdom (CO 25: 479-80 = CTS: 117).6
The ignominious execution of the five Amorite kings (Josh. 10.16-

26) evokes parallel comments from Calvin in the light of their royal
status. Because they had been elevated in sacram dignitatem by God
(divinitus), it would have been barbara atrocitas and monstrous arro¬

gance to trample on their necks and hang them from gibbets without
divine command. Again, like the young and old, women and babies
massacred in the two earlier incidents, no doubt these kings deserved
to die, but on a scale of justice that resided in God's inscrutable
counsel and took no need of the humane conventions of warfare (CO
25: 502 = CTS: 158).
Calvin expresses himself even more vehemently on Josh. 10.40, 'So

Joshua subdued the whole region... He left no survivors. He totally

6. Cf. also the discussion of ihc vengeance threatened on animals, birds and
fishes in Zcph. 1.3 at CO 44.5-6 = CTS IV: 188-89. The reason why God's impene¬
trable judgment to extend destruction to them is disclosed to Judah lies in Judah's
numbness (torpeant...velstupeantpotius in sua socordia) which called for violent
disturbance.
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destroyed all who breathed, just as the Lord, the God of Israel, had
commanded':

Had Joshua of his own accord raged with indiscriminate fury (promiscue
saeviisset) against women and children, no excuse could have freed him
of execrable savagery (detestabilis immanitas), the equal of which we do
not read of even among wild tribes living almost like beasts. But what
otherwise would horrify everyone they must reverently accept as issuing
from God (CO 25: 505 = CTS: 163).

And if we judge at least the bairns and most of the womenfolk to be
guiltless, 'let us remember that the court of heaven is not one whit
subject to our laws'.
The examples we have cited have so far all been taken from the

Joshua commentary, which Calvin worked on to the very last days of
his life.7 But we should not imagine that we have encountered only an
untypical Calvin, soured by advancing pain and incapacity. In his
lectures on Ezekiel, he explains that 'our prophet was not a barbarian
(homo barbarus), driven by indignation to vomit out coarse reproaches
(atrociter evomeret convicia) against his people; the Spirit of God
dictated what might seem too harsh for tender and sensitive ears'.
Though often savage and fierce (saevi et atroces) of speech, the pro¬
phets breathed pure humanitatem at heart (CO 40: 71 = CTS I: 122).
Or again, in the extermination of the peoples of Palestine decreed in
Deut. 20.16-18, 'an exception is made to prevent the Jews applying the
common laws of war to the Canaanite nations. God not only armed the
Jews to wage war on them but appointed them the agents and
executors of his retribution' (CO 24: 632 = CTS III: 53-54).
What is remarkable about this last citation is that it follows imme¬

diately on an endorsement of the received terms of the 'just war' (with
a reference to Cicero), which justifies Calvin in criticizing the
'concession' given to the Israelites in Deut. 20.12-15—to kill all the
males without exception in other cities—as 'conferring too great a
license'. The passage is worth quoting at length, because it takes us on
to the next stage in our argument, in which, far from God shouldering
the responsibility for his servants' barbaric actions or words, Calvin

7. French and Latin versions were published—in that order, it seems—soon
after Calvin's death by Beza, with his first sketch of Calvin's life. I have used the
Latin version, since this is the one included in the Corpus Reformatorum. See CO
21:5-10; Parker 1986: 32-33.
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finds fault with what God commands or allows the Israelites as

excessively barbaric.
Since pagan writers order even the conquered to be spared and teach that
those who lay down their arms...should be accepted,...how docs God,
the Father of mercies, sanction indiscriminate (promiscuis) carnage?...
More was conceded to the Jews in regard for their hardheartcdness than
was justly lawful for them. Certainly by the rule of love, even armed men
should have been spared if they threw down their swords and craved
mercy; at any rate, it was not lawful to kill other than those captured
armed with a sword. This authorization to kill extended to all males thus

falls far short of perfection. But since in their ferocia the Jews would
scarcely have tolerated a prescription of unqualified justice, God at least
determined to curb their indiscipline from descending to the extremes of
cruelty...This much savagery was checked, that they should slay neither
women nor children (CO 24: 632 = CTS III: 53).

We will return to the question why Calvin differentiated so sharply
between parallel commands of God within this single passage in
Deuteronomy 20. Meanwhile, further illustration is needed of God's
excessive accommodation, in Calvin's judgment, to human barbarity.
After Ai was taken, Joshua hanged the king's body on a tree for a

day before casting it down before the city gate (Josh. 8.29). Calvin
thinks that Joshua faithfully observed the Mosaic regulation of Deut.
21.23, on which he comments: 'Lest the people become accustomed ad
barbariem, God allowed criminals to be hanged, provided they did not
hang unburied for more than one day'. Nor does Calvin so interpret
the verse that Joshua was guilty of savagely (immane) exposing the
body to be torn by animals and birds (CO 25: 487 = CTS: 130). On
the other hand, the provision in Num. 35.19, 21, 27 for 'the avenger
of blood'—normally a close relative—to execute the murderer outside
the cities of refuge 'smacks of barbarity (barbariem sapere)'. Indeed,
so 'absurd' was this relaxing of the reins for the satisfaction of blood-
lust that Calvin doubts if it ever had divine approval. The apparent
authorization should really be read as a warning, that unless the inno¬
cent are protected, the anger of the relatives of murder victims will be
uncontrollable. Calvin wriggles uncomfortably to evacuate this con¬
cession to barbarity of its offensiveness (CO 24:639 = CTS III: 64-65).
Calvin took a close interest in the Mosaic legislation concerning

slavery. The stipulation in Exod. 21.1-6 (which is separated from its
sequel in Calvin's harmony), that, if a Hebrew slave had married and
had children during his six years' service, they could not accompany
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him on his release, revealed the intractability of the Israelites' 'servile
condition' (cf. Gal. 4). It could not be regulated sine prodigio,
'without this monstrosity'—a word which the next sentence shows that
Calvin meant strictly:

For nothing was more contrary to nature than for a husband to forsake his
wife and abandon his children and move elsewhere. But the bond of

slavery could be dissolved in no other way than by divorce, that is, by this
godless violation of marriage. There was then in this tearing asunder truly
gross barbarity.

This perversion has to be counted with the others which God tolerated
'because of the people's callousness, which was almost incorrigible'
(CO 24: 700-701 = CTS III: 160). When he deals elsewhere with
Exod. 21.7-11, Calvin is again reminded 'how many depravities had
to be permitted in that people'. For fathers to sell their children to
Yelieve their own poverty was 'utterly barbaric' (CO 24: 650 = CTS
III: 80-81).
We move on to note more briefly a third category of material, in

which Calvin discerns God setting bounds or restraints on Israelite
rawness or barbarity. This is how the Joshua commentary views the
renewed instruction to appoint cities of refuge (Josh. 20). Unless this
remedy had been provided, the kindred of those who were murdered
would have doubled the evil by proceeding without discrimination
(promiscue) to avenge their death (CO 25: 545 = CTS: 239). In rather
starker terms, Calvin asserts that for the drinking of the blood of a
brute beast to be atoned for by the death of a human being was quite
incongruous, but such a form of paedagogiam (cf. Gal. 3.24) was
essential for this rudi populo, to prevent them descending ad
barhariem (Lev. 17.10-14; CO 24: 619 = CTS III: 31). And we have
already cited Calvin's comment on the law that allows victims of
execution to hang unburied until sunset.
Calvin interprets the legislation in Exod. 21.10-21, on a master's

violence against slaves, with considerable subtlety. On the one hand,
he applauds the absence of discrimination between the penalties for
murdering a slave and for murdering a free person. It was savage
barbarism (immanis barbaries) among the Romans and other nations
to grant a slave-owner the power of life and death over slaves. But on
the other hand he is troubled by the apparent serious injustice that the
master goes unpunished if the slave survives injury for a couple of
days; Calvin's Latin translation of the beginning of v. 21 is:...si per
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diem vel duos dies steterit, literally, 'if he stands for one day or two'.
Eventually Calvin satisfies himself that this clause means that the slave
was sound and whole in every limb, and that no yawning license for
murder with impunity has been opened up (CO 24: 624-25 = CTS III:
40-41).
This is not by any means the only place in the commentary on the

Mosaic harmony where Calvin's exegesis, normally so respectful of
what the text does or does not say, reaches a strained conclusion
because to do otherwise would countenance something patently
unacceptable. A good example is Exod. 21.22-25, concerning a pre¬
mature birth resulting from accidental injury to the mother. Calvin's
translation, it must be noted, makes death the outcome that may or
may not ensue. His problem is that the passage appears to punish only
the mother's death, and not that of the foetus, 'which would be a great
absurdity. For the foetus enclosed in its mother's womb is already a
human being, and it is quite monstrous (prodigiosum) for it to be
deprived of the life it has not yet begun to enjoy.' He cannot avoid
concluding that the proviso 'if death ensues' must extend to the foetus
no less than to the mother.
Calvin's dilemma here is not untypical of his response to numerous

aspects of the early books of the Old Testament. Too often what he
finds is inconsistent with an external objective standard of measure¬
ment which he calls 'equity' (aequitas), a compound of natural law,
the law engraved on the human conscience and 'the law of the nations'
(lex gentium). The Decalogue is its perfect expression—hence Calvin's
embarrassment at discovering features of the 'political laws' of Moses
which fall short of 'equity' and even of the law codes of pagan peoples
such as Rome. It is in such a context that he repeatedly brings into
play the device of God's accommodation to an intractable people. God
was unable to enact ceremonial, political and judicial legislation that in
every case embodied the perfection of the Decalogue itself. And the
reason was the resistance offered by the obstinacy or torpor or
blindness of the chosen people (Wright 1986). The Institutes censured
the 'barbaric and wild laws' of other nations that failed to conform to

the perpetual principle of love and were abhorrent to all justice,
humanity and peaceableness (Institutes 4.20.15). What is missing in
the Institutes, in its recognition that every nation was free to frame its
own 'judicial laws' to give expression to the perfect moral law, is any
hint that not all of Israel's laws come up to this standard. For this one
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needs to turn to the commentaries of Calvin.
Sometimes what is there condemned is unwarrantable leniency, as in

Calvin's amusing verdict on Exod. 21.18-19 (CO 24: 622-23 = CTS
III: 39-40). But normally the concession is in the direction of a mate¬
rialism or crassness or superstition that respected the limited capacity
(captus) of Israel to receive the Lord's full demand. As we have seen,
Calvin from time to time depicts this interaction as one between God
and harharies. (Calvin seems to have no single word to represent the
opposite of barbaries in his thinking, unless it is humanitas.)
Sometimes the Mosaic law restricts the scope for barbaric behaviour.
On other occasions, as we have seen, God commands or allows some¬

thing barbaric which Calvin disapproves of. Probably in a majority of
cases, often without the language of barbarity being present, a mixture
of these last two motifs is at issue. That is to say, God reins in his
people's indiscipline or license, but imperfectly, leaving in Calvin's
eyes some undesirable concession. A notable instance is his sharp
critique of the provision for divorce in Deut. 24.1-4 (CO 24: 657-58
= CTS III: 93-94).
At this point we must ask how we should view the vocabulary of

barbarity. In particular, is it more than a metaphor? After all, the
pope is condemned for barbaries in allowing children to marry with¬
out parental consent (on Gen. 24.3; CO 23: 331 = CTS II: 14), and 'to
feel no sadness at the sight of death is more barbaries and stupor than
bravery of spirit' (on Gen. 23.2; CO 23: 322 = CTS I: 578). A rhetori¬
cal usage is certainly present in Calvin's writings, and the current
fashion that fastens on rhetoric as the hermeneutical key to unlock the
Calvinian treasure-chest, enabling his theology to be described as
'rhetorical theology' (Bouwsma 1986), may yet cast light on it. Yet it
must be a priori highly improbable that the humanist education that
made Calvin such a consummate scholar left him with a solely
metaphorical notion of barbarity.'
In any case, internal considerations make it inescapably clear that

Calvin was thinking of the mores of an uncivilized, primitive people.
The Latin term barbaries belongs to a group of words that he uses to
characterize the religious and moral crudity of Israel. The most

8. In the 1559 Institutes alone, the usage of the barhar- word-group (now easily
surveyed using Wevers 1992) ranges from the polemical (e.g. 4.10.1, 16.10, 20.1) to
the strictly historical (4.4.13, 11.16) to what might be called the socio-cultural (e.g.
2.10.11.3.4.24,4.20.15).
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prominent is rudis (and rudimenta) and crassus is also common, while
the comment of Jesus on divorce provides durities, 'hardness', and
cognates. We have noted some other terms earlier in this chapter.
Without attempting to be exhaustive, I should mention Calvin's fond¬
ness for words that express insensitivity, unresponsiveness, thickness,
such as stupor, torpor, socordia, hebetudo, and the related emphasis
on obstinacy and contumacy.
There is, of course, some overlap with the language of infancy,

through puerilitas in particular, but also inevitably with rudimenta
and elementa. But it is unmistakable that Calvin's language in portray¬
ing the intractability, recalcitrance and sheer rawness of Israel goes
well beyond what 'the infancy of the church' would lead us to expect.
The human condition to which divine limitation corresponds quite
often in the Old Testament commentaries is worse than restricted

capacity (for milk only, not meat; cf. 1 Cor. 3.2), elementary
mentality, ignorance, fickleness, even stubbornness—which are all
predicable of the child. To the images of the human being highlighted
by Battles—child, schoolboy, invalid, frail creature (Battles 1977: 20,
27-32)—we must add the brute, the primitive, the savage. This will
correct the imbalance in the direction of recipient passivity that has
tended to distort presentations of God's '...Accommodating Himself
to Human Capacity' (Battles 1977). Above all we must avoid any
cross-contamination of the concept of the church's Israelite infancy by
the language of the nurse's baby-talk (balbutio) used by Calvin and
others before him in this context (Institutes 1.13.1; OS III: 109).'
What a concentration on depictions of human grossness and

barbarity brings into sharp focus is the resistant nature of the human
material God had to work with. To the fore here is not the finite
creature but the perverse sinner—variously pig-headed, leadenly
sluggish, aggressive, rapacious, pertinaciously obtuse, almost unman¬
ageable. Thompson concludes his survey with the verdict that 'Calvin's
judgments of all the patriarchal misdeeds studied are significantly
harsher than those of his predecessors and contemporaries' (Thompson
1991: 40). When the revealing and teaching God tempers (attempero)
himself to this humanity, the result, as we have seen, is sometimes a

wrong, rather than a partial or imperfect, portrayal of his will.

9. Cf. Erasmus, Enchiridion militis christiani: Balbutit nobis divina sapientia el
veluti mater quaepiam officiosa ad noslram infantiam voces accommodat. Lac
porrigit infantulis in Christo, holus infirmis (ed. Holborn 1933: 34).
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light that has since shone on his writings, he deserves greater credit
than Grieve implies, both for historical perspectives that, long before
post-Darwinian notions of 'progressive revelation', gave remarkable
weight to cultural, social and religious development in Israel, and for
theological perspectives that did not discriminate against earlier ages
as the recipients of only a partial self-disclosure by God. Calvin's
flexible, self-adapting God did not reveal himself in escalating stages,
but was ever giving himself wholly as far as the people could bear.
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DA VID WRIGHT

dEORGE CASSANDER AND THE APPEAL TO THE FATHERS
IN SIXTEENTH - CENTURY DEBATES ABOUT INFANT BAPTISM

The subject is an ideal one for a symposium on the church Fathers in the fif¬
teenth and sixteenth centuries. Infant baptism was the weightiest constitutive fea¬
ture of the old church that the magisterial Reformers perpetuated on the basis of
tradition rather than explicit scriptural authority. Luther's preservation of
private oral confession, similarly without clear biblical warrant, was of less
fundamental significance for the ordering of the reformed church than the
continued practice of baptizing the new-born.
The issue remains a live one today, biblically, historically, theologically, ecu¬

menically. Since the sixteenth century, the Anabaptist protest, so despised in its
day by Catholics and Protestants alike, has won respectability, ecclesiasticallyand probably confessionally also. If no consensus yet obtains about the origins of
infant baptism, the influential Faith and Order report »Baptism, Eucharist and
Ministry* captures the state of the debate with fine precision: »While the possibi¬
lity that infant baptism was practised in the apostolic age cannot be excluded,
baptism upon personal profession of faith is the most clearly attested pattern in
the New Testament documents.*1
A growing majority of scholars probably inclines to side with Kurt Aland in

his celebrated dialogue with Joachim Jeremias,2 but Aland's position - that infant
baptism was not apostolic and not practised until shortly before the end of the
second century but is nevertheless rightly and properly practised today3 - would
have found no supporters in the sixteenth century. Too much was at stake for
either Catholics or Protestants to opt for this theologically sophisticated stance.
Paradoxically, as we will see, Menno Simons could accept that infant baptism be¬
gan in the time of the apostles without feeling bound for that reason to approveof it - for it was not instituted by the apostles themselves.

1 Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry, (FOP 111) Geneva 1982, 4.
2 For this debate and subsequent contributions, see my articles, The Origins of Infant Baptism

- Child Believers' Baptism? in: SJTh 40 (1987), 1-23; How Controversial Was the Development ofInfant Baptism in the Early Church? in: James E. Bradley and Richard A. Muller (eds.), Church,Word and Spirit. Historical and Theological Essays in Honor of Geoffrey W. Bromiley, GrandRapids 1987, 45-63.
3 "... the practice of infant baptism today can claim that it fulfils in a new time and in a new

way what took place in early times in a different manner ... it is possible for us to keep on ma¬king renewed efforts to realize the demands of the New Testament. According to the presupposi¬tions that we share, the practice of infant baptism today belongs to that category.* Kurt Aland,Did the Early Church Baptize Infants? London 1963, 113-114.
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By comparison with the Lord's Supper, the history of baptismal controversy
in the Reformation remains relatively neglected. (The same could indeed be said
of the whole span of church history.) For the arguments between Anabaptists
and magisterial churchmen, whether in the old church or the new, we lack the
equivalent ofWalter Kohler's classic survey of the Supper-strife.4 The discussions
in the sources are often brief and occasional, as well as widely dispersed. This pre¬
sent essay claims no more than to review some aspects of the debates about the
bearing of the patristic evidence on the status of infant baptism.

1. George Cassander's Testimonia

Our starting-point is a work published at Cologne in 1563 by George Cassan-
der (c. 1513-1566), the irenical Flemish Catholic theologian, entitled De Baptismo
Infantium, Testimonia Veterum Ecclesiasticorum Scriptorum. Cassander has attrac¬
ted greatest interest for his persistent efforts to reconcile Catholics and Prote¬
stants, but he is badly in need of a critical biography and a comprehensive theo¬
logical assessment.5 Little attention has been paid to Cassander's engagements
with Anabaptists, to which his Testimonia on infant baptism belongs.6 It has not
been previously noticed, for example, that the text of the Testimonia reprinted in
Cassander's Opera Omnia in 1616 is an expanded version of the 1563 original.7

4 Zwingl! und Luther. Ihr Streit tiber das Abendmahl, (QFRG 6 und 7) Leipzig 1924 and Gu-
tersloh 1953.

5 Cassander is omitted from TRE but appears in most of the appropriate encyclopedias; see es¬
pecially the article by Jules Baudot in DACL 11,2 (1925), cols. 2333-2340. His works are listed in;
Index Aureliensis VII, 58-63. Among other literature the following may be noted: Ruth Rouse and
Stephen C. Neill (eds.), A History of the Ecumenical Movement 1517-1948, London 21967, 38ff.;
Maria E. Nclte, Georgius Cassander en zijn oecumenisch streven, Nijmegen 1951; Pontien Polman,
L'Eiement Historique dans la Controverse religieuse du XVb-Siecle, Gembloux 1932; Joseph
Lecler, Toleration and the Reformation, New York and London 1960, I, 270-276; John P. Dolan,
The Influence of Erasmus, Witzel and Cassander in the Church Ordinances and Reform Propo¬
sals of the United Duchees of Cleve during the Middle Decades of the 16th Century, (RGST 83)
Munster 1957, 87-108; Arthur C. de Schrevel, Histoire du Seminaire de Bruges, 2 vols., Bruges
1883-1895. The older literature is listed in Hermann Keussen, Die Matrikel der Universitat Koln
II: 1476-1559, (PGRGK VIII) Bonn 1919, 988.

6 See, however, Assink Calkoen, Specimen Historico-theologicum Georgii Cassandri ... Narra-
tionem Exhibens, Amsterdam 1859, 113-116; MennEnc I (1955), 522; George H. Williams, The
Radical Reformation, London 1962, 801-802; Karl Rembert, Die »Wiedertaufer« im Herzogtum
Jiilich, Berlin 1899, especially 276-277, 476-477, 542-547.

7 Cassander, Opera Omnia, Paris, 1616, 668-699. The 1563 edition also lacks the »Appendix de
Auctoritate Ecclesiarum Apostolicarum ex Tertulliano« (1616, 599-700), as well as his De Bap¬
tismo Infantium, Doctrina Catholicae Ecclesiae, Divinarum Literarum Testimoniis Explicata,
which foLows it in the Opera Omnia ( 701-779) and is often regarded as part of the same work,
e.g. by Polman, L' Element Historique, 385 n.2. It was first published quite separately in 1565.
The two editions will be cited here as Testimonia 1563 and Testimonia 1616. I am grateful to the
Master and Fellows of Trinity College Library, Cambridge, for permission to quote from a
microfilm of the 1563 edition in the College Library. I am also grateful to Dr. Frank Stubbings,
Honorary Keeper of Rare Books in Emmanuel College Library, Cambridge, for supplying me
with a photocopy of part of a second 1563 edition of the Testimonia (recorded by Herbert M.

Cassander's collection and discussion may represent the earliest attempt in thesixteenth century at a comprehensive treatment of the evidence to be garneredfrom the Fathers. He had compiled the collection as part of his recent successfulendeavour to convert to a sound mind a prominent Anabaptist {quidam interpro-fessores et doctores huius erroris eximius) held in custody in arce Clivorum,8 Now,in response to wider demand, Cassander published it,9 prefaced with a cla¬rification of the authority of the consensus of the early church conveyed by thetestimonies,10 which in turn are followed by a further discussion of the authorityof the universal practice of baptizing infants.11
Cassander's witnesses are restricted to Fathers who flourishesd within three

hundred years of the death of the last apostle, John, i.e. up to A.D.400. (The da¬
tes given in the margin are calculated on this basis, which has the curious effect of
making them all seem a hundred years earlier.) Cassander largely observes his
own limit, but Leo I. is included, along with Theodoret of Cyrrhus (only in the1616 edition) and of course the later Augustine in extenso.

Adams, Catalogue of the Books Printed on the Continent of Europe 1501-1600 in Cambridge Li¬braries I, Cambridge, 1967, 247 no.840). In this printing, the text has been re-set from sig. Glr on¬wards (as differences of spelling, abbreviation etc. also make clear), and at the end Cassander hasadded (after recovering from illness, as he says in a note at sig. G6V) not only errata (which are li¬sted at sig. G6r in the first printing) but also the interpolations which are identifiable in the 1616edition, at sigs. G6V - Hlv. He also now gives the Appendix from Tertullian which appears in1616 (sigs. H2r - 4r). The re-set text of sigs. Glr - 6r already incorporates the additions (two only,but one of them lengthy) relating to this section of the work. In this article all references are tothe original 1563 edition.
8 Testimonia 1563, sigs. Blr - 2V; Testimonia 1616, 673-674: »... ingenue confessus est, se hunctantum Ecclesiarum consensum magnifacere, seque hac tarn concordi veterum Ecclesiasticorumscriptorum consensione plurimum commoveri ... Quare impense huiusmodi testimonia sibi exhi-beri postulavit, quibus inspectis, et qua pollebat ingenii perspicacitate diligenter exploratis, opi-nionem suam ex pravo et privato scripturae intellectu haustam, cum universal! hac et perpetua to-tius Ecclesiae sententia haud difficulter commutavit, usque eo, ut hunc errorem cum nonnullisaliis in aede sacra eiusdem oppidi Clivorum, frequentissima populi concione damnaverit ... Haecautem res ... occasionem dedit haec Vetera testimonia colligendi ..." The Anabaptist in question isidentified by Rembert, Die »Wiedertaufer«, 276-277 (citing Hermann Hamelmann, Opera Ge-nealogico-Historica, De Westphalia et Saxonia Inferiori ..., Lemgo, 1711, 1011) as Johannes Cam-panus (on whom see Rembert, 160-302; MennEnc I, 499-500; MennLex I (1913), 317-324; Williams,Radical Reformation, especially 272-273, 309-311, 457-459), the year 1563 (but Cassander haddiscussed with Campanus the previous year also) and the place Schloss Angermund, betweenDuisburg and Raiserwerth.
Cassander's summary of similar discussions with one Johannes Kremer a Castorp in July 1558»in arce Dinslachon« (Dinslaken, a few miles north of Duisburg) includes a similarly successfuloutcome but a less prominent, although not insignificant, role for the appeal to the universalconsensus of the early church (Ana Colloquii ..., Opera Omnia, 1227-1234; cf. Epist. Ill, ibid.,1085). Better known are Cassander's conversations with Matthias Servaes in Cologne in July 1565(Acta Colloquii..., Opera Omnia, 1234-1240; cf. Epist. CI, ibid., 1203-1204).9 »Cum autem haec testimonia a nonnullis expeterentur, visum fuit non abs re fore, si in publi¬cum ederentur.« Testimonia 1563, sig. B3q Testimonia 1616, 674.1° Testimonia 1563, sigs. B4r - C8V; Testimonia 1616, 675-681.
11 Testimonia 1563, sigs. F2r - G5V; Testimonia 1616, 692-699.
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The keenest interest attaches to the testimonia of the pre-Nicene era.12 They
are seven in number:

1. Irenaeus: Christ came to save all qui per eum renascuntur in Deum, in¬
fantes et parvulos, et pueros, et iuvenes, et seniores."
2. Tertullian: not from De Baptismo (which, although best known for its
advocacy of the deferment of baptism, reveals that some infants were
being baptized), but from De Anima, a passage that stresses only the
necessity of baptism for all.14
3.D. Origen: three extracts, two from homelies assuming the practice of
paedobaptism, finding its justification in the sinfulness of babies and
citing Job 14:4f. LXX, and a third from the Romans commentary,
which also asserts the apostolic origins of the tradition (Ecclesia ab
Apostolis traditionem suscepit, etiam parvulis baptismum dare)35
6. Dionysius (the Areopagitef. Cassander's Preface has already explained
this position for a passage from the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy: Primus
quidem locus debebatur Dionysio, qui si Areopagita ille est, Apostolorum
synchronus fuit, utpote Apostoli Pauli discipulus, sed quia de eo inter doctos
ambigitur, Origeni ilium subieci, iis concedens, qui ilium Clemente
Alexandrino posteriorem fuisse suspicantur3h

7. Cyprian: the famous letter to Fidus, on which Cassander adds a
comment by Augustine in a letter to Jerome.17

When compared with the list of sources given by Jeremias in his monograph of
1958/1960 (of which Charles Francis D. Moule once said that it provided at least
all the evidence), Cassander's collection is limited partly by availability of mate¬
rial but also partly, we must judge, by modesty. He has not cited, for example,
the references in the Martyrdom ofPolycarp and Justin Martyr to those who had
been Christians from their early years. The prize witness he could not have

12 Testimonia 1563, sigs. Dlr - 4q Testimonia 1616, 682-684. The two editions do not differ at
this point.

13 Irenaeus, Adv.Haer. 2,22,4; Heinrich Kraft, Texte zur Geschichte der Taufe, besonders der
Kindertaufe in der Alten Kirche, (KIT 174) Berlin 1953, no. 10.

13 Tertullian, De Anima 39,3-40,1; not in Kraft, who includes selections from De Baptismo
(and De Paenitentia; no. 13).

15 Testimonia 1563, sig. D2r; Testimonia 1616, 682. The texts are: Comment, in Epist. ad Ro-
manos 5,9 (Kraft, no. 12(b)), In Lucam Homil. 14 (not in Kraft, perhaps because it adds nothing to
the next), In Leviticum Homil. 8,3 (Kraft, no. 12 (a)).

15 Testimonia 1563, sig. B3q Testimonia 1616, 674. The passage is Eccl.Hier. 7,3,11, not of
course in Kraft. Karlfried Froehlich, Pseusdo-Dionysius and the Reformation of the Sixteenth Cen¬
tury in Colm Luibheid (tr.), Pseudo-Dionysius. The Complete Works, (C1WS) London 1987, 33-
46, esp.45-46.

17 Cyprian, Epistle 64,2,3,5 (Kraft, no. 19 (a)); Augustine, Epistle 166,8,23.

George Cassander zoo

known is the Apostolic Tradition of FIippolytus.ls He does not mention the in¬
scriptions, but one wonders in any case whether he would have counted them
among the testimonia patrum.
The post-Nicene witnesses are of course more abundant but they need not de¬

tain us at this stage. In the discussion of the auctoritas of »the universal custom of
baptizing infants*, which follows the testimonia, Cassander shows his awareness
of other patristic evidence which he has not included in the testimonia proper.
He knows, for instance, from Tertullian (De Baptismo of course) and Gregory
Nazianzen that some Fathers counselled the delay of baptism to aetatem paulo
provectiorem, quae mysteria utcunque intelligere et meminisse possitM Cassander,
however, is not thereby disturbed, for two reasons: no-one in the early church
rejected paedobaptism as nefarium, and even Tertullian and Gregory regarded it
as so necessary as to urge the clinical baptism of babies.20 Some variety of practice
in primitive Christianity is allowed for by Cassander. He suggests that at first it
may have been only seriously ill children that were baptized, in addition to their
converting parents.21 This is in line with a recent hypothesis that normal paedo¬
baptism developed by extension from the clinical baptism of children.22 And so
Cassander's review is not lacking in sophistication.

2. Apostolic Institution

But where does the weight of his exposition fall? Is it primarily historical or
theological? It is obviously both at the same time. On the one hand it is not theo¬
logical alone; Cassander does not rest his case on an appeal to the magisterium of
the tradition or on the congruity of infant baptism with the theology of the Fa¬
thers. Nor is it historical alone, as though primitiveness of origin sufficed. For
Cassander, it is important not only that paedobaptism went back to the age of
the apostles but was instituted by the apostles themselves.

Cassander's two key witnesses to this effect are Origen and Augustine. We
have already noted Cassander's inclusion in his testimonia of Origen's assertion

18 Despite his ignorance of the Apostolic Tradition and its derivatives, Cassander's reconstruc¬
tion of the primitive baptismal observance later in his work comes remarkably close to Hippoly-
tus' account in some respects, especially in distinguishing among the categories of candidates
between children who could and could not answer for themselves: »erant et pueri ea aetate, ut
ipsi quoque perse acceptam Catechismi doctrinam, hoc est orationem Dominicam, et Symbolum
reddere possint.« He has already mentioned the adults »qui ... ipsi pro se respondebant*
fTestimonia 1563, sig. F6r; Testimonia 1616, 694). Hippolytus likewise distinguishes among
children in terms of their ability to answer for themselves; see Wright, The Origins ... (cited n.2
above), 4-6.

19 Testimonia 1563, sig. G2q Testimonia 1616, 697. The texts are Tertullian, De Baptismo 18,4-
5 (Kraft, no. 13(b)) and Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 40,28 (Kraft, no. 24).

20 Testimonia 1563, sig. G2"; Testimonia 1616, 697.
21 Testimonia 1563, sig. F5r; Testimonia 1616, 694.
22 Cf. Everett Ferguson, Inscriptions and the Origins of Infant Baptism, JThS n.s. 30 (1979), 34-

46, followed by Wright, The Origins...



in his Romans commentary that the church received the tradition of baptizing in¬
fants from the apostles. Two passages from Augustine making the same point are
recorded by Cassander.23 The African Father repeats it in other places.
Origen and Augustine were the two commonest witnesses cited by the Prote¬

stant Reformers also, from the 1520s onwards. In 1525 Oecolampadius appealed
to Origen's Romans in Ein Gesprach etlicher Predicanten zu Basel,24 and in the
same year Zwingli quoted one of Cassander's Augustinian testimonies in Von der
Taufe, vcn der Wiedertaufe und von der Kindertaufe.25 In his 1528 Indicium contra
Anabaptistas Melanchthon appealed to both Origen and Augustine in arguing
backwards, according to Pierre Fraenkel, from the Fathers to Scripture.26
But Cassander finds it necesssary to be more precise on the apostolic institu¬

tion of paedobaptism than some Protestants were on some occasions. He knows
that Menno Simons, prudentior et diligentior than those Radicals who blamed its
origin on one of the popes, acknowledged that iam inde ab Apostolicis temporibus
baptismum infantium usurpatum fuisse, ac paulatim invaluisse. Verum huius rei auc-
tores facit Pseudapostolos et falsos doctores.27 Cassander thinks it incredible that a
practice with such inauspicious beginnings should so soon (statim) have pervaded
all the churches. In any case, there is no trace of any attack on it in many refuta¬
tions of false teachers and teachings by the apostles and their successors.28

The Reformers were not always as careful as Cassander. Calvin states that nul-
lus est scriptor tam vetustus qui non eius originem ad Apostolorum seculum pro certo
referat,29 Similar assertions are to be found in Zwingli and Luther, and in other
Reformers too. In most instances, to be sure, there is no reason to doubt that
these Reformers believed it to have been instituted by the apostles - or even
Christ himself - but their arguments not infrequently stress antiquity rather than
precise apostolicity.
Luther cites Augustine's assertion that infant baptism derived from the

apostles, but his main argument hinges on the unbroken continuity of the
practice for over a thousand years, from the time of the apostles even, rather than

23 Augustin, De Baptismo 4,23 (Testimonia 1563, sig. D8V; Testimonia 1616, 686), De Gen. ad
Litt. 10,23 (Testimonia 1563, sig. E5r; Testimonia 1616, 689).

23 Noted by Rollin S. Armour, Anabaptist Baptism: A Representative Study, Scottdale PA
1966, 50.

25 ZW IV, 321-322.
25 Pierre Fraenkel, Testimonia Patrum. The Function of the Patristic Argument in the Theo¬

logy of Philip Melanchthon, (THR XLVI) Geneva 1961, 186 n.71, citing the Iudicium, CR 1, col.
962.

22 Testimonia 1563, sig. B4V; Testimonia 1616, 675. Menno makes the point more than once:
in Verklaringe des Christelycken Doopsels, in: Opera Omnia, Amsterdam, 1681, fol. 408b, 426b,
and in Een Klare Beantwoordinge over een Schrift Gellii Fabri, ibid., fol. 272a (in: The Complete
Writings of Menno Simons c. 1496-1561, tr. Leonard Verduin, ed. John C. Wenger, Scottdale PA
1956, 248, 276, 696). At the second of these texts, Menno reduces the testimony of Origen and
Augustine to a beginning in the time of the apostles, although he knows better (so Een Funda¬
ment en Klare Aenwysinge ..., Opera Omnia, fol. 21b; Complete Writings, 137).

28 Testimonia 1563, sigs. B4V - 5"; Testimonia 1616, 675. Menno, of course, believed that very
few infants were baptized in the early centuries.

29 Institutio 4,16,8.

on the warrant of apostolic appointment.30 He sets forth a syllogism: either there
has been no church for this long period or baptism has been effective, but it is
impossible for there to have been no church for a thousand years or more, so
therefore the baptism of infants (for most baptisms have been of infants) has been
effective.31 For this syllogism, institution by apostles is at best dispensable.
Indeed, it could be claimed that Luther's appeal to continuity from the beginning
functions as a substitute for that incontrovertible assertion of apostolic origins
which he knew he could not give.

3. Tradition andScripture

There may be significance in the Reformers' reading Origen, Augustine and
other Fathers as demonstrating the primitive antiquity rather than the strict apo¬
stolicity of paedobaptism. Perhaps it enabled them to cope with the awkward
question of non-biblical traditon. In his Refutation of the Tricks of the Baptists,
Zwingli comments as follows after invoking Origen and Augustine as witnesses
that the church received infant baptism from the apostles: Quo testes non in hoc
adduco, ut eis autoritatem tribuam scripturae, sed propter historiae fidem (Origines
enim post centum et quinquaginta annos ab ascensione Christi floruit), ne vetustatem
baptismi infantium ignoremus simulque possimus adsequi indubitatum esse, quod
apopstoli citra omnem controversiam infantes baptizaverintP2 Zwingh's conclusion
- that the apostles themselves baptized infants - cannot conceal his discomfort at
having to rely on non-apostolic attestation of apostolic practice.
The Reformers found themselves permanently impaled on the horns of a di¬

lemma. They deployed a range of arguments based on the Bible in favour of bap¬
tizing infants. But none, to my knowledge, claimed that the Bible provided an
express warrant for the practice (though Calvin held that the intention of bap¬
tism is no less appropriate for children than for adults33), and none could avoid
resort to patristic testimony to help out. Yet miserrimum asylum foret, says Cal¬
vin, si pro defensione paedobaptismi ad nudam Ecclesiae authoritatem suffugere coge-
remur.u

So for Calvin, to credit the testimony of Origen and Augustine is not to rely
on nuda Ecclesiae authoritas. Indeed, it is worth noticing that the testimonia of
these two Fathers in particular - affirming the apostolic institution of paedo¬
baptism - stand in a class of their own among the patristic evidence commonly ci¬
ted in the debate. Their force lies not so much in what they attest as the church's

30 Von derWiedertaufe an zwei Pfarrherrn (1528), WA 26, 159, 166-168 (tr. Conrad Bergendoff,
Luther's Works, 40, 245, 254-257).

31. Tischreden no. 650 (1533), WA Tisch. 1, 306 (tr. Theodore G. Tappert, Luther's Works, 54,
113).

32 In Catabaptistarum Strophas Elenchus (1527), ZW VI,1, 187 (tr. Samuel M. Jackson, Ulrich
Zwingli ... SelectedWorks, Philadelphia 1501, 251).

33 Institutio 4,16,8.
33 Institutio 4,8,16.



uwii taay vaiiuuugn carigen is early enough tor his report notto to be insignificant in this respect), as in their claiming the observance to be
apostolic. Yet this is not vindicated by their quoting apostolic Scripture, becauseit is not available.
As Martin Bucer admits in an open letter to Bernard Rothmann: Hoc ergo vobisconcedimus, baptisma infantium non esse inter [eggrapha] Christi instituta, at inter[agrapha] numerandum certo credimus)5 But although Bucer reckons thatRothmann will acknowledge pleraque Christi [agrapha] Bucer can cite nothingremotely as important as infant baptism.
So these two Fathers' testimonia belong to an intermediate category: they areneither expositions of Scripture - and hence in principle acceptable to the Refor¬

mers, like, for example, the doctrine of the Trinity - nor independent post-apo¬stolic traditions. They remain unparalleled, I suggest, in sixteenth-century con¬
troversy, in regard to both the fundamental centrality of the observance theysustain and the Reformers' readiness to believe and defend their assertion of the
apostolic origin of an unwritten tradition.
The appeal to the Fathers on the baptism of infants was inseparable from theappeal to Scripture, which in this case sought to prove, or disprove, the congruityof the practice with the explicit teaching of Scripture. Bucer tells Rothmann thatdiscerniculum [of the [agrapha]] in eo situm est, esse iis, quae scriptura exprimit, con-sentaneum vel dissentaneum)k

4. Anabaptist Counter-Arguments

But the Radicals also challenged the veracity of Origen's and Augustine's asser¬tions by contesting other aspects of the appeal to the Fathers. In Menno Simons'
view, the variety of practice and lack of unanimity among the Fathers counteddecisively against the apostolic initiation of paedobaptism. His evidence is of mi¬xed quality. Tertullian's De Baptismo was obviously not to be missed, but it is
surprising to find Menno alleging, on the authority of die predicanten van Nord-lingen, that even Cyprian left infant baptism optional (heeft den Kinder-doop vrygelaten - liberum))1 Like other Anabaptists, Menno deduced from numerous pas¬
sages in patristic writings, especially catechetical addresses and accounts of bap¬tismal liturgy, which placed faith or repentance or instruction or the catechu-
menate before baptism, that infants could not have been candidates.38 It was easyenough for Reformers like Bucer, whose versatility in defending infant baptism

35 Quid de Baptismate Infantium... (Strasbourg 1533), sigs. Aiiii" - Av; this section ed. RobertStupperich, Die Schriften Bernhard Rothmanns, (VHKW XXXII, Die Schriften der Miinsteri-schen Taufer und ihrer Gegner I) Munster 1970, 49.
3' Ibid.
37 Een Klare Beantwoordinge (Opera Omnia, fol. 271b.; Complete Writings, 695); Een Fun¬dament (Opera Omnia, fol. 21b; Complete Writings, 137), and elsewhere. Menno believed Cy¬prian was a Greek like Origen.
38 Cf. Armour, Anabaptist Baptism, 50.

was second to none, to retort that such reasoning mistakenly inferred the generalfrom the particular.39 Their counter-argument was already well rehearsed on bib-heal material and could automatically be extended to the Fathers: the need foradults to come to baptism penitent, believing and instructed did not mean thatonly adults could come.

But a reply like this, however impeccable its logic, evaded rather than coun¬tered the Anabaptist appeal to inconsistency of practice in the early church. Interms of modern discussion, Menno and others were nearer the truth than theirProtestant and Catholic opponents, despite their very limited awareness of thewidespread deferment of baptism in Christian families in the fourth and fifth cen¬turies. It is arguable that progress in resolving the historical dispute about originswill be possible only with the recognition that the question whether infants werebaptized in the early church cannot be satisfactorily answered with a straight yesor no. Differences of category of infants, of circumstances and even of regionalone make sense of the evidence.
George Cassander, ardent champion of the Vincentian canon, will hearnothing of such diversity. Veteres omnes Ecclesiastici et Orthodoxi scriptores uno ca-lamo scripserunt, et uno ore locuti sunt de baptismo parvulorum.40 He makes thepoint repeatedly. His argument is the very reverse of Menno's. The unanimity ofveteres illos omnes Ecclesiarum praefectos et doctores, per universum orbem Christia-num, speaks in favour of their common tradition being apostolic, especially sinceplerique Apostolicis temporibus mam fuerunt.41 Cassander uses the strongest lan¬guage - absurdissimum, insania - to dismiss the notion that this common mind onthe part of churchmen who otherwise faithfully transmitted the apostles' tea¬ching was no more than a common delusion. And he can cite a Father to providethe clinching principle, Tertullian, who on this occasion is a wholly amenablewitness: quid apud multos unum invenitur, non erratum, sed traditum)1Cassander's position is little different from Melanchthon's. When the ancientwriters' teachings are clear, nec est ab illis sine certis et perspicuis scripturae testimo-niis dissentiendum)1 When early tradition is not in dispute, one needs incontro¬vertible scriptural grounds for abandoning it in preference for novelty.

5. Infant Baptism and Original Sin

In turn Cassander accuses the A_nabaptists of serious disagreement amongthemselves on whether infants are or can be saved.44 He makes much of this issue,not only for its controversial value b at also because the universal early consensus
39 Quid de Bapcismate Infantium, sig. DviiF.40 Testimonia 1563, sig. B6V; Testimonia 1616, 676. Cf. also sig. E7V/ 691, sig. F4V/ 693.41 Testimonia 1563, sig. B8V; Testimonia 1616, 677.« Testimonia 1563, sigs. B5V - 6r; Testimonia 1616, 675-676. Cf. sig. F4v/693. Tertullian,Prescriptions of Heretics 28.
43 Loc. cit. (n. 26 above).
44 Testimonia 1563, sigs. B7r - 8r, 03^; Testimonia 1616, 676-677, 697.



on which his argument hinges includes, in addition to the invariable practice, a
single shared theological rationale for the practice: iisdem omnes rationibus et ar¬
guments ... utuntur, videlicet infantes originalis peccati contagione vitiatos, peccati et
mortis reos teneri, a quo nisi per aquam et spiritum renati purgentur, et sanguine
Christi, qui per baptismum efficax est, abluantur, a societate corporis Cbristi, et in-
gressu regni caelestis excludi.iS In other words, the Fathers were all good Augusti-
nians! (Cassander is nearer the mark in quoting from John 3:5; no other text was
so influential in shaping early Christian thought about baptism.)
When this particular claim is tested against Cassander's catalogue of testimonia,

it manages to retain some degree of plausibility. Origen in Latin can be read, no
doubt unhistorically, as propounding an orthodox Western doctrine of original
sin, citing as he does Job 14, 4f. LXX and Psalm 50(51): 7 LXX, two of Augu¬
stine's favourite proof-texts. In fact, Origen is most probably assuming the impu¬
rity of new-born pre-existing souls. Tertullian's warning in De Baptismo against
innocens aetas hastening to the font is not among the testimonia (although Cas¬
sander mentions the work elsewhere in this treatise).

Cassander knew John Chrysosom's homily to the newly-baptized only in
Augustine's quotation: et infantes baptizamus, quamvis peccata non habentes,
which Augustine interpreted as excluding only sins of their own commission, not

*

the stain of original sinfulness.46 Not only Chrysostom but the Greek Fathers
almost to a man never linked infant baptism with original sin. For the rest, the
testimonia are overwhelmingly derived from Augustine and the Pelagian
controversy.

Cassander thus remains happily unaware of the broad consensus of the pre-Ni-
cene Fathers on the sinlessness of infants,47 and the widespread conviction among
the later Greek Fathers that infants were baptized not for the remission of sins at
all - whether original or their own - but to receive gifts and graces.48 Although
they lacked the knowledge of the Fathers to support it, those Anabaptists who
regarded infants as free from sin (Cassander names Obbe Phillips and Menno Si¬
mons49) were closer to a patristic consensus than Cassander.
Yet in the end of the day, a consensus of the Fathers eluded all parties to the

controversy. It would be harsh to judge them by the canons of modern historical
study. Amid much that does not survive serious scrutiny (such as the allegation
found among the Anabaptists that paedobaptism had been in effect instituted

*5 Testimonia 1563, sigs. B6V -1'\ Testimonia 1616, 676.
46 Testimonia 1563, sigs. D5r - 6r; Testimonia 1616, 684-685 .Johannes Chrysostomus, Catecheses

baptismales 3,6, Augustin, Contra Julianum 1,6,21-22 [Kraft, no. 26). The Catecheses were first
published by Antoine Wengerin 1957; cf. Wright, How Controversial ... (n. 2 above), 54-55.

*7 Cf. Kurt Aland, Die Stellung der Kinder in den friihen Christlichen Gemeinden und ihre
Taufe, (ThEH NF 138) Munchen 1967,17-21.

48 Cf. Wright, The Meaning and Reference of »One Baptism for the Remission of Sins« in the
Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed, StPatr XVIII,2 (1989), 329-333.

49 Testimonia 1563, sig. B7V; Testimonia 1616, 676.

with the invention of godparents by fdyginus, a short-lived pope who flourished
c.14050), Cassander's treatise stands out for its responsible moderation.51

50 Cf. Menno Simons, Verklaringe (Opera Omnia, fol. 411b; Complete Writings, 253), and el¬
sewhere; Bernhard Rothmann, in a Disputation of August 7-8, 1533, ed. Stupperich, 113-114. The
source of this strange notion is most probably Gratian's Decretum III, De Consecr. IV,100 (ed. A.
Fnedberg, Corpus luris Canonici I, Leipzig 1879, col. 1394). However, the ruling credited there to
Pope Hyginus [In catecumino, et in baptismo, et in confirmatione unus patrinus fieri potest, si necessi-
tas cogit...) derives from the Penitential of Theodore of Canterbury, Bk. 2,4,8 (PL 99, col.929; tr.
John T. McNeill and Helena M. Gamer, Medieval Handbooks of Penance, New York 1938, 202).How it came to be ascribed to Hyginus (in several collections earlier than Gratian's) I have yet todiscover.

51 A cursory comparison with the collection discussed by Balthasar Hubmaier in the second
version of his »Der uralten und gar neuen Lehrer UrteiL of 1526 places Cassander in a different
league for scholarship. Hubmaier's listing is spattered with gross errors, e.g. his second authority,in »Anno 137«, is one Thonatus, bishop of Carthage, who taught »das man kein Kindt solt tauf-
fen, das nit den glauben bekenet« (Balthasar Hubmaier Schriften, eds. Gunnar Westin and Torsten
Bergsten, (QFRG XXIX; QGT IX) Giitersloh 1962, 243-249, at 244).
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Constantine and the 'Mother of God':
Oratio Ad Sanctorum Coetum 11:9

D.F. Wright, Edinburgh

Constantine enjoys a certain reputation for theological innovation in
connexion with the Nicene keyword homoousios. Most historians conclude
that the responsibility for insisting upon its decisive inclusion in the Creed of
Nicaea in 325 lies to a significant extent with the emperor. While its
introduction into the debate at the Council can hardly be credited to him, it
was his contribution to urge successfully that it be inserted into the statement
of faith1. What degree of comprehension his advocacy of homoousios betokened
and how vigorous were the promptings of this or that ecclesiastical counsellor
we may never know. In any case, the term was not new to this area of
Christian doctrine, nor had its earlier usage been restricted to it. But for its
erection as a touchstone of orthodoxy, Constantine merits due recognition.
Whether homoousios first surfaced at Nicaea in its Latin equivalent consub-
stantialis is a possibility that cannot be confidently excluded.
There is a better case for granting Constantine the distinction of being the

first to describe the Virgin Mary as 'mother of God' — in the strict terms of
0eou |if)TTip or mater Dei. The evidence has never to my knowledge been
discussed, and is often not noticed2. As we will see, it is attended by more
than one uncertainty.
The passage in question occurs in the Oratio ad sanctorum coetum, which in

the manuscripts always follows Eusebius' Vita Constantini3, and which most
1 N.H. Baynes, Constantine the Great and the Christian Church (1931), ed. H. Chadwick

(London, 1972), 21: 'At that council, 1 believe. Constantine acted as President and as such
directed its proceedings towards the adoption of his own solution — the Homoousion. Whence
Constantine derived that solution we need not ask here...' No connexion between Constantine
and homoousios is made by I. Ortiz de Urbina, Nicee el Constantinople (Histoire des conciles
oecumeniques 1; Paris, 1963).

2 It is not mentioned in G. Soil, Mariologie (Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte 3,4; Freiburg im
Breisgau, 1978), or in M. O'Carroll, Theotokos. A Theological Encyclopedia of the Blessed Virgin
Mary (Wilmington, 19832), whose article on 'Mother of God' credits Ambrose with first using
mater Dei in the West (258), or in E. Dublanchy's article on 'Marie, Maternite Divine", in DTC 9
(1926-1927), at cols. 2351-2352.
/ 3 F. Winkelmann's edition of the Vita (see next note), xv-xvi, corrects the partial information
about a new MS in Alexandria given by him both in Die Textbezeugung der Vita Conslantini des
Eusebius von Caesarea (TU 84; Berlin, 1962), 9, n. 1, and in 'Annotationes zu einer Neuen
Edition der Tricennatsreden Eusebs und der Oratio ad Sanctum Coetum in GCS (CPG 3498.
3497)', in ANTIDORON. Hulde aan Dr. Maurits Geerard bij de voltooiing van de Clavis Patrum
Graecorum, I, Wetteren, 1984, 1-7, at 3.
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scholars identify with the emperor's speech which his biographer promises to
append to the Vita*. The identification is summarily dismissed by Friedhelm
Winkelmann in the revised edition of the Vita in Die Griechischen Christlichen
Schriftsteller. No doubt his forthcoming edition of the Oratio itself will
provide some grounds for this verdict.
Even if the identification is granted, it does not conclusively settle the

celebrated debate about the authenticity of the speech, which there is neither
need nor time to rehearse here5. Its disputed attribution to Constantine is
inseparable from the further question whether it was originally composed in
Latin, as was Constantine's custom, according to what Eusebius says when he
promises to annex one such discourse, now translated into Greek, to his Life
of the emperor.
The resolution of these and other major problems about the Oratio may be

assisted by focussing on singularities in the text such as the phrase in ch. 11:9
which declares that 'a maiden [was, became] the mother of God':
When [the Son] was due to adopt a terrestrial body and sojourn on earth, as need
required, he devised a novel (voOqv) form of birth for himself: xcopii; yap toi yapou
aoAArpyu;, xai ayvfjq napGeviaq eikEiGuta, tcai Geou pijxrip xopq, xai aicovioo
ipuaecix; dpyij ypovioi; xai voqTfji; oucncu; aiaOqaig xai dawpaxou cpavoxqxoi; tAq6.
Ivar Heikel, the editor of the Oratio in GCS, places the phrase xai 0eoC

pf)Tr|p Kopr] in square brackets, not because the manuscripts display any
disagreement but in deference to an earlier commentator on the text. In his
own critical review of the text of the Oratio Heikel fails to remark on the
words in question7.

4 VC 4:32, ed. F. Winkelmann, Eusebius Werke 1:1 (GCS; Berlin, 1975), 132, with the abrupt
comment 'Nicht identisch mit der Or. ad. sanct. coet.'.

5 It is reviewed by Baynes, op. cit., 50-56, who could not accept Constantine's personal
authorship of the whole address. T.D. Barnes argues in favour ('The Emperor Constantine's
Good Friday Sermon , JThSl n.s. 27 (1976), 414-423; Conslantine and Eusebius (Cambridge, MA,
1981), 73-76, 323-325), as do three contributors to Lactance el son temps, eds. J. Fontaine and
M. Perrin (Theologie Historique 48; Paris, 1978) — Francois Heim (55-74), Daniel De Decker
(75-89) and Marie-Louise Guillaumin (194-197), although they by no means agree on other
questions about the work. R. Lane Fox, Pagans and Christians (London, 1986, 1988), 627-662,
777-784, vigorously defends the authenticity of the Oratio and its original composition in Greek
and lists recent literature. A Latin original remains more probable (cf. D.N. Wigtil, 'Towards aDate for the Greek Fourth Eclogue', Classical Journal, 76 (1981), 336-341), and a date between
321 and 325 is increasingly canvassed — but see H.A. Drake, 'Suggestions of Date in
Constantine's Oration to the Saints', American Journal of Philology, 106 (1985), 335-349. S.
Mazzarino, 'La data dell' Oratio ad sanctorum coetum, il ius Italicum e la fondazione di
Costantinopoii. note sui «Discorsi» di Costantino', in his Antico, tardoanlico ed era costantiniana
vol. 1 (Bari, 1974), 99-150, opts for 325.

6 Ed. I.A. Heikel, Eusebius Werke I (GCS 7; Leipzig, 1902), 168; S. Alvarez Campos, CorpusMarianum Patristicum, 8 vols. (Burgos, 1970-1985 — hereafter CMP), II, 52 (524); G. Gharib et
al., Testi Mariani Del Primo Millennio (Rome, 1988), 257 (listed as Eusebius' Oraiione a
Costantino1).

7 Kritische Beitrdge zu den Constantin-Schriften des Eusebius (TU 36:4; Leipzig, 1911), 16-17
(where his abridged German version omits the words), 65, 80.
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In 1894 Victor Schiiltze bracketed the four Greek words as a later gloss for
two reasons, which I will discuss in reverse order8. First the words constitute
an awkward interpolation as is betrayed by their 'Stellung . Whether this
means 'construction' or 'position', it is hardly a convincing objection. While it
is true that the phrase is both preceded and followed by phrases constructed
of nominatives and genitives, yet the two cases are not related to each other
in a uniform manner throughout. The four words maintain the note of the
extraordinary set by the bold use of voGqv; their anarthrous form, which
might itself be remarkable, agrees with neighbouring phrases; and their
meaning, which is not in doubt, fits the sequence of thought — conception,
childbirth, motherhood — admirably well. J.M. Pfattisch believes that
Schiiltze is probably correct, because the expression is a concrete one amid
many abstract ones9. But the preceding phrases are concrete enough, and the
contrast is overdrawn. One could put the position this way: the phrase is no
more problematic or angular than many others in this enigmatic work.
Of a different order is Schiiltze's other objection: 'um jene Zeit der

Ausdruck 0eoO pfixrip Kopr| ausgeschlossen ist'10. If he is correct, he is
so, I suggest, more by instinct than by science. He cites no investigation
chronicling the adoption of the designations Oeou pf|xr|p and mater Dei for
Mary, which is a task still awaiting thorough research. My own provisional
conclusions are as follows11:

1. Despite — or perhaps because of— the relatively early and widespread
currency of theotokos, the Greek Fathers were surprisingly slow to speak of
Mary as 'mother of God'. John of Damascus was probably the first to use the
phrase as a matter of routine, although Sophronius of Jerusalem used both
0eoC pif|xr| p and 0eopf)xcop on several occasions. Throughout his extensive
vindications of theotokos, Cyril of Alexandria only once, and then hesitantly,
called Mary the 'mother' of God. The indexes to Schwartz' Acta Conciliorum
Oecumenicorum throw up only one occurrence, in A.D. 53612.

2. The Latin West did not develop a single standard translation of
theotokos. Deipara, Dei genetrix (genitrix) and mater Dei all served, with
mater Dei used twice by Ambrose and several times by Cassian. The phrase

8 'Quellenuntersuchungen zur Vita Constantini des Eusebius', ZKG 14 (1894), 503-555, at 547.
9 Die Rede Konstantins des Grossen an die Versammlung der Heiligen (Strassburgcr Theolo-

gische Studien 9,4; Freiburg im Breisgau, 1908), 89.
10 Pfattisch, loc. cit., rejects Schiiltze's reasoning, because of the similarity with Oratio 19:6

(Heikel, 182), where Mary is pregnant with 'the divine Spirit'.
11 See my essay '«Mother of God»?' in D.F. Wright (ed.), Chosen by God. Mary in

Evangelical Perspective (London, 1989), 120-140, for much of what follows.
12 John Damascus: Homelies sur la Nativite et la Dormition, ed. P. Voulet (SC 80; 1961), 59.

61. 63. 69. 84. 116. etc.; Sophronius: CMP IV:2, 306 (4538). 314 (4546). 328 (4559). 330 (4560).
etc.; Cyril of Alexandria: Paschal Homelies 17: 3 (PG 77, 776-777; CMP IV: 1, 226 [3282]): ACO
III, 31, IV:2, 311-312 (CMP IV:2, 113 [4083]).
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also occurs in some of Nestorius's fragments extant in Latin, and, although
avoided by Augustine, appears regularly in the Africans Facundus of Her-
miane and Fulgentius of Ruspae in the sixth century13.

3. There is some evidence that Oeou pfixr|p came into Greek usage at least
partly by translation of the Latin Dei genetrix or mater Dei. Photius cites
Ephraim of Antioch as recording that Leo the Great spoke more clearly than
others of the Virigin as 'mother of God'14. This is wrong on two counts:
before Leo, Ambrose and Cassian used mater Dei — Cassian clearly as an
equivalent to theotokos — while Leo himself kept to Dei genitrix. But the
sequence of translation suggested by Photius's record of Ephraim's lost
writings is from Greek theotokos to Leo's Latin Dei genitrix which in turn
became 0eou pf)Tqp in Ephraim's (and Photius's) Greek. This was spotted in
the seventeenth century by John Pearson, Bishop of Chester:
those ancient Greeks which call the Virgin Oeotokoi;, did not call her grpepa rou
Oeou. But the Latins translating Oeoioicoq Dei genitrix, and the Greeks translating Dei
genitrix 0eoO gf|TTip, they both at last called her plainly the mother of God15.
In the light of this provisional sketch of the early use of'mother of God' in

Greek and Latin, we return to the Oratio ad sanctos. Victor Schiiltze was

correct, in that 0eoO pf|Tr|p is not attested as early as the early decades of the
fourth century16. But by the same token it would not have been a natural
interpolation earlier than the seventh century, yet its interpolation must have
taken place early enough to influence the whole manuscript tradition,
although this is not a broad one.
It may be less problematic — it is certainly less hazardous — to view the

phrase as original to the text of the Oratio but arising from translation from
Latin into Greek, especially if the translation were the work not of a

theologian but of a professional interpreter. Eusebius used theotokos at least
three times17, but I have no evidence of a Latin version of the word in the

13 Ambrose: Hexaemeron 5:20:65 (PL 14, 248), De Virginibus (PL 16, 220); Cassian: Incarn.
2:2, 5, 6, 5:1, 7:29 (PL 50, 41. 43. 46. 98. 265); F. Loots, Nestoriana. Die Fragmenta des Nestorius
(Halle, 1905), 167. 212. 252 (although the original Greek may not have been primp OsoO — see
below); Facundus: Defence of Three Chapters 1 ;1, 4 (PL 67, 529-531. 540-547); Fulgentius: On
the Faith 17 (PL 65, 680).

14 Photius, Bibliotheca codex 228 (ed. R. Henry IV, 121); Leo, Epist. 165:2 (PL 54, 1157f.).15 An Exposition of the Creed (1669), ed. R. Sinker (Cambridge, 1882), 340, n. 1.
16 The only certain Greek occurrences in the fourth century appear in Theodore of Heracla

(In Matlhaeum fragt. I, ed. J. Reuss, TU 61, 55; CMP II, 119 (684); cf. CPG 3562), and Gregoryof Nazianzus (Poemata Moralia 8:24 [PG 37, 651); CMP II, 258 [916]). The appearance of
'mother of God' in a Coptic homily attributed to Athanasius (ed. L.Th. Lefort, 'L'Homelie de
S. Athanase des papyrus de Turin', Mus 71 (1958), 5-50. 209-239, at 21, 214 [= CMP II, 61
(551)]) is additional evidence for its inauthenticity (cf. CPG 2187).

17 Comm. in Psalmum 109:4 (PG 23, 1344); Quaestiones Evangelicae ad Marinum 2:5 (PG 22,
945); Contra Marcellum 2:1:4 (ed. E. Klostermann, revd. G.C. Hansen, Eusebius Werke 4 (GCS
19722), 32; CMP II, 15 (468). 46 (512). 50 (523).
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first half of the fourth century. It is not, however, inconceivable that Dei
genitrix had already come into use early enough to occasion the untutored
Greek rendering 0eoi) pf)TT[p. Certainly, if we look for the inspiration of the
phrase in the mind of Constantine, we are more likely to find it in a Eusebian
than a Lactantian direction. One can indeed speculate that Schiiltze's exclu¬
sion of it was partly suggested by the lack of any obvious parallel to it in
Lactantius' Divinae Institutiones 4:12-13, on which he believes the Oratio to
be dependent at this point18. Although Lactantius' designation of the Son as
dpf|TCop (like the Father) refers to the Son's first generation from the Father,
he shows no inclination to affirm Mary's maternity in his second generation
of his divinity as well as his humanity19.
Other possibilities may suggest themselves, such as the prompting or

tuition of Ossius20. The phrase itself has points of contact with other parts of
the Oration. Its Christianized adaptation of Virgil's Fourth Eclogue provides
the author with another opportunity to emphasize the Virgin Birth of Christ.
The passage uses KOpq — which often conveys the hint of virginity caught by
the English 'maiden' — as a synonym for rcctpOevoq21. Christ's divinity is also
clearly emphasized in the speech, being attested not only by the same
Virgilian passage but also by the Erythraean Sibyl. While not purveying
Nicene orthodoxy, the Oratio is in no doubt that Christ is 'God and the Son
of God'22. The affirmation that 'a maiden became mother of God' is not out
of tune with the subject-matter of the address.
Perhaps in the end of the day we could do worse than attribute the phrase

to the lay clumsiness or boldness of Constantine, or of his secretary or his
translator23, who rushed in with explicit 'mother of God' language decades
or centuries ahead of the tradition, when professional theological angels still
feared to tread. Not wholly unlike homoousios, we might say.

18 Div. Inst. 4:12:1, 13:3-4 (CSEL 19, 309, 316; CMP I, 192-3 (453-454)); Schiiltze, art. cit..
546-547, where he juxtaposes the two passages. The essays by Heim and De Decker (n. 5 above)
present contrasting angles on Lactantius' influence on Constantine — and vice versa.

19
... sine officio matris a solo Deo patre generatus est. In secundo vero carnali dnaxcop fuit.

quoniam sine patris officio virginali utero procreatus est... (Div. Inst. 4:13:3-4); Habebat spiritalem
Patrem Deum; et sicut Pater Spiritus eius Deus sine matre, ita mater corporis eius virgo sine patre
(ibid.. 4:25, CSEL 19, 376; CMP I, 193 [455]).

20 On Ossius's underestimated intellectual and theological culture, see V.C. De Clerq, Ossius
of Cordova (Washington, DC, 1954), 69-79. That he scripted the Oratio is suggested by J.M. Rist.
'Basil's «Neoplatonism»: Its Background and Nature', in P.J. Fedwick (ed.). Basil of Caesarea.
Christian, Humanist, Ascetic (Toronto, 1981), vol. 1, 137-220, at 155-159.

21 Oratio 19:6 (Heikel, 182). Pfattisch, loc. cit., thinks the gloss at 11:6 borrowed from 19:6.
As an infrequent and poetic word, Kopq may have been suggested by a Greek version of the
Fourth Eclogue, but Wigtil, art. cit., argues that the translation was produced only after the rest
of the Oration. Eusebius uses Kopq of virgins in Vita Constantini 1:43:2, 55:3 (ed. Winkelmann.
38. 44), and see Lampe, s.v., for some other uses of the Virgin Mary.

22 Oratio 19:8, 18:1-2, 11:7 (Heikel, 182. 179. 167).
23 P.S. Davies, 'Constantine's Editor', JThSt n.s. 42 (1991), 610-618, argues that Eusebius was

responsible for two Arian interpolations in the Oratio.
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The Vocation of a Reformed Scholar
Arthur S. Link, Historian and Editor

"I fancy myself an intellectual," he says, "but I have never
encountered anyone in history with such a mind as Wilson. That mind of
his was always challenging me — to stretch my mind to meet his. I've
read a lot of history in my life, and I think that aside from St. Paul, Jesus
and the great religious prophets, Woodrow Wilson was the most
admirable character I've encountered in history, and the most wonderful
person. A man of complete integrity."

Comparing Woodrow Wilson to Jesus Christ is likely to raise
eyebrows, not to mention hackles, in academic circles, but such
juxtapositions come naturally to Mr. Link, the son of a minister who
remains, like Wilson, a devout and unabashed Presbyterian. In his
epilogue to the final volume of the Wilson papers, he thanked his
colleagues, his wife, and "Him who gave me the strength for labors
through the years."

Asked if he feels destiny may have played a part in his having been
chosen to edit the Wilson papers, he answers unhesitatingly: "I believe
God created me to do this, and it's just as simple as that. Not many
people in this day and age would think there was such a thing as a divine
call, but I do, and I had it." Looking at the 69 volumes of The Papers of
Woodrow Wilson," still the only comprehensive set of Presidential
papers to have been published in its entirety, even the most chronic of
scoffers is likely to wonder if Arthur Link might just be on to something.

"35 Years with Woodrow Wilson: The Journey of a long-Distance Editor
Terry Teachont in the New York Times Book Review, October 31,1993
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Sixteenth-Century Reformed Perspectives
on the Minority Church*
"This paper, which retains its form as orally delivered, was given at the Seventh Colloquium on Calvin Studiesheld at Davidson College. North Carolina, in January 1994. 1 am glad to express my appreciation to ProfessorJohn Leith and the Reverend Charles E. Raynal HI for their invitation and hospitality.

David Wright

If one may combine hypothesis and anachronism, I reckon that John Calvin would behighly uncomfortable in the pluralist society of the West at the end of the second Christianmillennium. Even if we do not find him enunciating in so many words Zwingli's bold axiomthat 'a Christian city is none other than a Christian church,'1 nevertheless the central thrust ofthe reform in Geneva is clear — that the whole city be united in the honour and service ofGod. All children should be baptized, and no open dissent or defiance of the Christian order
to which the city was corporately committed should go unchallenged. This, at any rate, is theconventional account of a fundamental platform of the Genevan Reformation, shared in largemeasure by Zurich, Strasbourg and other cities, but not by Lutheran territories.

From such a perspective, the current fortunes of many churches, especially Protestantchurches, in Europe and the 'New World' would have variously baffled or outraged theGenevan Reformer. Quite apart from their internal pluralism (which means that in mostmainstream denominations, the first task of ecumenism is internal reconciliation — intra-church rather than inter-church), Christianity in numerous countries is but one option onoffer in the marketplace. Even where church membership remains numerically strong, evenclaiming a majority of the population, and even where the church, or a church, enjoysestablished or national status (as, respectively, in England and Scotland, for example), itsteaching is accorded little or no privileged recognition in the formation of the norms of
public life. It is tolerated as a private option, and perhaps even respected, so long as itsconvictions do not entail a refusal to grant equal recognition to other options. For the mostheinous sin in the late twentieth century is intolerance, otherwise known as bigotry. Where acommunal consensus has so dramatically broken down, church discipline is an early casualty.One cannot but believe that Calvin would have found this scene unbearably messy — or, wemight say, abysmally labyrinthine.

Calvin's Trials and Disappointments

This is not to forget that Calvin was never free from troublesome dissent in Geneva. Iffrom c. 1546 he could command the virtually unanimous support of his colleagues in theCompany of Pastors, there were battles royal to come for another decade. In late December1563 Calvin called for a day of thanksgiving to mark the unmasking and overthrow of thefinal Libertine conspiracy to surrender the city to Savoy, while within the Company of Pastorsitself a country pastor was brazenly unrepentant when rebuked in 1558 for having read outBerne's ban on the preaching of predestination, and even in 1564 another minister, 'newlyreturned from Tubingen where he had studied for several years,' was singing Bolscc's songagainst predestination.2 That is to say, the pursuit of consecration of the whole community toserve God according to his Word entailed for Calvin almost unending conflict with critics and
enemies. His farewell message to his fellow-pastors was scarcely up-beat.

15
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I have lived here amid remarkable struggles... I have had battles to face, and you will
experience them no less but even more mightily. For you are set in a perverse and
wretched people and however many good folk there be in it, the people is perverse
and wicked, and you will have trouble when God has taken me off.3

Calvin could surely not have endorsed John Knox's eulogy of Geneva, which commended
not so much purity of doctrine — which could be found elsewhere also — as maneris and
religioun so sinceirlie reformat, I have not yit sene in any other place. 4

As Heiko Oberman has recently shown, Calvin's assessment of the state of religion in
Europe in mid-century was bleak.5 To the testimonies he cites we may add the following
verdict from the Zephaniah commentary published in 1559, evoked by the meagre and short¬
lived fruits of Josiah's reforms.

This example ought at this day to be carefully observed: for though God now appears
to the world in full light, yet very few there are who submit themselves to his word;
and of this small number fewer still there are who sincerely and without any
dissimulation embrace sound doctrine. We indeed see how great is their inconstancy
and indifference...

We may also derive hence an admonition no less useful — not to regard ours as the
golden age, because some portion of men and women profess the pure worship of
God... The sacred name of Reformation is at this day profaned, when anyone who
shows as it were by a mere nod that he is not wholly an enemy to the gospel is
immediately lauded as a person of extraordinary piety. So although many show some
regard for religion, let us yet know that among so large a number there are numerous
hypocrites,... we may see here, as in a mirror, how difficult it is to restore the world to
the obedience of God.6

Or again, from the Haggai commentary, on the Jews' neglect of rebuilding the temple while
revelling in domestic comfort.

And how is the case today? We see that through a remarkable miracle of God the
gospel has shone forth in our time, and we have emerged, as it were, from the nether
regions. Yet who now rears up, of his own free-will, an altar to God? On the contrary,
all regard what is advantageous only to themselves; and while they are occupied with
their own concerns, the worship of God is cast aside; there is no care, no zeal, no
concern for it; nay, what is worse, many profit from the gospel, as though it were a
lucrative business.7

And yet, as far as 1 know, Calvin was never induced, by his depressing estimates of the
progress of spiritual renewal, to entertain those aspirations which tempted other leading
Reformers to abandon hopes of a communal Reformation and provide instead, or as well, for
a minority church, a gathered or convcnantcd fellowship, ecclesiola in ecclesia.

Luther's Ideal Congregation

Best known are Luther's ruminations in the Preface to his German Mass of 1526.
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The third kind of service which a truly evangelical church order should have [in
addition to the new Latin and German masses] would not be held in a public place for
all sorts of people, but for those who mean to be real Christians and profess the gospel
in deed as well as word. They would record their names on a list and meet by
themselves in some house in order to pray, read, baptize, receive the sacrament and do
other Christian works. In this manner, those who do not lead Christian lives could be
known, reproved, reclaimed, cast out or excommunicated...In short, if one had the
people or the persons who wanted to be Christians in reality, the rules and regulations
could easily be supplied.

But as yet I neither can nor desire to begin, or to make rules for, such a congregation
or assembly.8

We may note the comments of Martin Brccht, who thinks that these reflections issued from
Luther's recent discussions with Caspar von Schwenckfeld on 'the "coming church'":

Here one may see Luther's ideal of a congregation, along with his sober evaluation of
how far distant such an ideal was...In Luther's opinion, up to now there had not been
a group which worshiped spontaneously and in which church discipline and intensive
charitable acts were practiced.9

'Christian Communities' in Strasbourg

The most remarkable effort to implement something of this kind was that of Martin
Bucer in Strasbourg during 1547-9. To the depression brought on by the Protestants' defeat
in the Schmalkaldic War and the imposition of the Augsburg Interim on Strasbourg was
added disenchantment at the failure of reform measures to fashion an authentically Christian
church in the city. These two reverses were not unconnected: apathy in reforming the church
had drawn down God's wrath upon the community in military and religio-political disasters.
Bucer now channelled his energies into the formation of 'Christliche Gemeinschaften,' small
Christian communities, which are first mentioned in January 1547. These were groups of
believers committed to firmer disciplinary exercises than the city magistrates would sanction
in the majority church, with the aim of promoting closer unity, deeper sanctification and
fuller fidelity to the pattern of the primitive Christian congregations. Their meetings were to
supplement the Sunday worship of the whole parish, and indeed the cells were evisaged as
catalysts for the wider church's renewal in dedication.10

Although these fellowships were to elect their own elders from among 'the most
zealous and wisest in the Lord,' Bucer and his colleagues made a show of maintaining the
overall supervision of the parish wardens (Kirchenpfleger), who represented the authority of
the city council. Yet 'this "core-church" movement' only too easily invited the council's
suspicious attention, and also stirred up tensions, and even charges of schism, among the
pastors of the city. Bucer was certainly mistaken in claiming, in response to the objection that
other evangelical churches lacked such house-groups, that they were not only to be found,
but even more completely implemented, 'in all properly evangelical churches and in those
that maintain Luther's order.'11

In this ecclesiological experiment Bucer resiled from wearisome and increasingly
frustrated efforts to Christianize the city as a unified community. It produced the most
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concrete embodiment of one motif in Bucer's twofold ecclesial vision, so finely characterized
in Gottfried Hammann's monograph entitled (in French) 'Between the Sect and the City: the
Church Envisaged by the Reformer Martin Bucer.' He shows how deeply rooted in Bucer's
thought about the church lay this duality between the corpus mixtum of the majority and the
communio sanctorum of those who truly professed Christ. In his great pastoral manual of
1538, On True Pastoral Care (Von der Waren Seelsorge, of which an English translation may
be confidently expected before long), Bucer committed himself to supplementing the
inadequacies of public worship and instruction for all and sundry by means of house
fellowships to foster living faith in Christians.12 But as early as 1527, in his first Gospels
commentary, he had sketched one design of what he attempted to create only two decades
later.

In fact our congregations are still too impure and the number of those who have
pledged themselves wholly to Christ too few. For reasons of public concord we may
not debar from the church's meetings for worship those who are unproven. Hence in
the public assemblies of the church...excommunication cannot be publicly exercised
— unless...the majority of the population together with the magistrates are
wholeheartedly converted to Christ. Where this is not granted, it is essential that those
who have fully accepted Christ should reestablish among themselves Christ's most
godly and wholesome practice of assiduous and unstinted mutual exhortation of all of
their family or neighbours or other connexions who have named the name of Christ.
Any who proceed to scom their admonitions they should cite for this contempt
before the church to which they belong by virtue of locality or acquaintance or
parental or family connexion...and if they continue to despise the Word of the Lord,
they should excommunicate them.13

Another focal point of Buccr's almost ministry-long struggle with the competing inclusivist
and exclusivist tendencies of his ecclesiology was infant baptism. He soon became one of its
doughtiest sixteenth-century defenders, but at the cost of qualifying its significance. He
ascribes to it 'a containing role, the marking of an outer ring, within which another and more
decisive line would be drawn, coming into sacramental focus in confirmation.'14 It was
inconceivable that the sign of redemption should be given less indiscriminately (promiscue)
under the new convenant than under the old. Far from baptizing only solidly instructed
disciples, as the Anabaptists claimed, the apostles often baptized people they had spoken to
for scarcely an hour. Baptism merely enrolled them in a school, an apprenticeship; they could
be expelled again as soon as it became clear that teaching them was wasted labour. In fact,
Bucer attested from his own experience the value of a residual 'cradle Christianity' fostered
by the practice of general baptism.

To us it was especially useful that the whole of our people was from the cradle
admitted to the church, whatever its condition. In this way some belief about Christ
and some appreciation of Holy Writ were instilled. These had the effect of opening up
a wide window for the recent recovery of the pure gospel, which could not have
opened up if no respect for Sacred Scripture had been held by the people.15

Baptismal discipline remains a pressure-point today, at least in Britain, where not all would
endorse Bucer's appreciation of indiscriminate paedobaptism. They view it more like an
inoculation, all too effectively immunising its recipients against catching the real thing later in
life.
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Gathered Congregations

Bucer's nagging aspirations for some more authentic Christian community in the
midst of the nominally Christian majority may well have rubbed off on Calvin during his
Strasbourg exile. As Willem van't Spijker points out, it was in accordance with this ideal that
Calvin successfully organized his French refugee congregation in the city.16 I hazard the
opinion that biographers of Calvin have paid insufficient attention to the possibility that his
ecclesiology was influenced at Strasbourg, where he pastored a congregation that was almost
by definition gathered rather than territorial, by elements such as we have noted in Bucer's
vision of a purer church.

The impact of such convictions is identifiable elsewhere also. The scheme that
Francois Lambert drew up for the reformation of the church of Hesse at Landgrave Philip's
invitation has been called 'the first Church Order which can be call "Reformed" (as distinct
from Lutheran or Anabaptist).'17 It enunciated a drastic Congregationalism, with a church of
true believers only, governed by a weekly meeting of church members and practising a strict
discipline. Although Luther advised against the scheme's adoption, the influence of his own
earlier 'Congregationalism' is undeniable, and perhaps too of the Preface to his German Mass
published several months earlier in the same year 1526.18

Debate at Zurich

Even at Zurich, that supreme embodiment of the Reformed city-church, similar
impulses were felt. In 1532 a brief exchange of letters took place between Leo Jud, Zwingli's
intimate associate, and Zwingli's suexssor, Heinrich Bullinger.19 It largely turned on whether
excommunication should be left in the hands of the magistrates. Jud claims that church and
magistracy are utterly different realities, and argues that

The holy church of Christ is assembled from the godly and faithful, by which I mean
those who profess their trust in Christ and do not deny it by manifest deed or word.
The church is spiritual...because its members are led and governed by the Spirit of
Christ, or at least ought to be, for in them Christ's Spirit fights against the flesh and its
corruptions. But in the church we have papists, godless, brazen, incorrigible wretches,
mockers and enemies and persecutors of Christ and the gospel...They freely declare
their disbelief in our gospel and call its teaching heresy and the devil's doctrine.

Jud challenges Bullinger to contemplate the visage of the church of Zurich, 'in which
scoundrels like this not only exist but actually reign,' and ask whether it deserves the name of
Christ's church. He goes on;

I have no wish to turn the church into a monastery or a coterie of Pharisees, like the
Anabaptists...But nor do 1 want it to harbour lethal lice and dregs and garbage like
these folk, whom one would never reckon among decent citizens.20

When at the end of his reply Bullinger relaxes his guard and says, in effect, 'the world's been
the same from the beginning, you won't change it now,'21 Jud retorts with passion;

If we cannot change the world, why then do we preach? ...God translated us from the
kingdom of darkness and the power of Satan into the kingdom of light of his beloved
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Son. Christ chose us from the world, and his teaching is none other than the renewal
of the world.22

'The church of Christ is not founded on the votes of the majority':23 this was Jud's opening
gambit. Calvin knew it well enough, and his goal in Geneva had more in common with Jud
than with Bullinger. And yet he would not acquiesce in sharp distinction between the
congregation of Christ and the civic community. He would aim for Geneva — Geneva
simpliciter — to be a perfect school of Christ, a city in which the writ of Christ ran through
the agency of a vigorously independent church order — vigorous and independent enough
to ensure the survival of churches elsewhere as persecuted minorities in hostile territory.

Protestant Minorities in France: Calvin's Counsel

So our attention shifts from Strasbourg, Zilrich and Geneva to France, for whose
scattered and suffering Protestants Calvin expended such efforts. On this front if anywhere
one might hope to find pointed counsel from Calvin on the vocation of religious minorities.
Among his preoccupations, engaging his thought and writing for some twenty-five years, was
the problem — or rather, the complex of problems — which he called Nicodemism. We can
do no more than touch on some aspects of his controversy with the sin (as he saw it) of
religious dissimulation, that is, of continuing to conform outwardly to Catholic worship and
devotion while inwardly dissenting from them.

For Calvin there were at hand commendable ways of avoiding the perils of
Nicodemism, i.e. emigration and exile, and martyrdom — solutions which would of course
dissolve a minority altogether. They were infinitely preferable to compromise. Carlos Eire has
helpfully outlined the ecclcsiological dimensions of Calvin's appreciation of exile: they
include the ineluctable need, the obligation, of all Christians to take part in regular corporate
worship in all its aspects, and the alien and contagious character of residence in an idolatrous
nation compared with the attractions of the Christian's true homeland in the visible church.24
Old Testament examples and warnings could be readily pressed into service, and one wonders
also if Calvin's own position in Geneva as himself a displaced person or resident alien
predisposed him to favour flight in quest of freedom of worship. In the city of Geneva a
massive influx of Protestant refugees counted very decisively on the credit side of the
Reformation ledger. When Obcrman recently characterized the Genevan pattern of
Reformation as 'the Reformation of the Refugees,' he did so with a special eye on Calvin's
European-wide perspectives.25 In this context the strangers' churches in London, Emden and
elsewhere naturally invite due consideration.26

Bucer and Calvin on Nicodemism

The sharpness of Calvin's almost unreserved hostility to Nicodemism emerges in clear
relief when compared with the position adopted, perhaps all too predictably, by Martin Bucer.
His Consilium Theologicum Privatim Conscriptum (Theological Advice Written Privately) on
the subject, written probably in 1540, was published for the first time in 1988.27 It is in part
almost certainly a direct response to Calvin's first anti-Nicodemite writing. On Avoiding the
Unlawful Rites of the Godless (De Fugiendis Impiorum lllicitis Sacris).28 The individual to
whom Bucer is writing remains unknown, but the date, c.1540, sets the Consilium in the midst
of the series of colloquies with reformist Catholics in which Bucer played such an
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adventurous role. As Fraenkel shows, there are significant points of contact between the
Consilium and the Worms/Regensburg Book.

Most of Bucer's treatise is taken up with an assessment of three categories ofobservances found in churches serving the papacy. First are those established 'by explicitGod-given instruction,' ranging from baptism to ministerial orders, psalm-singing anddiscipline. Secondly, come ceremonies of human institution, introduced 'partly in imitationof the Lord and his apostles, partly also in imitation of the Mosaic cultus, partly in a certain
excess of godly zeal'; these begin with confirmation and include private confession and
veneration of relics. The third class comprises 'nothing more than superstitions and
perversions of those ceremonies which the church received by the Lord's appointment or bycommendation of the saints'; here belong 'the abominations of the mass' (spelt out atlength), celibacy, the mendicant orders, the cult of images, veneration of the saints and papalpardons.29

Bucer's analysis recognizes that even dominical institutions have been vulnerable to
human adulteration to a greater or lesser extent, but this does not deter him from
acknowledging churches of Christ under the papacy. He prefaces the Consilium with two
principles that inform it throughout, the first one enunciated at some length.

We must regard as a member of Christ anyone who invokes the name of Christ and
does not deny this by behaviour that requires us not to eat with him...[cf. 1 Cor.
5:11]. Of those who invoke Christ in true faith there are very many in all the churches
which still endure the papal yoke. Their observance of numerous superstitious
ceremonies — invocation of saints, veneration of the crucifix, and so on — is so much
a matter of ignorance that they are nonetheless of living faith in Christ. This theydemonstrate by the chief fruits of faith — fear of the Lord, love of their neighbour,and complete integrity of life. So they have Christ as their foundation, however much
wood, hay and stubble they erect on this foundation. Consequently, wherever there
are those who thus truly possess Christ and have communion in the Word, the
sacraments and prayers — even though with these they have also the observance of
much that is quite incongruous with true faith and hence must sometime be abolished
by the fire of a severer testing accompanied by enlightenment — there one must
acknowledge the church of Christ. For Christ's church is none other than the
assembly and company of those who truly invoke Christ and have communion with
one another in the Word, the sacraments and prayers, however much of error and
iniquity also cleaves to them.30

Bucer never departed from this basic proposition. The difference between papal churches and
Protestant churches lay in degrees of purification. 'When today churches are reordered in
conformity to the gospel of Christ, they do not become churches from not being churches,but churches already in being are purged and reformed.'31 Bucer's patristic expertiseinformed him of the antiquity — and original wholesomeness or innocence — of manyobservances subsequently abysmally perverted, but it is nevertheless remarkable to find him
acknowledging the kernel of the Lord's Supper amid the violatio and contaminatio of the
mass, which he admits are horrendous and utterly deplorable.

Yet at the same time, since it is sufficiently established that in these churches a solemn
memorial of the Lord's death is celebrated and participation in Christ is presented
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(iexhiberi) in the symbols and here too 'the word comes to the element,' there is
certainly no justification for asserting that in these churches the Lord's Supper and its
beneficial use have been totally eliminated.32

Calvin's attitude could not have been more contrasting. He believed that his whole case
against Nicodemism could be made by reference to the mass.

I deny that there is any Lord's Supper if all believers present do not have a common
invitation to its sacred feast, if the sacred symbols of the bread and the cup are not set
before the church, and the promises as a seal of which it has been given are not
explained, and the gift of life purchased for us by Jesus Christ is not preached. Can
you show me one iota of these in the mass?33

Bucer's approach is more patently ecclesiological. In his anti-Nicodemite writings Calvin
rarely grasps the nettle whether the Roman Church is truly a church of Christ, and when he
does, seems to deny it or concede it only within highly damaging limitations.34 For Calvin
what mattered in this context was not only fuller conformity to the scriptural order for the
Supper but sound teaching and preaching. Similarly, while Bucer's Consilium is one-sided in
concentrating on only one mark of the church and preoccupied with the liturgical and
ceremonial, Calvin sets the issue in the broader framework of one's proper deportment while
living in Catholic territory. And so in De Gugiendis, Calvin sets himself to answer two
questions applying to every believer thus placed:

First, what kind of confession does the Lord require of his followers who live few and
scattered among the ungodly, in a place from which the discipline of true religion has
been exiled? And secondly, by what marks in the outward conduct of life would the
Lord have them differ from the hordes of idolaters among whom they are mixed?35

While Calvin does not require, or approve of, aggressive protestation of one's scruples, and
appropriately stresses 'the duties of private life' as the locus of profession of faith,
nevertheless confession holds an important role in his critique of Nicodemism because it cuts
across the grain of unacceptable distinctions — between bodily demeanour and attitude of
heart, between private behaviour and public, between passivity and active testimony36

Vocation and Neighbourly Love

Here we may return to the prologue of Buccr's Consilium and notice the second of
his fundamental propositions.

Any Christian who resides in such a church [i.e. one that must be acknowledged,
despite all its defects, to be a true church of Christ] by a legitimate vocation, must treat
it as the church of Christ, and embrace as brothers and members in Christ all in it who
are not openly ungodly. By 'legitimate vocation' 1 mean some position in life
agreeable to the Word of God, such as citizen, head of a household, recognized
member of a household, magistrate, and so on.37

The influence of a more conservative Lutheran emphasis on the ordered stations of human
life is very evident. To Buccr, Calvin's summons to exile sounded irresponsible and heartless:
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'to desert such churches without being called away from them by a lawful vocation is less
tolerable than abandoning brethren who are dangerously ill.'38

It would be tempting to discern part of the difference between the two Reformers in
Bucer's stronger accent on love of the neighbour. The Consilium includes several citations of
1 Corinthians 9:19-22 — Paul's becoming a Jew to the Jews etc., in order by any means to
save some. The verses appear on the title page itself. Calvin was ready enough to please all but
only for their own good; accommodation to the weak is enjoined on us only for their
edification.39 Setting a bad example by committing idolatry would make for no one's
salvation. But Bucer evinced a more prominent concern lest separation and clamorous protest
offend the weaker brethren and snuff out the dimly burning wick of their faith and devotion.

In the very short comment that Bucer provided in 1545, on Calvin's two main anti-
Nicodemite works, the first point he makes is as follows:

I am eager that those brethren held fast in a Babylonian exile take the greatest care to
avoid incurring a reputation for impiety with God's elect, whom they should be
winning for the Lord, by inopportune and reckless castigation of common
observances. Thereby those who seek to draw them to the Lord render themselves
ineffectual.40

As he put it in the 1540 Consilium:

How shall we bring people to a more perfect knowledge of Christ when we so harshly
condemn everything they hold as the height of religion? And when in turn we
inculcate so insensitively everything they judge to be utterly irreligious? To be sure,
unless they recognize us as Christ's ministers serving him faithfully, we will do them
no good for the kingdom of Christ.41

The debate is a fascinating one, with the arguments more nuanced on both sides than is often
recognized. If Calvin found fault with a false dichotomy between conforming body and
nonconforming soul, he can nonetheless say that fellowship with sacrilege consists not in
physical proximity but in inward consent. No guilt is contracted by look, access or vicinity.
After all, Paul took a thorough tour of Athens before he found the illustration he needed for
his sermon.42 On the other hand, while Bucer insists on the inexorable duty of evangelical
believers to associate fully with Catholic congregations, they must shun Catholics who profess
Belial and not Christ.

You must adhere very strictly in this principle in contracting marriages, in fixing a
place of residence, in settling in a city, choosing a neighbourhood and selecting a
household, and in absolutely every concern of human life which lies within your own
discretion.43

What bearing has this sixteenth-century discussion on pluralism in the modern world? The
pluralism that dwells within the gates of Jerusalem has already been alluded to. Perhaps in
some circles on some occasions the intrusion of paganism has been so blatant that not only
must Barmen's voice resound again but even separation be contemplated. But even in
denominations apparently so hell-bent on not lagging behind a society and a culture in
headlong flight from their Christian roots, we would probably be indulging in a kind of
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ecclesiastical hypochondria if we dared liken present-day corruptions to those vastly more
flagrant ones of the Old Church in the Reformation era. More to the point would be to reflect,
along parallel lines to the Nicodemite debate, on the different options open to us in living
faithful lives and maintaining faithful ministries as a shrinking Christian minority today.

The Church as Remnant

In the end, the issue comes back to the doctrine of the church, which for Calvin of
course is found not only in the New Testament but also in the Old. I am not aware of any
study so far of what he has to say, as preacher and commentator, of the remnant motif in the
Old Testament. T.H.L. Parker devotes a few pages to it, showing how Calvin uses the
distinction between the irredeemable mass and the faithful remnant to make consistent sense
of the mingling of denunciations and encouragements in the prophets.44 Parker cites Calvin
on Habakkuk 1:11 ('Then he [the Chaldean] shall change his spirit'):

The prophet now begins to give some comfort to the faithful, lest they succumb under
such burdensome evils. He had hitherto directed his address to that irreclaimable
people, but now he turns to the remnant. For there were always among them some of
the faithful, though few, whom God never neglected, for who sake he often sent his
prophets. Although the multitude derived no benefit, the faithful understood.... This
was why the prophets were accustomed, after speaking generally, to come down to the
faithful, and as it were to comfort them apart and privately. This distinction should be
noted...; when the prophets warn of God's wrath, their speech is addressed
indiscriminately to the whole body of the people, but when they add promises, it is as
if they called the faithful to a private conversation, and spoke in their ear what the
Lord had commanded them.45

The preservation of the remnant, on which the continuation of the covenant depends from
Abraham to Christ, provides a hermeneutical key, as it were, to the understanding of the
apparently unqualified condemnations of Israel, which seemed to cancel out God's
protestations of mercy. It is to 'the remnant of his heritage' (Micah 7:18) that his mercy
applies.46 And again, on Jeremiah 23:3:

...the covenant remains valid in the remnant... God then has ever been the preserver of
his church; and thus his gratuitous adoption, by which he had chosen the seed of
Abraham, never fails. But this adoption is effectual only as to the remnant.47

In another context, the remnant can function as the firstfruits, as it were, of a more abundant
harvest. The remnant left in Judaea under Gcdaliah (Jeremiah 40:11) embodied the
moderation of the divine vengeance; 'some remnants continued in Judaea until the
restoration of the whole people.'48

But Calvin does not very often explicitly reflect on the implications of the salvation of
only a remnant of Israel or Judah for the fortunes of the church of his day. But Jeremiah's
expectation that the return from exile will witness the salvation of only the remnant of Israel
evokes this application from Calvin:

This doctrine may justly be applied to our time. For we are by no means to expect
that God will so restore his church in all the world, that all shall be renewed by his
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Spirit and unite in tme religion; but he gathers his church on all sides, and yet in such
a way that his gratuitous mercy is ever evident, for there shall be remnants only.49

Church Under the Cross

The foundation of the remnant is, of course, God's election. I have learnt from David
Wiley's essay on 'The Church as the Elect in the Theology of Calvin' in the volume edited
by Timothy George.50 The importance of the confidence given by election for the suffering
church is skillfully illustrated from the Institutes. The 1559 edition inserts in 4:1:2 passages
that in Wiley's view must have in mind a perspective beyond Geneva. Commenting on the
credal phrase 'believe the church,' Calvin says:

But the purpose is for us to know that, even though the devil moves every stone to
destroy Christ's grace, and though God's enemies also rage with the same savage
fury, it cannot be extinguished... For God alone 'knows those who are his' ...But
because a small and contemptible number are hidden in a huge multitude and a few
grains of wheat are covered by a pile of chaff, we must leave to God alone the
knowledge of his church, whose foundation is his secret election... Although the
melancholy desolation which confronts us on every side may cry that no remnant of
the church is left, let us know that Christ's death is fruitful, and that God miraculously
keeps his church as in hiding places. So it was said to Elijah, 'I have kept for myself
seven thousand men who have not bowed the knee before Baal.'51

Wiley suggests that Calvin must here be thinking of the persecuted Protestant communities of
France, for these sentences are not applicable to Geneva at this time. His essay ends with the
following paragraph:

If one reads Calvin basically in terms of Geneva, which is a strong temptation, one
may also have to read him almost exclusively in terms of a theology of glory and, in
turn, ruminate, on occasion, on the unfortunate connections between Calvin and the

theology of glory, which has strongly shaped the self-understanding of several
Western countries that have been significantly influenced by the Reformed tradition.
But if one can team to read Calvin in terms of the 'first generation' concerns of the
evangelical party in France and its poor, little, suffering churches that lived under the
cross, then, perhaps something of Calvin's version of a theology of the cross — a
theology lived out under it — yet speaks powerfully today to both insiders and
outsiders alike.52

An ecclesiological theologia gloriae and theologia crucis'. Whether Calvin would have like his
Genevan ministry to sail into the future under the epitaph theologia gloriae — or ecclesia
gloriae (his farewell words to his fellow-pastors hardly encourage us to contemplate this), we
should note carefully Wiley's argument that at last Calvin recovers the motif of the minority
church which features in the 1536 Institutes. But we may surely question if a solely, or
predominantly, geographical distinction between the two is really plausible. Over against this
interpretation we may set Oberman's insistence that Calvin is 'bound to be misunderstood
when typecast as the reformer of Geneva. His parish was as wide as Europe and his vision was
directed to France at its center.'53 The conclusion of Oberman's reading of the Calvinian
reform as 'The Reformation of the Refugees' is this:
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...where Calvinism became the dominant culture, it showed the ugly face of
suppression for which it is widely known. However, when forced to go underground
and to live 'East of Eden,' it could regain the original vision of John Calvin, the
vision of the remnant, destined to serve as pathfinder and refugee.54
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A RECENT DISCOVERY

This paper can be no more than a Forschungsbericht—or even a
Forschungsprogram, not only because of my own limited investigation of the subjectso far, but also because we are dealing with a theme that surfaced relatively recentlyin Calvin studies and whose lineaments are still in process of being recognized. Thecredit for unearthing it usually goes to Ford Lewis Battles,1 although Richard A.Stauffer said in 1978 that he discovered its importance at the same time as Battles.2Neither acknowledges indebtedness to Edward A. Dowey, who has since claimedthat the first extended treatment of the issue was his own in 1952.3 Perhaps the mostsubstantial exposition to date is that of Reinhold Hedtke.^ Although there werebriefer anticipations of these discussions,5 it is not much more than a generation sinceCalvinian scholarship first came to recognize the significance of this thread in the
Reformer's writings. (One looks for it in vain in Franpois Wendel's Calvin.6) Andlike all new discoveries, the danger of exaggeration may not always have beenavoided. Is accommodation really "perhaps [Calvin's] most widely used exegeticaltool."?7

One can readily understand the appeal of accommodation, as presented byBattles, in a theologian like Calvin whose marketability in the modern world is not ofthe highest. It is not too difficult to come across writers keen to cite Calvin on
accommodation who find little else to their liking in his teaching. It is almost as ifpredestination must decrease and accommodation must increase. No longer is it a
matter of Calvin against the Calvinists.8 That is kids' stuff compared with Calvinagainst Calvin, in which the accommodating Calvin is played off against the patriar¬chal Calvin9 or the determinist Calvin or the tyrannical kill-joy Calvin or what have
you. And it may well be that in accommodation we encounter a structural feature ofCalvin's theology or exegesis not wholly consistent with some other features; weshall return briefly to this question later. For the moment I suggest that the very

171



attractiveness of the standard account of accommodation in Calvin~in a raw nutshell,

God submitting to human limitations to speak to and save humans—should set our
critical antennae quivering, alert to the risks of misrepresentation or overstatement.
We are still, I would claim, at the stage of uncovering the shape of the animal.

SOURCES

Not that we yet know whence it originated. Although there is general
agreement that accommodation, in the sense of condescension to human capacities,
had a long pre-history in Christian and Jewish thought, it is not yet clear where
Calvin got it from. In 1969, Hedtke noted that an investigation of the idea in the
history of theology was lacking,10 and this is still the position, although very soon to
be remedied in some measure by the publication of Stephen D. Benin's The
Footprints of God11 This work has long been trailed, for a time under the title "The
Cunning of God." Its contents may be at least partly gauged from two articles Benin
produced in 1983 and 1984, "Sacrifice as education in Augustine and Chrysostom"
and "The 'Cunning of God' and divine accommodation,"12 which are also valuable in
pointing to some of the further literature. The launching pad for Benin was his
doctoral dissertation on sacrifice, which I have been unable to obtain.13 The only
other historical survey known to me is in a study of the eighteenth-century
philosopher-theologian Johann Georg Hamann, which does not mention Calvin.M

Battles believed that Calvin learned accommodation from rlassical rhetoric and
some of the Fathers, notably Origen, Chrysostom and Augustine, and this has
become the standard account, being frequently repeated. I am certain that Calvin
found no "category of rhetoric" called "accommodation" in the rhetorical works of
Cicero, Ps-Cicero {Ad C. Herennium), Quintilian and others.13 What he might have
noticed was the use of verbs like accommodo in a range of senses like "adapt, adjust,
apply, suit, correspond, match" etc.-so that Battles considerably oversimplifies
when he asserts that

However accommodare\ . . was used in Latin rhetoric, it
always had to do with the adaptation of the verbal
representation of the matter under consideration to the persons
being addressed, with full regard to their situation, their
character, intelligence, and their emotional makeup.16

There is no evidence that accommodo, or any similar word, functioned as a
technical term in classical or medieval Latin rhetoric. Nor did accommodation,
however expressed, constitute an identifiably distinct topic of discussion in any of
Calvin's likely sources in this field.
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CHRYSOSTOM

Among the Fathers Chrysostom is at first sight the most suggestive candidate,since he, far more clearly than any other, follows a fairly standard pattern whentalking of the "condescension'' of God, or Scripture, or revelation. His concept ofdivine cuyKatri[5acn<; has been the subject of several studies, without yet, I judge,having received the kind of extended sharp attention it merits.17 He uses the noun, orthe verb ouTfxctxapcriva , well over four hundred times. Calvin's reading ofChrysostom, for which we have unparalleled evidence, might well be thought to haveimpressed this theme upon his mind. But a closer look must give us some pausebefore we reach such a presumption.

In the first instance Chrysostom's term is "condescend," Calvin's ispredominantly "adapt" {accommodo, atzempero). While clearly moving in similarterritory, they are significantly different in semantic force. Moreover, we know thatCalvin used the Latin translation of Chrysostom's works published at Paris in 1536,but in this edition the uniformity of ouYKcrt&paau; was dissolved in a diversity ofLatin renderings. The first forty occurrences of the single Greek word (noun or verb)in Chrysostom's homelies on Genesis are translated in this edition by a dozendifferent Latin terms, not infrequently periphrastically, so that Calvin would not haveencountered here the consistently repeated note of the Greek. Yet at the same time thecommonest Latin equivalent is attempero (noun or verb) which is used twelve times(with temperamentum twice). Humilitas and congrvo (or their cognates) each
occurs seven times. The phrase verbis. . . accommodis appears once.18

We are also able to check Calvin's manuscript annotations—underlinings andsidelinings—in his copy of this Paris 1536 Chrysostom. The results aredisappointing. Not once does Calvin highlight any of the Latinized occurrences ofauyKa-aipaau; , even though over a third of his markings are on the Genesishomelies, in which Chrysostom uses ouywixtipaaiq etc. a hundred times. Otherelements in Chrysostom's expositions caught his eye in this edition, but not this
recurrent motif, it seems.19

But of course Calvin's reading of Chrysostom was not confined to the ParisLatin version of 1536, and his citations of Chrysostom in the Institutes and in hiscommentaries derive from later study of other editions. What remains to be done is acomparison of Chrysostom's and Calvfo's exegetical works, for example onGenesis, to ascertain whether any influence of the former is discernible where thelatter speaks about accommodation. It will require patience, sensitivity andmeticulous attention to detail. But it may not be wholly fruitless, for there is one finalpiece of evidence bearing on our present enquiry. Calvin wrote a preface, in Latin, toa projected, but abortive, French translation of Chrysostom's homelies, in which hefound it necessary to mount a defence of making the Greek Father accessible in thevernacular. He does so in part by citing the example of Chrysostom himself, whocertainly did not intend his expositions only for the learned and educated.



ILa certe et rerum tractaiionem a dictionem attemperat, quasi
hominum multitudinem inslituere velit.20

Such a comment, of course, need not imply any notice on Calvin's part of
Chrysostom's emphasis on divine condescension. But the use of the verb attempero
may hint at some impression made by his favourite patristic exegete on Calvin in this
area. Olivier Millet has a highly suggestive discussion of Chrysostom as Calvin's
model for popular teaching and preaching—the task of "la vulgarisation de la doctrine
chrttienne."21

0RI6EN AND AUGUSTINE

Two other possible contenders as patristic sources of accommodation need
not delay us so long. Origen (who receives the fullest discussion among the Fathers
in Battles' influential article—Chrysostom very little) certainly presents what Richard
P. C. Hanson calls a "principle" or "doctrine of accommodation." Hanson analyses
God's role in this under the three heads Battles deploys with reference to Calvin-
God as father, teacher and physician.22 Origen has a characteristic term for this
accommodation, cropnEputiopd (and the verb), although he also uses others such as
avymxoPcrfvo) and oixovopiia (and cognates)-the latter being another term that
has attracted some scholarly attention in this area of historical theology.23 But
pending evidence thrown up by further investigation, it is difficult to suppose that
Calvin, whose antipathy for Origen's allegorical eisegesis is well known ("Origen
succeeds notably in obscuring the straightforward sense of Scripture"),25 was
decisively influenced by the Alexandrian's application of <rupt£pu}iopd , although
some of his statements, as Battles shows, are quite similar to some of Calvin's.
There is probably scope here for some examination of linguistic questions in
particular, e.g. the Latin equivalents to au(iJtEpt<t>opd etc. and the texts of Origen
Calvin might have had access to.

"Calvin's reading of Augustine", states Battles, "clearly familiarized him with
accommodation as a hermeneutical principle." He may well be correct, but some
evidence would be welcome. Neither Luchesius Smits' two volumes nor the recent

monograph by Marius Lange van Rhvenswaay provide it in so many words, although
the former gives extensive data for some testing.25 Battles mentions in particular
Augustine's anti-Manichaean writings, but Smits does not identify accommodation
among the materials Calvin drew from them. And in the "Contra Adimantum,"
specifically named by Battles, although passages occur which might well be grist to
an accommodationist mill they do not appear in Smits' list of Calvin's citations and
allusions.26 Further comparative checking of Augustine and Calvin with the aid of
Smits might conceivably throw up instances of the latter's dependence on the former
on this theme, but some might view such an exercise as unnecessary. Are we
justified in requesting explicit evidence in the case of a thinker and writer so
comprehensively immersed in the Augustinian corpus as Calvin unquestionably was?
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Would he not have absorbed such elements imperceptibly into his blood-streamthrough drinking daily at the Augustinian wells? Perhaps, but if this is how the issueis to rest, one or two further comments need to be made.

Most students of Augustine, I reckon, would not immediately recognize whatis meant by his principle or doctrine or view of divine accommodation. When Beninwrites that "Accommodation provided Augustine with a framework on which to erect
an immense intellectual edifice encompassing the whole of the human experience."27I suspect that Augustinian scholars have another word—or several words-forit. Andalthough, against the Manichaeans in particular, Augustine is busy vindicatingextensive tracts of the Old Testament, as Calvin will do by means of accommodation,differences between them are immediately obvious: for example, Augustine contraststhe servility of the Old with the sonship of the New, whereas Calvin sets the infancyof the Old against the adulthood of the New. Finally, it may be a commonplace but itis nevertheless true and worth repeating here that Calvin liked Augustine the
theologian far more than Augustine the exegete.28 The verdict-a distinctivelyScottish one-remains "not proven."

ERASriUS

One further possible inspiration falls to be considered-Erasmus. Althoughnot, to my knowledge, the subject of any lengthy examination to date, his use of the
concept and the language of accommodation bears clear similarities to Calvin's.

Balbutit nobis divina sapientia et veluti mater quaepiam
officiosa ad nostrum infantiam voces accommodat.29

Pedagogical accommodation is prominent in his Ratio Verne Theologiae, with theverb accommodo-and arrempero-frequent. The motif is also significant in theEcclesiastes Differences, however, are not hard to seek. One of the virtues of
allegory for Erasmus lay in its "mutability: its accommodation to the proteaninterpretation of many readers."30 This accommodating versatility of Scripture ismirrored in the teaching ministry of Christ, which is the chief focus of the pedagogyof accommodation in the Ratio. These are not the accents of Calvin's deployment ofaccommodation. »

Millet, however, has now suggested a possibility that I find immediatelyattractive. Even if the sources of Calvin's idea of accommodation lie further back,especially in Chrysostom, "la mediation d'Erasme, rhfctorique et exfegfitique, est icisans doute essentielle." Millet cites one of Erasmus' comments on Chrysostom:
Almost everything he wrote he accommodated (accommo-
davit) to popular ears, and to this end lowered (demisit) thecharacter of his speaking to their capacity (capcum). as a
teacher prattles (balbvtiai) with an infant pupil.31
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If Chrysostom was Calvin's preferred tutor for his role as communicator of Christian
simplicity to the public at large, it was Erasmus' highlighting in Chrysostom of the
qualities this required that helped to focus Calvin's attention both on divine
accommodation (avfKazafaent;) as expounded by the Greek Father and on
pedagogical accommodation practised by Him And here, finally, Millet attaches the
significance of Calvin's abortive French translation of Chrysostom's homelies.
Calvin first thought of reaching a popular public by a French translation not of his
own Institutes but of "des sources palristiques qui avaient sa preference en matidre de
vulgarisation doctrinale"—the homelies of Chrysostom.32

EMERGENCE AND DEVELOPMENT IN CALVIN

Another approach to the sources of Calvin's use of accommodation would
trace its appearance and development in his writings, in the hope of correlating themwith what is otherwise known of new inspirations and stimuli on his thought. Thevarious editions of the Institutes would be an obvious starting point. Comparingthese is a slow painstaking business, on which I have not spent much time. But it
seems to me clear so far that 1536, as we might expect, has virtually no trace of
accommodation, whereas 1539 presents what is sometimes called its locus classicus

Who even of slight intelligence does not understand that God
has been accustomed to blabber (balbutire), as it were, with
us, like nurses with babies? Consequently such forms of
speaking do not so much give a pristine picture (ad liquidum)
of what God is like as accommodate the knowledge of him to
our slender capacity. That this may be done, it is necessary
for a descent to be made far below his majesty.33

Although the Latin verb accommodo remains themost readily identifiable fingerprintof the motif, perhaps the Institutes' nearest approximation to a definition, which is
also contained in 1539, uses neither it nor attempero.

What, then, does the Word 'repentance' mean [of God]?
Surely the same as all the other forms of speaking which
depict God to us in human terms (bumanitus). Because our
weakness does not reach to his loftiness, a depiction of him
which is communicated to us must be lowered (submittenda)
to our capacity, in order to be understood by us. Now the
rationale of such lowering (submittendi ratio) is this, that he
represent himself to us not such as he is in himself but as he is
sensed (sentitur) by us.34

It may be worth noting the outcomes of some straightforward word-count
comparisons between 1539 and 1559.33 While attetnpero shows little increase (from
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8 to 10), accommodo multiplies to 37 from 10 (as does tempera, from 13 to 32).Captus expands considerably (24 instead of 14), and rudis and ruditas togetherdouble, from 25 to 52. And so one could go on, remembering ail the while that such
statistics may cover a multitude of inconsequentialities. The increased usage of thisbasic vocabulary of accommodation is not disproportionate to the overall enlargementof the Institutes between 1539 and 1559.

There is perhaps only one note in respect of which the final Latin edition of
the Institutes marks a clear advance on 1539 on accommodation, in a passage whichfirst appeared in the 1543 edition on the temporum diversitas

God ought not to be judged changeable just because he
accommodated varying forms to various ages, as he knew to
be expedient for each .... [Farmers and fathers are not
considered fickle if they art differently at different times]. . ..

Why, then, do we brand God with the mark of inconsistency
because he has differentiated the temporum diversitas with
fitting and appropriate marks? . . . Paul likens the Jews to
infants, Christians to adolescentes What is inordinate in this
regimen of God that he confined them [the Jews] within the
rudiments which suited the limitations of their age but trained
us with a firmer and, so to speak, more adult discipline? Thus
God's consistency is conspicuous in his having imparted the
same teaching to all eras, and in persisting in requiring that
worship of his name which he commanded at the outset. That
he has changed the external form and means does not show
him to be himself subject to change. But he has
accommodated (attemperavit) himself to human capacity,
which varies and changes.36

I have quoted this at length because it takes us into some of the more problematic
aspects of accommodation in Calvin.

ACCOMMODATING TO PRIMITIVE ISRAEL

There is first the claim, which is bard to credit, that in adjusting to variablehuman capacities in different ages, God has varied not his doctrine and worship butonly their external form a and modus. This is difficult to square with numerous
appeals to accommodation in the Old Testament commentaries, especially on theMosaic Harmony, where Calvin unambiguously states that the accommodating God"relaxed the rigour of his justice," allowed what was "unlawful" (e.g. divorce) or
"gross barbarity" (the separation of married slaves on the man's release), concededthe "absurd" and "barbaric" provision for a close relative to avenge a murder, and so
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At this point itmay be helpful to distinguish two quite central expressions ofdivine accommodation in Calvin. First and foremost is the truth enunciated in two
dicta of Princeton's Calvinian periti. "the accommodated character of all knowledge
of God" and" humanitas capax divinitatis per accommodationem '3* This is familiar
territory which needs no mapping by me today. One of the images Calvin uses toilluminate it is that of a father condescending to his children. Such an image isapplicable to the whole grand sweep of God's adopting our humanness-of speech,of mental capacity, of flesh itself-to communicate himself to us humans.

But there is another sphere of divine accommodation in which the image ofadapting to men and women as children applies specifically to the economy of Israel.It is important that we bear clearly in mind the distinction between these two
applications of the accommodating-to-children motif. It is my submission that if we
may differentiate between forms of God's self-accommodation according to its
recipients, then in Calvin it addresses first human beings qua finite creatures,
secondly human beings qua sinners, and thirdly Israel as a primitive ethnos.
Although his distinguishing between Jews and Christians as infants and youngadults, as he did quite often, may suggest that a third category is not called for andthat the different stages on the age scale represent simply different positions on the
spectrum of human sinfulness, we must not forget the other vocabulary Calvin uses
so often of Israel, which I sum up as that of primitive barbarity.39

We embark here on waters of which the Institutes give one barely an inkling.I wonder, for example, if anyone has compared the expositions of the Decalogue inthe Institutes on the one hand and in the commentary (and sermons) on the other. I
believe that the commentary on the Mosaic Harmony40 is one of Calvin's most
remarkable productions, partly because of the construction of the harmony itself, butalso partly because here-and in other of his Old Testament expositions, e.g. theJoshua commentary,'41 but supremely here-Calvin grapples realistically with the
rawness of an uncivilised people capable of monstrous enormities. Perhaps itrequired a humanist like Calvin to recognize the primitive crudity of too much Israelitelife for what it was. He shows himself capable at times of some impressive socio-historical perceptions.

For our purposes what is important is that the accommodating God remains
sovereign in all his dealings with Israel. We must never forget that, for Calvin,
accommodation on God's part is not evidence of his weakness or loss of control, of
his vulnerability or malleability at the hands of intractable humanity. Parts of thePentateuch commentary make it look awfully like this on occasions, but even when
Moses ends up enacting something such as divorce that is emphatically anathema toGod, this is presented as God's concession to a hard-hearted people. And so Calvinwill nearly always come up with some extenuating factor behind the most astonishingdivine indulgence of Israelite recalcitrance or barbarity—even if it is only the coldcomfort that, unless he had given them this much rope, they would not have playedball with him at all. Here, as so frequently elsewhere in his biblical expositions,Calvin brings to bear his characteristic interest in human motivation that makes him
what I can only call a peculiarly psychologically-sensitive interpreter of Scripture.

We are some distance here from a cosy view of accommodated revelation as"God's baby-talk." Indeed, because of the range of phenomena that cluster underthis accommodating umbrella I am nervous of talking of "the principle" ofaccommodation, although I am aware that the most distinguished of Calvin scholarsdo so. (Had I allowed myself the whimsy of an American double-entendre in the titleof this paper, I could have spoken of revisiting Calvin's "accommodations," in theplural!) What I believe we see in his bold handling of this Old Testament material iswhat some might describe as his "saving the Old Testament" and what others mayview as an anticipation of "progressive revelation." But it must emphatically berepeated that Calvin does not concede what post-Enlightenment biblical criticismwould introduce to resolve the difficulties he faced-that is, a sharp dichotomybetween God's revelation to Israel and Israelite religion, as though God left Israel todo the best it could, or would, with his revelation—for the most part not a very goodbest. No, for Calvin a combination of God's sovereignty with his condescendingself-accommodation, not without of course a stark appreciation of human perversity,enabled him still to own Israel's history as God's history with his people—his churchin fact, as he regularly calls Israel. This is not a people left to its own devices or itsown best lights, but one with whom God is ever grappling in his sovereign grace andin its stupefying torpor and brutal obstinacy. Such are the elements of which themost dramatic accommodation is compounded.

WIDER APPLICATIONS OF ACCOMMODATION

In the last section of this paper I raise some questions about the relation of
accommodation to other reaches of Calvin's teaching."42 None will deny thataccommodation bears upon absolutely central areas of his biblical theology. Stauffershows its application in the sermons to cosmology, theology proper (the doctrine ofGod) and Chnstology."43 As we have noted, there is a true and important sense inwhich the whole Christian economy is characterized by God's accommodation-even,surprisingly enough, the angels. Indeed, it is for that reason crucial that we attend tothe contexts in which Calvin does, and does not, speak of accommodation—for,however frequently he does so speak, he does not do so all the time! Even ifCalvin s God, in revelation above all but also in incarnation and his provision for hischurch, among other areas, operates within the limits of human capacity, hisaccommodation is not unlimited. Nor, it1 seems, does God's accommodation issue awarrant for his people to be accommodating. It is on this latter question that Iparticularly want to concentrate.

But first a few words about the doctrine of Scripture—only a few, because thisis a well-worn pitch (a metaphor from cricket, I hasten to add) and Richard C.Gamble has helpfully assembled a number of earlier essays at batting on it.44 Yet Iam not persuaded that attempts to spell out how Calvin viewed Scripture have takenthe full measure of some aspects of the accommodation motif. Since God is alwayssovereign in accommodation, the finished product of Scripture is his work-all of it,
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every word of it. Whether later predications such as verbal or plenary inspiration are
appropriate to express this is not my concern here. No partim-pnram distinction is
applicable. If it would be true to say that for Calvin the Bible is wholly human, it
would be more critical to say that it is wholly divine in the sense of God-given. The
accommodated character of the presentation of God's revelation in Scripture does not
militate against that Scripture's being wholly what God designed it to be. But, on the
other hand, because behind Scripture lies God's self-limitation to human sinfulness,
what we now read in Scripture does not always express God's will. When Moses
provided for divorce in Deuteronomy 24, it was wrong; that it was "never lawful"
Calvin knows not from anything in Deuteronomy but from Christ's pronouncement
in the Gospel. But there are other occasions when Calvin identifies illegitimate
concessions to Israelite perversity in the Pentateuch without such explicit indication
elsewhere in Scripture/5 For example, he finds most of the provisions for the
treatment of Israelite slaves intolerable. Yet God truly authorized these woeful
declensions from justice and piety. So the biblical record authentically preserves
God's sovereignly accommodated instructions or legislation even when it is hard, for
Calvin at least, to recognize them as God's will. But his recognition of some of the
elements of the Mosaic order and history as "monstrous" or "barbaric" or "absurd"
does not lead Calvin to depict Scripture here as an all-too-human corruption of God's
wisdom, primitive human religion rather than God's Word.

To express the point in more general terms, I suspect that our inability to
reach a consensus about Calvin's view of Scripture arises from our difficulty in
holding together what he held together. From our different perspectives we know
well enough what is compatible and what is incompatible with believing the Bible to
be God's written Word, without qualification, and we proceed to cut the Gordian
knot accordingly, where Calvin keeps it tied. He has, I think, a more highly
developed (accommodating?) sense of the co-habitability of divine and human in the
undivided house of Scripture than most modern visitors.

ETHICAL AND RELI6I0US ACCOMMODATION?

If God, according to Calvin, was so considerate of the vagaries of fallen
humankind, what implications, if apy, follow for the life of his people? How far
does Calvin extrapolate from his understanding of God's behavior to the proper
behavior of the godly?

Ethical accommodation is a related subject often discussed in connexion with
the use of olKOVopia in patristic and later writers/6 Athanasius describes
oiKOVOflta as an arrangement whereby "with regard to the same action it is not
lawful to do it under one circumstance and at one time, but under another circum¬
stance it is both conveniently forgotten and acquiesced in."*7 Is it fair to say that
Calvin had little time for it? A fine article by John L. Thompson has recently shown
how exceptional Calvin was in not excusing the immoralities of the patriarchs.
"Calvin's judgments of all the patriarchal misdeeds studied are significantly harsher
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than those of his predecessors and contemporaries. '"48 In particular, Calvin dis¬
misses, "not infrequently with a measure of contempt," virtually all the factors cited
by others in mitigation of the patriarchs' guilt. There is no consideration here for the
human frailties of cowardice and loneliness, nor will he countenance any specialdivine dispensation justifying patriarchal mendacity or polygamy. No divine
accommodation here! Or rather, more accurately, no divine warrant for human
accommodation/9

Nor will Calvin contemplate with equanimity religious accommodation--
dissimulation and Nicodemism, as apparently he was the first to style pretended
conformity to the Old Church. The interesting monograph by Perez Zagorinemphasizes the singularity of Calvin's preoccupation with this issue:

No Protestant leader subjected the phenomenon of
dissimulation and its rationales to closer scrutiny than the
Genevan reformer John Calvin. Calvin rejected it in a
succession of works that contain the most significant and
influential Protestant discussions of the subject during the
Reformation.50

And I believe it is fair to say that none of the Reformers was as inflexibly
uncompromising in condemning any expression of external accommodation to
Roman Catholic religion. The discussion is indeed conducted from time to time in the
vocabulary Calvin uses for God's self-accommodation to our weakness and
wilfulness 51 but now invariably with reprobation. Even though that divine action is
seen to result from time to time, according to Calvin, in commands and practiceswhich expressed something less than, even occasionally something conflicting with,the perfection of God's will, the Reformer finds no grounds for tolerating in the
present any concession entailing derogation from the total demands of fidelity todivine truth.

PEDAGOGICAL ACCOMMODATION

Some of the biblical material discussed in Calvin's arguments againstreligious dissimulation is more pertinent in^his view to what can be called pedagogicalaccommodation-for example. Paul's becoming all things to all kinds of people, hishaving Timothy circumcised, his counsel on the weak and the strong in Romans 14and 15, his own participation in ritual purification at Jerusalem in Acts 21. On this
front Calvin clearly effects a carry-over from the accommodating methods of biblicalteachers to procedures recommended to preachers and others in his day. Sinceprophetic and apostolic accommodation to the capcus of their hearers and readers is
for Calvin part of God's accommodauon to sinful humans, we find here, it seems,
one important area in which the accommodating God becomes an example to hisaccommodating servants. Indeed, more than an example, for the ministry ofpreachers and teachers is the way in which today God deals with us humanly,
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familiarly, according to our capacities and perversities.

This is all amply documented by HedtJce, not I think as well-known as it
deserves to be (the copy in Princeton Theological Seminary's Speer Library is in
pristine condition!). I quote him in rounding off this point.

Jedoch istfur Calvin die accommodatio [of preachers] letzlich
nicht ein padagogischdidaktischer Kunstgriff, sondern ein
Akt, der aus der accommodatio Gottes resultiert und sie
wiederspiegelt.... In der Schwachheit der Gemeindeglieder
hat auch die accommodatio der Diener der Kirche ihren Grund.
1st die Predigt durch Menschenmund grundsatzlich eine Form
der accommodatio Gottes an die Fassungskraft der
Menschen.32

We have then found that the God whose hallmark in his once-for-all
revelation and redemption in Israel and in Jesus was accommodation to human
finitude, corruption and primitiveness, is accommodating still in and through the
church's testimony and proclamation. One could go on raising questions that I
have neither the time nor the competence to answer here and now. What of
Calvin's pastoral practice, for example, not least in the light of the revised picture
emerging from the Consistory record? Does his pastoral counsel, or his counsel
to other pastors, to any recognizable degree bear tie stamp of his accommodating
God? And if in ancient Israel God accommodated his self-revelation to a people
characterized by uncivilised barbarity, what might Calvin have to say about
accommodated Christian communication today to a sophisticated electronic
culture?
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21 Millet, Calvin et la Dynamique de la Parole, pp. 168-181.
22 Richard Patrick Crosland Hanson. Allegory and Event A Study of the Sourcesand Significance of Origen's Interpretation of Scripture (London: SCM Press,1959), pp. 224-231; Battles, "God was accommodating himself to human Capacity,"pp. 23-25, goes so far as to call Origen's On first Principles Being Koetschau'sText of the De Principiis Tr. into English, togetherwith an Introduction and Notes,by. G. W. Butterworth. Harper Torthbook. The Cathedral Library (New York:Harper & Row, 1966), "really a textbook in accommodation" (p. 24). Rolf Gogler,Zur Theologie des bibliscben Wortes bed Origenes (Dlisseldorf: Patmos-Verlag,1963), pp. 307-319, discusses "adaptation" in Origen without mentioningoupTOpt^opd .

23 Cf. Duchatelez, "La notion d'feconomie et ses richesses th£ologiques," pp. 267-292, and K. Duchatelez, "La >condescendance< divine et l'histoire du salut,"Nouvelle Revue Thiologique 95 (1973) 593-621; John Henry Paul Reumann,"

Oixovopict as 'Ethical Accommodation' in the Fathers and its Pagan Back¬grounds," in Studia Patristica Papers presented to the Third InternationalConference on Patristic Studies held at Christ Church. Oxford, 1959. Vol. 3, part 1,
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Editiones, Critica, Pbilologica. Ed. by Frank Leslie Cross. Texte und
Untersuchungen, 78 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1961), pp. 370-379.
21 Calvin, "Praefatio in Chrysostomi homilias." CO 9 (1870) 834; cf. Remko Jan
Mooi, Hetkerk- en dogmahistorisch Element in de Werken van Johannes Calvijn
(Wageningen: H. Veenman & Zonen, 1965), pp. 210-212.
23 Battles, "God was accommodating himself to human Capacity," p. 26; Luchesius
Smits. Saint Augustin dans ITEuvre de Jean Calvin. 2 Tomes (Assen: van Gorcum
& Co./G. A. Hak & H. J. Prakke, 1957-58); Jan Marius Jacob Lange van
Ravenswaay. Augustinus Totus Noster. Das Augustinverstandnis bei Johannes
Calvin. Forschungen zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte, 45 (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990).

26 Smits, Saint Augustin dans l'CEuvre de Jean Calvin, 1: 152-157; 2: 155; cf. Saint
Augustine, "Contra Adimantum," in his Soncti AvreliAvgvstini Opera, IIII/13. Ed.
Iosephvs Zycha. Corpvs Scriptorvm Ecclesiasticorvm Latinorvm, 25/1
(Vindobonae: F. Tempsky, 1891), p. 145, where Augustine vindicates biblical
anthropopathisms, e.g. "[Dei] sapientia cum descensura esset ad corpus humanum,
prius usque ad humana uerba descendit."
27 Benin, "Sacrifice as Education in Augustine and Chrysostom,1' p. 15; there is no
article on "Accommodatio" in Augustinus-Lexikon vol.1. Hrsg. von Cornelius
Mayer (Basel/Stuttgart: Verlag Schwabe & Co., 1986).
28 Cf Smits, Saint Augustin dansl'CEuvre de Jean Calvin, 2: 265-269; Mooi, Kerk-
en Dogmahistorisch Element, pp. 262-263.

29 Desiderius Erasmus, "Enchiridion Militis Christiani," in his Ausgewahlte Werke.
In gemeinschaftmit Annemarie Holborn. Hrsg. von Hajo Holborn. Veroffentli-
chungen der Kommission zur Erforschung der Geschichte der Reformation und
Gegenreformation (Munchen: C.H. Beck'sche Veriagsbuchhandlung, 1933), p. 34;
cf. Erasmus, "sordentque omnia ob sermonis infantissemam balbutiem," in "Ratio
seu Methodus Compendio Perveniendi ad Veram Theologiam," in his Ausgewahlte
Werke, p. 296. Cf. even the chapter on "Aptitudinis Formulae," in "De Copia
Verborum ac Rerum, LXXXVII," in his Opera Omnia 1/6 (Amsterdam: North-
Holland Publishing Co., 1988), p. 144.
30 Marjorie O'Rourke Boyle, Erasmus on Language andMethod in Theology
(Toronto and Buffalo: University of Toronto Press, 1977), p. 122, cf. pp. 46, 62;
Georges Chantraine, 'Mystire' et 'Philosophie du Christ' selon Erosme.
Bibliotheque de la Faculty de Philosophie et Lettres de Namur, 49 (Namur:
Secretariat des Publications, Facultis Universitaires/Gembloux: Editions J. Duculot,
1971), pp. 297-301; J. B. Payne, "Toward the Hermeneutics of Erasmus," in
Scnmum Erasmianum, 2 vols., ed. by Joseph Coppens (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1969),
2: 40; Ernst-Wilhelm Kohls. Die Theologie des Erasmus 2. Bande. Theologische
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Zeitschrift, Sonderband 1/1 (Basel: Friedrich Reinhardt Verlag, 1966), 1: 176-177;
2: 126-127; Jacques Chomarat, Grammaire etRhetorique chez Erasme. 2 tomes.
Les Classiques de l'Humanisme (Paris: Socidtd d'Edition "Les Belles Lettres,"
1981), especially 2: 1107-1118-the fullest discussion (and see index). Stauffer,
Dieu, la creation ec la Providence dans lePredication de Calvin, p. 21, notes the
possible link with Calvin. But see Millet, Cal\in et la dynamique, pp. 877-878:
Calvin's didactic qualities of brevity, clarity and simplicity "correspondent surtout
aux besoins d'une accommodatio congue en 1'occurrence comme simplification en
vue de la vulgarisation plutdt que comme adaptation souple (cf. Erasme) h des
auditoires composites ou divers." See, for example, Paul presented in Erasmus'
"Ecclesiastes" (Libri I-II), ed. Jacques Chomarat, in his Opera Omnia, V/4
((Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Co., 1991), p. 64, "dum omnibus sese
accommodat, tam varius est ut interdum videatur sibi contrarius." Calvin's use of
varie accommodent, in his Calvin's Commentary on Seneca De dementia p. 132, is
in line with Erasmian usage.

31 Desiderius Erasmus's Preface to "Chrysostomi Lucubrationes" (Basel, 1527),
translated here from Desiderius Erasmus. Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi
Roterodami. 13 tomes. Ed. Percy Stafford Allen, Helen Mary Allen et Heathcote
William Garrod (Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), 6: 487 (No.
1800); cf. also from his Preface to "Aliquot Homiliae Chrysostomi" (Freiburg, 1533)
in Opvs Epistolarvm Des Erasmi Roterodami, 10: 170 (No. 2774): ". . . haec sunt
colloquia quae vir ille diuinus apud vulgus promiscuum habuit. . . ipsa dictionis ratio
tota est ad populares aures accommodata."
32 Millet, Calvin et la dynamique pp. 170, 247, 165, 174, citing Erasmus's Preface
to "Chrysostomi Lucubrationes" (Basel, 1527).
33 John Calvin. Institutio christianm religionis (Argentorari: Par Wendelinum
Rihelium, 1539) 4:22; see Richard Franklin Wevers. Institutes of the Christian
Religion ofJohn Calvin, 1539. Text and Concordance. 4 vol's (Grand Rapids: The
Meeter Center for Calvin Studies at Calvin College and Seminary, 1988), 1: 98; cf.
John Calvin, "Institutio christianae reHgionis 1559," in his Opera selecta 5 tomes.
Ed. Petrus Barth [et] Guilelmus Niesel (Monachii in Aedibus: Chr. Kaiser, 1926-
52), 3: I.xiii. 1.; In 1536 note only concerning the sacraments: "... his se capcui
nostro attemperat," in his Opera selecta, 1, p. 118, and two references to
accommodating Jewish or Jewish-Christian sensitivities, first, accommodo, in his
Opera selecta 1, p. 208 and secondly, attempero, in his Opera selecta 1, p. 249.
34 Calvin, Institutio chrisuame religionis 1539, 8:21; see Wevers, Institutes of the
Christian religion ofJohn Calsin, 1539, I, pp. 238-289; cf. Calvin, "Institutio
christianae religionis 1559," in his Opera selecta, 3: I.xvii. 13. Wilhelm H. Neuser
has drawnmy attention to a good explanation by John Calvin's "De Aeterna Dei
Predestinatione," CO 8(1870) 338; English version, "A Treatise on the eternal
Predestination of God," in his Calvin's Calvinism. Originally published at Geneva
A.D. 1552; and now first (1856) tr. into English, by Henry Cole (Grand Rapids:
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Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1950), pp. 168-170.
35 By means of Wevers, Institutes of the Christian Religion ofJohn Calvin, 1539,
and Richard Franklin Wevers. A Concordance to Calvin's Institutio 1559. 6 vols.
Based on the critical text of Petrus Barth and Guilelmus Niesel (Grand Rapids:
Digamma Publishers, 1992). They may need checking. It is not clear why 'rudis
(1)' and 'rudis (2)' are distinguished in both, and more occurrences of captus (the
noun) are captured in both under capio than under captus Note also Stauffer's
report, Dieu, la creation et la Providence dans la Predication de Calvin, p. 36 n. 31,
that in John Calvin's French edition, Institution de la religion Chrestienne (Genevae:
Francisci Jaquy, Antonii Davodeau, Jacob Bourgeois, 1557), "(s1) accommoder,"
used for both accommodo and attempero in 1557, is displaced by "se conformed in
the 1560 edition of John Calvin's Institutio Chrestians religionis (Genevae: Oliua
Roberti Stephani, 1560).
36 John Calvin. Institutes of the Christian Religion. Ed. by John Thomas McNeill,
tr. and indexed by Ford Lewis Battles. The Library of Christian Classics, 20-21
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1960), ILxi. 13; Calvin, "Institutio
Christianae Religionis 1559," OS 3: Il.xi. 13.
37 For the evidence see David Frederick Wright, "Calvin's pentateuchal criticism:
equity, hardness of heart, and divine accommodation in the mosaic harmony
commentary," Calvin Theological Journal 21 (1986) 33-50.

38 Dowey, Knowledge of God in Calvin's theology, p. 3; Edward David Willis,
"Rhetoric and responsibility in Calvin's theology," in The context of contemporary
theology. Essays in honor of Paul Lehmann. Ed. by Alexander Jeffrey McKelway
and Edward David Willis (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1974), p. 58.
39 See David Frederick Wright, "Accommodation and Barbarity in John Calvin's Old
Testament Commentaries," in Understanding Poets and Prophets Essays in Honour
of George Wishart Anderson. Ed. by A. Graeme Auld. Journal for the Study of the
Old Testament, Supplement Series, 152 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Series,
1993), pp. 413-427.
40 John Calvin. Commentaries on the Four Last Books ofMoses arranged in the
Form of a Harmony. 4 vols. Tr. from the original Latin, and compared with the
French Edition; with annotations, etc. By Charles William Bingham. (Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1948).
41 John Calvin. Commentaries on the Book of Joshua Tr. from the original Latin,
and collated with the French Edition. By Henry Beveridge (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1948).
42 Battles, "God was accommodating himself to human Capacity," p. 20: "Calvin
makes this principle [of accommodation] a consistent basis for his handling not only
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of Scripture, but of every avenue of relationship between God and man."
43 Stauffer, Dieu, la Creation etla Proiidence dans la Predication de Cull-in, pp. 55-
56.

44 See endnote 1.

45 For the evidence see Wright, "Calvin's pentateuchal Criticism: Equity, Hardness
of Heart, and divine Accommodation in the Mosaic Harmony Commentary."

46 See Duchatelez, "La Notion d'Economie et ses Richesses thfeologiques;"
Duchatelez, "La Condescendance divine et l'Histoire du Salut;" and Reumann,
OtKOVOpla as Ethical Accommodation' in the Fathers and its pagan
Backgrounds."

47 Cited by Reumann, " OiKOVOnia as Ethical Accommodation' in the Fathers and
its pagan Backgrounds," p. 370.
48 John L. Thompson, "The Immoralities of the Patriarchs in the History of Exegesis:
a Reappraisal of Calvin's Position," Calvin Theological Journal 26 (1991) 9-46.
49 As Thompson, "Immoralities of the Patriachs in the History of Exegesis: a
Reappraisal of Calvin's Position," pp. 41-42, points out, there are other occasions
when Calvin justifies God's overturning the natural law, but apparently "only God
may initiate acts contrary to the order of nature."
50 Perez Zagorin. Ways of lying. Dissimulation, Persecution, and Conformity in
early Modern Europe (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1990), p. 68.
51 Cf. John Calvin, "Petit Traictd monstrant que c'est que doit faire un Homme fidele
congnoissant la Verit6 de l'Evangile, quand il est entre les Papistes, avec une Epistre
du mesme Argument," (1543), CO 6(1867) 554, "se conformer," andCO 6
(1867) 563, 569, 575, "s'accommoder": John Calvin, "Sacrarum Literarum in
Ecclesia Genevensi Professoris, Epistolae duae, de Rebus hoc ssculo Cognitu
Apprime Necessariis. Prior, De Fugiendis Impiorum Illicitis Sacris, et Puritate
Christians Religionis observanda. Altera, De Christiani Hominis Officio in
Sacerdotiis Papalis Eccless vel Administrandis, vel Abiiciendis," (1537), CO 5
(1866) 262, 271, 273, "(se) accommodare".
52 Hedtke, Erziehung durch die Kircbe bei Call-in, 109, and cf. especially 106-114
("Die Predigt und die accommodatio").
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Baptism at the Westminster Assembly
David Wright
Senior Lecturer
New College, University of Edinburgh

Introduction: Baptism's Neglect

The choice of subject may surprise readers. Baptism did not provoke any of the WestminsterAssembly's momentous debates—although, as will be seen, it did give rise to some lengthy
and divisive discussions. Nor can the Westminster divines be said to have made any

remarkable contribution to the church's understanding or practice of baptism.
Yet a reaction of surprise that baptism should enjoy a paper of its own in a conference

commemorating the Westminster Assembly may have more to do with a wider neglect or
devaluation of baptism, at least when compared with the Lord's supper. Modern ecumenical
conversations have paid it little attention—and the section on baptism in the landmark Faith and
Order statement Baptism, Eucharist andMinistry (World Council of Churches, Geneva, 1982) has
been judged the least accomplished of the three. We have no history of Christian baptism nor a
comprehensive account of baptism in the Reformation. The magisterial Reformers' differences
from the Old Church on baptism were relatively slight, and both joined in scornful dismissal of the
Radical Anabaptists' protest. Compared with the mass and the inner-Protestant 'supper-strife',
baptism was very small beer. One has only to reflect on the massively contrasting weight of
preoccupation displayed over the proper minister of baptism on the one hand and of the Lord's
supper on the other.

Whether this relative depreciation of baptism faithfully reflects the witness of the New
Testament is a large question for another occasion. Let me simply affirm my judgment that it would
be far truer to the apostolic testimony to portray the church as a baptismal community than as a
eucharistic community, as it is commonly called today. The conviction grows on me that the
devaluing of baptism, in much of British evangelical church life, for example, cannot be
understood in detachment from the predominance of infant baptism and its largescale failure - its
failure, that is, in such a high proportion of cases measured on any realistic assessment, actually to
initiate people into the church. Inevitably, if psedobaptism is so often ineffective, it cannot sustain
grandiose theological pretensions. Inevitably, the focus shifts to some later occasion of
confirmation or admission to communion or to full membership. Inevitably, reductionist treatment
is meted out to the New Testament presentations of baptism, to make them fit our experience of the
administration of infant baptism on the ground.

Such contemporary concerns may help to sharpen our investigation of baptismal deliberations
at the Westminster Assembly. After all, the Westminster documents have to a major degree shaped
baptismal understanding and practice in the Reformed churches in the West. And the very fact that
our instinctive initial reaction at the pairing of baptism and Westminster suggests that its approach
to the sacrament has been assimilated among our churches without much controversy may point upthe special value of bringing to it the harder questions of the present - the kind of questions, for
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example, that the dissolution of Christendom in the western world poses to the practice of
baptizing infants. For, as Karl Barth well recognized, Christendom and paedobaptism go together.1

The Westminster Documents and Minutes
Four of the Westminster documents deal with baptism: the Confession of Faith, the Directory

for Public Worship, and the Larger and Shorter Catechisms. The minutes of the Assembly record
next to nothing of the discussions on the contents of the Catechisms, and, as far as baptism is
concerned, very little of those on the Confession. The only extended minutes of baptismal debate
relate to the Directory for Public Worship.

Not that the extant minutes are a high-quality record. This is the verdict of the late Robert Paul:
[Tjhese manuscript 'Minutes' are something of a misnomer, since they appear to be
little more than the hasty notes of a scribe, probably written in preparation for a
fuller account to appear at some later date. The speeches are often cryptic to the
point of being almost meaningless, there are frustrating gaps in the text where the
scribe had possibly intended to insert summaries of the speeches to be obtained
from the notes of the speakers themselves, and the whole is written in an execrable
seventeenth century hand of extraordinary abstruseness and complexity.2

Fortunately, not least for the purposes of this paper, the Library of New College, Edinburgh holds
an invaluable manuscript transcript in highly legible copper-plate script of the original manuscript
minutes (which are in Dr. Williams' Library, London). The transcript was made in the late 1860s
and early 1870s under the auspices of a Church of Scotland committee.2 The published copy of

!Cf. The Teaching of the Church Regarding Baptism, translated by E.A. Payne (SCM Press, London, 1948),
52-4; "the really operative extraneous ground for infant-baptism, even with the Reformers, and ever and again quite plainly
since, has been this: one did not want then in any case or at any price to deny the existence of the evangelical Church in the
Constantinian corpus christianum - and today one does not want to renounce the present form of the national church
(Volkskirche)T (52).

2Robert S. Paul, The Assembly of the Lord. Politics and Religion in the Westminster Assembly and the 'Grand
Debate' (T&T Clark, Edinburgh, 1985), 72-3; cited henceforth as 'Paul'. See also his Appendix IV, 'Interpreting the
"Minutes'", 562-4. Among the oddities of the manuscript is the misspelling of names. George Gillespie, one of the
Scottish commissioners, commonly appears as 'Gelaspi'.

3On these matters see Paul, 73, with notes. In June 1867 the Church of Scotland's General Assembly appointed a
committee to obtain a transcript of the manuscript minutes held in Dr. Williams' Library, London (Principal Acts of the
General Assembly of the Church ofScotland... 1867, 60). This committee, convened until his death by Professor
Alexander F. Mitchell and then from 1899 by Thomas Leishman, until it was discontinued by the 1904 Assembly, arranged
for the completion of the transcript (on the difficulties of this task see Principal Acts ... 1868, 63-5), and subsequent annual
reports to the Assembly), which it presented to the 1875 Assembly which deposited it in the General Assembly Library
{Principal Acts ... 1875, 85). The committee also secured the publication of most of volume III of the minutes, in 1874
(see next note), and in 1892 also of The Records of the Commissions of the General Assemblies of the Church of Scotland
holden in Edinburgh in the Years 1646 and 1647, ed. Mitchell and James Christie (Scottish History Society, 11;
Edinburgh, 1892; see Principal Acts ... 1890, 82; 1892, 78), but failed despite years of effort to find adequate funds for the
publication of the rest of the Westminster Assembly's minutes {Principal Acts ... 1881, 64; 1904, 68). The completion of
this task of publication I hope to achieve in time for it to stand as a commemoration of the 350th. anniversary of the
Assembly. Further investigation is called for to clarify some of the General Assembly reports on the progress of the project
(e.g. Principal Acts ... 1870, 75; 1871, 69; 1872, 76; 1887, 68).

The transcript secured by Mitchell's committee was largely, if not wholly (see next note), the work of Edward
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part of the minutes, edited by Alexander F. Mitchell and John Struthers in 1874, presents this
transcript.4 This volume covers the Assembly's proceedings from November 1644 to March 1649
and hence does not include the debates on the Directory for Public Worship and contains little
about baptism.

The minutes can be supplemented, and sometimes corrected, from the accounts of participants,
especially the Journals of the noted Hebraist, John Lightfoot, covering July 1643 to December
1644, and the Notes ofGeorge Gillespie of debates from February 1644 to January 1645, together
with the briefer general comments in Robert Baillie's Letters and Journals .5 Both Lightfoot and
Gillespie are of value in supplying some of the deficiencies of the minutes in relation to the
sessions on baptism.

Maunde Thompson, of the Manuscripts Department of the British Museum. On Thompson (1840-1929), later Principal
Librarian of the British Museum 1888-1902 (with title of Director from 1898), see Dictionary ofNational Biography
1922-1930 (1937), 834-6, although this tribute by F.G. Kenyon does not mention Thompson's transcript of the
Westminster Assembly's minutes. On the Church of Scotland's General Assembly Library see briefly John Howard, 'New
College Library', in Wright and Badcock (eds), Disruption to Diversity {op. cit., n. 58 below), 187-202, at 192-3. The
transcript appears in the printed Catalogue ofBooks, Pamphlets andManuscripts in the Library of the General Assembly of
the Church ofScotland (Blackwood, Edinburgh, 1907), 441: 'Minutes of the sessions of the Assembly of Divines at
Westminster, August 4, 1643 - March 25, 1652. 3 vols, in 5. folio.' In the preparation of this paper I have been wholly
dependant on the New College transcript, which, following Paul, I cite as 'TMs.', and not on the original manuscript. In
manuscript the minutes extend from August 4 (erratum for September 4), 1643 to April 24, 1652.

4Minutes of the Sessions of the Westminster Assembly of Divines, While Engaged in Preparing their Directory
for Church Government, Confession ofFaith and Catechisms (November 1644 to March 1649), From Transcripts of the
Originals Procured by a Committee of the GeneralAssembly of the Church ofScotland, Edited for the Committee by Alex.
F. Mitchell and John Struthers (William Blackwood & Sons, Edinburgh, 1874, reprinted, Still Waters Revival Books,
Edmonton, Alberta, 1991), cited hereafter as 'Mitchell and Struthers'. On Mitchell, see briefly Nigel M. de S. Cameron et
al. (eds), Dictionary ofScottish Church History and Theology (T&T Clark, Edinburgh, 1993), 594, and on Struthers, Fasti
Ecclesiae Scoticanae, 2nd. edit., I (1915), 391. Only further research will clear up some uncertainty over Struthers'
contribution to the transcripts published by Mitchell and Struthers. According to the General Assembly record, E.M.
Thompson (see previous note) transcribed volume II, and Struthers an important part of volume HI (Principal Acts... 1868,
64; the Assembly Acts give no more detail). Mitchell and Struthers, ix, state that the transcripts of volume III were made
by Thompson and Struthers, but also that 'the Minutes throughout stand in [their published] text as, after repeated and
careful revision, it was fixed by Mr. Thompson'. Furthermore, the five folio volumes of the transcript in New College
Library appear to be all in a single hand. Paul, 73, with n. 5, if anything compounds the confusion. It may well be that the
transcript we now have is wholly Thompson's production.

It should be noted that where Mitchell and Struthers insert an ellipsis (...) in their text, it does not indicate
omission ofmaterial in the minutes but merely gaps in the transcript itself, nearly always immediately evident from parts
of lines or several lines at a time left blank. Here the transcript faithfully reproduced the original: see Paul, 73, cited above.
Mitchell and Struthers might have obviated any misunderstanding of their practice had they been fully consistent, but cf.
180, 'Her '; 182, 'Debate of '. The present essay uses ellipsis (...) to indicate only my omission of material from the
source. I have modernised the spelling of the manuscript minutes only in giving 'that' for 'yt' and 'and' for the copula.

5Lightfoot, The Journal of the Proceedings of the Assembly ofDivines, from January 1, 1643, to December 31,
1644 ..., ed. John Rogers Pitman (The Whole Works ..., XIII; J.F. Dove, London, 1824), cited as 'Lightfoot'; Gillespie,
Notes ofDebates and Proceedings of the Assembly ofDivines and Other Commissions at Westminster, February 1644 to
January 1645, ed. David Meek (Robert Ogle and Oliver and Boyd, Edinburgh, 1846), cited as 'Gillespie'; The Letters and
Journals ofRobert Baillie, A.M., Principal of the University of Glasgow, M.DC.XXXVII - M.DC.LXII, ed. David Laing,
3 vols. (Robert Ogle, Edinburgh, 1841-2), cited as 'Baillie'.
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The Confession of Faith and the Grace of Baptism
The Second Committee appointed to work on the Confession of Faith, whose assignedsubjects included the sacraments, brought its report on baptism to the full Assembly on December

29, 1645.6 Debate is recorded as having taken place on nine days in January, possibly ten, and
again on September 11, 1646, with the chapters on the sacraments (27) and on baptism (28)
winning final approval on November 10, 1646.7 But apart from some tantalizingly briefindications (for example, a small group was instructed on September 11 to consider 'what children
are to be baptized'),8 the minutes record nothing of the debates except on January 5, one of several
days on which 'the grace of God in baptism' (so January 9) was on the table.
The Assembly on January 5 began with a phrase which was presumably in the Second
Committee's draft but did not survive into the Confession itself, "the grace of God bestowed
sometimes before." Let us recall the statement in the Confession as approved:

The efficacy of baptism is not tied to that moment of time when it is administered;
yet notwithstanding, by the right use of this ordinance, the grace promised is not
only offered, but really exhibited and conferred by the Holy Ghost, to such
(whether of age or infants) as that grace belongeth unto, according to the counsel ofGod's own will, in his appointed time (28:6).

We can only presume (for we have no way of knowing) that it was a draft something like thiswhich elicited some disagreement on January 5, 1646, between Jeremiah Whitaker and a more
prominent member of the company, Herbert Palmer, who was the first divine to be nominated byparliament to the Assembly and later on one of its assessors (roughly, deputy chair) and the Master
ofQueen's College, Cambridge. Whitaker declared

That it doth confer grace i do not find, but our divines do hold it. When they
oppose the Papists, they say it is more than a sign and a seal. Chamier saith the
grace that is signified is exhibited, so it is in the French Confession; it doth
efficaciter donare.9

Whitaker takes his stand on Scripture:
That which the Scripture ascribes to baptism we are to ascribe. Baptism is anordinance to effect these ends ... Baptism saves, 1. Accompanied with the sign andthing signified, it is a saving ordinance. For without grace none of these things canbe. to

Palmer's response is not easy to follow with entire clarity. He asserts that "What the Scripturespeaks of efficacy of baptism, it speaks of those that are grown up. We must suppose the person to

6Mitchell and Struthers, 164, 173. For the composition of the Second Committee see Paul, 555-6.
7Mitchell and Struthers, 173-82, 280, 299. The uncertainty concerns January 19, 1646: 'Ordered - Report of thatCommittee concerning Baptism (be taken) be made on Wednesday morning' (ibid., 180).
8Mitchell and Struthers, 280; cf. 175, 'Debate of Baptism. Debate about dedication to God' (January 2), 'Debate

upon Baptism; "the grace of God bestowed sometimes before'" (January 5).
9Mitchell and Struthers, 175.

lOlbid.
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be baptized to be a believer." 11 He certainly denies that the sacrament is a naked sign—"there is nonakedness in a seal"—but he apparently envisages baptism as conferring its gifts on those whoalready enjoy grace. He seems to reject the notion that baptism imparts the grace of conversion; "hethat is without the first grace hath nothing to make him in a capacity of receiving; he is dead."1 7But Whitaker is not satisfied: Palmer has not answered the Scriptures he quoted. "The Scripturespeaks more about conferring than it doth either of signing and sealing." >3Such is our intriguingly brief glimpse of a debate that must have engaged weighty theologicalconsiderations. On my reading of the minutes, the draft before the Assembly at this point did notcontain the language now present—"not only offered, but really exhibited and conferred"—but thetext is not lucid enough to allow certainty on this question. Whitaker not only advances the word'exhibited' but also evinces awareness of its Latin original—"in conjuncta exhibitione, Ursin[us]."The verb was widely used in Reformation disputes on the Lord's supper, especially by MartinBucer, but its currency in this context goes back at least to Aquinas.14 Its pairing with 'conferred'reveals its meaning, which is stronger than 'exhibit' in modem English. The word 'convey' comesnear to the double reference of exhibere, as does 'present' itself.

Baptismal Regeneration
What then about the efficacy of baptism according to the Westminster Confession? Its centralaffirmation seems clear: 'the grace promised is not only offered, but really exhibited and conferredby the Holy Ghost' (28:6). It is true that a variety of qualifications to this assertion are entered inthe chapter on baptism: efficacy is not tied to the moment of administration (ibid.), grace andsalvation are not so inseparably annexed to baptism that no person can be regenerated or savedwithout it (28:5) or that all the baptized are undoubtedly regenerated (ibid.). But thesequalifications serve in fact only to highlight the clarity of the core declaration, which is set forth asfollows in the preceding chapter on sacraments in general:neither doth the efficacy of a sacrament depend upon the piety or intention of himthat doth administer it, but upon the work of the Spirit, and the word of institution;which contains ... a promise of benefit to worthy receivers (27:3).

The Westminster divines viewed baptism as the instrument and occasion of regeneration by theSpirit, of the remission of sins, of ingrafting into Christ (cf. 28:1). The Confession teachesbaptismal regeneration. We should note also that while the Catechisms use the language only of

11/bid., 176.

12Ibid., with n. 1.

13Ibid.

l4Ibid. On exhibere, cf. D.F. Wright, 'Infant Baptism and the Christian Community', in Wright (ed.), MaiBucer: Reforming Church and Community (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1994), 95-106 at 99-100; WiHazlett, 'Les entretiens entre Melanchthon et Bucer en 1534: realites politiques et clarification theologique', in M.and M. Lienhard (eds), Horizons Europeens de la Reforme en Alsace ... Melanges offerts a Jean Rott... (LibrairieStrasbourg, 1980), 207-25, at 223 n. 40.
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'sign and seal',15 the Directory for Public Worship has the following passage in the model prayerbefore the act of baptizing:
That the Lord ... would join the inward baptism of his Spirit with the outwardbaptism of water; make this baptism to the infant a seal of adoption ... and all otherpromises of the covenant of grace: That the child may be planted into the likeness ofthe death and resurrection of Christ.16

But if the Assembly unambiguously ascribes this instrumental efficacy to baptism, it is notautomatically enjoyed by all recipients: it contains 'a promise of benefit to worthy receivers' (27:3),who from one point of view are 'those that do actually profess faith in and obedience unto Christ,but also the infants of one or both believing parents' (28:4), and from another, 'such (whether ofage or infants) as that grace belongeth unto, according to the counsel of God's own will, in hisappointed time' (28:6). But it would surely be a perverse interpretation of the Confession's chapteron baptism if we allowed this last allusion to the hidden counsel of God to emasculate its vigorousprimary affirmation.

Profession of Faith
I have been struck, in re-reading the Confession and Directory for Public Worship andscrutinizing records of the debates, at the Assembly's relatively muted concern with faith as aprerequisite for baptism to have effect. The key stipulation is, of course, present: baptism is for'those that do actually profess faith in and obedience unto Christ, but also the infants of one orboth believing parents' (28:4). Westminster provides no support for a tendency observable inrecent years for the requirement of sincere ar.d credible Christian faith on the part of at least oneparent to be transposed into an emphasis on the faith of the receiving congregation. Whileheightened congregational involvement is to be welcomed, this shift is motivated to some measureby a desire to accommodate the baptism of children whose parent or parents cannot with anyhonesty be acknowledged as believers or church members. Increasingly, indeed, granny is the onepressing for the baptism. From other angles also infant baptism is becoming a more tangledpastoral issue as the norms of marriage and family disintegrate.In the light of these present-day concerns, it is instructive to note the absence from the Directoryfor Public Worship of any provision for the parent(s) to be called upon to profess their faith afreshat the baptism, or to undertake any vows or commitments in relation to the child. The question wasone which occupied the assembled divines on two occasions, in July 1644 (July 12 and 15) andagain on October 9-11 later that year. For the second debate we have invaluable reports byLightfoot and Gillespie. The latter records that the Assembly voted by 28 to 16 to include a parentalprofession of faith, in the form of affirmative answers to credal questions.17 The deletion of such a

15Larger Catechism A. 165: 'Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, wherein Christ hath ordained thewashing with water ... to be a sign and seal of ingrafting into himself, of remission of sins ...'; Shorter Catechism A. 95: '... a sacrament, wherein the washing ... doth signify and seal ...'
16The words 'join the inward baptism ... with the outward' did not win immediate acceptance from the Assemblyon July 19, 1644, according to TMs. II, 261-3. Whitaker declared the child to be as capable of the working of the Spirit inbaptism as afterwards, Stephen Marshall was sure that, as a sign, baptism fulfilled all three functions of a sign, viz., tosignify, to seal (obsignare) and to exhibit, and Palmer affirmed that, since God baptizes through ministerial instruments, 'ifhe doe it he doth it inwardly as well as outwardly' (263).
I7Gillespie, 91.
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section from the Directory was the work of the English Parliament in early 1645.18 What thCommons and Lords dropped was the following paragraph:It is recommended to the parent, to make a profession of his faith, by answeringthese and the like questions:
Dost thou believe in God the Father, Son and Holy Ghost?Dost thou hold thyselfbound to observe all that Christ hath commanded thee, and wilthou endeavour so to do?
Dost thou desire to have this child baptised into the faith and profession of Jesu:Christ?

All that Parliament added by way of compensation was the phrase "requiring his [theparent's] solemn promise for the performance of his duty'.19
The minutes together with the reports of Lightfoot and Gillespie enable one to follow withreasonable confidence a quite surprising range of arguments batted to and fro on the desirability ofrecommending such a profession. 20 The Scots, with Alexander Henderson to the fore, 'did urge itmightily, because of the use of it in all reformed churches'.21 Citing Calvin's exegesis of 1 Peter3:21, Henderson reckoned a profession in the form of questions and answers 'as ancient as thebaptizing of infants and taken from that practise used in baptizing of adults'. It added to thesolemnity of the occasion. 22 For others like Thomas Wilson and Philip Nye, the usage of theReformed churches and Scotland was inadequate ground, if it did not satisfy the criteria ofScripture or prudence. 'We may pray reformed churches may be reformed more than they are.' 23The Scots were clearly not of one mind, for Samuel Rutherford opposed it as lacking warrant inScripture, and he wanted nothing in the Directory that could not command full uniformity. 24

18Journals of the House of Commons IV, 70; Journals of the House ofLords VII, 264.
l9For the text, Journals of the House ofLords VII, 264 (March 5, 1645) and Gillespie, 91; and TMs. II,493, in part only. See A.F. Mitchell, The Westminster Assembly. Its History and Standards (Nisbet & Co.,London, 1883; reprinted, Still Waters Revival Books, Edmonton, Alberta, 1992), 218-19. The omitted paragraphwould have appeared immediately after 'if he be negligent', i.e. where the inserted phrase is now placed. Lightfoot,314-15, includes an earlier form of the questions proposed to the Assembly by its committee:1. Do you believe all the articles of faith contained in Scripture?2. That all men and this child are bom in sin?
3. That the blood and Spirit washeth away sin?
4. Will you have, therefore, this child baptized?

This came forward for discussion on October 9, 1644, according to Lightfoot. The manuscript minutes containneither this set of questions nor the form that later failed to secure Parliament's approval.
20TMs. II, 251-3 (July 12 and 15), 479-93 (October 9-11, 1644); Lightfoot, 314-16 (October 9-11); Gillespie,88-91 (October 9-11).

"Lightfoot, 315.
22TMs. II, 489, 481; Gillespie, 91.
"TMs. II, 483-4.

24Gillespie, 90; TMs. II, 481, 486.
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George Walker reminded his colleagues that they were constructing a directory, not 'an
obligatory'.25

Taking a stand on the Bible proved no easy matter. No parental profession had been required in
circumcision, Stephen Marshall pointed out, and Thomas Valentine concurred.26 For Samuel
Gibson the conversion of the Philippian jailor was decisive; neither he nor his family were baptized
until he made a profession of his faith.27 William Bridge was unmoved by this precedent, for it
would place members on the church on a par with non-members.28 Strong support was raised by
Edmund Calamy, for whom 'the parents' profession is the ground of the admission of the child',29
which unnerved William Bridge, lest this argued that the federal holiness of the parent was not the
ground of baptizing his offspring.30 More than one divine was worried that the requirement of a
profession would look like a concession to the Anabaptists. As Bridge put it,

This confession must be either in regard of the child, and that holds out the necessity of
actual confession in baptism, as the Anabaptists hold; if in regard of the parent, then it
is a wrong to the parent.31

The questions and answers at baptism were indeed very ancient, conceded Charles Herle, who
followed William Twisse as prolocutor in the chair of the Assembly, 'but in those times the
Anabaptists ware not risen in the world'.32

Fear of seeming to appease 'the Anabaptists' surfaced on other occasions in the baptismal
debates, as we shall see, for 'Anabaptism' was no merely historical threat. Robert Baillie's letters
from the Assembly years sound the alarm at 'the great increase and insolencie, in diverse places, of
the Antinomian and Anabaptisticall conventicles'.33 Such apprehension in relation to a parental
profession of faith added a further complication to the difficult task of reaching a consensus when
the criteria - scriptural warrant, antiquity, uniformity as a feasible goal, etc. - were inadequate.
Jeremiah Burroughes of Stepney thought it ironic that 'this explicate profession' should be urged
by those who regarded the church covenant as a human intervention, for it was equally so.34

The silence of the Directory on the need for a profession of faith - after, that is, Parliament had
dispensed with it - contrasts starkly with the first attested adaptation of the early church's baptismal
liturgy to accommodate children who could not answer for themselves. When a child was brought
forward, parents were asked by the minister 'Does he/she believe?', in this direct third-person

"TMs. II, 487.

"TMs. II, 481; Gillespie, 91.

"TMs. II, 483; Gillespie. 90.

"TMs. II, 485.

29TMs. II, 485.

30TMS. II, 480.

"Gillespie, 90.

32TMs. II, 480; Gillespie, 89.

33Baillie II, 215; cf. 218, 224.

34TMS. II, 480.
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form.35 The procedure could not have attested more unambiguously that infants were being
included in a rite devised for faith-professing candidates. The outcome of the Westminster
Assembly's tortuous deliberations reflected many centuries of practice, undisturbed by the
mainstream Reformation, in which infant baptism, not faith-baptism, had been de facto the norm.

In Public or in Private?
Two other issues likewise kept the assembled divines busy for days during consideration of the

Directory's draft section on baptism. One was whether dipping, i.e. immersion, should be
mentioned, and if so in what terms, and the other was what emerged eventually in the Directory as
the stipulation that baptism was not to be

administered in private places, or privately, but in the place of publick worship and
in the face of the congregation, where the people may most conveniently see and
hear; and not in the places where fonts, in the time of Popery, were unfitly and
superstitiously placed.

'Here', records John Lightfoot, 'began we to enter into the ocean of many vast disputes'.36
They spent all of July 11, 1644, on it, and returned to it on October 9, when the location of the
font was on the table. The Scots, as Gillespie tells us, claimed that there was 'no place so fit for
seeing and hearing of the people as the pulpit... the pulpit is chosen for the fittest place'.37 Not
surprisingly they did not prevail, but Scottish practice reflected their plea, with basins affixed to the
outside of the pulpit and bairns held up aloft by parents to ministers to sprinkle with baptismal dew
from above.38 The height of the pulpit determined how hazardous the elevation was.39

The prior question - in private, or only in public? - implicated weighty considerations of
theological import. Robert Baillie's letter expresses his relief.

We have carryed, with much greater ease than we expected, the publickness of
baptisme. The abuse was great over all this land. In the greatest parosch in London,
scarce one child in a-year was brought to the church for baptisme. Also we have

35Cf. J.C. Didier, 'Une adaptation de la liturgie baptismale au bapteme des enfants dans l'Eglise
ancienne', Melanges de science religieuse 22 (1965), 79-90.

36Lightfoot, 297.

37Gillespie, 89; Lightfoot, 315.
38See the present writer's article in Cameron (ed.), Dictionary (op.. cit. n. 4 above), 57.

3'Paedobaptism in other forms has occasionally afforded an unwitting recollection of the etymological and
symbolic links between baptism and death by immersion in water. According to the Financial Times of March 2, 1996,
President Boris Yeltsin was nearly drowned by a tipsy priest when being baptized in a Siberian village as a child. I recall a
story that used to go the rounds of the Anglican theological colleges. What should a vicar do if he accidentally dropped a
baby into a deep stone font? Replace the lid on the font and turn in the Prayer Book to the service for Burial at Sea! Karl
Barth commented scornfully on the loss in dramatic vividness as complete immersion yielded to affusion which itself was
reduced from a real wetting to a sprinkling and eventually to the 'mere moistening with as little water as possible' of 'the
innocuous form of present-day baptism'; The Teaching of the Church Regarding Baptism, 9-11.
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carried the parents presenting of his child, and not their midwives, as was their
universall custome.40

Edmund Calamy made the same point more sharply; 'great abuse in the city [of London: he
was vicar of St Mary's, Aldermanbury], in 2 or 3 yeares none baptized in the church'.4' For
centuries in the medieval West the majority of babies may well have been baptized by midwives or
other lay persons. The custom rested, of course, on the Augustinian premise of the necessity of
baptism for eternal salvation. The Westminster Confession and the Directory for Public Worship
trod delicately in eschewing this notion with its abusive consequences but without relaxing the
reins irresponsibly. Thus the Directory:

[Ojutward baptism is not so necessary, that, through the want thereof, the infant is
in danger of damnation, or the parents guilty, if they do contemn or neglect the
ordinance of Christ, when and where it may be had.

And so 'to propound the case of sickness' as justification for private baptism 'is to go too near
the tenet of the absolute necessity', as ThomasWilson put it.42

The argument between public and private baptism again reveals the company of divines
searching in vain for decisive scriptural guidance. Was not circumcision done in private houses?
Gillespie was not convinced, and in any case 'circumcision and baptism differ, because of the
wound and plastering it'. No blood on the synagogue floor!43 'All the nation was baptized, when
they were to come out of Egypt; but this could not be done in a congregation', retorted John
Lightfoot.44 Stephen Marshall could cite 'reasons a man may give many why in the publique
congregation, but noe instance of it in the new testament'.43 Lazarus Seaman added that it provided
'noe instance... in a private place by any ordinary minister either'46 The quest for precise
scriptural precedent threatened at such junctures to issue in absurd minimalism.

A more substantive aspect of this question was the child's relationship to the church. Calamy is
credited with asserting that 'Baptisme properly is noe church ordinance/Baptized and then added to
the church', but Samuel Rutherford retorted: 'It is admission to the church; ergo, it must be in the
face of the church.'4? It was left to Seaman to supply another word of sanity: 'If the church go to
the child, when the child go to church, this is not to be thought private baptism.'48 Amid the ebb
and flow of conflicting opinions, in which one reluctantly admires the ingenuity of the assembled
minds more than their sweet reasonableness, it is astonishing to find on this issue no forthright

"OBaillie II, 2M-5.

41TMs. II, 244.

"Lightfoot, 297; TMs. II, 244-5.

43Lightfoot, 297; TMs. II, 245.

^Lightfoot, 298.

45TMs. II, 245.

«TMs. II, 249.

47Lightfoot, 297; TMs. II, 244.

48Lightfoot, 297; TMs. II, 245.
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appeal to the principle of holding Word and sacrament together. One might have expected it to
clinch the argument, so that baptism could only properly take place when and where the Word was
ministered. The divines too easily lost sight of the theological wood amid varied individual trees of
New Testament baptisms.

Debate over Dipping
At times when one eavesdrops on the Assembly's deliberations, one can only marvel at the

providence that produced such a majestic outcome from such an astonishing pot-pourri of
discussion. This is nowhere more keenly felt than in the protracted altercations over whether the
Directory should mention dipping. Herein, says Lightfoot, 'fell we upon a large and long
discourse',49 on which they spent at least three days, July 21 and August 7-8, 1644, according to
the minutes. Lightfoot was absent on August 7. In the end, the Directory kept silent. To baptize the
child,

which, for the manner of doing of it, is not only lawful but sufficient, and most
expedient to be, by pouring or sprinkling of the water on the face of the child,
without adding any other ceremony.

As Lightfoot commented, 'it was thought fit and most safe to let it alone'.50 Later the
Confession would be explicit, 'Dipping of the person into the water is not necessary' (28:3), but
the course of reasoning that led to this change of mind is hidden from us.

On August 7 the company voted and split down the middle: 24 were for keeping a mention of
dipping, 25 were against. And this was after a re-count: 'it was voted so indifferently that we were
glad to count names twice', wrote Lightfoot. 'And there grew a great heat upon it: and when we
had done all, we concluded upon nothing in it.'Sl The arguments were truly wondrous in their
variety and virtuosity:

if dipping is needed to depict burial, 'what must answer dying?' (Francis
Woodcock) ;52

if we say dipping is necessary, 'we shall further anabaptisme' (John Ley, and John Lightfoot);53
what was the 'proper native signification' of the Greek verb baptizol (Gillespie); 54 how could
5000 be dipped in a day? (George Walker);55 what happened in Jewish proselyte baptism, which
was followed by John the Baptist and the disciples of Jesus? (Thomas Coleman and Lightfoot gave
different answers);56 Lightfoot was in his element citing the rabbinic commentators; others

t'Lightfoot, 299.
50Ibid., 301.

51/bi'4„ 300.

52TMs. II, 265.

53TMS. II, 265, 275.

54TMs. II, 267.

55TMs. E, 266.

56TMs. U, 271 (Coleman: proselytes went in up to their necks and dipped themselves all over), 272 (Lightfoot:
sprinkling attested by Rabbi Solomon).
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reported what was the practice in Muscovy and Spain, or registered that 'those that incline most to
popery are all for sprinkling';57 the Hebrew host 'baptized into Moses' were not immersed (John
Arrowsmith);58 the meaning of Hebrew words was ventilated and Latin terms flew to and fro.

And early on Lazarus Seaman posed one of the Assembly's dilemmas: we must follow the
mind and institution of Christ, but if that turns out to be dipping, we will be hard put to it to
persuade parents to have their children baptized.59

1 Corinthians 7:14: Holiness, Federal or Real?
With some relief, we turn to some contested exegesis. In one of his letters from Westminster

Robert Baillie wrote home as follows:
We have ended our Directorie for baptisme. Thomas Goodwin one day was
exceedinglie confounded: He has undertaken a publicke lecture against the
Anabaptists: it was said, under pretence of refuting them, he betrayed our cause to
them: that of the Corinthians, our chief ground for the baptisme of infants, 'Your
children are holy', he exponed of a reall holiness, and preached down our ordinare
and necessare distinction of reall and federall holiness. Being posed hereupon, he
could no wayes cleare himselfe, and no man took his part.®

The Directorie ended up with the statement that the children of believers 'are Christians, and
federally holy before baptism, and therefore are they baptized'. John Lightfoot was unfortunately
absent from the Assembly on July 16, 1644, when the meaning and implications of 1 Corinthians
7:14 were rehearsed at length and in depth. We may judge it one of the company's better days. The
minutes are ample but not clear at every point.

Goodwin kept up his end from first to last.
It is such a holynesse as if they dy they should be saved/whether a holynesse of
election or regeneration I know not; but I thinke it is they have the holy ghost.61

Lazarus Seaman spelt out the alarm that others showed: 'all agree that this holynesse is the
ground ofbaptisme... except he can make out this, the baptizing of infants is gone as toutching his

57TMS. II, 270, 276.

58TMs. II, 266. John Macleod in his Scottish Theology in Relation to Church History since the Reformation
(Publications Comm. of Free Church of Scotland, Edinburgh, 21946), 253,5, relates Neil Macmichael's exposition of 1
Corinthians 10:1-5:

1. The Israelites were baptised, both adults and infants; for the Apostle declares it. 2. They were not immersed, a fact
which Moses and other inspired writers testify. 3. The Egyptians who pursued them were immersed. 4. The Israelites had
baptism without immersion, and the Egyptians immersion without baptism. 5. The baptism of Israelites was salvation,
and the immersion of the Egyptians drowning.

I owe this reference to Donald Macleod, 'The Free Church College 1900-1970', in D.F. Wright and Gary D. Badcock
(eds). Disruption to Diversity: Edinburgh Divinity 1846-1996 (T&T Clark, Edinburgh, 1996), 221-37, at 231-2.

59TMs. II, 265.

«>Baillie II, 218.

SlTMs. II, 256.



88 Calvin Studie

judgment.'62 Goodwin in effect denied any distinction between real and federal holiness: the
holiness predicated of the children of a single Christian parent by Paul is the same as that of 'I will
be your God and you shall be my people. Therefore be holy.' If 1 Corinthians 7:14 speaks of anyother holiness, then baptism is the seal of some other holiness than the holiness of salvation.63

But saving holiness is what infallibly saves, commented Stephen Marshall anxiously.64 AsRutherford put it, 'wher ther is reall and inherent holynesse ther must be a seeing of god, and
being in the state of salvation'. But 'the Lord hath election and reprobation amongst Infants noe
lesse than those of age'.65 This emerged as the main objection to Goodwin's interpretation, which
was alleged to imply that all such infants would indubitably be saved (so Marshall) and that the
decrees of election and reprobation could not stand (Rutherford).66

So argument ensued on the difference between an indefinite proposition and a universal
proposition. Goodwin's case rested on the former: 'an indefinite faith founded upon an indefinite
promise'.67 Herbert Palmer could not concur: Paul's answer to the 'inconvenience' to a child from
one parent's infidelity must be 'a universal proposition and de fide we are bound to believe it de
omnibus et singulis'.68 To be sure, Goodwin did not entertain every notion that some divines read
into his position. He denied that he was speaking of a holiness received by the child by traductionfrom the parent, as Richard Vines had supposed ('and so they shall be borne regenerate and really
holy')69( but only of a holiness by way of designation™ Calamy came back at Goodwin: 'he
judges of the reall holynesse of the infant by the reall holynesse of the parent'. But this is how we
all proceed, rejoined Goodwin; it is the children of believers that we baptize.71

The combined learning and piety of theWestminster theologians did not resolve the exegesis of1 Corinthians 7:14. The verse had inevitably engaged the attention of previous generations of
expositors, and had found the early Fathers and the Reformers of the sixteenth century espousing a

62TMs. II, 258; cf. 256: Goodwin's interpretation removes the 'common and ordinary' ground of infant baptismand lays new ground.

63TMs. II, 275: 'that which you call federall holynesse and that which I call reall doe both coincidere in this'.
64TMs. II, 257.

«5TMs. II, 256.

6«TMs. II, 256, 257.

67TMs. II, 258: the 'terminus' of human judgment is to be the infant's salvation, but the minister is not to have
an infallible judgment of it, but 'such a judgment as answers the promise'. But at 260, if the minute is reliable, Goodwin
apparently accepted that the verse in some sense embodied 'a universal proposition': 'if the children are by a warrant fromthe apostle acounted holy soe as to be brought into the bosome of the church/then the unbeliever must needs be sanctified
to the believers bed'.

68TMs. II, 260.

6'TMs. II, 258.

70TMS. II, 259.

71TMS. II, 261.
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variety of theories that, if not universally comprehensive, was at least indefinite.72 But whereas
earlier exegetes had been especially preoccupied with avoiding the attribution to the children of a
holiness which they could not comfortably credit also of the unbelieving partner, the dominant
concerns of the divines atWestminster led in other directions. The irony lay in their very captivity
to this verse in the first instance, for at least one thing can be incontrovertibly deduced from it - that
the children in question who are declared 'holy' had not been baptized, nor, if the parallel with the
unbelieving spouse extends this far, is their imminent baptism implied. This is, I think, the only
place in the New Testament where children are in view of whom we know for certain whether they
have or have not been baptized. They have not - but are said to be already 'holy'.

Infant Baptism and Federal Theology
The sentence that eventually appeared in the Directory for Public Worship - 'they are

Christians, and federally holy before baptism' - appears to owe the inclusion of 'federally' to
Goodwin's opposition. If the minutes can be trusted, the wording before the Assembly at the
outset of this discussion was 'they are Christians and holy ...'73 This is not the only statement in
the Westminster documents' deliverances on baptism that ventures explicitly into the special
language of covenant theology. This latter species of theology is in no way my territory, but I raise
a question for others to ponder and adjudicate upon. It was a comment by Sinclair Ferguson on the
renewed interest displayed in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries in the Bible's teaching on the
covenant that set me thinking

[I]t was given fresh impetus by the Anabaptist accusation that the mainstream
Reformers had thoughtlessly acquiesced in the 'unbiblical' practice of infant
baptism. In response the Reformers argued that God had made one covenant with
men with Jesus Christ at its heart, administered in two dispensations, the 'old' and
the 'new'. Since the children of believers received the initiatory sacrament of this
covenant in the restricted administration of the 'old covenant', they must also
receive the initiatory sacrament of baptism in the 'new covenant'.74

Was it the case, as this statement suggests, not only that covenant theology afforded a strong
defence of baptizing infants, but also that the imperative to defend the baptizing of infants enhanced
the attractiveness of doing theology covenantally? I find the implication - or is it my inference? -

intriguing. There is no doubt in my mind that infant baptism was the single most substantive
constitutive element of the church that the Reformers perpetuated from the Old Church without
explicit biblical authorisation. In vindicating it they displayed immense versatility, but it was no
easy task. Does the pressing necessity of doing so help to explain the shift towards the
federalization of theology? Can it be shown that the apologia for paedobaptism was a significant
organizing centre in the structural elaboration of covenant theology?

72My paper '1 Corinthians 7:14 in Fathers and Reformers' is forthcoming in a volume edited by David Steinmetz
based on an Arbeitgesprach held at the Herzog August Bibliothek at Wolfenbiittel in March 1994 on the Fathers in
sixteenth-century biblical exegesis.

73TMs. II, 255, at the beginning of session 254 on the morning of July 16, 1644.
74Sinclair B Ferguson, 'The Teaching of the Confession', in Alasdair I.C. Heron (ed.), The Westminster

Confession in the Church Today (St Andrew Press, Edinburgh, 1982), 28-39 at 37.
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Chapter Twenty-one

Augustine: His Exegesis and Hermeneutics

By David F.Wright, Edinburgh

Sources: nearly all Augustine's works are in PL and PLSup, very many in CSEL and CCL. Texts
with French transl. and ample introductions etc. are in BAug (Paris: Desclee 1949-); English
translations in NPNF, ACW, FC, LCC and other smaller series and sets, including The Works
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dresen, BibliographiaAugustiniana (Darmstadt:Wiss. Buchgesellschaft 21973); listings in Di Ber¬
ardino (ed.), Patrology IV, in Augustinus-Lexikon, and in TRE 4 (1979) 646-98 (A.Schindler);
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tions Alsatia 1959); O. Perler/J.-L.Maier, Les voyages de S.Augustin (Paris: Etudes Augus¬
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0. Introduction

Sources: Augustine's Confessions I—III (ed. and commentary by J.J. O'Donnell; Oxford: Oxford
UP 1992); tr. H. Chadwick (Oxford: Oxford UP 1991).

Studies: J.J. O'Meara, The Young Augustine (London: Longmans, Green 1954); P. Courcelle,
Recherches sur les Confessions de S. Augustin (Paris: E.de Boccard 21968).

Augustine's first encounters with the Bible revealed no promise of the
enormous and massively influential efforts he would later devote to explaining
and inculcating its mysteries, as first presbyter and then bishop (395-430) of
the Catholic Church of Hippo in Roman North Africa (modern Annaba in
Algeria). His reading of Cicero's Hortensius at Carthage in 372/3 when he
was probably eighteen enthused him for "the immortality of wisdom" (Con-



702 David F. Wright

fessions 3.4.7). But when, in pursuit of his goal, he turned to the Holy
Scriptures (in the VL, of course), their uncultured style repelled him as un¬
worthy of comparison with Cicero's elegance (Confs. 3.5.9).
On the rebound, as it were, he was fair game for Manichaeism, which

retained his allegiance, albeit with diminishing relish, for the next nine years.
Among its attractions to the young Augustine was its rejection of the Old
Testament (which subsequently evoked from him an extensive programme of
apologia).1 Books 3-5 of his Confessions depict him as sharing fully in the
Manichees' scorn for the absurdities, immoralities and crass materialism of
the OT, which they insisted on reading literalistically. Only occasionally, it
seems, did he hear any defence of the Scriptures {Confs. 5.11.21).
It was the preaching of Ambrose, bishop of Milan, to which Augustine

moved in 384, that opened his eyes to a better way of treating the OT.
Above all, I heard first one, then another, then many difficult passages in the Old Testament

scriptures figuratively interpreted, where I, by taking them literally, had found them to kill.
So after several passages in the Old Testament had been expounded spiritually, I now found
fault with that despair of mine, caused by my belief that the law and the prophets could not
be defended at all against the mockery of hostile critics.2

Augustine was delighted to hear Ambrose repeating, as though explicating
a principle {regulam) of exegesis, "The letter kills, the spirit gives life"
(2Cor 3:6).3
Attempts to identify Ambrose's OT expositions during Augustine's sojourn

in Milan (384-86) have not yet issued in consensus. Pierre Courcelle made
claims for On Isaac or the Soul, On Jacob and the Blessed Life and particularly
the nine homilies on the Hexaemeron preached one Holy Week, but none of
these works can be dated with the required precision.4 Yet this uncertainty in
no way qualifies the importance of Ambrose's spiritualizing exegesis in reha¬
bilitating the OT in Augustine's eyes.
The first book of the OT that Augustine truly enjoyed was the Psalter.

After his conversion in July 386, he retired with family, friends and pupils to
Cassiciacum (most probably Cassago Brianza, about 35 km north-west of
Milan), where according to the Confessions he revelled in the Psalms.

My God, how I cried to you when I read the Psalms of David, songs of faith, utterances
of devotion which allow no pride of spirit to enter in! .. how they kindled my love for you!
I was fired by an enthusiasm to recite them, were it possible, to the entire world in protest
against the pride of the human race. Yet they are being sung in all the world.5

1 In On the Advantage ofBelieving 6.13 (PL 42, 74) Augustine attributes his rejection of the
OT to youthful impetuosity. On Manichaeism and Augustine's engagement with it see
S. N. C. Lieu, Manichaeism in the Later Roman Empire and Medieval China (Manchester: UP
1985; 2nd ed. WUNT 63; Tubingen: J.C. B. Mohr 1992).

2 Confs. 5.14.24, tr. Chadwick 88.
J Confs. 6.4.6, where Chadwick 94 n. 8, refers to Ambrose, Sermon 19 (i.e. 19.5; PL 17,641);but this sermon is by Maximus of Turin, Sermon 67A (CCL 23,282): see CPL 180.
4 Recherches (1968) 93-138. The lists of Ambrose's uses of 2Cor 3:6 given by Courcelle (98

n.4) and O'Donnell, Confessions II (1992) 325, are neither complete nor restricted to the sense
given by Augustine. Close is On Flight from the World 2.13 (PL 14,603-04), on Josh 20:6. See
l. f. Pizzolato, La dottrina esegetica di sant'Ambrogio (Scripta Patristica Mediolanensia 9; Milan:
Vita e Pensiero 1978) 194-201, and on the chronology of Ambrose's works, R. Gryson, Le pretreselon saint Ambroise (Louvain: Imprimerie Orientaliste 1968) 35-42.5 Confs. 9.4.8, tr. Chadwick 160.
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Augustine particularly emphasized Psalm 4,6 and Psalm 80 is also attested.7In addition, the Psalter would have been used in his private or communaldevotions.
The Psalms would become the special love of the African father. He pro¬duced expositions of them all, informed by his distinctive, Christological andecclesiological exegesis. When, in the late 390s, he recorded God's mercy inhis own wayward life, the Confessions were shot through with quotations,allusions and echoes of the Psalter from their opening words.8 Thus thelanguage of the Psalms was woven deeply into the warp and woof of Augus¬tine's piety.9 His second most famous work, City ofGod, opens with an echoof Ps 87:3. During his final illness, according to his biographer Possidius, hehad the "very few" penitential Psalms posted up on the walls of his sick-roomfor daily meditation.10
Yet in the autumn of 386, when Ambrose recommended Augustine to readIsaiah in preparation for baptism, he stumbled at the first obscure chapter,and laid it aside until he was better versed in dominico eloquio.u Ambrosemay well have expounded Isaiah in Milan in 386 or early 387, and perhapsintended Augustine to be prepared for pre-baptismal catechesis from Isaiah.12In the years that followed, prior to his ordination to the presbyterate atHippo in 391, it is not easy to trace his coming to terms with the OT, exceptin controversial engagement with Manichaeism (see below). The demands ofthis campaign were uncompromising, as he writes in perhaps his first post-ordination treatise:
I call my conscience to witness, Honoratus, I call God who dwells in pure souls to witness,that I am convinced there is nothing more wise, more chaste, more religious than thoseScriptures which the Catholic Church accepts under the name of the Old Testament.13

After his ordination, he requested from bishop Valerius a couple of months'leave to familiarize himself with the Bible.14 From now on, his ever-deepeningimmersion in the Scriptures was driven not only by apologetic exigencies butincreasingly by the expectations laid on one qui populo ministrat sacramentumet verbum Dei.15

6 Confs. 9.4.8-11. For a comparison with his Enarr. in Ps 4 (produced ca. 394) see O'Donnell,Confessions III (1992) 91-94.7 On Orcfer 1.8.22-3 (PL 32,987-88).8 O'Donnell, Confessions II (1992) 9, ad loc. Cf. S.Poque, "Les Psaumes dans les Confes¬sions", Saint Augustin et la Bible (B1 1 3, ed. A.-M. La Bonnardiere; Paris: Beauchesne 1986)155-66; G. N. Knauer, Psalmenzitate in Augustins Konfessionen (Gottingen: Var.denhoeck & Rup-recht 1955); P.Burns, "Augustine's Distinctive Use of the Psalms in the Confessions: the Roleof Music and Recitation", Augustinian Studies 24 (1993) 133-^6.9 On Ps 67:7 (68:6) in his monastic ideal see G. Lawless, Augustine ofHippo and his MonasticRule (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1987) 43-44.10 Life ofAugustine 31 (PL 32, 63).11 Confs. 9.5.13.
12 Gryson, Le pretre (1968) 37; Courcelle, Recherches (1968) 215-16.11 On the Advantage of Believing 6.13 (PL 42, 74); tr. J. H.S. Burleigh, Augustine: EarlierWritings (LCC 6; London: SCM Press 1953) 301.14 Letter 21.3 (PL 33, 88-89).15 Ibid.
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1. The Exegetical Work of Augustine
Studies: M.Pontet, L'exegese de S.Augustin predicateur (Theologie 7; Paris: Aubier 1945);
G.Bonner, CHB I (1970) 541-63; H.Chadwick, DBI (1990) 65-69; S.Augustin et la Bible (BTT
3, ed. A.-M. La Bonnardiere; Paris: Beauchesne 1986); A. D. R. Polman, The WordofGod accord¬
ing to St.Augustine (1955; tr. A.J.Pomerans; London: Hodder and Stoughton 1961); G.Strauss,
Schrifigebrauch, Schriftauslegung und Schriftbeweis bei Augustin (BGBH 1; Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr
1959); M. Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church: An Historical Introduction to
Patristic Exegesis (1981; tr. J. A. Hughes; Edinburgh: T&T Clark 1994); G. Pelland, Cinq etudes
de S.Augustin sur le debut de la Genese (Recherches. Theologie 8; Tournai: Desclee 1972); M.-
J. Rondeau, Les commentaires patristiques du Psautier (IIE-W siecles) I-II (Orientalia Christiana
Analecta 219-20; Rome: Pontifico Istituto Orientale 1982-85); La Bonnardiere, Biblia Au^usti-
niana (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes I960-)—details given below; H.Rondet et at, Etudes
augustiniennes (Theologie 28; Paris: Aubier 1953); B.De Margerie, Introduction a I'histoire de
I'exegese III. Saint Augustin (Paris: Editions du Cerf 1983); P.- P.Verbraken, Etudes critiques sur
les Sermons authentiques de S.Augustin (Instr. Patr. 12; Steenbrugge: St Peter's Abbey/The Hague:
Martin Nijhoff 1976), with revisions in "Mise a jour ...", Aevum inter utrumque: Melanges offerts
a Gabriel Sanders (Instr.Patr. 23, ed. M.van Uytfanghe/R.Demeulenaere; 1991) 483-90.

The first three chapters of Genesis preoccupied Augustine's earliest exegetical
labours on the OT. Their motivation was explicitly anti-Manichaean.
i. De Genesi contra Manichaeos (CPL 265; PL 34,173-220)
This was Augustine's first writing after returning from Italy to Africa, to his
home town Tagaste. Written ca. 388-89, its two books cover Genesis 1-3,
"very manifestly published against the Manichaeans in defence of the old
law".16 Augustine later explained that here he followed the allegorical mean¬
ing, not daring to expound such great mysteries ad litteram, that is, secundum
historicam proprietatem.'7 But in his most expansive exposition of Genesis, he
gave a more differentiated account of his first attempt;

At that time I did not see how all of Genesis could be taken in the proper sense (proprie),
and it seemed to me more and more impossible, or at least scarcely possible or very difficult,
for all of it to be so understood.
But not willing to be deterred from my purpose, whenever I was unable to discover the literal
meaning of a passage, I explained its figurative meaning as briefly and as clearly as I was able,
so that the Manichees might not be discouraged by the length of the work or the obscurity
of its contents ... I was mindful, however, of the purpose which I had set before me and which
I was unable to achieve, that is, to show how everything in Genesis is to be understood first
of all not in the figurative but in the proper sense (non figurate sed proprie)-, and since I did
not completely despair of the possibility of understanding it all in this sense, I made the
following statement ...18

Augustine then quoted what he had written in De Genesi contra Manichaeos
as he embarked on the exposition of Gen 2:4-3:24:

16 Retractationes 1.10(9). 1 (PL 32,599). There is a good translation with introduction by
R.J.Teske, Saint Augustine on Genesis. Two Books on Genesis against the Manichees and On the
Literal Interpretation ofGenesis: An Unfinished Book (FC 84; Washington, DC: Catholic Univer¬
sity of America Press 1991).

17 Ibid. 1.18(17) (PL 32,613).
18 De Genesi ad litteram 8.2.5 (PL 34,373-74), tr. J.H.Taylor, StAugustine. The Literal

Meaning ofGenesis II (ACW 42; New York/Ramsey, NJ: Newman Press 1982) 35.
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Anyone who wants to interpret in a literal sense (secundum litteram) everything said here,
that is, to understand it only as the letter reads {littera sonat), and if he avoids blasphemy and
explains everything in harmony with the catholic faith, not only is he not to be dissuaded but
to be considered a distinguished interpreter worthy of high praise. But if there is no way to
understand what is written in a devout manner worthy of God without believing it to be set
forth figuratively and enigmatically {figurate atque in aenigmatibus), we have the authority of
the apostles, who resolved so many enigmas in the books of the Old Testament, and should
hold to our intended method ... to explain all these Figures of things in accord with the catholic
faith, whether they belong to history or prophecy, without prejudice to an improved and more
attentive exposition.19
In Book 1 of this work, as he engages closely with Manichaean attacks on

Genesis 1, Augustine rarely resorts to allegory. But "have dominion over fish"
(1:28) is given both a straightforward and a spiritual sense (subduing the
passions), and when God's resting on the seventh day is made to speak of
our resting from all our works, we observe how the spiritual and prophetic
senses almost coincide. This also prompts Augustine to a similar treatment of
the seven days of creation as a praedicatio of the seven ages of the world from
creation to consummation, and a "prophetic" spiritualization in terms of seven
phases of spiritual progress.20
But in Book 2, after the manifesto quoted at length above, Augustine

resorts to allegory almost routinely. As he asserts at the outset, "The whole
of this account is explained not self-evidently (aperte) but figuratively".21 So
the plant of the field (Gen 2:5) is the soul, the garden of paradise (2:8) is
blessedness, the four rivers (2:10) the four virtues, and so forth.22
ii. De Genesi ad litteram, imper/ectus liber (CPL 268; PL 34,219-46;

CSEL 28:1,459-503)
This second attempt at Genesis composed ca. 393 at Hippo, reached only
Gen 1:26 before the author abandoned it. Augustine here undertook "the
most taxing and difficult task" of an exposition secundum historicam proprie¬
tatem, but "my inexperience (tirocinium) in expounding the Scriptures col¬
lapsed under the weight of such a burden". It remained unpublished, and
when he unearthed it while compiling his Retractationes ca. 427 he at first
thought to destroy it. On further reflection he retained it (adding two final
sections, 16:61-2), as "a not wholly useless measure of my rudimentary ef¬
forts in unravelling and searching the divine oracles".23
Augustine presents four ways of interpreting the OT which "certain exposi¬

tors have transmitted, in terms of historia, allegoria, analogia (demonstrating
the agreement of OT and NT) and aetiologia (giving the causes of things said
and done).24 Since he is proceeding secundum historiam, beasts are beasts,
plants are plants, and thirty "days" make a month.

19 De Genesi contra Manichaeos 2.2.3 (PL 34,197), cited at De Genesi ad litteram 8 2 5
(PL 34, 374).

20 De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1.20.31; 1.22.34; 1.23.35-24.42; 1.25 43 (PL 34 187-88
189-90, 190-93, 193-94).

21 Ibid. 2.1.1 (PL 34,195).
22 Ibid. 2.3.4; 2.9.12; 2.10.13 (PL 34, 198, 202-03, 203).
2) Retractationes 1.18(17) (PL32,613). For the translation by R.J.Teske in FC84 see n.16

above.
24 De Genesi ad litteram imperf. 2.5 (PL 34, 222). On the four senses, see further below.



iii. Confessions 11-13
These merit inclusion as Augustine's third exposition of the beginning of
Genesis. Written in the last years of the fourth century, these books have
taxed the ingenuity of scholars seeking an overall design for the Confessions.
Chadwick suggests that in Bks. 11 (or 10)—13 we see writ large throughout
the created order what in Bks. 1-9 is an individual human story of exile and
return.25

Augustine appears to embark on an account of the whole of Scripture: "Let
me confess to you what I find in your books ... — from the beginning in which
you made heaven and earth until the perpetual reign with you in your
heavenly city".26 What follows is unsystematic musing—in Bk. 11 especially
on time, Bk. 12 chiefly creation, and Bk. 13 ranging over most of Gen 1-2:3,
applying it allegorically to the community of faith.
Here we encounter Augustine the Platonic Christian at work: "What

wonderful profundity there is in your utterances! The surface meaning lies
open before us and charms beginners. Yet the depth is amazing, my God, the
depth is amazing".27 A multiplicity of interpretations is consistent with the
many and varied embodiments in the physical realm of the unvarying realities
of the intelligible world, such as wisdom and knowledge (Confs. 13.20.27).
In Bk. 12 Augustine addresses critics—not Manichees but presumably

catholic Christians — of his earlier interpretation of Genesis, in De Genesi
contra Manichaeos, no doubt {Confs. 12.14.17,12.15.19, 22-23, etc). His re¬
sponse holds to "a diversity of true views" {Confs. 12.30.41), even if it con¬
flicts with the author's (Moses') intended meaning.

In Bible study all of us are trying to find and grasp the meaning of the author we are
reading, and when we believe him to be revealing truth, we do not dare to think he said
anything which we either know or think to be incorrect. As long as each interpreter is en¬
deavouring to find in the holy scriptures the meaning of the author who wrote it, what evil is
it if an exegesis he gives is one shown to be true by you, light of all sincere souls, even if the
author he is reading did not have that idea and, though he had grasped a truth, had not
discerned that seen by the interpreter.28

iv. De Genesi ad litteram (CPL 266-67; PL 34, 245-486; CSEL 28:1, 3-435)29
These twelve books on Genesis 1-3 were started in 401 and completed in 415,
with at least nine written near to 401. They constitute Augustine's most sub¬
stantial work of biblical exegesis (apart from series of preached expositions —
see below), which deserves to be ranked with other better-known magna
opera of the African church father.
It is called ad litteram, he commented later, because Genesis is explained

non secundum allegoricas significations, sed secundum rerum gestarum ptoprie-

25 Chadwick xxiv. See the discussions in O'Donnell, Confessions I (1992) xxxii-xli; III (1992)
150-54, 250-52.

26 Confs. 11.2.3, tr. Chadwick 222.
I 27 Ibid. 12.14.17, Chadwick 254.

28 Ibid. 12.18.27, Chadwick 259-60. See the whole section, Confs. 12.16.23-32.43.
29 There is an English translation by J.H.Taylor in ACW 41-42 (see n. 18 above), and an

excellent Latin-French edition by A.Agaesse and A. Solignac in BAug 48-49 (1972).
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tatem, although he added that it raises more questions than it resolves — and
resolves often provisionally rather than definitively.30

Since Augustine's insistence that this is a literal commentary must puzzle
modern readers, we must look more closely. He certainly leaves no dubiety
on the point. The narratio of Gen 2:8, he asserts, is not in a figurative genre
{genere locutionisfiguratarum rerum) like the Song of Songs, but historical like
Kings.3' It is the unfamiliarity of the subject-matter that induces some people
to treat Genesis 1-3 (rather than 4 ff) figurate. Augustine disputes both the
claim that happenings in Genesis 4 ff, such as Enoch's translation and Sarah's
child-bearing, fall within the compass of natural human experience, and the
supposition that the unparalleled uniqueness of Genesis 1-3 is a bar to its
character as event. Are we to believe that God never made a world because
he does not do so every day?32 Why should the historical creation of paradise
be more incredible than that of the first human being? Both lie wholly beyond
our experience, but if Adam is understood only figuratively, who begot Cain
and Abel?33

So Augustine commits himself to defending the proprietatem litterae of what
the scriptural writer reports historically {gestum narrat).M This approach has
no difficult in recognizing anthropomorphic or anthropopathic expressions,35
or the metaphorical figurativeness of "your eyes will be opened" (Gen 3:4),
but such usages do not justify the allegorical treatment of the whole passage.
The serpent's warning and its subsequent fulfilment (Gen 3:7) are written just
like the rest of the narrative.36
Sometimes, however, the literal sense {corporaliter) is absurd, or prejudicial

to the analogy of faith (fide veritatis; regulam fidei). In such cases a figurative
reading is obviously preferable.37 For example, whenever God is said to know
anything in time, we cannot take this literally; in accordance with a common
scriptural practice, the outcome is signified by the cause, and hence God
makes humans or angels know in time.38
The greatest profit comes from both ascertaining the original meaning and

preserving the regula pietatis. When what the author intended is uncertain or

altogether elusive, the interpreter's criterion must be the circumstantia Scrip-
turae or sana fide. In unclear cases, we may properly believe that the author
intended two different meanings if both have the support of the context.3'
Thus the "light" of Gen 1:3 may rightly be spiritual or physical, although
Augustine's preference is clearly for the former: it is the illumination of intel¬
ligent creatures.40

10 Retractationes 2.24(50). 1 (PL 32,640).
31 De Genesi ad litteram 8.1.2 (PL 34, 372).
32 Ibid. 8.1.3 (PL 34,372-73).
" Ibid. 8.1.4 (PL 34, 373).
32 Ibid. 11.1.2 (PL 34, 430).
" E.g. ibid. 6.12.20 (PL 34,347).
" Ibid. 11.31.41 (PL 34, 446).
" Ibid. 8.1.4; 11.1.2 (PL 34,373,430V
38 Ibid. 5.19.39 (PL34,335).
39 Ibid. 1.21.41; cf. 1.18.37- 19.38 (PL 34,262,260-61).
" Ibid. 1.17.32 (PL 34,258).
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The obscurity of a text may even be deliberate, in order to stimulate re¬
flection. In such instances Augustine refrains from insisting on one explana¬
tion to the exclusion of a possibly better one, leaving each reader to choose
the version that he can cope with.41 In general, Augustine accepts that "para¬
dise" is sometimes to be taken materially and sometimes spiritually, but in
Gen 2:8 he stipulates that it is simply a place on earth.42 (But Book 12 is an
appendix devoted to Paul's vision of paradise in the "third heaven" of
2 Cor 12:2-4.) Nevertheless, when he comes to "the tree of life" (Gen 2:9),
he cannot resist viewing it also as a sacrament, a mystery of spiritual reality.43
Yet however explicitly and lucidly Augustine clarifies his approach to exe¬

gesis, the reader is scarcely prepared for the complexities of his grappling
with the early verses of Genesis, where he has to struggle to expose the ad
litteram meaning. Finding a non-allegorical sense for "In the beginning God
created heaven and earth" lands him in an endless series of questions. How
can we understand God's saying "Let there be light"? As for the "days" of
creation, "morning" is the beginning of each creature's nature and "evening"
the limit of its making.44 Similarly "day" itself might denote the form of the
created being and "night" the privation of its form.45
Thus in this rambling and frequently inconclusive discussion, the bishop of

Hippo only too readily inclines towards a "literal" meaning located in an
immaterial order of being. He is well aware of the diversity of Christian
interpretations of Genesis, and is anxious that they should not pronounce
ignorantly on matters belonging to the physical scientists. On the other hand,
he is mindful of vulnerable Christians whose faith fails when they hear un¬
believing experts expatiating on cosmology or astronomy.46
For all these reasons, Augustine's "literal" exposition is highly sensitive to

the apologetic challenges raised by Genesis 1 (e.g., the relation between the
"heaven" of 1:1 and 1:8; how could there be time, i.e. literal day and night,
before earth existed?). But he normally resists the temptation of an allegorical
or prophetic significance until he has determined the sense in which what is
recorded took place. Adam's naming of the animals cries out for a prophetic
meaning: "once the historical happening is established (re gesta confirmata),
we are left free to seek its figurative significance".47
v. Locutiones in Heptateuchum (CPL 269; PL 34,485-546; CCL 33, 370-465)
These seven books on Expressions in the Heptateuch, compiled ca. 419, aim to
clarify the obscurities of the Latin of the Vetus Latina, especially when its
reproduction of Hebraisms or, more often, Grecisms might misrepresent the
author's intended meaning. The interest of the work is largely linguistic,

41 Ibid. 1.20.40 (PL 34,261).
42 Ibid. 8.1.1 (PL 34,371).
43 Ibid. 8.4.8 (PL34,375).
44 Ibid. 1.17.35; 4.1.1; 4.18.32 (PL 34,259-60, 295-96,308).
45 Ibid. 2.14.28 (PL 34,274-75).
46 Ibid. 1.19.39; 2.1.3-4: 2.9.20-22 (PL34,261,263-64,270-71).
47 Ibid. 9.12.20 (PL 34,400). On ad litteram see Agaesse and Solignac in BAug 48,32-50.
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bearing on Augustine's knowledge of Greek (see below) and use of the Vetus
Latina (see below).
vi. Quaestiones in Heptateuchum (CPL 270; PL 34, 547-824; CCL 33,1-377)
These seven books were composed at the same time as the Locutiones.
(Augustine reports that he had made a start on 1 Samuel also, but other
urgent demands frustrated further progress.48) They are more strictly exegeti-cal. Augustine does himself less than justice when he explains the title as issues
presented for investigation rather than resolution.49 With a reference to his
earlier exposition of Genesis 1-3, he begins with Gen 4:17. Most quaestiones
deal with a single phrase or verse, but longer passages are also covered, e. g.
Num 15:24-29; Deut 10:1 -4; 22:13-21. In default of a continuous expositionof the bulk of the Pentateuch, the Quaestiones was heavily used in later
centuries.
This work belongs to a recognized if flexible genre of biblical quaestiones.50

A comparison with Jerome discloses not only their deeply differing attach¬
ments to the LXX and the Veritas hebraica respectively, but also Augustine's
preoccupation with more taxing apologetic and doctrinal questions over
against Jerome's dominant linguistic, geographical and historical interests.51
vii. Be octo quaestionibus ex Veteri Testamento (CPL 277; CCL 33, 469-72;

PLSup II, 386-89)
This is included for completeness' sake.
viii. Adnotationes in lob (CPL 271; PL 34, 825-86, CSEL 28:2, 509-628)
Written, it seems, ca. 400, Augustine hesitates in his Retractationes to call it
his own. Augustine's marginal notes to a text of Job had been collected and
issued by others. These notes' brevity and obscurity were compounded by the
incorrigible defectiveness of the MSS available to Augustine. Only regard forhis brethren's attachment to them dissuaded him from disowning them.52
The above comprise Augustine'; writings devoted specifically to exegeting

parts of the OT. But they by no means exhaust the efforts he expended on
elucidating its wisdom for the people of God — and its enemies and critics.

ix. Sermones (CPL 284, 287-88; Verbraken, Etudes critiques)
About 565 individual sermones of Augustine survive (i.e. excluding his majorseries of expositions on the Psalms and on John's Gospel and First Epistle).
Verbraken (p. 18) listed 544, to which must be added some twenty new ones

48 Retractationes 2.55(81). 1 (PL 32,652).
49 Ibid. (PL 32,651).
50 G. Bardy, "La litterature patristique des Quaestiones et Responsiones sur L'Ecriture sainte"

RB 41 (1932) 515-37.
51 F. Cavallera, Les 'Quaestiones hebraicae in Genesim' de saint Jerome et les 'Quaestionesin Genesim' de saint Augustin", in Miscellanea Agostiniana II. Studi Agostiniani (Rome:TipografiaPoliglotta Vaticana 1931) 359-72. (Jerome had sent his Hebrew Questions on Genesis to Aureliusof Carthage ca. 392-93, [Augustine] Letter 27*: 2, ed. Divjak et al., BAug 46 B, 396-98.) It is inthis work that Augustine uttered his celebrated dictum, "The New Testament lies hidden in the

Old, and the Old is laid open in the New" (2.73; PL 34,623).52 Retractationes 2.13 (39) (PL 32,635).
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(and several supplements) recently discovered in a Mainz MS by F. Dolbeau
and in course of publication.53 Of this number the classification Sermones de
Vetere Testamento established by the seventeenth-century Maurist editors em¬
braced fifty sermons,54 increased to over sixty by post-Maurist discoveries,
including three of Dolbeau's new pieces (6,8,9 = Sermones 23 B, 29 B, 28 A).
Most were expertly edited in 1961 by Cyrille Lambot in CCL41.55 Almost
half take their text from the Psalter (including all three new Dolbeau ones).
But many other sermons are inspired in part by OT verses and passages,

especially among the liturgical readings. A patchy first attempt to establish
Augustine's "lectionary" was made by G.G.Willis,56 but in reality Augustine
as hishop had almost total freedom of choice. By far the largest number of
references to OT lections are to Psalms.

x. Enarrationes in Psalmos (CPL 283; PL 36-37; CCL 38-40)
This collection — the only exposition of the whole Psalter surviving from any
of the Fathers — may be viewed as the largest of Augustine's works, but it is
far from constituting a unitary production. These expositions were given in
different forms over some three decades. First treated were Psalms 1-32 early
in Augustine's years in Hippo, ca. 394-96, and last was the longest, Psalm
118 (119). His preface to the thirtytwo sermons on this Psalm explains that
its strange profundity—which was not its obscurity so much as its elusive
clarity — had long deterred him, despite persistent entreaties from his
brethren, from expounding it and thereby completing his exposition of the
Psalter. When he finally yielded, he did so by dictating sermones "to be
delivered to the people" (presumably by other preachers) — "what the Greeks
call homiliai",57 These thirty-two sermons have been most reliably dated in
or soon after 422.58
But the problems of dating the Enarrationes are in general far from reso¬

lution.59 Those on "the songs of degrees" (Cantica graduum), Psalms 119-133
(MT 120-134), have attracted much attention, partly because they are known
to have been intercalated with the early Tractatus on John's Gospel. They can

53 Progress is surveyed by G.Madec in REAugJ>% (1992) 389-91.
54 PL 38,23-332.
55 For details of the rest see Verbraken and Madec (n. 53 above). All the post-Maurist sermons

to date were edited by G. Morin in Miscellanea Agostiniana I (1930—see n. 51 above), and
reprinted with later discoveries in PLSup II, 405-1360.

56 StAugustine's Lectionary (Alcuin Club Collections 44; London: SPCK 1962). Cf. A.-
M.La Bonnardiere, "La Bible 'liturgique' de saint Augustin", C. Kannengiesser (ed.), Jean Chry-
sostome et Augustin. Actes du Colloque de Chantilly 22-24 septembre 1974 (Theologie Historique
35; Paris: Editions Beauchesne 1975) 147-60.

57 Enarr. in Ps 118, prooem. (PL 37, 1501).
58 A.-M.La Bonnardiere, Recherches de chronologie augustinienne (Paris: Etudes Augus-

tiniennes 1965) 119-41. A closely similar dating, ca. 420-22, was reached by C.Kannengiesser,
"Enarratio in psalmum CXVIII: Science de la revelation et progres spirituel", RAug2 (1962)
359-81.

59 Perler/Maier, Les Voyages (1969) 247 n. 1. The dates arrived at earlier by S. Zarb, and
reproduced in tabular form in CCL 38, xv-xviii, are unreliable, not least because they fail to
distinguish between widely ranging degrees of probability. They have been overtaken in important
respects by later studies.

Augustine: His Exegesis and Hermeneutics 711

be fairly confidently dated to the winter, December to April, of 406-7.60 La
Bonnardiere has studied another recognizable group, those on Psalms 110-
17 (111-18), and argued that their singular qualities, e.g. in the use of other
verses of Scripture, are best explained if they are dated ca. 400.61 But for the
rest, although clusters of three or more Enarrationes, often without regard to
numerical sequence, can sometimes be shown to belong together, there is no
alternative to painstaking investigation to date each one separately.62
The listing of the Enarrationes in Possidius' Elenchus of Augustine's works

distinguishes between two categories — those dictated (dictati) and the rest
preached (tractati/disputati/habiti in populo).bi Augustine drew the same dis¬
tinction himself in the preface to his expositions on Psalm 118 (119).64 Quite
apart from the textual uncertainties of this entry in Possidius' inventory,
scholars are not all persuaded that Possidius got it right in every case.65 In
fact, a bare division between dictation and preaching is unsatisfactory.
Possidius himself may hint at different categories of dictati, and there is
certainly a considerable gulf between the Enarrationes on Psalms 1-32, which
are little more than concise glosses, and even the short sermones on Psalm
118 (119), let alone the extended exposition of some of the others known to
have been dictated, such as Psalms 67 (68), 71 (72) and 77 (78). Some of
those not first of all preached before the congregation may have been deliv¬
ered by Augustine, in a manner not too different from dictation to a class of
pupils, in the monastery or to a weekday assembly limited de facto to the
religious, clergy and members of the episcopal household. Augustine informs

60 La Bonnardiere, Recherches (1965) 19-62 (building on the work of M.Le Landais), en¬dorsed with additional evidence by M.-F. Berrouard, "La date des Tractatus I-LIV in Iohannis
Evangelium de saint Augustin", RAug7 (1971) 105-68 at 105-19, and more briefly in the firstvolume of his Latin-French edition of the Tractatus (BAug 71, 1969).61 La Bonnardiere, Recherches (1965) 143-64. Zarb had dated them in 414. Cf. S.Poque
"L'enigme des Enarrationes in Psalmos 110-117 de saint Augustin", BLE 77 (1976) 241-64 (andLa Bonnardiere's critique, REAug23 [1977] 356-58).

62 See H.Rondet, "Essais sur la chronologie des 'Enarrationes in Psalmos' de saint Augustin",BLE 61 (1960) 111-27,258-86; 65 (1964) 110-36; 68 (1967) 180-202; 71 (1970) 174-200; 75
(1974) 161-88; 77 (1976) 99-118. La Bonnardiere, "Les Enarrationes in Psalmos prechees parsaint Augustin a l'occasion de fetes de martyrs", RAug7 (1971) 73-104; eadem, "Les 'Enar¬
rationes in psalmos' prechees par saint Augustin a Carthage en decembre 409", RAug 11 (1976)
52-90. Detailed indications relating to many Enarrationes will be found via the index to Per¬
ler/Maier, Les Voyages (1969).

63 X4.1-4 (ed. A Wilmart in Miscellanea Agostiniana II (1931) 181-82). Cf. F.Glorie, "Das
'zweite Aenigma' in Augustins Opusculorum Indiculus cap.X4,1-4: Tractatus Psalmorum'", in
Corona Gratiarum ... Eligio Dekkers O.S.B ... Oblata (Steenbrugge: St. Peter's Abbey/The
Hague: Martin Nijhoff 1975) 1,289-309.

64 See n. 57 above: he had expounded all the other Psalms partim sermocinando in populis,
partim dictando.

65 E.g., La Bonnardiere, Recherches (1965) 155-56, claims that Enarr. in Pss.l\0-17 were

preached and not dictated, as Possidius asserts. On Possidius' text see A.Wilmart, "La tradition
des grands ouvrages de saint Augustin", in Miscellanea Agostiniana II (1931) 257-315 at 295-300.
For a reconsideration of the "dictated or preached?" question in the light of the newly discovered
Letter 23* A, see Berrouard, "L'activite litteraire de saint Augustin du 11 septembre au lerdecembre 419 d'apres la Lettre 23* A a Possidius de Calama", Les lettres de saint Augustindecouvertes parJohannes Divjak. Communications presentees au colloque des 20 et 21 septembre 1982
(Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes 1983) 301-26 at 314-18.
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us that the sermones on Psalm 118 (119) were intended for popular delivery—
which Enarr. in Pss. 1-32 could not have sustained.66 Thus the unity of the
Enarrationes in Psalmos is deceptive, at least in respect of genre.
The chronological spread of these Psalms' expositions means that they

inevitably encompass a wide range of themes, emphases and applications.
"Toute la carriere d'Augustin y est en quelque sorte resumee".67 Thus the
sermons on Psalm 118 (119), dictated after a decisive phase in the Pelagian
controversy, interpret the Psalmist's insistent prayers, in his zeal for the
righteousness of God's law, in terms of the continued dependence of the
regenerate on divine grace, which alone enables us not only to know but even
to accomplish God's will. Augustine interiorizes the piety of the Psalmist in
what is almost a synthesis of Paul and the Psalm.68
Elsewhere the expositor's treatment of the bleaker features of David's ex¬

periences — persecution, the prosperity of the wicked, the faithlessness of the
people of God—makes the Enarrationes comparable to the City of God. It
has been pointed out that many of them were preached at Carthage, in a
metropolitan pulpit, as it were, where it was particularly fitting for Augustine
to address the grand fortunes and misfortunes of the church in the world.69
The Psalms give him ready-made opportunities to speak of the two cities,
Jerusalem and Babylon, their contrasting origins and destinies and yet insepa¬
rable intermingling in this life.70
Yet if there is one distinctive hermeneutical thread running through the

Enarrationes, it is the unity of the body of Christ with Christ its head. Thus
the provocation, "Kill the man, all of you" (Ps 61 (62): 3) evokes the following
clarification from Augustine:

How huge is the size of the body of one man that he can be killed by all? We should rather
recognize here our person, the person of our church, the person of the body of Christ. For
Jesus Christ with his head and his body is a single man, the saviour of the body and the limbs
of the body, two in one flesh and in one voice and in one passion, and when iniquity has
passed away, in one rest. Therefore the sufferings of Christ are not in Christ alone—though
the sufferings of Christ are not other than in Christ. If you understand Christ to be head and
body, the sufferings of Christ are not other than in Christ; but if you understand Christ to
be head alone, the sufferings of Christ are not in Christ alone.71
In his early glossed explanation of Psalm 21 (22) such an exegesis is barely

hinted at, but in his later more expansive treatment of this Psalm it comes to
the fore. Why did the Lord cry "God, my God ... why have you abandoned
me?" (v.2; Matt 27:46), for God did not abandon him since he was himself
God?

66 Berrouard contrasts the Enarr. in Ps 118 (119) with the Tractatus in Iohannem 55-124:
both sets were dictated and are similar in other respects, but whereas the former were dictated
to be preached, the latter were dictated solely to complete the series in John's Gospel; Homelies
sur I'Evangile de saint Jean LV-LXXIX (BAug 74 A, 1993) 39-44.

67 Wilmart, La tradition (1931) 295.
68 De Margerie, S.Augustin (1983) 130-34; Kannengiesser, Enarratio in Ps.CXVIII (1962);

La Bonnardiere, Recherches (1965) 126-32.
69 Pontet, L'exegese (1945) 388.
70 E.g., En. in Ps.61 (62).6-8; 74(75) (PL 36,733-36,772-85). Pontet (1945) 387, speaks of

Augustine portraying in the Enarr. "une histoire spirituelle de l'humanite".
71 En. in Ps. 61(62). 4 (PL 36, 730).
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Why is it said unless because we were there, unless because Christ's body is the church?
Why did he say "God, my God ..." unless :n some way to catch our attention and say "This
Psalm was written about me"? "Far from my salvation are the words of my offences" (v. 2).
Which offences, since it was said of him, "He did no sin ..."? How then can he say "my
offences" unless because he himself prays for our offences and makes our offences his
own ...?72

When Christ complained "Day and night I have cried and you will not hear
me" (v. 3), "that voice was the voice of his members, not of the head".73 Yet
much of the rest of the Psalm is without difficulty set in the mouth of Christ
himself.

Repeatedly in the Enarrationes Augustine reminds his hearers that some¬
times Christ speaks in the Psalms in the person of his members, at other times
in his own person as our head.74 One cannot but admire Augustine's versatility
in applying a profound theological theme that here becomes an interpretative
device serving highly diverse ends. Often it enables him to resolve an apparent
contradiction, or even a harmless inconsistency between a plural, "We will
confess to you, O God" (Ps 74 (75):2), and a singular, "I will tell of all your
wonders" (ibid, VL).

The discourse begins in the person of the head. Whether the head speaks or the limbs
speak, Christ is speaking: he speaks in the person of the head, he speaks in the person of the
body. What is it that was said? "The two will be in one flesh. This is a great sacrament: I am
speaking in Christ and in the church." And he himself in the Gospel, "Therefore they are now
not two, but one flesh . So that you may realize that these are in some sense two persons,
and yet again are one by the union of marriage, he speaks as one in Isaiah and says, "He has
bound a headband on me like a bridegroom, and clothed me with ornament like a bride"
(Isa 61:10). He called himself a bridegroom as the head (ex capite), the bride as the body (ex
corpore). So he speaks as one; let us hear him, and let us also speak in him: may we be his
members, so that this voice can be ours also.75

Augustine can ring all the possible changes: Christ speaks alone, of his own
special role, as we have seen in much of Psalm 21 (22); or his members speak
alone, when complaint or confession of sins makes attribution to the head
inappropriate; or sometimes different companies of the members may be
identified, some at ease and others in distress;76 or the emphasis is on head
and members speaking in perfect unison, as "the whole Christ". Yet in all
cases Augustine is clear that it is Christ that is speaking. It is an exercise in
exegesis that calls for wonderful suppleness, not to say ingenuity, on

72 En. in Pj. 21(22). II. 3 (PL 36,172).
" Ibid. 4 (PL 36,172-73).
74 Pontet, L'exegese (1945) 400-411.
75 En. in Ps. 74 (75). 4 (PL 36, 948-49).
76 So En. in 7k30(31).II/2.1 (PL 36, 239-40). Cf.85(86).5 (PL 37, 1085), on "to you have I

cried all the day long : the body of Christ cries all the day long, its members departing and
succeeding one another. A single person is extended to the end of the world. The same members
of Christ cry, and some members are already at rest in him, some are crying now, some will cry
when we ourselves have passed to our rest, and after them yet others will cry". The beginning
of this Enarr. is a particularly fine statement of the "one Christ, head and body" theme: "when
the body of the Son prays, it does not separate its head from itself ... he both prays for us and
prays in us and is prayed to by us. He prays for us as our priest, he prays in us as our head, he
is prayed to by us as our God. So let us recognize both our voices in him and his voices in us"
(85 (86). 1; PL 37, 1081).
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Augustine's part.77 Yet its fruitful suggestiveness is not in doubt as Augustine
copes with the contrasting tones and moods of the Psalter. The variations he
plays on the theme of the identification of Christ with his people, especially
in their tribulations—even if, as he commonly puts it, the head is above in
heaven, the body below on earth — promote a spirituality that can glimpse
"transfiguration" in that identity. In another comment on Ps 21 (22):2, "My
God ... why have you abandoned me?", he says: "Transfiguring (trans-
figurans) us into what he was saying, and into his body (for we are his body
and he our head), he uttered from the cross not his own voice but ours".78
In addition to the writings listed above, which, with the partial exception

of Confessions 11-13, are all devoted wholly to the OT, a number of other
works deal with it directly to a significant extent.

xi. Contra Adimantum Manichaei discipulum (CPL 319; PL 42,129-72;
CSEL 25:1,115-90)79

Written ca. 393-94 in refutation of a demonstration by one Adimantus, a
follower of Mani, that the law and the prophets conflicted with the NT, it
deals point by point with twenty-eight alleged disagreements. In the by-going
Augustine touches repeatedly on the unity of the two Testaments. One general
statement to this effect he subsequently wished slightly to revise:

That people who had received the Old Testament were held fast before the coming of the
Lord by certain shadows and figures of realities, in accord with a wonderful and excellently
ordered dispensation of the times; yet in it there is such strong prediction and pre-
announcement of the New Testament that nothing is found in the teaching of the Evangelists
and the apostles, however exalted and divine the precepts and promises, that is lacking in
those ancient books.80

On reviewing this book for his Retractationes, Augustine added "almost"
before "nothing is found", since although in figures "everything is found
prophesied (in the OT) which was realized or is expected to be realized
through Christ", not all of the precepts of the NT are prefigured in the OT.
In illustration Augustine cites "You have heard that it was said ... but I say
to you" (Matt 5:21 ).81

77 "une lecture moins grammaticale que divinatrice", Pontet, L'exegese (1945) 391.
78 En. in Ps. 43 (44). 2 (PL 36,483). Cf., on the same biblical verse, personam in se trans-

figuraverat primi hominis, En. in Ps. 37(38). 27 (PL 36, 411). See Rondeau, Les commentaires
patristiques II (1985) 365-88 at 380. This exegesis is by no means restricted to the Enarr. Thus
in Letter 140, this verse is repeatedly to the fore: Christ says these words "in the person (ex
persona) of the weakness of the flesh of sin, which he transfigured (transfiguravit) into the flesh
which he took from the Virgin, the likeness of the flesh of sin"; by this utterance Christ "trans¬
figured his martyrs into himself, who, although unwilling to die ... and for that reason apparently
abandoned by their God for a time, ... voiced that cry from the heart and displayed that spirit
of devotion which the Lord expressed from his own mouth as the passion was imminent, trans¬
figuring them into himself at the same time, 'But not what I will, but what you will, Father
(140.6.18; 10.27; PL 33, 545,550).

78 Note also the Latin-French edition by R.Jolivet in BAug 17 (1961), and the excellent brief
notice, with further literature, by F.Decret in Mayer, Augustinus-Lexikon I (1986) 90-94.

80 Contra Adimantum 3.4 (PL 42,134).
81 Retractationes 1.22(21). 2 (PL32,619).
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xii. Contra Faustum Manichaeum (CPL 321; PL 42, 207-518,
CSEL 25:1,257-797)

This is the most extensive of Augustine's anti-Manichaean works, composed
in 397-98 in the form of a dialogue with one of the leading African advocates
of Manichaeism, whom Augustine, so he tells us in his Confessions, had found
so disappointing and inadequate (Confs. 5.6-10 — 7.13). Many of the thirty-
three books, which vary considerably in length, display Augustine's explana¬
tions and defences of catholic Christianity's use of the OT. Faustus tirelessly
charged catholics with unprincipled selectivity in their fidelity to the OT.
Hence in Bk. 6 Augustine draws the essential distinction between commands
that shape life ("You shall not covet") and those that signify life ("You shall
circumcise").82 What in the OTs own day was a precept is now a testimony.83
Much of what Augustine states about the figurative significance—of the

future and the spiritual — of the OTs concern with the temporal and material
is unsurprising. He is keen to insist that the godly saints of the OT, the
patriarchs and prophets, knew better than the carnal masses:

They understood by the revelation of God's Spirit what was appropriate for that era and
how God determined that future realities should be symbolized and foretold through all their
actions and words. Their greater longing was for the New Testament, but their present duty
in the body was carried out to signify new things to come by means of ancient promises.84
Christians have no interest in the fulfilment of OT promises in material

terms.

Bk. 14 defends the application to Christ of Deut 21:33, "Cursed is everyone
who hangs on a tree". The lengzhy Bk. 12 surveys prophecies of Christ
throughout the OT, and the even longer Bk. 22 seeks to rebut Faustus'
maligning of the horrors of the OT, whether perpetrated by God or his
servants, sometimes at his command. Augustine here provides one of his
fullest justifications of war—a topic on which his teaching was to be of
enormous influence.85 Polygamy was no offence when it was customary, and
the licentiousness of the patriarchs did not consist simply in having many
wives.86 Bk. 22 also contains as lucid a general statement of the relation of
the two Testaments as one can find in Augustine:

Concerning the precepts and sacraments of the Old Testament we have by now repeatedly
said at length that we should understand them to have contained one element which was given
to be fulfilled in practice through the grace of the New Testament, and another which would
be shown by its removal as having been fulfilled through the truth now made manifest. By the
love of God and neighbour the command of law would be accepted for implementation, but
the promise of the law would be exposed as having been accomplished by the cessation of
circumcision and other sacraments of that time. The commandment made people guilty, en¬
gendering a desire for salvation, while die promise employed figures (figuras), arousing expe-
cation of a saviour, so that, through the advent of the New Testament, the bestowal of grace
freed the former and the actualizing of the truth abolished the latter. The very law which was
given through Moses became grace and truth through Jesus Christ—grace, that is, so that,

82 Contra Faustum 6.2 (PL42,227-28).
81 Ibid. 6.9 (PL 42,237).
84 Ibid. 4.2 (PL 42,219).
85 Ibid. 22.74-78 (PL 42,447-51).
86 Ibid. 22.47,48 (PL 42,428-29).
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with the gift of the remission of sins, what was commanded might be observed by the gift of
God, and truth, so that what was promised be realized by the faithfulness of God.87
In another book Augustine draws out one implication of these guidelines

for exegesis: when we find something in the OT which the NT does not
require or even forbids, we must seek its meaning, for the very fact of its no
longer being observed proves that it has been fulfilled. What does the now
obsolete requirement of levirate marriage (Deut 25:5-10) prefigure but the
obligation on every evangelist to raise up seed for his deceased brother, that
is, Christ, and to name that seed after Christ, which Paul fulfilled, spiritually,
with the truth now accomplished (1 Cor 4:15; 2:13).88
xiii. Contra adversarium legis et prophetarum (CPL326; PL 42,603-66;

CCL49,1-131)
In 420 Augustine undertook, at the urgent request of fellow-Christians in
Carthage, the refutation of a book by an unnamed heretic of Marcionite or
similar persuasion which was creating a stir in Carthage.89 As justification for
not devoting more than this mention to it here, we cite Augustine's own
statement near the end of the work: in Contra Faustum and Contra Adiman-
tum you will find a great deal that is applicable to this critic likewise. "And
perhaps if those books were read, there would have been little or no need to
write this one".90

xiv. City ofGod (CPL 313; PL 41,13-804; CSEL 40; CCL 47-48)
Augustine's most celebrated treatise focuses heavily on the OT in several
books. Book 11 is mostly concerned, yet again, with the Genesis creation
story. Bk. 18.26-48 surveys OT prophecies of Christ, while Bk.20.21-30
deals with its predictions of the final judgement. But the most extended
treatment of the OT comprises most of Bks. 15-17, which ramble through
what may be called the salvation-history of the OT, with an eye to the
development of the city of God in its earthly pilgrimage. For the present
purpose, this brief record must suffice.

2. The De doctrina Christiana of Augustine
and His Hermeneutics

Sources: PL 34, 15-122; CSEL 80 (1963), 3-169 (W.M.Green); CCL 32 (1962), 1-167 Q.Mar-
tin); with French transl., BAug 11 (1949), 169-539 (G.Combes/J.Farges); several English trans¬
lations, inch D.W.Robertson (Library of Liberal Arts; New York: Bobbs-Merrill 1958).

In expounding the OT, as we have seen, Augustine is often remarkably ex¬
plicit about the principles determining his exegesis. Yet his only discussion

8' Ibid. 22.6 (PL 42,403-04).
88 Ibid. 32.9 (PL 42,502).
89 Retractiones 2. 58 (84) (PL 32,654). On the work see now T. Raveaux's entry in Augustmus-

Lexikon I, 107-11.
90 Contra adversarium 2.12.41 (PL 42,664).
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devoted specifically to the task of interpreting and proclaiming the Bible is
De doctrina Christiana. Thus in translating the title, the active sense of 'teach¬
ing' or 'instruction' is more appropriate than 'doctrine'. It is a book about the
task of the Christian teacher in construing and communicating the Scriptures.
When compiling his Retractationes in 426-27, Augustine discovered that he
had earlier left De doctrina Christiana (DDC) incomplete, up to 3.25.35.
Thereupon he completed the third book and added the fourth, making, as
he says, three to aid the understanding of the Scriptures and the fourth their
public presentation— a two-part exegetical and homiletic manual.91
There is general agreement that the first part of the work was completed

early in Augustine's episcopate, by 397. This certainly holds for Bks. 1-2,
which some scholars believe, partly on the evidence of a very early manus¬
cript, may have first been issued separately. Others find no grounds for
supposing that any of it was 'published' until it was completed in 426-27.92
The attempt has also been made, unconvincingly to most minds, to fix the
composition of the prologue in 426-27 rather than in the mid-390s.93
DDC has attracted an enormous literature from specialists in several dis¬

ciplines. Book 4, on the proper eloquence of the Christian orator, need not
concern us here, but we may note that Augustine takes Amos as an example
of the eloquence of the OT prophets. He chose Amos because his prophecy
allowed Augustine to concentrate on the way it was expressed, without having
to bother with explaining its meaning. (The frequency of tropes in the pro¬
phets set a challenge to the expositor, although Augustine took comfort from
the fact that the greater the figurative obscurity, the more delightful the
enjoyment of elucidation.) And since the LXX was more enigmatic, because
more figurative, than the original, he would use Jerome's Vulgate translation
of Amos.94
Elsewhere also in DDC, the OT is drawn in illustratively rather than

addressed exegetically in its own terms, although at a few points the OT is
clearly in Augustine's sights. Having distinguished between things (or realities,
res) and signs (signa), he devotes most of Book I to the former. He uses res
here of things that do not signify something else, whereas signa are things
used to signify something. So Book 1 deals with the realities of the Christian
creed which are to be enjoyed or used or both.
In Book 2, after distinguishing various kinds of signs, he fastens on

words — the main signs by which human beings express themselves, both
orally and in written letters, which are thus signs of signs.95 Scripture is

91 Retractationes 2.4(30). 1 (PL 32,631).
92 See J. Martin's discussion in CCL 32, vii-xix.
93 C.Mayer, "'Res per signa'. Der Grundgedanke des Prologs in Augustins Schrift De doctrina

Christiana und das Problem seiner Datierung", REAuglO (1974) 100-112.
94 DDC 4.7.15-21 (PL 34,96-8). Cf. M. Moreau, "Sur un commentaire d'Amos 6,1-6",

S.Augustin et la Bible (BTT 3; 1986) 313-22.
95 Among the extensive literature, see C.Kirwan, Augustine (London/New York: Routledge

1989) 35-55; J. M.Rist, Augustine (Cambridge: Cambridge UP 1994) 23-40; B.D.Jackson, "The
Theory of Signs in St. Augustine's De doctrina Christiana", REAug 15 (1969) 9-49; the massive
enterprise of C. P. Mayer, Die Zeichen in dergeistigen Entwicklung und in der Theologie des jungen
Augustinus (Cassiciacum 24:1; Wiirzburg: Augustinus-Verlag 1969); Die Zeichen ... in der Theo-
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composed of signs, in one language originally but dispersed in numerous
translations. But the reader of the Scriptures is beset with many and varied
obscurities and ambiguities. It cannot be unimportant that this is the first
marker Augustine erects when he comes to speak of the Scriptures. That this
is so is confirmed by his proceeding immediately to discern this state of affairs
as God-given. Although hardly anything is found in Scriptures' obscurities
which is not plainly expressed elsewhere, the Holy Spirit has so healthily
modulated (modificavit) the Bible that its clarity satisfies the hungry while its
lack of clarity humbles the proud, who have to work at understanding it, and
counters the disdain that regards the obvious as worthless. To Augustine it is
well evident that the discovery accomplished only with difficulty is the more
pleasurable, and that comprehension is more readily secured through simili¬
tudes than literal directness.

Augustine's example is Cant 4:2, "Your teeth are like a flock of shorn
(sheep), coming up from washing, which all bear twins and not a barren one
among them". This extended similitude tells one nothing that is not conveyed
in plain words elsewhere.

Nevertheless, in a strange way, I contemplate the saints more pleasantly when I envisage
them as the teeth of the Church, cutting off men from their errors and transferring them to
her body after their hardness has been softened as if by being bitten and chewed. I recognize
them more pleasantly as shorn sheep having put aside the burdens of the world like so much
fleece, and as ascending from the washing, which is baptism, all to create twins, which are
the two precepts of love, and I see no one of them sterile of this holy fruit.96
This whole passage is highly revealing of the true face of Augustine the

interpreter of Holy Scripture. It is not so much the exquisite ingenuity (a
common enough quality, after all, when expositors set to work on the Song
of Songs) as the unabashed delight he takes in it and the playfulness with
which he deploys it. The preference for the figurative over the literal reminds
us of his exegetical apprenticeship at Ambrose's feet in Milan—"the letter
kills, the spirit gives life"—and the Platonic reinforcement, in both master
and pupil, of the instinctive tendency to eschew the surface meaning in favour
of the depth it both points to and conceals. As he commented on Psalm 104
(105), "let us commend in the body of this psalm its soul lurking hidden, as
it were, that is, the inner understanding hidden in the externals of its
words".97 Such an attitude helps to explain why Augustine expended such
energy on the OT in particular, and why the often fanciful outcome so often
conveys a certain spiritual gravitas — for it is expressive of a profoundly spiri¬
tual vision of heaven and earth.
Before proceeding further with Augustine's guidance in DDC on the

deciphering of signa, we must touch on a couple of prolegomena which he
deals with in the work, beginning with the canon of Scripture. Augustine

logie Augustins II. Die Antimanichdische Epoche (Cassiciacum 24:2; 1974); more briefly on the
Stoic background, M. L. Colish, The Stoic Tradition from Antiquity to the Early Middle Ages 2.
Stoicism in Christian Latin Thought through the Sixth Century (Studies in the History of Christian
Thought 35; Leiden: E.J. Brill 1985) 181-86.
" DDC 2.6.7-8 (PL 34,38-39), tr. Robertson 37-38.
" En. in Ps. 104 (105).35 (PL 37,1402).

I
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endorsed an OT canon based on the LXX, including those books known
today as deutero-canonical or apocryphal but which Augustine knew that the
Jews did not recognize.98 He held to this despite a change of mind about the
authorship of Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus.99 In determining canonicity the
criterion is acceptance by the majority of catholic churches, especially those
of apostolic origin. Acknowledging differences on the canon, Augustine gives
greatest weight to books recognized by all churches, but in a case of disagree¬
ment he cannot choose between the greater number of churches and churches
of greater authority.100
The issue of text and translation is more complicated. It is well known that

Augustine elevated the LXX above the Hebrew of the OT. The emending of
Latin versions is to be carried out by reference to the Greek, "among which
as far as the Old Testament is concerned, the authority of the Seventy trans¬
lators excels".101 Although there are indications that he may not wholly credit
the tradition of the seventy-two working in hermetically sealed isolation from
each other,102 his conviction that the LXX's inspiration stands on a par with
the Hebrew writers' is unshaken:

For the very same Spirit that was in the prophets when they uttered their messages was at
work also in the Seventy scholars when they translated them. And the Spirit could have said
something else as well, with divine authority, as if the prophet had said both things, because
it was the same Spirit that said both. The Spirit could also have said the same thing in a
different way. ... He could also have omitted something, or added something, so that it might
be shown in this way too that the task of translation was achieved ... by the power of God
which filled and directed the mind of the translator ...

... it follows that anything in the Hebrew text that is not found in that of the Seventy
translations is something which the Spirit of God decided not to say through the translators
but through the prophets. Conversely, anything in the Septuagint that is not in the Hebrew
texts is something which the same Spirit preferred to say through the translators, instead of
through the prophets, thus showing that the former and the latter alike were prophets.103
A reason for such a remarkable position is not to be found in Augustine's

ignorance of Hebrew. (He knew some Punic, a cognate Semitic language, and
occasionally used it to elucidate a Hebrew term.) For he never attained fluency
in Greek either. This much is clear, although scholarly opinions have accor¬
ded him varying degrees of competence short of fluency. He could use Greek
to verify a biblical text, and in his latter years he stretched himself to cope
with some patristic Greek, but he never enjoyed easy access; "it is likely that

98 City ofGod 18.3.6; listed in DDC 2.8.13 (PL 34,41). The additional books were not to
be read as church lections, Letter 64.3 (PL 33, 233).
" DDC 2.8.13 (PL 34,41) with Retract. 2.4(30).2 (PL 32,631); City ofGod 17.20.1.
100 DDC 2.8.12 (PL 34,40-41). Cf. La Bonnardiere, "Le Canon des divines Ecritures",

S.Augustin et la Bible (B11 3; 1986) 287-301; R. Hennings, Die Briefwechsel zwischen Augustinus
und Hieronymus und ihr Streit um den Kanon des Alten Testaments und die Auslegung von
Gal.2,11-14 (Suppl. to VC 21; Leiden: E.J.Brill 1994) 110-15,200-217.

101 DDC 2.15.22 (PL 34,46).
102 Ibid, ("they are said", "it is related", "even if they conferred"); City ofGod 18.43 ("even

supposing that... they had compared the words of their several translations").
103 City ofGod 18.43; tr. H.Bettenson, Augustine, City of God (Harmondsworth: Penguin

Books 1972) 821-22.
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the average theology graduate today knows at least as much Greek as did the
great bishop of Hippo".104
The authority of the LXX for Augustine rested on consensus, as well as

on its inspiration. This was first "the consensus of so many venerable and
learned translators" — even if they had collaborated rather than worked inde¬
pendently.105 But more important was the consensus of the churches:

The church has received this Septuagint as if it were the only translation; the Greek-speak¬
ing Christian peoples use it and most are not aware whether any other exists ... it is the
judgement of the churches of Christ that no one person (i. e. Jerome) should be preferred over
the authority of so large a body of men (i.e. the Seventy).106

In addition, Augustine was pastorally sensitive to the conservatism of con¬
gregations familiar with a translation based on the LXX and liable to be
suspicious of novelty in such an important foundation of faith.107
All of these arguments, and others besides, featured in the correspondence

between Augustine and Jerome on translating the OT that began in 395 with
Augustine's Letter 28 and lasted a decade, giving way after Letter 82 of 405
to other more pressing church concerns.108
Yet, troubling as Augustine found Jerome's abandonment of the LXX for

the Veritas hebraica, in DDC he still commends the learning of Hebrew as
well as Greek in order to make one's way through the number and variety of
the Latin translations.109 An alternative way of coping with divergent trans¬
lations is "to consult the versions of those who have bound themselves closely
to the words".110
At this juncture Augustine identifies no such literal or verbatim translations,

but soon afterwards names the Itala as his preference, both for its adherence
to the words and its clarity of meaning.111 If only what Augustine meant by
the Itala were so clear! Some scholars have emended the text to remove it,
others improbably have identified it as Jerome's Vulgate, but most plausibly
it was an earlier translation made in Italy, or at least current there, and
brought back to Africa by Augustine.112

104 G.Bonner in CHB I (1970) 550. See Marrou, Saint Augustin (1958) 27-37, and 631-37;
P. Courcelle, Les lettres grecques en Occident de Macrobe a Cassiodore (Paris: E. de Boccard
21948) 137-94.

105 DDC 2.15.22 (PL 34,46).
106 City ofGod 18.43.
107 Cf. Bonner in CHB I (1970) 545-46.
108 See W.J. Sparrow-Simpson, The Letters of StAugustine (Handbooks of Christian Litera¬

ture; London: SPCK 1919) 216-39; J.N.D.Kelly, Jerome. His Life, Writings, and Controversies
(London: Duckworth 1975) 217-20,263-72; Hennings, Briefwechsel (1994) esp. 29-45; G.Jouas-
sard, "Reflexions sur la position de saint Augustin relativement aux Septante dans sa discussion
avec saint Jerome", REAugl (Memorial Gustave Bardy I; 1956) 93-9. The whole correspondence
between the two is edited by J. Schmid in Florilegium Patristicum 22 (Bonn: Peter Hanstein 1930).
See also now A. FOrst, " Veritas Latino. Augustins Haltung gegeniiber Hieronymus' Bibeliiber-
setzungen", REAug 40 (1994) 105-26.

109 DDC 2.11.16 -13.19 (PL 34,42-44).
110 DDC 2.13.19 (PL 34,44).
m DDC 2.15.22 (PL 34,46).
112 Bonner in CHB I (1970) 545; cf. Pontet, L'exegese (1945) 226-27; Combes/Farges ad loc.,

BAug 11, 574-75.
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We must envisage Augustine working with different texts of the Bible
throughout his life. In his Letter 261 to Audax, of indeterminate but presu¬
mably later date, he told the grammaticus:

I do not have Jerome's translation of the Psalter from the Hebrew. I myself have not made
a translation but have corrected several faults of the Latin codices from Greek manuscripts. Ihave perhaps thereby made the text better than it was, but not what it should be. Even now
when I am struck while reading by defects that escaped me at that time, I correct them by
comparing the codices.115

De Bruyne has examined Augustine's revisions of the Psalter in detail, from
which it may be concluded that he used a Milanese Psalter similar to that of
Verona, and from about 415 also took account of the Gallican Psalter of
Jerome.114 But the special status of the LXX was never undermined. Although
in his later works he paid more attention to Jerome's OT translations, he
tended to accept Jerome's renderings alongside those based on the LXX.115
But in a latish work such as the Questions on the Heptateuch, the use made
of the LXX remains minimal.
In addition to the original languages, Augustine also commends in DDC

other studies such as history and geography for the elucidation of Scripture.
Yet his conclusion is characteristically limiting—and allegorical: just as what
the Israelites got by spoiling the Egyptians was less than they later acquired
at Jerusalem, so too "all the knowledge, which is certainly useful, collected
from the books of pagan writers, when compared with the knowledge con¬
ferred by the divine Scriptures. For whatever one learns elsewhere is condem¬
ned there if it is harmful, and is found there if it is beneficial".116 Such an

attitude separated him from Jerome, and helps to explain the inconsistencies
and limitations of his biblical scholarship.
Augustine's biblical expositions, especially in sermon and homily, are also

animated far more than Jerome's by the need to edify the faithful. The im¬
portance of this for Augustine becomes evident in the discussion of figurative
signs which occupies most of Bk. 3 of DDC. After touching on the typically
Jewish servitude of taking signs for the realities themselves, he propounds a
method for determining whether a work or expression is literal or figurative:
"anything in the divine Word that can be literally referred neither to correct
behaviour nor to the truth of the faith you should recognize as figurative".
For "Scripture teaches nothing but love, and condemns nothing but lust
(cupiditatem)"}v Augustine proceeds to spell out what these criteria entail
for understanding figurative signs. Interspersed with this guidance are a num¬
ber of commonsense rules of thumb, bearing particularly on diversity of
cultures and contexts.

111 Letter 261.5 (PL 33, 1077).
"Saint Augustin reviseur de la Bible", in Miscellanea Agostiniana II (1931) 521-606 at

544-78; A.Solignac in DictS XII (1986) 2566-7. De Bruyne also covers more briefly Ecclesias-ticus (578-85), the Heptateuch (585-91) and Job (591-94).
ns So concludes La Bonnardiere, "Augustin a-t-il utilise la 'Vulgata' de Jerome?", S. Augustin

et la Bible (BTT3; 1986) 303-12.
DDC 2.42.63 (PL 34,64-65).
DDC 3.10.14,15 (PL 34, 71).
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Things which seem disreputable to the inexperienced, whether merely spoken or actually
done on the part of God or of human beings whose sanctity is commended to us, are all
figurative; their hidden kernels are to be extracted from the husks to nourish love.118
But since desire or intention is the critical factor, "what is normally sha¬

meful in other persons is, in a divine or a prophetic person, the sign of an
important reality. There is every difference between union with a prostitute
in moral abandon and in the foreshadowing of the prophet Hosea"."9
Augustine arrives at the following general comment on the OT:

Therefore, although all or almost all of the things recorded in the books of the Old
Testament are to be taken not only literally but also figuratively, there are those taken literally
by the reader because done by individuals who are commended but which are alien to the
practice of worthy people who observe God's commands after the coming of the Lord. In these
cases the reader must refer the figure to his understanding but not translate the act itself into
behaviour. Many things were at that time done honourably (ojficiose) which now can be done
only lustfully.120

This judgement follows Augustine's discussion of David's condemnation for
his adulterous passion for Bathsheba, but not for having many wives. It
reveals again that drive to make consistent and acceptable sense of Scripture
which led Augustine not only to a quasi-modern appeal to cultural relativism
but also into hazardous rationalizations and above all into tireless figurative
spiritualizing to save the appearances.
In completing DDC in the mid-420s, Augustine commended the seven rules

of Tyconius as aids for penetrating the hidden recesses of Scripture.121
This nonconformist Donatist layman, who flourished ca. 370-90, was
excommunicated for his departures from Donatist orthodoxy, without, it
seems, ever becoming a catholic.122 His commentary on the Apocalypse of
John, now recoverable only in fragments, was a powerful influence in Western
medieval interpretation, and Augustine's indebtedness to him at a formative
stage of his theological development, after his return to Africa in 388, was
considerable.123 Tyconius' Book ofRules, his only work to survive intact, is
the first Latin (i.e. Western Christian) treatise on biblical interpretation.
Augustine is careful to stress that Tyconius remained in error as a Donatist

and exaggerated the usefulness of his rules, which by no means clarified all
of Scripture's obscurities (as Tyconius' own Apocalypse commentary demon-

118 DDC 3.12.18 (PL 34,72-73).
»' Ibid.
120 DDC 3.22.32 (PL 34,78).
121 DDC 3. 30.42-37.56 (PL 34, 81-90). For the text of Tyconius' Liber regularum (CPL 709),

see PL 18,15-66; F. C. Burkitt (ed.), The Book of Rules of Tyconius (TaS 3:1; Cambridge: UP
1894), and W.S. Babcock, Tyconius, The Book ofRules (SBL Texts and Translations 31, Early
Christian Literature Ser.7; Atlanta: Scholars Press 1989). Babcock reproduces BurkitTs text,
with ET. I cite the work as LR from Burkitt's edition.

122 On Tyconius see A. Mandouze, Prosopographie chretienne du Bus-Empire 1. Prosopographie
de I'Afrique chretienne (303-533) (Paris: Editions du CNRS 1982) 1122-27, and literature noted
by Babcock xii. On the Liber regularum, P. Bright, The Book ofRules of Tyconius. Its Purpose and
Inner Logic (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press 1988), C.Kannengiesser/
P. Bright, A Conflict ofChristian Hermeneutics in Roman Africa: Tyconius and Augustine (Col¬
loquy 58; Berkeley, CA: Center for Hermeneutical Studies 1989).

123 See, for example, Markus, Saeculum (1970) 115-22.
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strated). Yet the attraction for Augustine of the seven rules is inescapable,
and their importance will be immediately obvious to readers of this essay in
the light of much that has been presented above. Tyconius offered

keys and windows into the secrets of the law ... certain mystical rules which hold for the
recesses of the whole law and make the treasures of the truth invisible to some people. If the
rationale of these rules is accepted ..., whatever is closed will be opened and whatever is
obscure made luminous, so that anyone traversing the immense forest of prophecy guided by
these rules like tracks of light will be preserved from going astray.124
Four of the seven rules are concerned with parts and whole. The first is

"Concerning the Lord and his Body", whereby, as Augustine puts it, a tran¬
sition takes place from the head to the body or vice versa without change of
person. When a speaker describes himself as both a bridegroom and a bride
(Isa 61:10), the interpreter has to determine which applies to Christ the head
and which to his body the church.125 The counterpart to this rule is the
seventh, on the devil and his body, which is given twice as much space by
Augustine. The address to Lucifer in Isa 14:12 can be understood only partly
of the devil himself, for it is his body that is cast down upon earth, although
he is in his body.126
The second rule, entitled "Concerning the Bipartite Body of the Lord",

points, says Augustine, to the mixed character of the church and hence should
have been called "Concerning the True and Mixed (or Counterfeit) Body of
the Lord". The woman speaking in Cant 1:5 says "I am black and beautiful"
because of "the temporal unity of good and bad fish within the same net".
Authentic and hypocrite similarly appear together in Isa 42:16-17.127 Rule
four deals with "species and genus", seen, for example, when Scripture men¬
tions a particular city or nation in a manner applicable to the whole human
race.128 Augustine discusses at length how Scripture switches without explicit
warning between carnal and spiritual Israel, requiring vigilance in the reader
and affording benefit thereby.

The elevated prophetic style, while speaking to or about the carnal Israel, imperceptibly
switches to the spiritual, and while speaking of or to the latter, still seems to be speaking of
or to the former—not spitefully begrudging us understanding of the Scriptures but therapeuti¬
cally exercizing our understanding.129

324 DDC 3.30.43 (PL 34, 82); LR prol. (Burkitt 1). Augustine's quotation varies only slightly
from Burkitt's critical text of Tyconius. My translation omits visibiles ("make visible the treasures
..."), which virtually all the MSS lack (see CCL32, 103 ad loc.), but editions have generally
included. Starting from the influence of this (apparent) intrusion, Kannengiesser, Conflict (1989)
3-7, exaggerates Augustine's misreading, or misrepresentation, of Tyconius. In particular, obti-
nent (here 'hold for'; cf. Babcock's 'obtain in') can hardly mean 'withhold' or the equivalent to
'make invisible', but only something like 'apply to, hold true for'. At one point (6) Kannengiesser
uses 'govern', which is not far from the mark. His translation 'withhold' was challenged at the
Colloquy; see Conflict (1989) 40, 70-72.

323 DDC 3.31.44 (PL 34,82); LR I (Burkitt 1-3).
326 DDC 3.37.55 (PL 34, 88); LR VII (Burkitt 70-71).
32' DDC 3.32.45 (PL 34,82-83); LR II (Burkitt 8-10).
328 DDC 3.34.47 (PL 34,84); LR IV (Burkitt 31).
329 DDC 3.34.49 (PL 34,85).
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Or again things said about Solomon may become clear only when related
to Christ or the church of which he is part.130
Of the three remaining rules, the fifth, "Concerning Times", still bears on

parts and wholes, for one of the ways it operates is through synecdoche: by
inclusive counting (as we might put it) "after six days" may be the same as
"after eight days".131 This rule also applies to special numbers 7, 10, 12 and
their multiples. "Seven times a day" means "always" (cf. Ps 118 (119): 164;
33:2 (34:1)). Thus the rule has much wider application than to times.132
Rule six, on "Recapitulation", is invoked to resolve difficulties resulting

from Scripture's departure from the strict sequence of events. Thus Gen 2:9
(the bringing forth of trees for the garden) refers to something that happened
before God put the man in the garden, which is recorded in the previous
verse. Likewise Gen 11:1 (the earth was of one language) harks back to the
situation before the division into nations chronicled in Genesis 10.133
Finally we must note the third rule, "Concerning Promises and Law", which

Augustine disposes of fairly rapidly. It is not so much a rule to solve questions
as itself a major question, perhaps better called "Concerning the Spirit and
the Letter" (with explicit mention of his earlier treatise of this title) or "Con¬
cerning Grace and Command". Tyconius laboured under the disadvantage of
preceding the Pelagian dispute, "which has made us", says Augustine, "much
more alert and attentive" towards the Scriptures than he was. Hence the
inadequacies of this rule, such as Tyconius' failure to recognize that faith is
a gift of God.134
Augustine's presentation of Tyconius' seven rules completes the longer part

of DDC which is devoted to finding out (inveniendo) what is to be rightly
understood from the Scriptures. The interest of this chapter is Augustine
rather than Tyconius, and hence with what the former made of the latter
rather than with the latter's teaching in its own right.135 In these terms, "the
extent to which Augustine's exegesis is in debt to the Book of Rules is remar¬
kable", for Augustine "was always in search of universal principles that might
help to remove subjectivity from spiritual exegesis".136 Not least did Augustine
share with Tyconius the conviction that the obscurity of much of the Bible
was a good thing— intended by the Spirit, the author of all Scripture, to
exercise the intuition of the expositor and to reward the seeking of those who

130 DDC 3.34.47 (PL 34,84); LR IV (Burkitt 37-39).
131 DDC 3.35.50 (PL 34,86); LR V (Burkitt 55-59).
132 DDC 3.35. 51 (PL 34, 86); LR V (Burkitt 59). Tyconius calls these numbers legitimi, Maw-

ful' or 'proper'; cf. Babcock's 'specific'.
133 DDC 3. 36.52-3 (PL 34, 86-87). These are Augustine's, not Tyconius', illustrations, revea¬

ling again his preoccupation with early Genesis.
134 DDC 3.33.46 (PL 34, 83). Augustine does less than justice to Tyconius, who not only talks

of faith as given "through Christ", like the Spirit and grace, but also cites that most favoured of
Augustine's anti-Pelagian proof-texts, "What have you that you did not receive?" (1 Cor 4:7); see
LR III (Burkitt 18-19).

135 See n. 124 above for a comment to this question. Kannengiesser unconvincingly argues that
for Tyconius the regulae were not guidelines for interpretation but structuring principles inherent
in Scripture; see also Conflict (1989) 68-69.

136 H.Chadwick in Kannengiesser/Bright, Conflict, 49, with many examples on 49-50.
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refuse to remain at the level of appearances. That is to say, Tyconius' rules
were made by Augustine to subserve the requirements of his instinctively
Platonic exegetical bent.
At the same time to Tyconius is due, as well as to Africa's deep-seated

Catholic-Donatist divide which he to some extent straddled, the heavily ec-
clesiological preoccupation of much of Augustine's OT exegesis. Throughout
the rules Tyconius keeps returning to the theme of the bipartite church and
interprets cities as dissimilar as Jerusalem and Nineveh and Tyre, as well as
nations as different as Elam and Egypt, as figures of the church's bipartite
character. Augustine will locate the mixed nature of the church in less visible
differences than Tyconius, focussing more on the ambiguity of the apparently
holy, but the community of concern is only too evident.
A magnificent start to the scientific collection and analysis of all of

Augustine's citations of the OT has been made by Anne-Marie La Bonnar¬
diere in a series of volumes covering Deuteronomy (1967), Joshua to Job,
with 1 Esdras, Tobit, Judith and Maccabees (1960), Proverbs (1975),
Jeremiah (1972), the twelve Minor Prophets (1964) and the Wisdom of Solo¬
mon (1970).137 The completion cf such a labour will doubtless be facilitated
by computer technology.138 These inventories produce their surprises, such as
Augustine's minimal interest in Jeremiah, his personality and role in the his¬
tory of God's ancient people.139 On the other hand, Augustine makes remark¬
ably heavy use of Proverbs and the Wisdom literature in general, in a variety
of liturgical, catechetical, pastoral and apologetic contexts, as well as for the
prefiguring of Christ by the personified Wisdom.140 The letters recently first
published by Johannes Divjak further confirm Augustine's predilection for
these books.141
The availability of a full set of such analyses of the OT books would not

ease the challenge of formulating some final comments on Augustine's use of
the former Testament. We certainly must not miss the sheer vastness of his
immersion in it. "No Western theologian before him had lived so much in
Scripture, or taken so much frcm it as he".142 But as we have just noticed,
he drew on the OT very unevenly. Pontet can even say that his recourse to
the OT would be strictly limited were it not for the Psalms, but this judgement
relates to Augustine's sermons, which give an inadequate impression of his
preoccupation with early Genesis, and happens also to underestimate his
fondness for the Wisdom books.143

137 La Bonnardiere, Biblia Augustin.ana; all volumes published by Etudes Augustiniennes in
Paris.

138 For earlier attempts see De Bruyr.e, S.Augustin reviseur, Misc.Agost. II (1931) 522.
139 La Bonnardiere, Bibl. August. Le Livre de Jeremie (1972) 77. Lamentations yields no cita¬

tions and deuterocanonical Baruch only two isolated texts.
140 Le Livre des Proverbes (1975) 189-90; cf. La Bonnardiere, "Les sentences des Sages dans

la pastorale de saint Augustin", Kannengiesser (ed.), Jean Chrysostome et Augustin (1975) 175-98.
141 Over a third of OT references are to the four Wisdom books; ed. Divjak et al.,

BAug 46 B, 583.
142 A. Harnack, History of Dogma (tr. N.Buchanan; 1894-99), V (repr. New York: Dover

Publications 1961) 98.
143 L'exegese (1945) 581.



726 David F. Wright

Yet uneven use does not indicate any departure on Augustine's part from
the common convictions of the early Church of the plenary inspiration of the
whole of Scripture and its freedom from error.144 This persuasion of the
God-given unity of the Bible is responsible for what might be called the
'butterfly method' in his exegesis —his flitting from text to text, apparently
arbitrarily, in search of illumination. The connections too often seem fanciful,
yet manage to elicit admiring smiles at their delightful ingenuity.
For our purposes, the unity of the Bible determines the relationship between

the Testaments. Put at its boldest, "For what is the 'Old Testament' but a
concealed form of the new? And what is the 'New Testament' but the reve¬

lation of the old?"14S The OT is replete with 'figures', 'mysteries', 'sacraments',
'signs', 'shadows', 'forms' etc. of the NT. Augustine uses a rich vocabulary to
portray the symbolic foreshadowing character of the OT. Indeed, he will call
the whole of the Bible "the books of the divine sacraments" or "the Scripture
of mysteries",146 but it is chiefly in the expositions of the OT that the cracking
of a code comes most frequently to mind in reading Augustine.147 One re¬
peatedly senses the expectation of the congregation waiting for their bishop
to conjure up Christ and his Church in the most unpromising of OT passages.
Thus Augustine normally works with a two-level understanding of Scrip¬

ture. The terms may vary — literal, historical, carnal, etc. on the one side, and
allegorical, spiritual, prophetic, mystical, etc. on the other. He seems most at
ease in allegorizing when the literal-historical meaning has first been affirmed.
Thus he could say of his treatment of paradise in the City ofGod:

This is the kind of thing that can be said by way of allegorical interpretation of paradise;
and there may be other more valuable lines of interpretation. There is no prohibition against
such exegesis, provided that we also believe in the truth of the story as a faithful record of
historical fact.14*

Precisely why the two belong together in Augustine's mind is open to
further investigation. Certainly they are not related as they would be in the
Reformation, in the insistence that the literal, i.e. grammatical-historical,
meaning is the spiritual meaning. Nor is the common relationship between
them in Augustine that of some more modern discussion, as in the Pontifical
Biblical Commission's recent document, The Interpretation of the Bible in the
Church:

The spiritual sense can never be stripped of its connection with the literal sense. The latter
remains the indispensable foundation. Otherwise, one could not speak of the "fulfilment" of
Scripture. Indeed, in order that there be fulfilment, a relationship of continuity and of con¬
formity is essential.149

144 See Polman, Word of God (1961).
145 City of God 16.26; cf. similarly 4.33,5.18. On the unity of OT and NT, see Pontet,

L'exegese (1945) 305-84; Strauss, Schriftgebrauch (1959) 68-72.
146 On the Advantage ofBelieving 17.35 (PL 42,91); Against Julian 6.7.20 (PL 44, 834).
147 C. Couturier, "Sacramentum et mysterium dans l'oeuvre de saint Augustin", H. Rondet et

al., Etudes augustiniennes (1953) 161-332, esp. 195-225 on the OT.
148 City of God 13.21; tr. Bettenson 535. "Like most ancient writers, Augustine assumes that

even matter-of-fact narratives are polyvalent"; Chadwick in DBI 67. Cf. Strauss, Schriftgebrauch
(1959) 126-48.

149 (Rome: Libreria Editrice Vaticana 1993) 82.
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It is precisely "the relationship of continuity and conformity" that one too
often misses in Augustine.
Yet the spiritual meaning has experienced a minor comeback in the latter

twentieth century. At a time when reaction against the aridities of the histo-
rico-critical approach has fostered, and been fostered by, what at times seems
almost a free-for-all in biblical hermeneutics, marked frequently by a blatant
disregard for the literal sense intended by the writer, Augustine must appear
less alien. There is after all no doubting the depths of spirituality and the
profoundly Christ-centred and church-centred theology that his OT exegesis
served.

3. The Influence of Augustine's Old Testament Exegesis and
Hermeneutics

Studies: R. E. McNally, The Bible in the Early Middle Ages (Woodstock Papers 4; Westminster,
MD: Newman Press 1959); B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible in the Middle Ages (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell 21952); CHB 2 (1969; repr. 1980); H. de Lubac, Exegese medievale. Les quatre sens de
L'Ecriture I-IV (Paris: Aubier 1959-64); C.Spicq, Esquisse d'une histoire de I'exegese latine au
moyen age (Paris 1944).

So all-pervasive was Augustine's influence on Christian thought and writing
in the medieval West that in shcrt compass one cannot avoid selectivity in
identifying the impact of his handling of the OT. Its range is evident in
unexpected directions. His sole extended treatment of 1 and 2 Samuel and
then only of a few chapters, in City of God 17, has been shown to have
become a source for numerous medieval commentaries on Samuel.150 The
derivation of Adam's name from the four corners of the world was probably
mediated to the Middle Ages by Augustine from a Jewish apocryphal
source.151
There is no doubting the wide dissemination of the major works —the

Psalms exposition, De Genesi ad litteram and Quaestiones in Heptateuchum.
Andre Wilmart's survey of "La tradition des grands ouvrages de saint
Augustin" lists 368 MSS of the Enarrationes in Psalmos, compared with 258
for the Confessions, 233 for On the Trinity and 376 for the City of Got/.152
Although many of the Enarrationes MSS are partial copies, it is after all by
far Augustine's bulkiest work.
It continued to be copied (even into the era of printing) despite the pro¬

duction of numerous other Psalms commentaries which drew heavily on
Augustine's. The exposition of P salms 100-150 by Prosper of Aquitaine in the
mid-fifth century is little more than a condensation of Augustine (and he may
have done the same for the rest of the Psalter).153

150 J. Black, "De Civitate Dei and the Commentaries of Gregory the Great, Isidore, Bede and
Hrabanus Maurus on the Book of Samuel", Augustinian Studies 15 (1984) 114-27.

151 It occurs in, e.g., Enarr. in A 95 (96). 15 (PL 37,1236); McNally, The Bible (1959) 26-27.
152 In Misc.Agost. II (1931) 257-315 at 295-315.
153 CPL 524; new edition in CCL68A (1972).
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Cassiodorus's Expositio Psalmorumts4 was compiled by "borrowing light, in
my usual fashion, from Augustine's light", so he tells us in commending the
latter's commentary in his programmatic manual which had a wide influence
on libraries and curricula in the medieval world.155 Despite his fulsome praise
of Augustine's collection,156 Cassiodorus's own effort is jejune, primarily a
literary exercise lacking the African father's rich vein of spirituality in exege¬
sis.157
Despite such later expositions, Augustine's Enarrationes "restait justement

l'autorite supreme dans 1'Eglise occidentale".158 Its place as the sole complete
patristic treatment of the Psalter was further strengthened by the special
importance of the Psalms for the lectio divina and opus Dei of monastic
culture.159 Augustine was by far the most heavily used exegetical quarry of
the Carolingian commentary compilers,160 but more significant still was the
use of material from him in the standard Bible commentary of the central and
later Middle Ages, the Glossa Ordinaria.ib] The gloss on the Psalter was, it
seems, largely the work of Anselm of Laon (d. 1117), a pupil of Anselm at
Bee and the key figure in the formation of the complete Glossa at Laon.162
In turn his gloss on the Psalter was expanded by Peter Lombard in his Magna
Glosatura.xbi Peter was an ardent disciple of Augustine.
"A history of commentaries in the Middle Ages is still to be written."164

No listing comparable toWilmarTs for the other "grands ouvrages" yet exists
of the MSS of Augustine's De Genesi ad litteram, although the job is being
tackled country by country in the Vienna Academy's series, Die Hand-
schriftliche Uberlieferung der Werke des Heiligen Augustinus. Yet is clear that
it was the Genesis commentary most exploited by the Carolingians,165 and

CPL900; CCL 97-98 (1958).
Institutions 1.4.1-2 (PL 70,1115), critical edition by R.A. B. Mynors (Oxford: Clarendon

Press 1937).
156 Expos. Psalmorum, praef. (CCL 97,3).
157 P. Riche, Education and Culture in the Barbarian West, Sixth through Eighth Centuries

(1972; tr. J.J. Contreni; Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press 1976) 166-67.
158 Wilmart, La tradition (1931) 300.
159 On this see the fine portrait by the lamented J. Leclercq, The Love ofLearning and the

Desire for God (tr. C.Misrahi; New York: Fordham University Press 1961).
i6° por a |jst theij- Psalms commentaries see McNally, The Bible (1959) 100-101.
161 For an introduction see G. R. Evans, The Language and Logic ofthe Bible: the Earlier Middle

Ages (Cambridge: Cambridge UP 1984) 37-47,173-76; also Smalley, The Study (1952) esp. 46-
66, and in TRE 13 (1984) 452-57; and introduction to the facsimile reprint of edition of
Strasbourg, ca. 1480, 4 vols. (ed. M.T.Gibson/K. Froehlich; Turnhout: Brepols 1992).

162 For his Psalms commentary, PL 116,193-696; A.Wilmart, "Un commentaire des Psaumes
restitue a Anselme de Laon", RTAM% (1936) 325-44.

163 Psalms commentary, PL 191,55-1296. One feature of the Enarrationes in Psalmos that was
not influential in the medival period was its title, which was first given by Erasmus (Wilmart, La
tradition (1931) 295,313 n. 10). This was not known by N. M. Haring, "Commentary and Her-
meneutics", R. L. Benson/G. Constable (eds.), Renaissance and Renewal in the Twelfth Century
(Oxford: Clarendon Press 1982) 173-200 at 174.

164 Flaring, Commentary (1982) 199; cf. Smalley, The Study (1952) 185: "The later middle
ages is largely unexplored territory from the point of view of Bible studies".

165 McNally, The Bible (1959) 43,64, with listing on 95-96, including Angelomus of Luxeuil
(ca. 850), on whose OT commentaries see M. L. W. Laistner, The Intellectual Heritage ofthe Early
Middle Ages (ed. C.G.Starr; Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press 1957) 181-201.
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that the gloss on Genesis and Exodus was largely composed from De Genesi
and Augustine's Quaestiones in Heptateuchum by one Gilbert the Universal,
a pupil of Anselm of Laon.166 Another medieval biblical scholar rescued from
obscurity by the late Beryl Smalley, Andrew of St. Victor who flourished in
the mid-twelfth century, also made considerable use of the two works of
Augustine just mentioned.167
Yet Augustine has been described as "less influential as a biblical commen¬

tator than Jerome, Ambrose, and Ambrosiaster".168 Jean Leclercq regards
Origen, especially as Latinized by Jerome and Rufinus, as the most important
patristic source of medieval biblical learning.169 While it is undoubtedly true
that Augustine's De doctrina Christiana enjoyed wide and long reception in
the medieval centuries,170 and that knowledge of Tyconius' Liber regularum
was almost entirely dependent on Augustine's presentation of it in DDC,'7'
Augustine's book was read far more for its case for a Christian rhetoric (Bk. 4)
and its bearing on the relation between secular and sacred studies than for
its guidance on interpreting literal and figurative signs.
Augustine only very rarely, and in early writings, speaks of four senses of

Scripture,172 but he has nevertheless been credited with being the chief trans¬
mitter of this notion to the Midd.e Ages.173 More securely his contribution
should be discerned in the more general legacy of patristic biblical study to
later centuries, namely, the superiority of the spiritual sense of Scripture,
which is so pervasive as to need no illustration or documentation.174 We may
couple with this the raising of larger questions that could be the work only
of an exegete with the theological, philosophical and spiritual depths of
Augustine. According to Smalley, Augustine's DDC bequeathed "a philoso¬
phy of Bible study ... St.Jerome gave the medieval scholar his text and his
learned apparatus; St.Augustine told him what his aim should be"—and that

166 Smalley, The Study (1952) 60-62,226, and her articles in RTAM7 (1935) 235-62, and 8
(1936) 24-64.

167 Smalley, The Study (1952) 112-95 (esp. 126-32), 384 n., 388 n.
168 H.Chadwick in DBI 68.
169 CHB 2 (1969/80) 194-95, but see the critical comment on this chapter by J.J. Contreni,

"Carolingian Biblical Studies", U.-R. Blumenthal (ed.), Carolingian Essays (Washington, DC:Catholic University of America Press 1983) 71-98 at 73 n.6. Augustine's selective coverage mayhave influenced the medievals— hence perhaps the meagre attention paid to the OT propheticbooks in the Carolingian era, otherwise prolific for Bible commentaries: so M. L.W. Laistner,
Thought and Letters in Western Europe A. D. 500 to 900 (revd. edit.; Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univer¬
sity Press 1957) 301, confirmed by the lists in McNally, The Bible (1959) 102-04.170 Perhaps slightly exaggerated by Robertson in his translation, xii-xvii; more cautiously,I.Opelt, "Materialien zur Nachwirkung von Augustins Schrift De doctrina christiana", JAC 17
(1974) 64-73.

171 Burkitt, xx-xxiv.
172 On the Advantage ofBelieving 3.5-8 (PL 42,68-71)-"One isolated text" (Chadwick inDBI 66); De Genesi ad litteram imperf 2.5 (PL 34, 222), De Genesi ad litteram 1.1.1 (PL 34, 247).173 Evans, Language and Logic (1984) 1 14; McNally, The Bible (1959) 54: "The patristic workwhich furnished the Middle Ages with the most useful category of the biblical senses was

Augustine's De Genesi ..., which provides a fourfold division".
174 But see Smalley, The Study (1952) 303-05, for the tenacious influence of Augustine'sinsistence that "You shall not boil a kid in the milk of its dam" (Exod 23:19) had no literal

meaning.
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aim is inseparable from the reign of love of which DDC talks.175 From
another perspective, it was precisely the fusion of Platonic and Christian
visions in De Genesi ad litteram that attracted medievals such as Honorius of
Autun and Giles of Rome.176
In the words of another distinguished historian of Christian biblical wis¬

dom, "Luther was one of the few exegetes since St. Augustine to give basic
thought to the meaning of time and of history in the plan of God".177 In that
massive renewal of Bible study that was the sixteenth-century Reformation,
it was Luther's continuing commitment to multiple senses, rather than Calvin's
stricter historical exegesis, that could still reckon seriously with Augustine's
treatment of the OT. Calvin consulted De Genesi ad litteram, Quaestiones in
Heptateuchum and, most of all Enarrationes in Psalmos, but frequently faulted
their author's speculative bent, excessive subtlety and obsession with the
LXX.178 Luther's lectures on the Psalms, on the contrary, display a sympa¬
thetic reception of the Enarrationes of Augustine, not least for his christolo-
gical interpretation of the Psalter.179 By comparison, Luther's use of De
Genesi ad litteram and Augustine's other OT exegetical works is limited.

175 Ibid. 22-23. Cf., on a somewhat different level, the persisting preoccupation with his
question of the relation between the two accounts of creation, ibid. 132.

176 See the papers by R.D.Crouse and E.Giannarelli in Congresso ... Atti (see n. 179 below)
III, 167-77,179-87.

177 J. Pelikan, Luther the Expositor: Introduction to the Reformer's Exegetical Writings (Luther's
Works; St Louis: Concordia Publishing House 1959) 243.

178 L. Smits, Saint Augustin dans I'oeuvre de Jean Calvin (Assen: Van Gorcum & Comp. N.V.
1956-58) I, 170-71, 180-81; II, 201-02, 230-38; J. M.J. Lange van Ravenswaay, Augustinus totus
noster. Das Augustinverstandnis bei Johannes Calvin (FKDG 45; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ru-
precht 1990) 113-15.

179 F. Held, "Augustins Enarrationes in Psalmos als exegetische Vorlage fur Luthers erste
Psalmenvorlesung", TSK 102 (1930) 1-30; E. G.Rupp, The Righteousness of God. Luther Studies
(London: Hodder and Stoughton 1953) 140-57; H.-U.Delius, Augustin als Quelle Luthers. Eine
Materialsammlung (Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt 1984), summarized in idem, "Zu Luthers
Augustinrezeption", in Congresso Internazionale su S.Agostino nel XVI Centenario della Conver-
sione. Roma, 15-20 settembre 1986. Atti (Studia Ephemeridis "Augustinianum" 26; Rome: Insti-
tutum Patristicum Augustinianum 1987) III, 241-56.


