
John Capgrave’s
&< ıfe of St Augustine >>

In 1440 an 1445 John Uapgrave, member of the Austin
convent 31 Lynn, Norfolk, and prlor-proviıncıal ın Briıtain from 1453
to 14570, interrupted hıs exegetical commentarıes LO wrıte long, rıme
royal ves of St, Norbert ‚N! St, Katherıine. By 1451 he had turned
LO for hıs vernacular well hıs Latın works aN found
medıum INOTeEe compatıble ıth hıs natural inchnatıon towards bıo-
graphy, theology, and moral instruetj.on. Hıs poetic ves AT not
ınsıgnıfıcant examples of the 9 but the eX1geNCIeES of rhyme aN!
poetic decoratıon AaATe fore1gn 1n Man y Ways LO the traınıng he had
undergone, LO hıs interest 1n academıc an theological 1SSUES, a,N LO
the ıteral mınd and austere character he LO ave possessed.

There ATEe several TE4ASONS why Uapgrave might ave een expected
IN0 choose the lıfe of St. Augustine of Hıppo fOrT subject and why
he would ave een prepared LO undertake ıt 'To begın wıth, hıs order
claımed tO ave descended from the saınt's orıgınal monastıc esta-
blıishment 1n Afrıca, an 1ts members followed the rule they beheved
he had provıded. Moreover, SINCE Augustine 18 OoONne of the four great
Latın fathers of the church, hıs theological OPIN10NS, they aD PCAaL
in his works N! they influenced later scholastıe cCommentators,
werTe heavıly impressed upDOoN an y student who ollowed the divınıty
COUTSeEe Capgrave dıd But, while hıs experlence thus equıpped
Capgrave LO adapt and expand hıs materı1als, he Was no%t meued »
IN0 COMLDOSE thıs work Dy hıs OW. desıres but by the request of
unnamed WOILALN who happened LO be OTn Augustine’s feast day 1)

Internal references Jordanus’ 4la AaAr TOM NSMETANA’s 1948
thesis which contaılns transcr1pt ; those LO (CAPGRAVE’S Lafe ATr’C TOM E.T.S.,
140, ed. MUNRO (London, 'hıs volume contalns both of the l1ves and
the text 18 based the only SUrV1IVINg manuscr1pt, Capgrave’s holograph, Add.

the prologue LO T’he Infe of A Augustine, (CAPGRAVE refers tO hıs patroness
only gentill 67 5 4 browt forth in-to bis world 1n [Augustine’s] solempne
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Because Augustine’s influence 1S pervasıve, alıLy materıial

CONCErNINZ hım draws scholarly attention, an Üapgrave’s Infe has
een exceptıon. However, commentarıes ıt ave een basıcally
liımıted LO the enumeratıon of contents and the ıdentifıcatıon of
SOUTCES In addıtıon, the old deser1bıng the Lafe of Augustine
A orıgınal composıtlon, begun bYy ıts E.TLS edıtor Munro 1ın
1910 an perpetuated by Gerrould ın hıs hıstory of the saınt's lıfe,
18 retaıned ın even the MOStT recent general tudıes 2)

ÖOne 1645011 eritical notıce 1s ınımal 18 that T’he Infe of St AUqus-
tıne WwWas vırtually unknown untıl 1t passed LO the British Museum
from prıvate hands In 1902 3) In fact, although early 1748,
Thomas Tanner had SsSeen Capgrave’s reference to vernacular
lıfe whiıle he Was examınıng the Concordia N suggested that it; Was

related IN0 Üapgrave’s other lost works dealıng ıth Augustine and
the Augustinilans 4) [(0)]41% of Üapgrave’s other bıiographers mentions ıt

Thirty-three passed after the publıcatıon of Munro’s edıtıon
before George Sanderlin and KRudolph Arbesmann separately aM
almost sımultaneously ıdentifıie: Üapgrave’s SOUTCe Jordanus of
daxony’s Vıta Augustin 5) Certamly, the evıdence of the parallel

cıted by Father Arbesmann _ Seems conclusıve, and, indeed,
este (p 1 11.15 1 9 22) She 18 tentatively iıdentified by SMETANA GENETOSCO
femina, Katherina James, grandmother of the EKdmund ede whom Capgrave formally
recognized the Lynn convent’s founder during his term provinclal. No COIl-

firmation 1s possible, and, ıf the dıd belong to thıs family of benefactors, the
date of composıtıon makes ıt INOTE lıkely that she Was Rede’s mother wife.

See for example, W OLPERS, Ie Englısche Heıligenlegende des Miıttelalters
(Tubingen, 405

MUNnRO, KL: 140 (London, X1
Bibliotheca britannıco-hibernica : S1VC De servptorıbus, qur zn Anglıa, Scotıa el

Hıbernia saeculı VII ınıtıum floruerunt (London 152
George SANDERLIN, John Capgrave Speaks Up for the Hermits P Speculum,

111A358-362 an Rudolph AÄARBESMANN, Jordanus of SaxXxony’s 1la Augustunm
The Source of John Capgrave’s LIafe of St Augustine 7 T’radıtio, (1943), 341-353
The ma)]or PUTrPDOSEC of Sanderlin ’s brief article 18 LO suggest that both Jordanus an
Capgrave WeTrTe motivated by urge LO their order’s claım to predate the
Augustinian Can onNns regular. Certainly 1ın thıs longstanding dispute which ended only
at papal command In 14854, the LWwO friars would have supported their OW! group’s
oplnlon. On the other hand, neither the Latin NOT the Knglısh version 18 argumentatıve
In tone, an ıle there ALr number of asserting Augustine’s preference
for the ascetic ıfe he shared iıth his fırst, chosen cCompan1ıons Ver the episcopal ıfe
where hiıs closest assoclates wWwWere the recently instituted prototypes of the CanONS,
they Ar’e not long inappropriately introduced.
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1t; IS borne out by detailed analysıs. It 1s strange that the connectijon
went long unnoticed, for Jordanus Was prominent fourteenth-
CENTUTY member of the Augustinian order., well-known for hıs executıve
abılıty, often g]ven responsıble assıgnments, an ımportant author
besıdes 6) Although the 1la Was not printed until 16506, several of
Jordanus’ homlletie works ATe ıncunNabula, aN! the basıe reference for
Augustinlan hıstory, hıs Tiber Vaıtasfratrum, Was In print In 1587/88.

Perhaps those who had sSeen both vers1ions faıled tOo perce1ve the
relatıonshıp because Üapgrave’s Tafe begins wıth prologue an fıve
chapters hıch do no%t aPPDEAT 1ın the 1la Augustinn. The pOSSI-
bılıty that leaves ATre mI1ssıng from the openıng of Jordanus’ work
1s unlıkely for the whole COdex deals ıth St Augustine, hıs mother,
an hıs wrıtings; and the complete manuscr1pt (Codex de ’Arsenal
Zl Parıs) 18 preserved 1n the author’s holograph 7) Therefore, the
abrupt openıng must be regarded intentional ; but, ıf Arbesmann’s
con]ecture that Jordanus prepared thıs collecetion prelımınary
LO hıs Vıtasfratrum 1S COTTECT 3) hıs dıyvergence from the model of
the longer Latın saınt's ıfe becomes explicable. Interested only ın
Augustine’s lıterary and rel1g10uS Career, he 19NO0TES the saınt's ante-
cedents aN bırth and begins ıth the sixteen-year-old Augustine’s
desıre for advanced rhetorical studıies. Because thıs Was not hıs
PUTrPOSE, Capgrave restored the early part of Augustine’s history.

Well-acquainted wıth avaılable materı1als, Jordanus rehıed
three lıves Possıdıus, D’Harvengt, and Daecıius — which he
consıdered trustworthy, Iın addıtion IN0 number of genume an
SPUT10OUS works attrıbuted IN0) Augustine 9) The careful selection an
balance of materıials evıdent In the Vıta Augustini reveal that
Jordanus an Capgrave wWwWerTe alıke 1n their hıstorical an concrete
turn of mınd ell In educatıon and CGareeTrT In Jordanus’ Case,
both the pedagogıcal technıque of the dıyınıty schools an the
hıstorlan s desıre for lay behind the ıdentificatıon OT SOUTCeEeS

ın phrases openıng ıth Latın Lags such hec vPnSE nl vPSE ; but
the CONSISteENCY of theır Use, liıke Uapgrave’s CONSTAaN refusal LO
commıt hımself uncertaın 1SSUeS, g1VES the pıece tone of detach-
ment T’hıs suggestion of temperamental sımılarıty between the

ÄRBESMANN, 1bid., SULVEYS Jordanus’ Carecer 34.1-344.
1 bıd., 344
Tbid., 347
1 b2d., 345
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Lwo authors 1S inereased by Jordanus’ clear deeısıon In8 omıt OT

abbrevJate descr1pt1ions of Augustine’s phılosophical aN! emotjonal
struggles. Sımilarly, though ere elsewhere he 1s ready LO ad:
physıcal details, Capgrave tends LO eXCISE lyrıcal and abstract
EXPTESSIONS.

There 1S INOTe than ONe explanatıon possıble for Capgrave’s
acquaıntance wıt Jordanus’ work. TOM the pomt of V1eW of
neatness, it; 1s attractıve LO adopt Arbesmann’s suggestion that
Capgrave paused 91 the Parıs convent durıng hıs Journey IN®) Rome
aN eiıther made hıs translatıon of the Vıta then OT procured COPY
LO take ıth hım. I* 18 equally lıkely, however, that transcr1ptions
WerTe made an diıssemınated Jordanus had requested 10) durıng
the hundred an thırty which separTate the LWwO Vers10ns. Indeed,
other cCoples otf the 1la do exıst 11)} an Mal y French friars who
could ave brought manuscr1ıpts ıth them Camme IN0 the Oxford and
Cambridge studıa generalıa.

The second alternatıve has corollary, of COUTSEe, the possıbılıty
that Uapgrave’s fırst fıve chapters Ma y be the work of SOMe unknown
intermediary. Furthermore, 1t Was not Capgrave’s habıt tOo make
ma]or rearrangements of materıja|l he WasS translatıng. He added
commentarIıes an omıtted passages, but he seldom altered the

of the narratıve. Thus, the dıyısıon OT the maßter]1a|l into
chapters ıth descr1ıptive headıngs an the fact that fıve of the
chapters do not e6even correspond ıth the beginnıngs of eW Dara-
sraphs In the Vıta lend eitrcumstantıal weıght 56 the theory that the
transmıssıon Was not direct 12)

Nevertheless, apar from the addıtiıon of the fıve Ne inıtıal
chapters 91VINZ aCCOouUunNT of Augustine’s bırthplace, parentage, and
early schooling, aN! two later ONes (12 N! 24), .11 maınly derıyed
from the Uonfessions, the Latın an Knglısh vers1ons ALe basıcally
CONgruent. Chapters S1X, an eıg ht COLNCEeTNN hıs studıies 1n
Carthage and hıs nıne-year adherence LO the Manıchean heresY ; N!

10) 1bıd., 347
11) SAME, 68

12) The 1ı1ve chapters are 8) 71’ an They begin 1ın hat; IS the mıddle
of paragraph In the Latın vers1on. It should Iso be noted that whıiıle nıne of Jordanus’
paragraphs do begin ıth de qualiter phrase equıivalent LO chapter heading, only
S1X accord ıth divisions Capgrave makes an only LWO of those have marked
sıml1larity iın the heading used.



Fredeman2992

chapters nıne LO twenty-four nartTTate the events of Augustine’s
So]Journ 1n Italy, hıs reputatıon rhetor1c1an, hıs CONvers1on, hıs
first ComPposıt10ns, an hıs deecısıon LO return LO Afrıca. Of the
remaınder, three (26, A an 42) deser1be Augustine’s wrıtıngs; fıve
36-40), hıs characterıstie behavıour a2N! demeanour ; N! thirteen
contınue the bıography wıth the instıtution of the Varlous monasterı1es,
hıs advancement LO the epISCOPAaCY, and, {mally, hıs death durıng the
Vandalıe InNvasıons.

I1

Such dıfferences the physıcal dıvısıon of the contents an
the inclusıon of nNne  - chapters OCa  - be sSeen the surface, but
close analysıs 3180 reveals wıde of M1INOT dev]atıons an
alteratıons whıch change the dırectıion of the work. Sınce hıs PI1Mary
audıence WaS OMal, educated enough LO read the vernacular but
no0t even member of relig10us communıty, UÜapgrave had urther
1Te4asSonN to TEINOVE the scholarly apparatus He would ave regarded
the cıtatıon of seconNdary SOUTCES iırrelevant IN0 her educatıon an
hıs OW. PUTPDOSE T’herefore, w hıle he retaıns Man y of the references
LO Augustine’s OW. WwOorks, Capgrave eEXCISES al those LO Possıdıus
an the Legenda Famosa along wıt the hec 104 vpSE Lags followıng
quotations from Augustine’s SeTIMMONS 13) There 1S only single

otherwıise, apar from 0CCas]ıonsINncoNsSISteNGY 1n hıs practice 14)
where he inserts hıs OW. notes from Augustine’s WOork, there AT

only fıve pleces of documentatıon not found ın the Liatın Moreover,
these addıtıons cıte Gregory’s Dralogues, the Psalms and the

Pauline epıstles 15)7 a, ]] well-known ın the mıddle ADES, they suggest
13) The followıng 18 1ist of references In Jordanus’ Vıta omiıtted by Capgrave :
e 6, 11.11-12, 13-14; 18.11.4-5,  „-12, 18-19;: ®

2 9 11.5-6; 2 ’ 11.19-18; 2 5} 11.24-25; 2 9 11.12-13,; 15-16; 31; 11.5, 87 11
3 E 11.8-9; 38 1.16; 3 9 1.24 ; 3 9 1: 40, 11.8-9; 1 11.5, 1215

4 9 179 4 E} 1.10; 44, 1 47, 1.23 : 4 9 11.6-7; 4 9 11.4, 2 4 9 1.18:;
4 E} 9-10; 5 9 1.20; 51, 11.1-2, 9-10; 52, 1.19; 5 9 11.1-2, 1 D3,

1.24 ;: 4, 115 5 'g 4 D9, I9 60, 1306 6l, 1.22 ° 63, 1:1©0 64, 1
70, 11.5-6; TD 11.24-25 ; 7 ’ 1- 7 9 1L.31% W 1.19: 7 9 LE AMEN

14) He PrFESCI VCS the reference LO DACIUS, 2 9 1113
15) These 1ve A L 7! 1 9‚ 122° 24, 127% an 52,

Capgrave’s additional references LO Augustine’s works ATre 2, 11.21-22; 4, 11.12-13,
2 9 25-26, 5) 11.6, 11-12, 23-22 ; 6Y 1371° T 11.14, 19-20, IX 11.30-31 ;

13 1.10; 1 > } U Arg 1.22; 18, 1.22: 2 9 130 28, 1.25: 29, 1.23%
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author workıng In9 increase hıs audıence’s of famıharıty
wıth the materlal.

Sımilarly, where Jordanus g1VeS the tıtles of several SeTMONS

quotes Augustine’s works LO document hıs generalızatıons, Üapgrave
often reduces the number of examples makes SUMMar y comment.
In most instances, only ONe LWwoO sentences disappear 16), and the
ONe long Om1ıssıon of thıs kınd sShows Üapgrave erıtically choosing LO
aVvOo1d repetıtion. In place of INOTE than three (p 54, 1.2-p D,
1.19) filled wıth Augustine’s OW. statements CONCETNINZ the establısh-
ment of hıs three monasterı1es, al of whiıich repeat detaiıls recorded
earhıer In the Vıta from the chronicler’s reports, Capgrave’s Lnfe
has only

Many bıngıs myth plan ın here, who bat he loued bettyr be
felauchıp of be heremıiıtes ban of be prestis in be cathedral cherch,
an hat grucching be Samıe prestis made a-S' bıs affection,
but a ll bıs ley be-sıde an wıl procede I0 be obır part of hıs hf.

44, 1.35-p 49, 1.4)
before returnıng LO the nartrTatıve.

If Capgrave’s sensit1vıty tOo the needs of hıs audıence 18
reasonable explanatıon for these two large of eXC18S10NS, 1%
probably also accounts for mMmoOost of the addıtions he makes. hıs
elaborations tend tOo deflect the maın COUTSEe of the narratıve, but
before eXxamınıng the precedents for such dısruptions, theır Varlous
forms must be examıned. In a ll hıs works Capgrave digresses LO
define eccles1astical terms; ere he also interrupts the narratıve to
define the CONTEeNtTSs of Augustine’s works, LO explaın the belıefs of
Varlous heretical OUDS, and, indeed, LO insert asıdes whose pertinence
1S no0t always iımmediı1ately clear.

Certainly, Jordanus ould not ave felt such elaborations
NECESSATY, for he made hıs colleetion whiıle resiıdent ın ONe of the
order’s studıa generalıa and iıntended 1t for hıs OW. later use an for
hıs fellow Ir1ars, MOST of whom underwen: intensıve theologıcal
traınıng an WEeTIe, therefore, famıhar not only ıth technical terms
but also wıth the subject matter of the ma]or theologıans’ works.

3 9 11.6-8; öl; 11.12,; SR 11.4-5, 97 34, 11.17-18; 3Ö, 1.20:; 3l, 11.4-5,
3 9 11.12; 22-23; 38, 1.33 3 9 1 40, 11.11-13; 41, 1.12: 44, 11.16,

20-21, 34-35 ; 45, 1.10; 4 9 11.206-27: 4 '9 11.10-11:; 4 ’ IT 12.13
16) See Vıta, 23 30, 11.10-11 ; 34, 11.5-6, 7- 3 9 11.18-24;

45, 1 4 > 53; 11.15-24 ; 64, 1R C
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However, Capgrave’s less-educated audıence would not have found
the I1eTe translatıon of Latın terms an the catalogues of wrıtıngs
ınto Knglısh ıllumınatıng. Thus, ıf he wıshed these portions LO be
instructıve, he obvl1ously d1c, Capgrave had In elaborate.

of the examples show that Üapgrave ıntended hıs definıtions
LO be objective ; they become speculatıve abstract. However,
hıs ConNncreteness Was not the result of hıs natural prochivıty for the
hteral alone. Hırst, Capgrave apparently thought that deser1iption of
philosophical arguments ould ave been inapproPprlate, for when he
mentjons Augustine’s be quantıte of be soule », he Says sotil
bingg1s touched whech long not LO bıs oTf wryting pat 18
cleped narratyi » (P öl1, 11.19-20). sımılar, though less explicıt
statement several earher : « Mech INOT bıing 1S touchıd
ın bıs book, speclalı of be knowlech of God, whech bıng A NO

INa y not declar » 24, 11.14-16). Moreover, he behlleved that 1t; Was

dangerous LO CAXADOSEC the unlearned LO heretical OPIN1ONS which they
miıght not be able IM0} combat When he fırst refers LO the Manıchees,
for example, he SaYyS, Many heres]es held beı whech WeTe ful
per1lous LO be rehersed, speclaly ın tonge » (Pp 9, 11.32-33). Such

fear Was COMLINON, an for Capgrave ıt Was reinforced by the Man y
attempts LO Lollardry In hıs tıme 17)

In addıtıon LO these INOTEe general 1SSUES, of COUTSE, Capgrave
had the partıcular needs of hıs patroness gulde. Her desıre LO
ave translatıon of the 41ta ttests In8 her plety, but ıt; also SUggZESTS
that she would not ave een famıhar ıth the detaiıls Üapgrave
explaıns. Moreover, theological quest1ions WeIe not the usual CONCEeEeTrTN

of mıd-fifteenth CENTULY gentill WOMAanN>», she eed only aCeCcPt
and adhere LO the orthodox VIeWws. Therefore, not feelıng that he
had an Y L1EAaSON LO explaın phılosophy, Capgrave SImpLy
stated eITOTS and DAaVE sSummarTIıes of undefined ermMs

The clearest of explanatory elaboratıon involve sımple
definıtions. There AaATe only LWwWO 1n T’he Lafe of St Augustine ;

cathecume294  J. C. Fredeman  However, Capgrave’s less-educated audience would not have found  the mere translation of Latin terms and the catalogues of writings  into English illuminating. Thus, if he wished these portions to be  instructive, as he so obviously did, Capgrave had to elaborate.  AIl of the examples show that Capgrave intended his definitions  to be objective; they never become speculative or abstract. However,  his concreteness was not the result of his natural proclivity for the  literal alone. First, Capgrave apparently thought that deseription of  philosophical arguments would have been inappropriate, for when he  mentions Augustine’s «be quantite of be soule», he says « sotil  binggis ar touched whech long not to bis maner of wryting bat is  cleped narratyf» (p. 31,11.19-20). A similar, though less explicit  statement occurs several pages earlier : « Mech mor bing is touchid  in _ bis book, speciali of be knowlech of God, whech bing as now we  may not declar» (p. 24, 11.14-16). Moreover, he believed that it was  dangerous to expose the unlearned to heretical opinions which they  might not be able to combat. When he first refers to the Manichees,  for example, he says, « Many mo heresies held bei whech were ful  perilous to be rehersed, specialy in our tonge» (p. 9, 11.32-33). Such  a fear was common, and for Capgrave it was reinforced by the many  attempts to suppress Lollardry in his time !”).  In addition to these more general issues, of course, Capgrave  had the particular needs of his patroness as a guide. Her desire to  have a translation of the Vita attests to her piety, but it also suggests  that she would not have been familiar with the details Capgrave  explains. Moreover, theological questions were not the usual concern  of a mid-fifteenth century « gentill woman»; she need only acecpt  and adhere to the orthodox views. Therefore, not feeling that he  had any reason to argue or explain philosophy, Capgrave simply  stated errors and gave summaries of undefined. terms.  The clearest cases of explanatory elaboration involve simple  definitions. There are only two in The Life of St. Augustine;  « cathecume » :  ... a cathecume is as mech to seye as a newe receyuour of be  feith, for in elde tyme men had certeyn dayes assined be-twix  her conuercion and here baptem bat bei myth lerne wel be  17) The only contemporary reference other than those to his patroness in T'he  Life of St. Augustine is to the immoral behaviour of the Wyclifites, p. 31, 1.15.cathecume 18 mech LO SCYVE CcWeC PECEY UOUT of be
feıth, for ın elde vyme INnen had certeyn dayes assıned be-tw1ıx
her COoNuerCION and ere baptem bat beı myth lerne wel be

17) The only contemporary reference other than Oose LO his patroness ın T’he
Infe of St Augustıine 18 tOo the ımmora|l behavıour of the W yclifites, 31l, 18  O
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artıcules of OUTL feıth OF bel WeILI bounde erto And schuld
INeI do 1910)  9 SUPDPOSC, 1f beı schuld be baptızed bat ag

I, 11.1-5
N! fluetuacıon

Fluetuacıon calle her whan INnan 18 broute fro euel entent,
and zet be Sarmıe INa  > stand 1ın study wheıther he schal LO be good
WECY OL owt In bıs plıth stood OUL Austyn.

(p 16, 11.20-22)
Interestingly, neıther 1S INneTe exegetical interruption. nstead, the
final sentence of each d1gTess1on SerVvVes> FB reintegrate the cCommMentary
ınto the maın flow of the narratıve, 1n the fırst instance by relatıng
the event to the reader ; 1n the SecoNd, DYy drawıng attention to
Augustine agaln. Sımilarly, when he expands the reference to
Ambrose’s SeTINOonN the incarnatıon, Capgrave includes definıtion
but makes 1t subordinate LO the theologıcal princıple ; who bat for
be specıal loue whech he had LO mankynde he disdeyned not AB take
be flesch an blood of I1a wıth a 11 be infiırmıtes, Saue SYNNEe »
(P 15, 9-12)

The EXPaNSlONS assoclated ıth the tıtles of Augustine’s works
AT much 1lke the definıtions. T’hough hıs alteratıons ATe not consıstent
ıth al Yy discernıble princıples, Üapgrave seldom ses tıtle wıthout
addıtıonal COomMentarYy. Apart from the Latın SCTINONS, which he
apparently regarded 2A5 STOUP 2,N whose INCLPLLS he seldom
translates 18) Capgrave either g1VeES OnNLy Latın Knglısh tıtle
followed bDy brıef comment he g1VES both an furnıshes
longer ote

When the Latın alone aPPCAIS, the SUMMary of the subject
whiıich ollows 18, In Tact, 110OTe than free an enlarged translatıon
of the tıtle 19) Nevertheless, In domg S Capgrave o0es provıde hıs
Jay reader wıth ımportan informatıon 20) On the other hand,
Capgrave’s addıtions Arle less integral LO the subject when he Se>

18) Most aDDCaLr 1n Latiın 28, 5’ 2 E} 123 U, 11.7-8; an -  S
3 9 1A2 4 >9 11.11-12, f 41, 1.12; 44, 11.2, 53 46, 1.27;: 4 ’ LE
49, 13  n I wo have Englısh titles only 3 9 1960 an 45, 1 14}

19) See references LO De Immortalıte Anıme, R..25, 11.28-29; De Genest, 3 .9
1.32 35, 14 and De Vera Relıgrone, 35, K1L_O0.91

20) Kxcept 1n the Casc of his reference to De Ordıine (p 2 9 11.31-32) where his
EITONECOUS statement the contents demonstrates that he WwWas not personally famılıar
ıth the work.
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only Knglısh. Possıbly lay PersoN would not NOW that the Sermon
the Mount contaıned the Pater Noster, an Capgrave’s eXpansıon

(D 42, 11.18-20) 1S not INCTeE prolxıity. However, hıs remarTks of
musık » (D 39, ‚2-14), of be quantıte of be soule » D: 11.17-20),
and of be Irmiıte » (D 96, 11.3-7) — Interesting though they AIe
asıdes hterature an educatıon — AIe not connected ıth the
maın dırection iıntentıon of the narrTatıve 21)

Precisely the Same dıstinetion between the eXtraneous and the
sıgnıfıcant MUSt also be made for hıs COomMMentS the thırd STOUD
of tıtles, those contamıng both the Latın and English translatıon.
In Case, of COUTSEe, the Lteral translatıon 1s useful, but only
OnNne of the addıtıons 1s pertinent DET Moreover, the nds of
iırrelevance Vary FHFor example, SINCE De Paulchro el Anto Was already
lost; 1n Augustine’s tıme, Uapgrave dıd not NOW %. and he could
only elaborate by rationalızıng the loss, « hıs bokes whech he ma
aftır he Was eristen be INOTe In deynte ban boo whech he mad
be-fore » (p 12, 11.12-13). Sımilarly, he had not Seen De Achademit-
CUS 22)‚ an he sed the assımed derıyatıon of the tıtle for the
centre of hıs development (D 23, 11.24-29).

On the other hand, though he had I1L0OTe knowledge of the three
works ıIn thıs SITOUD hıch ATEe related to the two Ma]or themes of
SE version otf Augustine’s hıfe, hıs actıyıtıes ASs defender of the
faıth agaınst heretics 2aN! hıs role 1n the establıshment of relig10us
orders, Üapgrave dıd no%t markedly change hıs treatment Only wıth
De TIabero Arbitrio where he notes the Manıchean belıef 1n co-eternal
princıples of g00d an evıl o€eSs he focus prımary 1ssue. In the
Case of De Moribus Manıcheorum el De Morıbus Kccelesıe Catholaıcı,
he discusses the lıcentio0usNesSs of the heretics (D ö1, 11.12-15), 2N!
hıs addıtıon LO Jordanus’ descr1ıption of De Omnere Monachorum 18
purely digressıve 2CCount of the altered meanıng of the word monk
(Pp 94, 1.26-p D9, 1.7)

The sSAamne lack of CONCeTN for absolute relevance to
prevaıl 1n other addıtions. Some, lıke the brıef statements the
OPIN1IONS of the Arıan, Donatist, Pelagıan, an Manichean hereties 23)

21) In the other LWO instances where English alone apPpCAars, 3 9 11.15-19 an
K5 9 1.85 57, 1 Jordanus provided the Commentary.

22) In fact, the De Achademicis an Üontra Achademicos he carefully distin-
guishes AaAre the SAa book

23) 3 >  -  9 e 52, 1.21 - p
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ATe not objectionable, for combattıng such OPIN10NS WaS Augustine’s
CONCETN , SOMe, lıke the hıst of Roman gods (P 56, ELZ), ATe LOO brıef
LO be dısruptive ; others, however, lıke the LO g1ve the etYy-
mology and locatıon of Hostie (P 31, 11.31-33) an the
the OT1Z1N of the Barbarıan trıbes 58, 11.18-27) Carthage’s
ımportance tradıng c1ty (P 34, 5-8), AIe by length alone t0o0O
promment to be read OVvVer dısmıssed.

The intentıon behind hat undıscıplined an iırratıonal
style beg1ıns LO become apparen ın the examınatıon of the remaılınıng
short explanatory addıtions. Üapgrave’s constant 2a1 1S to clarıfy
the meanıng of hıs SOUTCE Thus, he StOPS LO make certaın that the
ımportance of event 18 not overlooked an that ıt 18 correctly
interpreted, eiıther LO clear possıble am bıgulty before question
arıseS, sımply LO make details INOTeEe precı1se.

In the first CategorYy, for example, where Jordanus 1S satısfıed
LO report the eıreumMstances of Augustine’s LO Rome and Mılan,
Capgrave adds LO show that od’s provıdence, not fate, Jay
behind the deecısıon (P 13:11.19-21:; 9i Sımalarly, he
explaıns WLAYy Augustine sed notarıes when he debated ıth heretics
(P 42, 11.3-5), why Faustus Was called LO wıth Augustine

12, 11.16-25), why (G0d allowed Augustine LO suffer iıllness
29, 11.2-3), N why Ambrose composed hymns (Pp Zl 11.10-16).
Occasıonally, LOO, Üapgrave foresees possıble ambıgulties and

seeks LO forestall them Thus, because there mıght be SOINe question
about Augustine’s rıght LO make hıs fırst monastıc establıshment
when he Was not yet 1n holy Oorders hımself. Capgrave states (P 34,
11.23-25) that SOINeEe of the hermiıts Augustine brought LO Afrıca ıth
hım WeTIie®e priests. Later, when Jordanus nNnO0TtTes that the hermıits WEeTiTe

permiıtted In8 preach an recelve confess10n, Capgrave, perhaps mınd-
ful of charges of abuse 1ın hıs OW. tıme, adds not alle, but pooO whech
werTe lerned 1n dıiumıte an! custuma blely sed 1ın g0o0d 1y£» (D 4A1
11.10-11) 24)

Finally, Üapgrave jengthens certaın 1n order LO make
the Stages of PTOCESS INOTE clear tOo make detaıls 10010187 precıse.
IT’hus, for example, followıng the attrıbution of the "T'e Deum Joıntly
LO Ambrose and Augustine, Üapgrave explains, Ambrose be-gan be
fırst VerIs, aN! Augustin be SeCUNd, N! bus beı sald ıt, to ende »

24) See Iso 3 9 11.15-16
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(Pp 25, 11.35-36). On Man y other 0CCasSlOoNs, the extra detaiıl 1S only
clarıfyıng phrase. Thus, when Jordanus refers LO Augustine’s desıire

LO leave hıs school and notes that 1t 1s fall, Üapgrave adds «whan
skole 1S wone LO Cese )» (P 2 L: 14); S LOO, though the psalms
which Augustine reads constantly whiıle he awalts death would
obvıously be the penıtentıal psalms, Jeavıng LTOOIN for C  9
Üapgrave Sa S, boo Samıe whech rede ıth be Letanye » 60,
11.4-5

One urther substantıal of addıtıons must also be taken
into aCCounNt Sınce ll of these involve enlarged deseriptions of other
f1gures 1ın the Infe, 1t 18 tempting In8 eredıt Uapgrave ıth desıire to
humanıze hıs central fıgure by makıng his assoclates INOTe viıvıd.
Such conclusıon would, however, distort the quality of Üapgrave’s
work 1n favour of modern standarTds of realısm 1n characterızatıon
unknown LO hım aN! directly opposed no0t only to hıs OW. 2a1M but
LO the general PUTPOSE of haglography. Kven allowıng that the
portrait of St; Augustine stil] faıls LO achieve INOTEe than two
dimensı1ons after 9, ]] of Üapgrave’s changes, 1t 02  w be shown that the
Ne statements Are dırected outwards IN0 instruct the reader rather
than iInwards LO reflect facets of Augustine’s character.

When Uapgrave unıtes Sımphician Ral Ambrose, the bıshop of
Milan, Augustine’s two chıef guldes through hıs CONVers10n, by addıng
that the bıshop both supported the hermıiıt duriıng hıs 1fe (P 19, E
an chose hım Aa hıs SUCGCESSOT 19, 11.3-5), he 1s interested not
In theır relationshıp LO Augustine but ın them A further examples
of the holy hıfe, and hıs PUTDOSE erTe 18 consıstent ıth the other
addıtıons he makes when they Are mentioned. Hıs method 1s sımılar
when he elaborates the actıyıtıes otf contemporarTIıies closely
assoclated ıth Augustine. When he deser1ibes Ponecıjan’s visıt LO
Alıpıus N! Augustine, Capgrave propounds general morTal precept
Ca oON-to hem LO her welfar, be of Inen 1S whech he

OTe 1n straunge cuntre and dwelle fer fro hom » 20, 2-3
instead of elaboratıng the character presented. Moreover, the lengthy

Alıpıus’ SEIZUTE for theft (p 17 1.20-p 18, 1.24) and
Vıtalıs’ d1scovery of bag of gold (D 30, 11.5-27) neither provıde
insıght ınto personalıty NOT relate to the maın hemes of the Iafe
Üapgrave SayS the PUurpose of the fırst even Was « IOr LO lerne hım
whech schuld be aftırward 1uge of INnNeNnNes soules 1n be cherch bat
he schuld not eme OUYTI SoONe of S19NES outward » (P Fö, 11.22-24),
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and of the second LO teach W hat-so-euer bou fyndıst and SyUuysSt
n ot aA-SCYN, pou stelist » (p 30, 11.26-27). Comıing they do NF the
en of the incıdents, these AaTe certaımly statements of ethıcal prın-
cıples LO the reader rather than relevant commMmMents the characters
concerned.

'Thıs didaetie tone hıch Was not present 1n Jordanus’ work 18
even INOTeEe emphatically revealed In Capgrave’s last Ma]OT serl1es of
changes the elevatıon to promıinence of Augustine’s mother, Monica.
The alteratıons ATe mMan y an thoroughgoing that there Ca  S be

doubt that they weTe intended LO Increase on1ıca’s role ; and 1t
May ell be that Capgrave set out to provıde fıgure ıth whom hıs
patroness could ıdentify. Moniıca becomes ideal of resolute plety
1n femmiı1ine form, an the traıts Üapgrave chooses LO enlarge from
the basıe portralt ATIe her grıef for her SO  S when he 1S 1ın degenerate
state, her ]0OYy 1 hıs CONVers10Nn, N! her OW. deep an abıdıng faıth

In those early chapters whıich ave parallel ıIn Jordanus’ Vaıta,
Capgrave fixes the characterızatıon ; and elements enter later LO
alter comphicate 1ıt In chapter LWwO he Sa YyS, sche Was erısten

fro hır chıldhood, an norchıd 1n be best condıclones an most
plesaunt tO (+0d and LO 4 11.20-22), aN! the Ma]or portion
of the third chapter 1s devoted both to the good {Ifects whıch the

OVerNauUNs » an moderacıon » naturally found ın such
ave her husband, other local matrons, and her mother-ın-law
N! a 1so LO her desıre LO sSee her chıldren become g00d Chrıistlans.
1% 1s thıs last aSpeCT, chiefly manıfested In her CONCEeTI for Augustine,
the Capgrave intensıfies in later chapters.

To obtaın hıs ends. Capgrave eıther expands ıth addıtional
detaıls aN dırect speech whıle eXCISINS Jordanus’ I11LOTe generalızed
statements, isolates Monica DYy placıng her actıyıtıes ın separate
chapters, combınes these LWwO methods. Often the elaboratıons
themselves SecEIN slıght but the change In tone 18 marked. Hor example,
1n the deser1ption of Augustine’s r1ot0ous behavıour durıng hıs student
days 1n Carthage, both the Latın an Knglısh nes contrast the
TreSPONSES of hıs parents However, whereas Jordanus notes that
Augustine diısmıssed hıs mother’s admonıtions those of old
9 al alle MAatrıs mMmonıta QUAST anieularid TEDULANS 15 11.8-9),
Capgrave 19NOTES thıs den1ıgration N instead emphasızes Monica’’s
OW.: feelıngs An she rebukes her SO  w « wıth fl SE Ye| cCountenauns »

Ö, 1.29) SOo, LOO, the changes 1ın the 2CCount of her daıly devotions
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after Augustine decelıves her an leaves for KRome, though they
amount only LO spelling OuUt of 1deas iımpheıt 1ın the Latin, place
greater Stress the fact that a ]] her actıons ATr diırected owards
procurıng the spiırıtual well-being of her SO  w 25)

Though the relationship between mother an SO  S 1s obviously
assumed to be close ONe, ıt; 1S onı]ıca’s emotı]ons hıch
Üapgrave develops. nstead, he demonstrates her natural wısdom
and aCcceptance. Kor Jordanus, De Beata Vaıta 18 scholastie topıc
separated from hıs iımmediıate subject, an he SUMMAaTIZES the
diseussion In the phrase et tandem est ınter C0S quod beata
1ta NON 2817 un der COQNILCLONE consıstat 29, 11.10-11). Uapgrave,

the other hand not only Corrects the reported definıtion ın OT-
dance wıth Augustine’s actual words ıIn hıs book — &« All be CUMPan y
SsSaue hıs moder salde ı$ 1s blessed INnan for LO aue a ]] bat he
desireth » (D LE BO=LE) he also adds oNn1lıca’s PI0US amendment

he hath blessed whech hath q,] bat he desırıth 2aN! eke bat he
desıire no-bıng but go0od bıng » (P 11.12-14). Her OW. belief 1n
thıs premise 1s eXpressed ıIn the short addıtıon LO the beginnıng of
Chapter AA There Jordanus repOTtS only that Monica Was the
of Augustine’s deeısıon LO return LO Afriıca ınstıgante eTus DU MAatre
(P 4, 11.16-17), whiıle Capgrave adds, « for sche had a, ]] her desıre
whech sche desıred 1n bıs world whan sche wıst bat he Was Lrewe
erısten INnan (P 29 11.12-13).

25) 41la
hoc mater nesciebat, sed PrOo Ilo orabat, absens et malore solliceıtudine CU. parturiebat
spirıtu quam pepererat, cottidie elemosinam faclıens et obsequia sanctis nullo
die pretermiıttens oblaciıonem. Bıs 1ın cdie InNane et VCeSPETE ad eccles1iam siıne ulla, inter-
mi1sslone venlens 110  - ad fabulas, sed ut dominum audıiret 1n Suls sermon1ıbus
et deus illam In Suls OTraclonıbus PrO salute fılı Sul. Recreatus Crgo illa, egritudine
cepit sedule J4 propter quod venerat ut doceret TOINe Ttem rethoricam, eta-
bantur ad hospicium elus multi (P. 2 > 11.12-21)

Infe
bouz he WeTrTe absent sche prayed for hım deuly pat OUT ord schuld send her 10ye of
hir SON, for In bis mater sche had I1NOTr for hım ban Cu sche had LO bryng him
forth ON-TtOo pe WOT. KEuery day sche offered for hım al be auter ; u  v day sche gaf
elmesse. TIwyes be day went she to cherch, not for LO telle V tales, but for LO
here tydingis of OUTLr ord of heuene In deuoute SCTrMONES, elles for her diuine SCTUVSC
that (+0d schuld aCccept hır9 whech Wer princıpalı for be goostly helth of hiır
SO:  5 Augustin. Be hir Austyn 18 NO rered fro his seknesse an hath begunne
for tOo do bing for whech he Was COMe, pat 18 to SCYC, tOo tech rethorik ; Man y disciples
be gadered ON-toO his skole, (p 14, 11.9-19)



Capgrave’s Lafe of St Augustone 301

Chapter 18 the only ONe dealıng ıth Monica whıich 1S NEW LO

Capgrave’s hıfe, but EeVEeELn eTre the Prayer g]ven by Augustine
emphasızes not hıs SOTTOW of loss ar her death but rather
her purıty 1n lıfe

'Th1 Seruaunt, Lord, whom bou hast NO take ON-TO bı 9
bou knowıst be-leue, aftır bat vtyme bat sche had take

bı feiıth an bı baptem, sche defouled hır lıppıs ıth
vnclennesse whech schuld be ffense ON-ToO bı lordchı1p ;
Jlesing1s WeTr founde 1n hır oNge, slaunder, 1Ce whech
longıth ON-TO bat membiır... Sche bond hır soule ON-TO be PICYyS
of thı blod hıl sche lyued, fOor bere Was day eft but sche
old be present where be sacrıfıse an be MEIMOLY of bı holy
blod schuld be had 1ın mynde.

(p DO; 1LA2-17: 27-30
'The other four chapters (7 9, 11 and 23) ATEe a ]] set off ,T least

Dy paragraph dıyısıons 1n the Vıtla, but they become testaments of
Monica’’s faıth and plety An Üapgrave makes hıs characterıstic
eXPaNsIONS. The addıtıons LO Chapter 9 fOT example, provıde
iıllustrations of the three traıts whiıich domıinate thıs portrait. The
fırst reinforces the portrayal of her or1ef OVeTr Augustine by deser1bıng
her aPPECACANCGE, ıth ful heuy cher 10 1.14); the second repeats
her single, gyuldıng desıre, «  @& sche hoped fOor LO hım trewe
erısten INa sche deyıd » (Pp 10, 11.22-23); N! the ast reıterates
her constant Iforts her SOn ’s behalf, wıtz Maln y an Man y
exhortacıones W4S 181 nyth an day LO brıng hım fro bıs miıischef »
(D 10, 11.7-8 Moreover, Capgrave emphasızes her steadfastness A

he explaıns, Thus WaS be In her consolacıon stabıl N! coude
no0t be led oute for hır TeEeWwe beleue ıth sophısticacıon bat hır
SO  S coude make » (D 10, 11.29-31). Finally, he eXCISES the unfavour-
able suggestion found 1ın the Latın that her ımportunıng Was tedious
LO the bıshop (P 18, 11}

Obvıously, an Yy work whose surface presents such eclectıicısm.
lacks unıty an co-ordinatıion of theme EeVeEeN 1f ıt 1s oranted that
nearly addıtıon 6770  S somehow be Justified, theır collective effect
18 nevertheless stylıstically digress1Vve, dısruptive, and indıseriımınate
bOo the modern reader. If they Are LO be Sceh An anythıng INOTE than
the mMınulıae of detaiıl collected by the VOTAaCIOUS scholar N! Talned
exegete, SOINEe artıstıc method, princıple, precedent MUuSt le
behıind them
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Kven Lterate PeTSsSOoN 1n the mıddle AgES heard rather than
read much of the lıterature wıth which he Came 1ın Contact, and,
therefore, he dıd not demand the kınd of prec1sıon hıghly regarded
by the modern reader. Kurther. A SCNTE, the saınt’s Life tended
LO derıve ıts internal unıty from the eulogıst1ic PUTPOSE of glorıfıcation,
not from SOINEe controlling theme thesıs regardıng the saınt's
personalıty CareeTr Whıile Man y of them ATrTe extremely disorganıized,
both author N! reader allowed the introduetion of diverse elements
because .11 redounded LO the saınt’'s honour. FKor the Samıe 1Te4asSon
the apparen ack of plan W as not dısturbing. IThus, though Jordanus’
Vaıta aPPEAIS bOo be unıfıed because ıt; ollows chronological order,
ın realıty the continual focus Augustine provıdes the centre whıch

plethora of quotatıon and cıtatiıon of authorıtlies cannot dısrupt.
One medıieval characteristically exhibits the partıcular

combınatıon of disruptıive eXeges1ıs an moral exhortatıon found 1ın
Capgrave’s Lafe the SerIMNOoOonNn It 1s precısely the aPPEATANCE of thıs
secondary motiıve, the preacher’s desire LO explaın, which deseribes
how Capgrave’s work dıffers from the typıcal saınt's lıfe, and the
followıng diseuss1ıon wıll demonstrate that IN®0) call hıs techn1ıque dıs-
unıfıed 1S LO be governed by modern princıples rather than by
understandıng of the tradıtıons wıthın whıich he worked.

brıef comment an iıllustration f{rom the COoNtemporary
vernacular SeTrTINnoOonN 111 make clear that such diıyversions from the
narratıve path would sSeem natural both LO Capgrave, Traıned
exegete and preacher, an LO hıs reader. Many of the preserved
Middle Knglısh eTMONS Are A brıef A the martyrologles, wıth theır
abbreviated ACCOUNTS of the aCts and passıons of the saınts, aN they
shed hıttle lıght Uapgrave’s style. However, Sermons COU. also
be, an academıc ONes WerTe expected LO be, hıghly structured.

Basıcally, thıs structurıng consısts of the elaboratıon an ıteratıon
of the maın theme of the day — &a Bıblıcal vLEeXT, the LEAaSONS fOor
Observing the teast, praıse of saınt. All the formal arrangements
recommended ın theoretical works 26) ATe seldom present 1ın 1a-
cular examples, but theıir influence 1s observable throughout. The
effect of anı oTt the preferred of dıiseussion — exempla, the
our-fold method of exposıtlon, logıcal argument, an word defi1-

26) Ssee Middle Englısh Sermons, ed., Ross, K.E.T.S., 209 (London
xlm-Ir.
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nıtıon — 18 essentlally statıc ; the intended reference, the object of
the d1gress10n, 1S always LO get back LO the or1gınal text after
explaınıng it INOTeEe fully ; an thus, though there has een development,
there has een advance. KEven when the mMa ]or part of such
SeTINlON 18 saınt's lıfe, the narratıve element 1S Irequently hecked
by moral applıcatıons admonıtions, ‚N! 1t ultımately ends wıth

exhortatıon. In such the STOTY, whiıich iıtself 18 not the prımary
CONCETN, remaılns subordinate to the ethıcal 1sSSsues being presented.

g00d example of the developed vernacular Sermon 18 ONe
Chrıst’'s Ascensıon ncluded In John Mirk’s HWestaal 27) After the
inıtıal aNnNOoUuNcCcCeEMeEN of the feast day an the explanatıon that thıs
1S why hıght has een removed from the choır, the preacher
deser1bes Chrıist’'s final aPPECALANCE LO hıs dıscıples and the aSCEeNsSION.
Here LO stegh (1.e., r1Se) becomes the keynote, an it 1s repeatedly
sed to recall the maın LEeXTt; but before the detaiıls of the aSCENSION
AT g1ven, mentıon of the Mount of Olives calls forth our-hne
digression ıts sultabılıty An locatıon, SINCE olıyve o1l bytokenybe
METCY ». Then follow references LO the angelıc chomr and the speed of
the ascensiıon accompanıed by interJection Rabanus Maurus’
calculatıon of the dıstance, calculatıon which 1s corned the
STOUNdS that he bat metype bıs Way, he Oal best telle be myles
an be lengbe of hom » (D 152 11.26-28).

The preacher then g1VeS LWO INOTE detaiıls Chriıst WasSs IN-

panıed by souls rescued from ell an hıs wounds WeTe fresh
before inserting Bede’s fıve TEASONS why OChrist appeared wıth hıs
wounds st1] ] fresh Then he LO LWO addıtıonal TEeEAaSONS for INa  -

LO re]Oo1ce thıs 0CCasıon ; he NO has Irew aVvOket » 1n heaven,
N! ıt 1INCcreAases hıs dıgnyte » LO ave 0)]41% of hıs OW. kınd aıt at the
rıght hand of God Returning IN0 the narratıve, he notes the marvellıng
of the lesser angels 91 the explanatıons of the hıgher orders, N! ,T
length he rTeturns LO the st111 upward-gazıng dıscıples ıth whom hıs
sermon began. And, finally, he xhorts hıs parıshıoners to ask
of Ohrist and provıdes ONe example of Prayer rewarded.

Nowhere, of 9 oes Capgrave introduce such d1SproporT-
1onate amount of d1gresslon iınto hıs narratıve ; but ETINONS hlıke thıs
ONe indıcate that model for hıs Irequent fists of LTEAaSONS CauseS,
for hıs ınterruptions Alıpıus, Vıtalıs, Vıctorine, an fOor the PTayer

27) Ross, 15L1, 1.23 154, | ,  S
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Monicai’s death Was ready LO hand Such blending of
an technıques helps LO explaın Capgrave’s method of composıtıon
ın a of hıs Knglısh Works, but I110OTe remaAalNs LO be sa1ld specıfically
of hıs style

Ral

T’he Lnfe of St Augustine Ma y not aPPECAI to be the best work
LO discuss 1n thıs CONTEeXT, for it 18 relatıvely close translatıon, and,

such, ıt 1S governed largely by the style of the Vaıta However,
SINCe thıs 18 the only ONe of hıs SOUTCeEeS extant In ıts entirety and ın
P  ® ıt; provıdes the soundest basıs fOor studyıng the dıfferences
between hıs style N! that of the orıginals. In addıtıon, SINCEe trans-
atıons from Latın an French COomPprI1Sse large proportion of the
extant lıterary of thıs transıtıonal per10d, measurıng Capgrave’s
al translator 1n provıdes index LO hıs talent for

The ma]or contrıbution of medieval translation, Work-
111a  S sSees ıt, Was the shıft {rom the composıtion of sıngle phrases an
clauses, frequently leadıng LO such structural anomalıes changed
subject an ack of parallelısm, LO organızatıon by broader, INOTe

Further, he establıshes aN demonstratescomplex nıts 28)
general rule that al 1n complex sentences 1s directly proportional
LO the hıteralness of translatıon 29) Interestingly, however, Workman
sıngles Out Üapgrave’s other saınt’s lıfe, T’he Lafe of St (ralbert,

exception, whereın the style often 1MpPTroOVves rather than
degenerates when the SOUTCGeE 1S treated freely 30) 'Thıs evıdence of
Üapgrave’s skall 1S confırmed bYy examınatıon of T’he Infe of
St Augustine.

This praıse o0es not INnecan that Üapgrave 18 gullty of
Latınısms that hıs subordinatıon an co-ordınation Ar always
perfect. There AT number of examples of incorrect awkward
structure based LOO lıteral translatıon On the final page, for
example, ıth standyng hıs breberın about hım, an commendyng
hıs soul LO God, he zald (P 60, 11.14-15), the ablatıve absolute which

often caused Knglısh translators dıfficulties leads Capgrave iınto

28) WORKMAN, %  CcE Century ranslatıon S  < Influence HKnglısh
Prose (Princeton 1940),

29) I bıd.,
30) SAME
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danglıng modiıfıer whose meanıng 1S ambıguo0us. Klsewhere, however,
he easıly turns such construecetjions into wıth » phrases. Secondly,
the automatıc UTrSeC LO SUPPLY the MISSINg personal for
Latın verbs often leaves Üapgrave ıth pleonastıc PTONOUN insertion.
ome of these ATre sımple Seynt Ambrose, whan he lay aT hıs
last ende » (D 5l, 1.15) from Beatus enım ambrosıus ( uN extremıs
eSSeEi 67, 1:6)8 but MOStT ATe complicated by the intervent.ıon of
modiıfliers between the subject and the pleonastıc repetition. Oecasıon-
ally, these modiıfıers iın the Latın, when Capgrave adds
extra be1i» 1ın translatıng ul el vpPSL qur Centum ANMNOTUNM sunt et
amplrus, Pater nNOsSter seden.«do N ectulo dıcanit (D 64, 11.3-5 A bat
Der bat drawe LO be ADE of hundred SCTIE, Der schal] sıtte stille 1ın her
beddiıs N! SCY her Pater-noster » 49, 11.24-25). More 0)  en, how-
CVEerL, ıt; 18 Capgrave hımself who introduces the modıfiecation of the
subject, and he faıls to eXCISE the repetition, he reveals 1ın these
places T least that the charaecterıstie nıt composıtıon WasSs sti1] vVeELY
much eature of hıs style 31) Sımllarly, the awkward placement of
SOmMe of the other modıfiers derıves from the Latın FKor example,

Faderles chıldyrn an wıdowes whan beı WeT 1n ONY trıbulacıon he
old vıisıte (D 48, 11.31-32) from Pupillos el duas un irıbula-
CLONE constitutos el egrotantes mnostulatius vısıtabat (P 62, L1LC17-18) 32))
but Mal y ATe hıs OW. afterthoughts dısrupting the flow of the

On the other hand, the VeErY eEITOTS he makes 1ın changing
StEruUCctUTrES addıng parallel members show Capgrave’s CONSCIOUS
desıre for subordinatıon an thus martk hım promıinent transıtıonal
fıgure. KRemovıng the rhetorie of Augustine’s SermNnonNn In omnNıDus
opervbus vestrıs by abbrevlatıng the numgurd Sserles (P 34, 4-12),
for instance, Capgrave faıls In parallelısm ; the LWwO sentences N umquid
NON 2PSL VvETE nauperes ?,. N umquid WNON mundum el DOMWDOS eTuUus
conculcauerunt ? become Be not beı1 VerYy POTE 1nNnen 1n Crist, N!
for hıs loue ave for sakyn q,| bıs world ? » (P 28, 11.32-33). Ihe
tensıon between the old and e  < methods 1s sometımes evıdent LOO
when Üapgrave trıes In8 subordıinate Ser1es of events whıch he
pPercelves havıng causal relatıonshıp LO the followıng statemen

31) See 1 9 11.5-6; 12, 11.26-27; IO 11924 an 57, 1137 for Some

obvious examples.
32) The awkward constructlon, 36, 1.34 37, Iso TOM the atın.
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and finds he cCannot extricate hımself from the Structure whıch he
has begun One example 1S the translatıon of

1pse sımpliclanus. audıuıt famam celeberrımam de augustinı
saplencla et e1IuUs admırabılı doctrina, CSUMYUE ep1scopum esse
factum Propter quod sıbı miısıt quasdam questlones Su  11es de

ser1ptura soluendas.
(P (0; 11.12-17)

And whanne he herd SCY bat Augustin Was bıschop NF Y pone aN!
famed borw be world A for be grettes labourer In study an be
gTeLLEST dıissoluer of qgwestiones bat W as leuand, heryng al B4S
he sent LO hım certeyn questiones.

(D D4., 6-10, ıtalıcs added)
Later, Capgrave Sses the sSamme structure when he Sees Augustine’s
final Siıckness Aas the result of the destruction the barbarıan invaders
brought LO Afrıca (D dS, 1.33-p 99, 1.5)

Thus, obvıous SOMe of these EeTTOTS ATre, they AIe a ]] evıdence
of CONCeEeTN ıth style Moreover, smooth rehandlıng N skalful
transıtıon aTe much INOTeEe COININON marks of Capgrave’s translatıon.
The OmM1SsSIONS an addıtıons diseussed earlhıer resulted from the
dıfferences In Uapgrave anNnd Jordanus’ 9 but there ACe LWO

of changes whıch ArTe prımanıly stylıstic : transıtıonal intro-
ductions to chapters an re-artrangemen of materı1a|l I1NOTe Jogıcal
bases.

As has already een Shown. the only chapter break whiıich 0oes
N0 SeemMm ımmediately NEGCESSaLCY 1S that between chapters fourteen
an fıfteen ; an even then, the former Tecounts the even whıch
provıdes the ımpulse for Augustine’s fınal| acceptance of the orthodox
faıth In the latter. More ımportant, however, 1S the fact that 1ın
eighteen of the thırty-eight openıngs Üapgrave introduces SOmMme

transıtional statement Of the remaınder, eleven already contaıned
eXpress10N of tıme In the Latın, chiefly anter hec, DOST hec,

LempOrEe, ınterea (chapters 6, i  9 I} 14, 19, 30, 32, 41, 43, 44, 495)
an 1n X INOTe the tıme and place ATEe statıonary (chapters
15, 2 36, ÖT, 38, aN! 39)

The transıtıons Uapgrave makes ATe of four kınds In the openıng
sentencCces of chapters I I, 13, 21 an S, Capgrave supplıes the
T1EAaSON for the actıons feelıngs of the PETsSoN who 18 the subject.
Thus, whıle the Latın Sa yS only Mater AuUtEM CIUS DTO multum flebat
(Pp 16, 1:45), Üapgrave g1VES the of Monica’s grief — « Hıs



CÜapgrave’s Lnfe of St Augustine 307

modiır, whan sche herd pat he Was falle 0ON-TO XS hereste, sche wept »
(P 10, 11.5-6, ıtalıcs added) At the beginnıngs of chapters 28; 25, 2
D and öl the other hand, he reıterates the maın events OT the
preceding chapter. Sometimes he IS merely expandıng condensatıon
ın the Latın, AS when Qurbus neractıs (D Ö, 1 1O) becomes Whann
hıs moder Was ded and byrıed T Hostie, 5 se1d be-for » (D 4,
11.3-4) ; sometımes he provıdes nNne SUMMar y of hat went before,
A « Dwellyng bus In hıs OW. pOossess1oN he WwWTOLTL » (P D4 11.531-32)

Thus Iyued OUT maystır ın holy stud y an contemplatıon »
(D 3, 1.22). Thirdly, Üapgrave has of openıngs which SuggEST
the Passage of tıme ; LWwO chapters (54 and 42) use phrase comparable
LO the Latın ONeS previously cıted (D 43, LOl an 96. 11.5-6

relevant asıde. T wo of the others (16 an F7} begın ıth Lie

statement fOCUSINS Augustine’s changed habıt of mınd, N! chapter
&8 makes the shıft LO the establıshment of the monasterles ıth the
bıshop’s help less abrupt by statıng that He had not longe dwelt
9a1 Ypone he fel ın aQqWeyntauns of Valery » (P 36, 11.32-33). Into
the fourth fall the openıngs of chapters S, 18, 39 an 40, only
the second of which, S1VINg the hıstory of hıs lalson ıth deodatus’
mother, altered for transıtional The other three
reflect Capgrave’s OW. readıng of the work before hım, and a ]] ArTe

mM1nor 33)
It 1s the Teedom from alavısh hlıteralness these changes indıcate

which 18 the dominant feature of Capgrave’s an which SUggESTS
hıs he works. The preceding examples illustrate the WaYys
Capgrave amplhıfıed reduced hıs 9 changes he introduced LO
1mMprove transıtlıon, and occasıonal l faılures he trıed to iIncrease
subordinatıion. Further examples ll demonstrate I1NOTe clearly hOow
the improvements overshadow faılures.

oth large-scale TevVvIsSIıON and MI1InNnoOT alteratıons fıgure In these
changes; MOST en they Arle owards CONCrTeteNess and conversatiıonal
tone, leavıng less LO be inferred by the reader. I1wo varlıatıons he
makes 1n the repOrt of OoNlıca’s vısıt LO the Afrıcan bıshop (P 10,
1.51-p EL, 1.23) LO illustrate hıs technıques. Kırst, Capgrave
reduced the finıte verbs and adds that legendo el ıntellegendo
TUOM fugrienda eSSeE. COQNOVL el fugt (P E: 11.22-23) becomes « wıth

33) 115 1:20:; 4 9 I: 1: 729 and 5 E} 'T ’he ast contaıns metaphor
tudied 1n Arbesmann’s artıcle, « 'T’he 'Malleus’ Metaphors In Medieval (C'haracter1-
Zatıon », T’radıtio, 111 (1945), 389.-.392
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long redyng of her bokes, aspıed bat ıt Was secte rather to be
fled than folowıd » (P ÜE 11.15-16). The make the actual
actıvıty INOTEe concrete an the other changes both emphasıze the
perception of an support it; ıth allıteratıon of parallel forms.
Second, ıth hıs repetition of the dismıssal and explanatıon of the
metaphor folous ANLATUM lacrımarum, Üapgrave makes the final
speech INOTeEe colloquial 8

The Same princıple of change towards CoNcreteness, homeliness,
eXxpansıon 2,N' moral exhortatıon whıich 18 evıdent In these examples,
1s also apparen In longer 1ın T'he Lafe of St AÄugustine. T’hus,

large sectıon of chapter 18 altered. The sıngle Latın sentence
ıth careful parallelısm an antecedent reference,

Relig10s818 quıppe honeste Maturus, secularıbus er° mature
locundus aderat, ut ıllos ın sanctıitate exemplo S11 confir-
mMaTrTe et lstos ad sanctıtatem CONSTITU@ hylarıtate inuıtaret.

99, 11.5-9
becomes four ıth equal structural balance, the addıtıonal length
der1ving only from Care that hıs meanıng be comprehended.

'To relıg10us 111e and he Was 1n hıs exhortacıones . EYo|
and sobir, SCUYNS hem grete ensaumple who beı1 schuld do
'To othır seculer Inen bat werTe occupled In be world he Was
famılıar, and 1ın hıs talkyng had On-To hem 1ın of INELY
langage ıth stedfast cher of sadnesse. The puple ecoumforted
he ıth sad talkıng to conferme hem 1n her holinesse. The obiır
puple gadered he ON-TtoO perfeccıon ıth goostly myrth and
deuoute locundnesse.

(p 46, 9-16)
sımılar re-organızatıon OCCGCUTS a the begınnıng of chapter

(P 9l, 11.10-18) where Üapgrave presents Augustine’s three TEASONS
for re-Teadıng an reV1ISINg hıs works 1ın parallel form while the Latın
has less logical StruCctUre (P 73, 8-15)

34) Tavs, Vade SECUTA ; ımnOSSLOLE ENUM est ul Jelvus Lantarum pereat lacrımarım
(p 1 {} 11.2-3 becomes G0 fro IN, fro ıth bıs sikyrnesse., Lt 1s 1mMpOS-
siıble that child whech hath Man y teres wept for hım schuld perıisch » (Pp } 1.19-21).
Obviously, mMan y of the other examples discussed 1n other connectJ.ons demonstrate
thıs method t0oo0. More which Are concrete an iteral compared LO elr SOUTCES Are

found 1 E} 11.6-8; 1 9 1.28 1 C} 1 2 9 11.4-7: 24, 11.22-25: 2 9 11.5-7:
35, 11.8-10; - e  5 5 51, 11.1-7; 5 C

11.19-24
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Finally, there Are instances where Uapgrave consıders the
rhetorical effect he translates an re-oTders hıs Passage accordingly.
HKor example, hıle he rejected the numqguıid ser1es In hıs translatıon
of ONe of Augustine’s eTINONS LOO shortened an abrupt, 1n thıs
example Capgrave not only adds LWO ıteratıons of the erb CUOME,
he also the erb LO the begınnıng of hıs seNteNCeS, an dıyıdes
the third sentence of the Latın that the repetition becomes INOTe

prominent.
Kıgo, sacerdotes de]l altıssım.ı, ut ultı vestrum viderunt et audıre
potuerunt, DveEnNT ad anc eiutatem ÖOU. karıssımıs mels amıcıs,
eu0od10, sımplıc10, alıpıo, nebr1id1ıo0 et anastaslıo. Securus denıque
enr quı1a sce1iebam presuları sanctum valerıum. Propterea
SECUTNUS ACCESSL 11O  S ut haberem 1n UOS potestatem, sed ut ablectus

OoOMO domını omnı dıiebus ıte IN6E, NO  w ut mınıstrarı
deberem, sed mınıstrare et pacıfıce uluere optabam 1ın solıtudıine,309  J. Capgrave’s « Life of St. Augustine »  Finally,. there are instances where Capgrave considers the  rhetorical effect as he translates and re-orders his passage accordingly.  For example, while he rejected the numquid series in his translation  of one of Augustine’s sermons as too shortened and abrupt, in this  example Capgrave not only adds two iterations of the verb came,  he also moves the verb to the beginning of his sentences, and divides  the third sentence of the Latin so that the repetition becomes more  prominent.  Ego, sacerdotes dei altissımi, ut multi vestrum viderunt et audire  potuerunt, veni ad hanc ciuitatem cum karissimis meis amicis,  euodio, simplicio, alipio, nebridio et anastasio. Securus denique  ueni quia sciebam presulari sancetum senem valerium. Propterea  Securus accessi non ut haberem in uos potestatem, sed ut abiectus  essem in domo domini omni diebus uite mee, non ut ministrarı  deberem, sed ministrare et pacifice uluere optabam in solitudine, ...  (p. 42, 11.4-12, italics added)  and  As ze know, I cam on-to Bbis cyte with my welbeloued frendis  Euodio, Simplicio, Alipio, Nebridio & Anastasio. / cam hidir  with a maner of sikirnesse, for I wist wel bat be good fader  Valerius was bischop her. / cam hidyr, not for to haue powere  ouyr zou in dignite, but for to dwelle as an outcast in be hous  of our Lord all be dayes of my 1yf. I cam hidir, not for to receyue  seruyse of ober men, but for to lyue pesibily in desert with my  breberin.  (p. 37, 11.5-12, italies added)  Such examples from the one work which can be compared to  its source show that Capgrave was a careful composer despite his  lapses and, above all, that he was aware of his audience. Such features  of his style as the exegetical elaborations, translations, and references  to authority figure in all of the prose works. But the differences in  the nature of their sources and in the persons to whom they were  directed make their surface effects highly varied.  JANE C. FREDEMAN42, 4-12, ıtalıcs added)

an
As 3C know, OM 0ON-LO pes cyle ıth welbeloued frendiıs
Kuodi1o, Sımplici0, Alıpıo, Nebrıdıio Anastasıo. CM hıdır
ıth of sıkırnesse, for wıst wel bat be g0o0d fader
Valerius Was bıschop her CM hıdyr, not for LO aue POWEIC
ou 30U In dıgnıte, but for LO dwelle A utcast 1ın be OUS
of OUT Lord a ]] be dayes of CUAr udır, not for LO FECEY UC
SCIUYSC of ober MmMen, but for LO Iyue pes1bıly 1n desert ıth
breberı.

(Pp Sr 5-12, ıtalıcs added)
Such examples from the ONe work which Oa  - be compared LO

ıts show that Capgrave Was careful despite hıs
lapses and, above all, that he Was of hıs audıence. Such eatures
of hıs style the exegetical elaboratıons, translatıons, ‚N! references
tOo authorıty fıgure iın a ]] of the works. But the dıfferences 1n
the nature of theır SOUTCES an 1n the PETSONS tOo whom they WerTe

directed make theır surface effects hıghly varled.

ANE FREDEMAN


