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EUX GRANDES
TIONS 19E

UMEF (1836-1839) (1841-1842)

est COUTanti de consıderer L’edition des Oeuvres de saılnt Augustin
inseree i1gne duxX de la Patrologia Latina, la
seule edition du 19e s1ecle qu1 NOUS alt transmıs le authentique des
Dera Sanctı Augustinl publıes Parıs les Benedictins de Salınt-Maur
entre les annees S} (VYest de faıt edition qu«c TeCOUuTENT
COoMMUNEMENt SCNS d’Eglise, historiens, hommes de lettres:; el meme
mı1 les editeurs recents des texies d’Augustin nombreux SONLTL GELX qul
Contentent du de la POUTI sıgnaler ans leurs apparats crıt1ques
un econ PTODTC L’edition des Maurıistes, alors qu’'1 suffit de collatıonner
quelques de CCS derniers AVCC leur cCorrespondant ans 1gne DOUI
S apercevolr des dıvergences Lant dans le Ju« ans les Et

travaıl de Compara1son AaVCC d’autres editions, rend
COmMpte Ju«C L’edition de 1gne (Parıs, 1841-1842) est etroıtement de  Nn-
dante une edition Paruc anterieurement Parıs, 6-1 chez les
edıteurs Gaume: le AVCC la ponctuatıon revIseEe, les lecons a1Nsı JuC
les nouvelles de GE edıtion TrTeiITrOuUuvenT PDCU pres tels quels ans
L’edition de 1gne IAl cConvlent ONC {[OuL d’abor: de Caracteriser L’edıtion
de Gaume, d’en connaıltre les artısans, DOUTI prec1ser ensulte le PTODTEC
travaıl de 1gne opere CINg S1X Al apres.

L/’EDITION AUME (1836-1839)

(ette edition publıee les freres Gaume, Jean-Baptiste, dıt L alne,
er Jean-Piıerre-C'lement, le cadet, edıteurs-lıbraires Parıs 199e siecle‘,

] Les rense1gnements les deux freres lıbraıres-editeurs, MO1NSs CONNUS qu«e
euUrs deux freres pretres, SONL fort Iarcs. es dans unc notice necrolog1ique redigee la
MO  } du irere cadet, 1873, dans la Bıbliographie de Ia France, {{ Chron1ique, n“ 11 du

INal‘ ‚P quC OUus tTOUVEe quelques DTECISIONS Juc Ous Jugeons utiles
I1de donner 1C1 cCeile date l’aine Jean-Baptıste est vIie, C de plus de ans  ‚v

(ıl seraıt donc ne eIs es lu1 quı ınt fixer Parıs, apres les SUCITES e-
44  r el fıt VenNIr SOM fIrere Clement fonder 1820, du 'ot-de-Fer, la maıson
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est Samnls doute de valeur inegale, ma1ls elle peut DOUI autant etre neglı-
gee L’iniıtlatıve est due AduUuX edıiteurs eux-memes quı voulaıjent faıre
DOUI les Peres de l’Eglise Ju«C ırmın-Dıiıdot realısaıt DOUT les auteurs

classıques. est a1nsı qgu  ıls publıerent Parıs, rue du ot-de-Fer,
DCU d’annees, les Qeuvres completes de saınt Jean Chrysostome 4-

de saınt Basıle (1839), de saınt Augustin (1836-1839), l de saınt
Bernard (1839) Our bıen leur entreprise les (Jaume beneniclerent
tOut d’abord de la precleuse collaboratiıon de 1’un de leurs euxX freres
pretres, abbe ean-Alexı1ıs (Gjaume (1797-1869), quı apres NZeC annees
d’ense1ignement grand sem1naıre de Besancon (1823-1834), e’1installa
Parıs, Ou 11 EXCICA certaines fonctions l’archeveche titre de Vicalre
general eli chanoine“. Ils firent egalement appe. erudıt parısıen de

CONNUC SOUS le NO de (Gaume Freres. Un incendıe detrulsıt les magasıns de le
decembre 1835 En 18  5 le sıege de la ıbraırıe. fut transfere IUC Cassette En 1850
Clement Gaume retire des faıres el unec nouvelle SOCI1ete est formee (Jaume
o  XS Alexandre Gaume, le fıls de Clement, z Duprey, depu1s douze ans employe
dans la 1ıbrairıe. En 1857 Jean-Baptiste aume retire. SOM passant SCS Darts

SOM fıls Emile. SOM gendre Arthur urder, Duprey emeuran aSSOCIE. Ce der-
1er est MOTTL 1873 DCU avantl Clement Gaume, quı etaıt ne le novembre 1799
maıson denommee desormaıs (aume el C1ie fut transferee  Ara annee 1873 de
aye, Ou L’on 'OUV'! nCce de SCS acCtıvıtes Jusqu ä l’acquısıtion CIS 1900 du on

la maıson de Lyon Dans catalogue date de Janvıer 1903, ıbrairıe Emma-
nuel Vıtte, ayant SOM sıege socı1al Lyon, ONCC d5  tablıssement de SucCcCursale Parıs

de "Abbaye, el la lıt: ‘On [TOUveTrTa dans catalogue, VOC NOS
nouvelles publıcatıions, [OUS les de l’ancıenne ıbraıirıe Gaume freres Oonde-
let (36), aCqu1se recemment otre maıson’. Et ans catalogue de
UV! l’annonce de plusıeurs ıtres edıites les Gaume en uuU‘ lıvres
ecTIts Jean-Alexıs Gaume, lLvres de SONMN ere Jean-Joseph, les grandes editions
patrıstıques dont OUuS parlerons de Augustn, de Jean Chrysostome, de asıle,
Bernard). Au dıre de l’auteur, B, de la notice necrolog1que CONCernanti Clement
Gaume .  S]ı Jean-Baptıste Gaume V ete le ondateur verntable, le chef de maıson
pendant ente ans, C'lement Gaume fut admıiınıstrateur de haute capacıte Son
COMIICOUTIS pu1ssamment ontrıbue Jusqu’en 1850, 2SSECOIT honorable maıson SUT
des Dases olıdes  ”

Sur les euxX es Gaume, Jean-  eX1Ss (1797-1869) ei Jean-Joseph (1802-1879),
1SSUS une famılle de euf enfan 'ouvera des NOtLICESs bıblıographıques SUOUuS leurs
OMMs respectifs parfo1s CONJO1NIS, dans les encyclopedies DIG. HGE D.Spir. quı
repetent. Vaoıiır aussı Notice necrologique SUur (yaume (Jean Alexıis), cha-
nOLNE Parıs, Parıs 1869, Etudes SUr Mgr (Jaume (Jean-Joseph), Parıs,
s.d (1972) 1{1 est dıt IC1 ef la QuC J.-Alexıs Gaume publıa des .  traductions d’extraits de
Basıle, de Jean rysostome, de Augustin, de ernar! le L[OuL edıte chez SCS

{reres , faıt DE Gaume na Jamaıs publıe de traduction des Peres, maıs Il
etroıtement collabore duxX editions patrıst1ques publıees SCS euxX freres editeurs, ci.

On lu1 doıit ON({T*“ des de pIetLe, maıs dans le catalogue de la
SCS DIODITCS publıcatiıons SONL m1ses SOUS le NOMM de SOM frere plus sulte de

CONLroverse aV Mgr Dupanloup SUuT L’educatıon el l ınstruction chretiennes.



DE ITIONS SAINT AUGUSTIN

e  ue€ Frederıic Dübner savant helleniste SUTrTfOuf les 11OIMN-

est travaılbreuses edıtiıons classıques Darucs chez Fırmıin
de i de abbe Gaume Juc nouvelle edıtiıon

complete des Qeuvres de Augustin publıee arlıs entre aı
O1t valeur

Dübner publıa 841 ans la Neue Jahrhbücher für Phi-
ologie und Paedagogik oder Krıtische Bıbliothek 11° Vol
partıe FA unc relatıon la fo1s tres documentee el res detaıllee SUT
les u edıtions patrıst1quesS les Gaume dans les
: SONLT indiıquees les diverses contrıbutlions el les
particularıtes PTODICS chaque edıtiıon tel tel volume En deb:

artıcle AaNNONCE bıblıographique Yu1 reprodult les intıtules de N
QOQeuvres tels ıls SONT donnes les Benedictins de Saınt-Maur Dübner
PTCC1ISC les intenUuOonNs des edıiteurs

es Liiıtres DUxX seuls montrent deJäa que dUuUCUune acon VISE de NOU-
e Xies des quatre Pe de 1’Eglise nommes L’intention etaıt

que de reproduire des edıitions indispensables INals devenues de NOS JOUTS tres
ei cela manılere NON indıgne de nofre m Quant expliquer

COomMmMent cela est faıt el quelles COITECHONS les editeurs ONL O_
duıltes VO1 qu est intention de present artıcle Car la description el
] appreclation de que dans le les nommes Ben:  1CUHNS AVEC leurs
COMPARNONS ont fourni sSeraıt LTOp long el nutile DOUT la plupart des ecteurs
Je liımite UJul dans les nouvelles editions est [1IOUVECAU el i} toucheraı

1C1 de 1lä, ue1lques Qul peuvent donner Uulle ımpulsıon
des recherches ulterieures de quelque nteret. En meme m ındıque

qJue DOUT evıter des longueurs, les des NOUVEAdUÜUX Editeurs
dans leur reface ONL 6te confondues unles) = MOoOL dire AVEC les 1eN1NeEs
dans le Cas JC les ITOUVEES acceptables

Cette dernıiere PICC1S10N N res indicatıve des complements
introdults dans les prefaces ans les est Ca ei la des
inıtlales OVI Editores)

En tant qu helleniste Dübner apporta partıculıer duxX
edıtions de Jean Chrysostome er de Basıle 11 relate longuement duxX

47 63 Salt Dar aılleurs UUuUC les Benedictins de olesme COoNnNUM-
Duerent la redaction des Tables YUu1 SONntTt dernier volume des
Oeuvres de Jean Chrysostome De L’edition de ernar:‘ 11 est

Voıir Frederıc (JODEFROY Notice SUr Fr Dübner Parıs (1867) les artıcles fort
documentes Darus dans les encyclopedıies Allgemeine eutsche Bıi0graphie
Dübner Johann Heinrich Neudruck Berlın 1968 el Neue Deutsche Bıographie
Berlın 1959 Nouvelle biographie generale 273 Parıs 1965

@ ‚Oul1Ss Migne el Dom (jueranger La collaboration solesmienne
debuts de la Patrologie latıne dans Revue des etudes au2usliinıennes 7 1975 C6 17
3473 VON D 319
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question YJuC brievement, AdUX OE Maıs 1’edıition de saınt Au-
gustin SONL COnsacrees pas MmMO1NSs de SCDL agCS, 63 70, qu 1 est 1M-
possıble de resumer, auSssı donnerons-nous unc traduction litterale?,
AVCC des precC1s10Ns appul Dans Compte rendu CONstatera Ju«cC
Dübner s’exprıme ITeSs Ouvent la premere

Le tıtre donne edıtiıon est quası ıdentique celu1 quı gure
tOme 161’ de edıiıtion des Mauristes: Sanctı Aureli Augustinl Ipponen-

S15 epiSsCopL nera OmnlLa Maur. Operum Tomus Primus| DOSL Lovanıen-
S1um theologorum recensionem cCastıgata Maur. cCastigatus| ENUO ad
NUSCNLDLOS Codices Gallicanos, Vatiıcanos Maur. adı  -} Anglicanos]°, elgi-
COS E16, neCcCnon ad editiones antıqulores el cCastıgatiores, el StUudL0
Monachorum Ordints Sanctı Benedicti Congregatione Maurtı. Edıiıtio
Parısına altera, emendata e1 lomus Primus. Pars PT10T. Parıs1s, apud
(GGaume fratres, Bıblıopolas, V1a dıcta ot-de-Fer, o 836

Dübner rend tOUuUL d’abor:! hommage travaıl des Benedictins:
nLe SOUSS1gNE L’0occasıon de COMDAaICL, LTavers LOUuUL volume |certaıne-
ment le vol des Opera ugQ2ustinl, dont 11 SCIa question plus lo1n], tlant les
me1lleurs manuscrIıts utilises D les Benedicuns qu«cC les meılleurs {exXies COU-
rants avant leur edition, el l doit de dıre publıquemen SOM admıratıon DOUT
leur travaıl. Toutefo1s, chaque DOque PDOSC d’autres exigences la CIeENCE el

peuL, S injustice, Juger les Ben!  1CUHNS sulvant la methode actuelle
quı COonsıste fonder les texXTteS, dans toutLes leurs partıes, diırectement SUT les
OUTCECS POUT les plus authentiques apres ependan la
Comparalson |de ”’edition ben  ictine ] avVveC les dıtıons plus CIeNnNnes ontre
Juc 1 ’etablıssement d’un atteste Dar les meilleurs emoO01ns, leurs
eiforts CONJUgUES, DEaUCOUD gagne, dans unle peine croyable, eft
DEAUCOUD plus que le laıssent les varıantes aAVCC les editions
anterieures qu 'ıls sıgnalent. Fn effet ] aı tITrOuUVveE des centaınes de PasSsaycs le

modifle z mMoL dıre, d’apres les me1lleurs manuscrIits plus
lecture des mem: temo1ns DOUT le septieme volume entier \De CLVLiaAate
Deil, m a faıt Ju«c relatıyvement DEeEU d'’ elements iımportants (de CCes

SOUTICES leur Ont echappe Cette constatatıon, Jje dıraıs SUT documents, de leur
manıere d’agır, S1 la place regard des habıtudes d’autres Savanıts de la
mem: DOqgu e S1 VOUS voulez bıen, de la manıere que NOUS dü eriti-
QJuCI precedemment 1L’edıtiıon de Chrysostome, devra sulflıre dSsSSuIrer leurs
merıtes de grandes Jouanges Justifiees. Je le dıs Juc de NOS ]Jours Dbeau-
COUD No)alı portes mepriser totalement les [TavauX plus ancıens, quand selon
l’epalsseur de AN volumes, ils dix Cent COM gerT.
Dans la partıe exegetique, les Ben!  1CUNS ont ga bon esclıent une grande

Nous remercıer Tes amıcalement Madame el Monsıeur Vıncent Zarını quı
ONL ICVU AVCC SOIn la traduction qu® OUus donnons du m rendu de Dübner.

On compren OM1SS1ON, dans le tıtre, des INSS. anglaıs, OM1SS1ON quı
TreTOUVveEe dans L’iıntıtule des Öpera ugustinı de la de Miıgne, des le ler. In
fine "Syllabus Codıcum , dans la 1ste donnee des manuscrıts ayant SEIVI eta| le e xte
des Retractationes, SONL sıgnalees INSsSsS anglaıs.
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reserve, ei SUT pomnt l aıre des TCEMAaTYUCS nouvelles

I1 vient alors prec1ser le role ]Joue POUI la nouvelle edition
L’abbe © E Gaume, ma1ls Sdalml5 le NOIMNMET.

H presente edıition est due dUuX SO1NS d’un oOmme, qu! unıt la CIenCce
theolog1qu la plus etendue Uullec TaTrec prudence el clarte de Jugement. est
DOUTquUOI elle ete tablıe du debut Jusqu ä la in d’apres plan erm1n! el
scrupuleusement SU1V1. L’Edıteur J aume | avalt Constal COUTS de SCS

precedentes etudes JUuUC [OUS les volumes |de ”’edition des Ben  1cCtins] n a-
valent pas &te Tavalı AVCC le meme SO1N. prıt donc DOUT base les partıes
de 1’0oeuvre UJuC les Bents  1ICHN:! avalent travaıllees AVOCC ulle predilection manı-
este, Jusque dans les detaıls, AVCC grande prec1s10nN, el iTansporlant la me-

SU1vIe Dar CUX SUTr L’ensemble. En elısant aAaVCC SO1N er intelligence il
ixe POUT plusieurs miılhers de ulTIlc ponctuation plus MOI1NS neglı-
gee [ Jusque-  ”

Ce Jugement reparalt ans le Oonıtum SUuT nouvelle edition, tete
du D 5 E > SOUS la sıgnature

Quare, ubıcumque deprehendimus tutLam hanc et firmam intell1igendı v1am NON
Salıs 1SSe aD 15 VITIS munıtam, NOS hOoc sateg1mus, INAagNO quıdem,
ul nobısmet CONSCII re NOSLTO, sed QuCcmMm Darum anımadvertent lec-

quı HOC mınıme ferımus 1M0 ın 1DSO affırmamus Sıtum 6SSC
laborıs NnOostrı praem1um, ul OMNIS ılla CUTAdA, qua sentents dıstınguendis
Inv1igılavımus, ectorem DITOTSUS praetereal: haec enım est optima distinctio,
JuaC verbis ıta S1t aCCOmoda, ut NON sent1atur  r

Des les premileres du ans le Prologue eı le premier chapıtre
des Retractationes nOTte Das MO1NSs de hult modificatlons ans la PONC-
uatıon: col ZE d1spono quod Maur. d1spono, quo' et1am d1ıs-
plicerent; VECIUIN et1am Maur. dısplicerent: verum]. 15 Sed, uL volet,
qu1sque Maur. Sed ut volet qu1sque IC Modıifhicatlons parfo1s discuta-
Dles, exemple, fın du ch f: col fin. et1am quod In COIMMDATA-
t10one argumentorum Ciceron1s, quıbus in T1S Su1s Academıicıs uUSsus est
INCA, CSSC d1x1, qu1ıbus 1la Ccert1issıma ratione refutavı;
quamvVvıs ]Jocandos dıctum 8li Maur. et1am uUSusSs CSLT, LI1ca

6SSC d1x1, refutavı, quamVvıs Ou la virgule placee mea NOUS

paraıt meılleure]. L’utiılısatıon du point virgule heu des EeEuUX po1ints est
heureuse. Autres modıfications dans premier chapıtre: l’emplo1 des
mıinuscules leu des maJuscules POUT les adjectifs "’chrıistiana doctrina
col 2 9 2 de la maJjuscule heu de la mıinuscule DOUI le MOoOTL

“ Scrptura sancta’, col Z
Dübner ] ’apprec1latıon des variantes:

O le Ooffraıt des dıfficultes des douteux, 11 |le reviseur|]
CCOUIS des 1010NS CIeNNeESs el nouvelles, [OUL reconnalssant QuC

ON de ulvent general les Benedictins mem: reprodulsant des
fautes manıfestement typographiques, les premi1eres contraiıre permettent de
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decouvrır dans la plupart des Cas OT1£11C des confusions. Les editions 11-
NS employ&ees DOUT [OUS les volumes SONL 1’ed chez Froben Erasme de
1529, de Lyon de 1561, de en1se de 1584, la econde de Louvaın
de OOöZ:

Cette lıste des ediıtlons util1sees est faut reporter DOUIT
plus informatıons la fin de chacun des SONt sıgnalees SOUS le
tıtre Syllabus codicum ans le detaıl P} POUI chacun des aıtes les ed1-

ensemble particulıeres auxquelles les editeurs ONnTt

TIECOUIS Vıennent la la fin de chaque volume les Lectiones
r1iantes auxquelles NOUS rTeNVOoYONS les designant du MOoOL apparalt
de leur pagınatlıon CN11ires TOINAaULNS

"Monsıiıeur 1’Editeur el les COrTrTeEeCIEUTS tres zeles el tres meticuleux OnNt
prun! Ces 1t10NS, el POUT quelque: Deaucoup autres DOUT la
plupart plusieurs milhlıers de eCONS, et les ONL introduites dans la
Collechon des varıantes des Benedictins ils ONLt fournı CT1lquUeE
materiau DreCIeEUX Lant DOUT apprecıier le Tavaıl accomplı Dar les Benedictins
que DOUT eire utilıse autres fins

Verifications faıtes DOUI les lecons nouvelles sıgnalees dans ]’apparat des
Retractationes NOUS NOTLIONS seulement euxX complements duxX varıantes
fournles les Maurıstes col 15 (Retr r Ta beat1ssımos Er
Lug Ven sed QU1Ld Iantum NOn est quidqul es[t Ul NON faciat heatiıssımos
col x / (Retr °  n Jesus Sırach Am Lugd Ven Jesus 1US Sırach
Lecons TCDI1S5CS 1gne AVEC le sıgle heu de Maıs ans le
De US1CHa el le De (’ivitate Dei le VeEITaA les COITTECLONS sSseront
nombreuses

"Pour des enters f DOUTI Certains utilıse Ouvent des
qu® indiqueral endroıit VOoulu Par aılleurs rencontre des

AS5sSacapCS, la econ des Ben  1CH rempla: Dar ullec laısseraıt
jJustifier 1 parfo1s le des Ben: eie chang reellement LOTT

u VCUX diırectement pretendre 11 est Das reel Cal
L[OuL changement INECIINC le plus pell que dıteur introdult dans le CXIO: est

signale Da les varıantes AVCC indıcatıon de la econ
Toutes les varıantes complementaıres introdultes ans apparat SONLTL Sul-

VIES du sıgle
uJe do1ls EeNCOTE signaler 1vre ITres DCU COIMN1U auquel ONL Ste empruntees
nombre ımportant de COrTTeCLHONS DOUT la plupart excellentes, SOIL Ju les alt

partıe introdultes dans le So1t gu les alt seulement S11gn  ©S; est
celuı de orel, Ele:  Nnts de CritLQUEe, Recherches des differentes

de ”’alteration des fexies latins, AVecC les MOYENS d’en rendre Ia ecture
pIus facile, arls 766 Materjellement pprend CN de MNMOUVCAaU
dans 1vre INals la methode Pa aquelle Auteur beaucoup exemples
DI1S POUT la plupart des editions 1CUHN! faıt reconnaıtre les CITITCUIS el
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deduit leurs COrrecCcti10ons les plus imples, eneral AVOEC vıdence, d’elements
claırement developpes, methode uelque cChNhOose de tres suggestif, et Je
PDCUX pas m ımagıner JucC la ecture de lıvre resteraıt > nfuence salutaıre
SUuT de Jeunes philologues  ”

Dans les Retractiones DIODOS d’un PasSsSasc col 57 A (Ketr. 1,9,2)
DFropDoOsLita quaestione, est introdulte ans le yllabus Codicum (t 1 fın,
col I, Un note absente des Mauristes: M alıquot (r Am el Er.
Dropter hanc propositam quaestionem. melıus Draeter, Jegeretur:
De gratia VerO DeiDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  11  deduit leurs corrections les plus simples, en general avec Evidence, d’Ele&ments  clairement d&veloppes, sa methode a quelque chose de tres suggestif, et je ne  peux pas m’imaginer que la lecture de ce livre resterait sans influence salutaire  sur de jeunes philologues".  - Dans les Retractiones ä propos d’un passage col. 37, 1. 25 (Retr. 1,9,2)  proposita quaestione, est introduite dans le Syllabus Codicum (t. 1, fin,  col. IIT), une note absente des Mauristes: "Mss. aliquot cum Am. et Er.  propter hanc propositam quaestionem. - Multo melius praeter, legeretur:  De gratia vero Dei ... nihil in his libris disputatum est, praeter hoc propo-  sita quaestione. Vid. Morel, Element. Critic. pag. 225. Nisi fortasse legen-  dum est, propter non propositam quaestionem + [Migne col. 595, n. 1 ne  retient que le debut, mais sans signaler l’emprunt ä Gaume]. Dans les  annotations de Dübner au De civitate Dei, on retrouve mentionne ä quatre  reprises le livre de Morel.  "De plus on a contröle toutes les citations bibliques, compl&t€ methodiquement  et corrige les references. De meme les citations d’auteurs profanes qu’Augus-  tin avance, ont €t€ pour la plupart des cas r£pertoriges sur les &ditions plus  recentes".  - Sur ce point dans les Retractationes, nous avons constat& pas moins de  treize rectifications, la plus importante, col. 81, n. 6: "in eamdem imagi-  nem transformamur", II Cor. 3,18 chez les Mauristes (t. 1, col. 40), retenue  par Migne col. 628, lin. 24; et trois re&f&rences nouvelles: col. 102, n. 5,  Mätth, 13,36-42, däns Migne col. 642, lın. 34: col. 112,.n. 4 Jac. 210  dans Migne col. 649, lin. 12; col. 117, n. 4 Luc. 23,43, dans Migne col.  653 Hni2.  "Apres ces rappels generaux, je veux maintenant indiquer ce qui a &t€ fait dans  chacun des volumes de cette Edition, correcte presque au point de n’avoir pas  d’autre exemple”".  "Dans le 1er volume, les Confessions ont obtenu un tres grand ajout de varian-  tes et ont pu plus souvent Etre am6liorees que bien d’autres pie&ces. Apres les  Benedictins qui avaient d’ailleurs utilis€ deja 31 mss., en partie collationnes  par eux-m&mes, en partie par d’autres, ces Confessions furent Edit&es par Dom  J. Martin "ad antiquam €ditionis Vlimmeri, necnon ad duodecim manuscriptos  (Paris 1741); par Fr. Archangelus a Praesentatione "ad tredecim Etruriae ma-  nuscriptos" (Florence 1757), par L. St. Rondet, "collata cum sexdecim Mss."  (Paris 1776). Ces Editions, a en juger d’apr@s les tre&s nombreuses citations de  leur texte et leurs variantes, ont €t€ utilisees avec diligence; je ne peux assurer  que cela ait Ete€ fait exhaustivement".  - Au t. 1, Syllabus codicum, p. VII-VII, äprés la mention des mss. et  Editions signales par les Mauristes, sont de fait indiquees plusieurs autres  Editions: "Praeter editiones modo allatas quibus solum usi fuerant RR. PP.  Benedictini, his iterum emendandis Confessionum libris adhibiti sunt aNL In ALS Iibrıis disputatum est, praeter hoc 0-
$1{fßa quaestione. Vıd orel, Element. C ritic. pas Z Nısı fortasse egen-
dum CSLT, pPropter nNnon propositam quaestionem |Mıgne col 595,
retient Ju«C le ebut, mals Sdall$S5 sıgnaler l’emprunt Gaume]. Dans les
annotatlons de Dübner De CLVitate Del, TreITrOUVveEe mentionne Mr
repr1ses le lıvre de ore

"De plus tOutes les Cltat1ons bıblıques, COMPp. methodiquement
el COM1g| les references De meme les Cıtatıons d’auteurs profanes qu Augus-
tin aAaVanNCcC®e, ont ete DOUTI la plupart des Cas repertoriees SUT les editions plus
recentes  "

Sur ponint ans les Retractationes, NOUS constate Das MO1NSs de
treize recufcations, la plus importante, col 81, A}  In eamdem 1mag1-
NC transformamur”, I1 Cor. 518 chez les Maurıstes (t E col 40), TeEIEHNNEe
D 1gne col 628, lın 2 ® el 'O1S references nouvelles: col 102, 59

3,306-42, dans i1gne col 642, lın 34; col FIZ: Jac Z
dans ıgne col 649, lın 12; col 7 Luc 23.43. ans ı1gne col
0553 lın

"Apres CCcs rappels geNeETauUX, Je VCUX maıntenant indiquer quı eie faıt dans
chacun des volumes de Ceie edition, COrrecitie PICSYUC point de Nn avoOoIlr Das
d’autre exemple .
"Dans le ler volume, les Confessions ONLtL obtenu tTes grand ajout de Vvarıan-
tes er ONL DU plus Ouvent etre amelorees qJue bıen d’autres pIECES. pres les
Benedictins quı avalent d’aiılleurs util1se deJäa 41 INSS., partıe collationnes
pal euX-m  N partıe Dar d’autres, C® Confessions furent dıtees Dar Dom

Martın i V antıquam editionis Vlımmeri, MNECCMNON ad duodecım mManuscr1ptos
arıs al FT. Archangelus Praesentatione "ad tredecım rnae
nNuscr1ptos” (Florence Dar Rondet, A  ollata Cu seXdecCım Mss.“
arıs Ces editions, Juger d’apres les tIres nombreuses Citations de
eur et leurs varlantes, ONL ete utilisees AVCC dılıgence; Je DCUX A4SsSSuTeTr
que cela alt Ste faıt exhaustivement  L

Au 1, yllabus COodiıcum, VI-VU, apres la mention des 11155 ei
edıtions sıgnales Dar les Maurıistes, SONL de faıt indıquees plusieurs
editions: "Praeter edıtiones mMOodo latas quıbus solum us1ı fuerant
Benedictini, h1s 1terum emendandıs Confessionum T1S 111 SUNT
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nobıs castigatiores edit1 {uU:  3 veieres tum recentlores: Lugdun1 15061, Vene-
118 1584, Sommalıus 1629, Antverplae 1662, ubo1s 1687, Antverplae
1700, Martın 74L Fr. Archangelı Praesentatione LA Rondet 1776°
On reiTrOuUuve chez i1gne meme lıste AVOCC la sıgnature

HA des Livres Academicos el de quelques lıvres, Ate utilisee
une ancıenne dıtıon de arıs de 520 JuC les Ben  1ICUHN! semblent Das
aVOIT CONNUE  Hi

Cette edıtıon in-4°”, de u ch ei 178 r est un reproduction du
des nDuscCula ..._. Bade, publıes Jean Petit 1502.: deJjäa repr1s
313 er quı comprend les traıtes ulvants: Contra Academicos, De ordıne,
Soliıloquia, De immortalıtate, De morı1ıbus eccles1ae cCatR., De quantıtate
anımae, De 1ıb. arbıtrıo, De magı1stro, De monachorum, De bono
perseverantlae, De visıtatiıone infiırmorum, De filıo prod1go0, De bono COMN-

Jugalı, De adulterinıs CONJUZNS, De bono virgınalı
Dübner vient plus de detaıls SUrT le De Musıca:

"Les S1X lıvres De Musica ont ete COompares aAaVCC deux INSSs Regıus TAÄN) el
7Z3I., ensuıte AaVEC l ’extraıt Dar Maı d’apres tTres ancıen Vaticanus. On

reconstitue beaucoup de choses jJustes gräce CCS auxılıaıres, speclalement
quı ete extraıt du atıcanus de l’ımportance 11l S’agl de l’epitom! figurant
dans le Vat. lat 4929, 6dite Maıl, Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collec-
f10B  G. FOLLIET  nobis castigatiores editi tum veteres tum recentiores: Lugduni 1561, Vene-  tiis 1584, Sommalius 1629, Antverpiae 1662, Dubois 1687, Antverpiae  1700, Martin 1741, Fr. Archangeli a Praesentatione 1757, Rondet 1776". -  On retrouve chez Migne cette meme liste avec la signature M.  "A propos des Livres C. Academicos et de quelques autres livres, a €t€ utilisee  une ancienne Edition de Paris de 1520 que les BEnedictins ne semblent pas  avoir connue".  - Cette Edition in-4°, de 5 ff. n. ch. et 178 ff. est une reproduction du t. 2  des Opuscula ..., €d. J. Bade, publies par Jean Petit en 1502, dejä repris en  1513, et qui comprend les trait&s suivants: Contra Academicos, De ordine,  Soliloquia, De immortalitate, De moribus ecclesiae cath., De quantitate  animae, De lib. arbitrio, De magistro, De opere monachorum, De bono  perseverantiae, De visitatione infirmorum, De filio prodigo, De bono con-  jugali, De adulterinis conjugiis, De bono virginali.  Dübner en vient ä plus de details sur le De Musica:  "Les six livres De Musica ont &t€ compares avec deux mss.: Regius 7200 et  7231, ensuite avec l’extrait Edit& par Mai d’apres un tre&s ancien Vaticanus. On  a reconstitue€ beaucoup de choses justes gräce ä ces auxiliaires, specialement ce  qui a &t€ extrait du Vaticanus a de 1’importance [il s’agit de 1’Epitome figurant  dans le ms. Vat. lat. 4929, Edit& par A. Mai, Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collec-  ti0 ..., t. 3, 1828, xxx-264 + 288 + 218 p.; pars 3, p. 116-134]. Restent beau-  coup de choses, poursuit F. D., pour lesquelles on desirerait encore d’autres  t&moignages comme ceux du Corbeiensis que les BEnedictins appellent opti-  mae notae et qui se trouve probablement aujourd’hui dans la Biblioth&que  Royale [il s’agit du Parisinus latinus 13955, 9°-10° s.]".  - Cette nouvelle Edition du De Musica a fait l’objet d’une €dition ä part, la  meme annge que le tome 1, en 1836, chez le m&me &diteur, sous le titre:  S. Aurelii Augustini ... De Musica libri sex, post recensionem Monachorum  Ordinis S. Benedicti  ad mss. Bibliothecae Regiae codices et veteres  editiones novis nunc curis recogniti atque emendati, VII-269 p. 0U le  texte est imprime en pleine page. Apres les pages titres, est insere p. V-  VIIL, un avis aux lecteurs, "Lectori erudito Novi editores" qui ne se trouve  pas dans le tome 1; par contre en sont repris, p. 1-10, 1’"Admonitio" et le  "Monitum de nova huius operis recensione" venant en t&te du trait&, puis  p. 253 ä 269, le "Syllabus codicum”" et les "Lectiones variantes". On rel&ve  trente-trois lecons nouvelles dans ce traite, lesquelles seront reprises par  Migne, sans indication de leur provenance.  Commenvxant son appreciation du ms. Corbeiensis utilise pour le De  Musica, F. D. precise:  "En general les mss. du couvent de Corbie encore conserves sont ä utiliser  avant tous les autres parce qu’ils proviennent la plupart d’exemplaires excel-S: 1828, XXx-264 28&® 218 D., DaIrs AL 116-134] Restent Deau-
COUD de choses, poursult &.. DOUT lesquelles desirerait EIICOTIC autres
temoi1gnages 1900081 CCUX du Corbeiens1is quc les Benedictns appellent opti-
MdAde w quı [[rOuve probablement aujourd ’ hu!1 dans la Bı  ue
Royale ıl Sagı du 'arısınus atınus

Cette nouvelle edıitıon du De Musıca faıt l’objet une edıition la
meme annee YJuC le tome 1, 1836, chez le meme editeur, SOUS le tıtre

Aureliu AugustinlB  G. FOLLIET  nobis castigatiores editi tum veteres tum recentiores: Lugduni 1561, Vene-  tiis 1584, Sommalius 1629, Antverpiae 1662, Dubois 1687, Antverpiae  1700, Martin 1741, Fr. Archangeli a Praesentatione 1757, Rondet 1776". -  On retrouve chez Migne cette meme liste avec la signature M.  "A propos des Livres C. Academicos et de quelques autres livres, a €t€ utilisee  une ancienne Edition de Paris de 1520 que les BEnedictins ne semblent pas  avoir connue".  - Cette Edition in-4°, de 5 ff. n. ch. et 178 ff. est une reproduction du t. 2  des Opuscula ..., €d. J. Bade, publies par Jean Petit en 1502, dejä repris en  1513, et qui comprend les trait&s suivants: Contra Academicos, De ordine,  Soliloquia, De immortalitate, De moribus ecclesiae cath., De quantitate  animae, De lib. arbitrio, De magistro, De opere monachorum, De bono  perseverantiae, De visitatione infirmorum, De filio prodigo, De bono con-  jugali, De adulterinis conjugiis, De bono virginali.  Dübner en vient ä plus de details sur le De Musica:  "Les six livres De Musica ont &t€ compares avec deux mss.: Regius 7200 et  7231, ensuite avec l’extrait Edit& par Mai d’apres un tre&s ancien Vaticanus. On  a reconstitue€ beaucoup de choses justes gräce ä ces auxiliaires, specialement ce  qui a &t€ extrait du Vaticanus a de 1’importance [il s’agit de 1’Epitome figurant  dans le ms. Vat. lat. 4929, Edit& par A. Mai, Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collec-  ti0 ..., t. 3, 1828, xxx-264 + 288 + 218 p.; pars 3, p. 116-134]. Restent beau-  coup de choses, poursuit F. D., pour lesquelles on desirerait encore d’autres  t&moignages comme ceux du Corbeiensis que les BEnedictins appellent opti-  mae notae et qui se trouve probablement aujourd’hui dans la Biblioth&que  Royale [il s’agit du Parisinus latinus 13955, 9°-10° s.]".  - Cette nouvelle Edition du De Musica a fait l’objet d’une €dition ä part, la  meme annge que le tome 1, en 1836, chez le m&me &diteur, sous le titre:  S. Aurelii Augustini ... De Musica libri sex, post recensionem Monachorum  Ordinis S. Benedicti  ad mss. Bibliothecae Regiae codices et veteres  editiones novis nunc curis recogniti atque emendati, VII-269 p. 0U le  texte est imprime en pleine page. Apres les pages titres, est insere p. V-  VIIL, un avis aux lecteurs, "Lectori erudito Novi editores" qui ne se trouve  pas dans le tome 1; par contre en sont repris, p. 1-10, 1’"Admonitio" et le  "Monitum de nova huius operis recensione" venant en t&te du trait&, puis  p. 253 ä 269, le "Syllabus codicum”" et les "Lectiones variantes". On rel&ve  trente-trois lecons nouvelles dans ce traite, lesquelles seront reprises par  Migne, sans indication de leur provenance.  Commenvxant son appreciation du ms. Corbeiensis utilise pour le De  Musica, F. D. precise:  "En general les mss. du couvent de Corbie encore conserves sont ä utiliser  avant tous les autres parce qu’ils proviennent la plupart d’exemplaires excel-De Musıca rı SECX, DOst recensionem Monachorum
Ordinıis Benedicti ad MS Bibliothecae Regıae Codices el veleres

editiones NOVLS NUNGCG CUFLS recognit emendatl, V1I11I-269 Ou le
est imprime pleine Pasc. Apres les tıtres, est insere -

VIIL, aV1S dUuX lecteurs, "LectorI1 erudı1ıto Novı edıitores” quı
DaS dans le tOmMe 1: SONT repr1S, 1-10, ”"Admonitio” er le
"Mon1ıtum de NOVA hulus oOper1s recensione‘” venant tete du traıte, DU1S

253 269, le Syllabus codicum “ er les "Lectiones varlantes”. On releve
trente-trol1s lecons nouvelles dans tralıte, lesquelles seront repr1ses
1gne, Sdaml$s indıcatıon de leur PTOVENANCE.

Commeniant SOM apprecı1atıon du 1115 Corbeilensis utilıse POUIT le De
Musıca, prec1se:

"FnNn general les INSsSsSs du COuUvenLt de Corbie CONSEeTVES sSsont utilıser
avant [OUS les qu ’'1ıls proviennent la plupart d’exemplaıres excel-
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ents De plusieurs exemples Je resente seulement celu1-cC1 Dans L’ancıen
manuscrIit ONC1 des OQuaestiones in Heptateuchum [TOUVE T 6473 B,

plein miliıeu du COuTrant les MOS INC scribendum, el Justement
aussı eEXCerpium recueıilli1 Dar Uug1ppus dans SOM ESauUrus Par

consequent manucrIıt ete SUT celu1 u SUuS-NOoMM 500
etf 520, donc anls a la mMO d’Augustin, 1Se POUT aıre les
exiralts de lıvyre  xr

Rense1ignement preC1euX, JuUC L’on peuL veriıher SUurT le Parısınus atınus
du 8e S ’ provenant de l’abbaye de Corbie., le plus ancıen temoın

des Questiones in Heptateuchum, dont LOUL PasSsSasc, 1ıv. X ch 1417 4:
"Nulla est facıl1or solut1oDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  13  lents. De plusieurs exemples je presente seulement celui-ci. Dans 1l’ancien  manuscrit oncial des Quaestiones in Heptateuchum se trouve [t. 3] p. 643 B,  en plein milieu du texte courant les mots abhinc scribendum, et justement lä  commence aussi un excerptum recueilli par Eugippus dans son Thesaurus. Par  cons&quent ce manucrit a EtE copie sur celui que 1’Abbe sus-nomme, entre 500  et 520, donc 70 ou 60 ans apres la mort d’Augustin, a utilis&€ pour faire les  extraits de:ce livre”.  - Renseignement precieux, que l’on peut verifier sur le Parisinus latinus  12.168, du 8° s., provenant de l’abbaye de Corbie, le plus ancien t&moin  des Questiones in Heptateuchum, dont tout un passage, liv. 1, ch. 117, 4-5:  "Nulla est facilior solutio ... in Mesopotamia Syriae", repris d’un manuscrit  eNCOFeE _ PIuS ancıen des Excerpia d Eugippius, LXXXV (cf£. CSEL 9,1, p.  338-339). Migne (t. 3, col. 578,2) emprunte sa note ä Gaume.  "Dans le 2° volume, la collection des Lettres, les deux lettres Edit&es a Vienne  en 1732 [par 1’abb& Godefroy von Bessel] ont €t€ inserges ä leur place [apres  les epist. 184 et 202], et les prefaces et introductions de Bessel et de Dom  Jacques Martin’ reproduites en entier, p. XXXVII-XLVI. Dans la premi@re,  la lecon du codex, ä un endroit precis et important, est defendue contre un  changement inintelligent [Gaume, col. 963, A, $& 4, qui profecto ..., edd. quem  profecto; cf. Syllabus codicum, 1522; Migne, t. 2, col. 791, n. 1, reprend la  note de Gaume]. La comparaison de 1l’ordre ancien des lettres avec le nouvel  ordre chronologique des Benedictins, insere ä la fin du volume, est indispensa-  ble pour se retrouver dans les anciennes citations".  "Les 3° et 4° volumes ont €&t€, de la maniere que nous avons indiquee plus  haut, am£lior$s ä partir des anciennes €ditions mentionnges, quelquefois aussi  d’apres les manuscrits, notamment vol. 4, p. 2077 A, 0ü la suppression de  plusieurs mots dans toutes les Editions rendaient le passage inintelligible [En  in ps. 129, 5, "idolatriam non est inventurus", correction de la ponctuation  donn&e par les Mauristes] chose maintenant corrig&e d’apres le Regius [Parisi-  nus lat 1981 11© s.]).  Le 5° volume a suscit& une querelle, car les Editeurs Gaume refus®-  rent de prendre en compte bon nombre des 99 nouveaux sermons recem-  ment €Edites, dont 25 trouves par Denis, 6 par Frangipane et 68 du Mont-  Cassin que Caillau et Saint-Yves avaient retenus pour authentiques et inse-  res ä ce titre dans leur Collectio Patrum Selecta, vol. 130 et 131, soit les t.  23 ei 24 des Op. S. Aug  ’ Dom J.Martin a publie ä part ces deux lettres: S. Augustini, episc. Hip., epistolae  duae, recens in Germania repertae, notis criticis, hist. chronol. illustratae, ac juxta nov.  edit. omnium eiusdem S. Doctoris operum a Bened. concinnatam tersae atque adornatae.  In-fol., Paris, Mazieres, 1734.iın Mesopotamıa Syr1a  L reprIs d’un manuscrit
CCS plus ancıen des Excerpta d’Eug1ippius, cr SEL 91
338-339). Miıgne (t 39 col notfe Gaume.

'D le 26 volume, la collection des Lettres, les deux lettres edıtees 1enne
732 |par abbe ode{froy VON Bessel|] ONL ete Nnserees leur place [apres

les epLS 184 el 202} ] les prefaces el introductions de Bessel el de Dom
Jacques Martin  F reprodultes entler, Dans la prem16eTe,
la econ du Codex, endroıit DreCISs el mportant, est eNdue
changemen inıntellıgent |Gaume, col 963, A‘ 47 qul profectoDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  13  lents. De plusieurs exemples je presente seulement celui-ci. Dans 1l’ancien  manuscrit oncial des Quaestiones in Heptateuchum se trouve [t. 3] p. 643 B,  en plein milieu du texte courant les mots abhinc scribendum, et justement lä  commence aussi un excerptum recueilli par Eugippus dans son Thesaurus. Par  cons&quent ce manucrit a EtE copie sur celui que 1’Abbe sus-nomme, entre 500  et 520, donc 70 ou 60 ans apres la mort d’Augustin, a utilis&€ pour faire les  extraits de:ce livre”.  - Renseignement precieux, que l’on peut verifier sur le Parisinus latinus  12.168, du 8° s., provenant de l’abbaye de Corbie, le plus ancien t&moin  des Questiones in Heptateuchum, dont tout un passage, liv. 1, ch. 117, 4-5:  "Nulla est facilior solutio ... in Mesopotamia Syriae", repris d’un manuscrit  eNCOFeE _ PIuS ancıen des Excerpia d Eugippius, LXXXV (cf£. CSEL 9,1, p.  338-339). Migne (t. 3, col. 578,2) emprunte sa note ä Gaume.  "Dans le 2° volume, la collection des Lettres, les deux lettres Edit&es a Vienne  en 1732 [par 1’abb& Godefroy von Bessel] ont €t€ inserges ä leur place [apres  les epist. 184 et 202], et les prefaces et introductions de Bessel et de Dom  Jacques Martin’ reproduites en entier, p. XXXVII-XLVI. Dans la premi@re,  la lecon du codex, ä un endroit precis et important, est defendue contre un  changement inintelligent [Gaume, col. 963, A, $& 4, qui profecto ..., edd. quem  profecto; cf. Syllabus codicum, 1522; Migne, t. 2, col. 791, n. 1, reprend la  note de Gaume]. La comparaison de 1l’ordre ancien des lettres avec le nouvel  ordre chronologique des Benedictins, insere ä la fin du volume, est indispensa-  ble pour se retrouver dans les anciennes citations".  "Les 3° et 4° volumes ont €&t€, de la maniere que nous avons indiquee plus  haut, am£lior$s ä partir des anciennes €ditions mentionnges, quelquefois aussi  d’apres les manuscrits, notamment vol. 4, p. 2077 A, 0ü la suppression de  plusieurs mots dans toutes les Editions rendaient le passage inintelligible [En  in ps. 129, 5, "idolatriam non est inventurus", correction de la ponctuation  donn&e par les Mauristes] chose maintenant corrig&e d’apres le Regius [Parisi-  nus lat 1981 11© s.]).  Le 5° volume a suscit& une querelle, car les Editeurs Gaume refus®-  rent de prendre en compte bon nombre des 99 nouveaux sermons recem-  ment €Edites, dont 25 trouves par Denis, 6 par Frangipane et 68 du Mont-  Cassin que Caillau et Saint-Yves avaient retenus pour authentiques et inse-  res ä ce titre dans leur Collectio Patrum Selecta, vol. 130 et 131, soit les t.  23 ei 24 des Op. S. Aug  ’ Dom J.Martin a publie ä part ces deux lettres: S. Augustini, episc. Hip., epistolae  duae, recens in Germania repertae, notis criticis, hist. chronol. illustratae, ac juxta nov.  edit. omnium eiusdem S. Doctoris operum a Bened. concinnatam tersae atque adornatae.  In-fol., Paris, Mazieres, 1734.ed!  ’ quem
profecto; cf. yllabus COdicum, 15322 Miıgne, Z col 791:; 1, reprend la
note de Gaume | La Comparaıson de L’ordre ancıen des lettres aveC le nouvel
Orare chronolog1ique des Benedictins, insere la fin du volume, est indispensa-
ble DOUT TeIrOouUver dans les CIeENNES Cıtatiıon

es 3c el 4e volumes ONL ete, de la manıere JuC LIOUS ind1quee plus
haut, amel107es partır des ancıennes edıtions menti0onnees, quelquefois aussı
d’apres les manuscrIts, vol 4, 2077 A‚ Ou la Suppress1ion de
plusieurs MOLS dans L[Oufes les editions rendailent le PAasSsSagc inıntellıgıble En
In DS 129, 5. LE  1dolatrıam NON est inventurus ,  ” COrTecCcHON de la ponctuatıon
onnee Dar les Maurıistes|]| CNOSsSe maıntenan! COr gee d’apres le Regıus \ Parısı-
1US lat 1981, 141° s. ]

Le volume suscıte une querelle, Cal les Editeurs Gaume refuse-
rent de prendre COMpTE bon nombre des SCITITLN1ONMNS recem-
ment edıtes, ont tTOUVES Dar Denıis, D Frangıpane PT 68 du Mont-
Cassın JUuUC (C’aıllau el Saılnt- Yves avalent efieNus POUI authentiques ef 1nse-
res tıtre dans leur C’ollectio Patrum Selecta, vol 130 eli 131 so1t les
273 61 des Op Aug

Dom 1n publıe CCS euxX lettres Augustint, eDLSC. H1p., epistolae
duae, Yrecens ın ermanıa ae, NOTLS CrIitLCLS, hıst chronaoLl. ıllustratae, Juxta NO  <
edit OommnLUM eiıusdem Doctoris ODET UM Bened. CONCIANALAM lersae adornatae.
Nn-Io Parıs, Mazıeres, 1734
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"Pour le nouvel editeur [J.-A Gaume]* 11 S’ag1ssalt donc une part de Nn O-
eitre rnen d’authentique dans SOM edıtıon, d’autre part de Das m! la

de]jäa tres Crasante des SCTITINONMNS inauthentiques apres Uunec bonne entaıne
autres I1 etudıa donc aVeCC ] ’ attention necessaıire les SCITNOINS nouvelle-
ment edites, etant S parler de SOM SavOoIr Dar aılleurs repare Dar la
ecture qu 1 venaıt d’achever de [OUS les SECITNON}NS authentiques. examına
d’abo les 68 CODIES, de la Bibliotheque de Monte-Cassıno, 5: Darus 836
Col 'atr. Sel., vol 130 Z3. quı1 Comporte de la Z3. Uulle Preface
justifiant l’insertion des Sermons| el dans traite etaılle el
fort bıen ecn Icf. 5’ Pars Dr10T, DOSL Praefationem De sermonibus qul
LAMQUAM augustinianı NUDETr COdicibus prolati SUnt, disquisitio Critica, col
XXXI-XCH], qu 'ıls sont [OUS ensemble inauthentiques ei DOUT ulle pDart tres
miserables. Un seul, le ST De Johanne Baptısta [col LXXVIII-LXXX| porte
des LTraces indubıitables du VTral Augustin, mals (ce sermon| n ’est qu ’un irag-
ment el COomporte plusieurs lacunes Our [OUS les autres, raı1ıson partiıe de
la langue, partıe du dogme, partie du temo1gnage des PIECES quı OnNtT
SETVI de modele un pletre imitatıon, les PITCUVCS evidentes d’inauthenticite
SONL donnees abondance Caillau, qu] faıt on de Ces 68 SCI-

MONSs ET S AUCUNMNEC recherche efendu temeraırement leur authenticite,
aNNONCA des la parution de volume 8A3 une refutatıon de CO traıte, dont
cependant Jusqu ä Jour mars ren na KL

En faıt la replique duxX demonstrations d’inauthenticıte produıltes Fa
(Jaaume dans 5 DaIs PT10T, bıen ete publıee Calllau SOUS le tıtre
Vindiciae Sermonum sanctı Augustinl Ineditorum ; la tete du
Supplementum II, Sermones iInediti, ser1e in-folı0, arls 1839, er egalement
ans Collectio selecta Eccel Patrum, du volume 15L so1t le

des Op Aug., la meme annee. Dübner semble auUSs1 1gnorer
|’intervention ans CONYTOVeETSE de Mgr Marie-Nicolas-Silvestre u1l-
lon, quı la parutiıon 8236 du vol 130 de la Col sel Ou figuralt le
premier Supplement des Sermones Inediltl, reprıt SON COMPpIE les crit1ques
de 1’abbe (GJaume mals des virulents ans l1vret de Z
Observations presentees Dar Monseigneur l’eveque de Maroc, 7, 0
G(ulllon, Auteur de Ia bibliotheque des Peres el latins, Au sujet des
NOUVEAUX SENrMONS publies SOUS le NO de sSaınt Augustin Parıs, ımp de
Decourchant (1838) in-S> Comme Guillon avaıt ete AVCC Caıllau L’Or1-

On attrıbue COUTrammMe:| Dübner la edactıiıon des deux E  es crıtiques du
tOme CONCeEernNan les proposes Caıllau dans Journal
des Savants, septembre 1853, COMDpLE rendu du 1, Novae Patrum hibliothe-
(‚AdeE DFTLMUS rOoNnNtiınens sanctı Augustint NOVOSX Codicıbus Vatiıcanıs SErMONeNs ...

ed. MAI, Romae, 1852 ei GODEFROY dans Notıice J.-Fr Dübner, Parıs
(1867) 121 maıs 1 claırement de u relate IC1 Dübner luı-meme que ”Edi-
LEUTr dont parle est l’abbe Jean Alex1is Gaume, d’autant QJuC, SOM COMNCOUIS plus
partiıculıer 1’editıon du De CLvVitate DeL F5 l n ’ hesıte parler de SOM interven-
8(0)1) personnelle.
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gıne de la Collectio selecta, el YJu«C SOM NO fguralit tete de chacun des
volumes, 11 fut SaJns doute provoque L’abbe (Gjaume DOUTI qualifier SOIIMN-
maılırement d’ınauthentiques les SCITNONS Denıis, Frangıpane el
GG prodults Caıllau er Saınt- Yves, Oufre les reprıs de
Gaume, lıt une grande ouange POUT la nouvelle edıtion. bbe (/911-
lau repliqua SaJns attendre, meme la publication du second volume
des SCITITNONS inedits, vol LE 24, ei de SCS Vindiciae ‚w Ou 11 renvole

factum ”  quıd amplıus diıcamus NOnN TE  9 C jJam objecta Oomn1a
in pulverem redegerımus iın responslione, edıta Parıs11s, apud Parent-
Desbarres, annOo 1838, Ua videas ), opuscule de intıtule Re-

Mgr. G(uillon, y  Ar  eveque de Maroc, sujet de SC8 observations SUr
les NOUVEAUX SECIMONS de SAaLNntL Augustin, 1n-8”, Parıs 038 ®7 artıcle de

Mangenot, SUUuS le NO Caillau rmand-Benjamin, ans D: 2
3()4- 1306

"Apres des 6% ermons| l’Editeur 1J.-A Gaume] S’OCCupe
colI] des CING SCITNONS qu«cC le Frangıpane galemen! Uıres
de la B1  eque de Monte-Cass1ıno, dont 11 PIOUVC aussı L’inauthenticite De
quatre autres SCITNON}NS deJäa JucC le meme ere faıt mprimer mem:

partıe AVCC beaucoup de divergences dans le style, partıe AVCC
remplissage de acunes SuppoOsees, parle L’endraoait VOoulu dans les
rantes. aan de COr SCITNONS, le 320“ chez les Benedictins, COmMporte DaS-
Sapc Ou les MOLS de [OUS les autres manuscrı1ts, Natalıis Domuinı mminet font
defaut et partır de cela le denomme ere Ju«c Jusqu '1C1
general faussement ind1ıque le MO1S d’ordination d’Augustin. ypothese
ete examınee dans Uulle note tres tendue la fin du volume post Lectiones
varıantes, col C K XE Supplementum varıae lectionis In SETMONEM
CCCXXXIX] el GeHEe OCCAasSıon ete m1se umıilere une partiıcularıte du
Chronicon de Prosper quı est tITres importante DOUT SOM emplo1 historique el
ceia, DOUT autäant JucC Je le sache, DOUT la premiere fo1s aAVEC clartDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  15  gine de la Collectio selecta, et que son nom figurait en t&te de chacun des  volumes, il fut sans doute provoque par 1’abbe Gaume pour qualifier som-  mairement d’inauthentiques les nouveaux sermons Denis, Frangipane et  ceux produits par Caillau et Saint-Yves, car outre les arguments repris de  Gaume, on y lit une grande louange pour la nouvelle €dition. L’abbe Cail-  lau repliqua sans attendre, avant m&me la publication du second volume  des sermons inedits, vol. 131, ou t. 24, et de ses Vindiciae ..., oü il renvoie  ä ce factum ("quid amplius dicamus non superest, cum jam objecta omnia  in pulverem redegerimus in nostra responsione, edita Parisiis, apud Parent-  Desbarres, anno 1838, quam videas"), opuscule de 49 pages intitulE R6E-  ponse ä Mgr. Guillon, &veque de Maroc, au sujet de ses observations sur  les nouveaux sermons de saint Augustin, in-8°, Paris 1938. Cf. l’article de  E. Mangenot, sous le nom Caillau Armand-Benjamin, dans D.T.C., t. 2, c.  1304-1306.  "Apres cette masse [des 68 sermons] 1’Editeur [J.-A. Gaume] s’occupe [ibid.  col. LXXXVI-XCIH] des cinq sermons que le P. Frangipane a Egalement tir£&s  de la Bibliotheque de Monte-Cassino, dont il prouve aussi 1’inauthenticit&. De  quatre autres sermons d€jä connus, que le meme Pere a fait imprimer en m&me  temps, en partie avec beaucoup de divergences dans le style, en partie avec  remplissage de lacunes suppos&es, on en parle ä l’endroit voulu dans les va-  riantes. L’un de ces sermons, le 339° chez les Benedictins, comporte un pas-  sage 0U les mots de tous les autres manuscrits, Natalis Domini imminet font  defaut et ä partir de cela le d&nomme Pere argumente que jusqu’ici on a en  geEneral faussement indique le mois d’ordination d’Augustin. Cette hypothese a  Ete examinee dans une note tres Etendue A la fin du volume [post Lectiones  variantes, col. CXV-CXVIII: Supplementum variae lectionis in sermonem  CCCXXXIX] et ä cette occasion a €te€ mise en lumi@re une particularit€ du  Chronicon de Prosper qui est tres importante pour son emploi historique et  cela, pour autant que je le sache, pour la premi@re fois avec clarte".  "Finalement 1’Editeur a 6galement soumis A 1’examen les 25 sermons de Denis  et montre de 16 sermons [col. 3225-3232] que non seulement ils sont inau-  thentiques mais Egalement tres insignifiants. Il en a fait imprimer ici 9, et  corriges [col. 3233-3288], parce qu’ils ne sont pas en soi sans valeur, mais ce  Nn’est que pour deux d’entre eux qu’on peut penser ä Augustin: ils ne sont  certes pas tout ä fait indignes de lui, cependant ils ne sont pas constitu6s de  telle sorte qu’il füt possible d’en affirmer 1’authenticite".  "Ä propos d’un travail semblable des Benedictins A separer les authentiques  des inauthentiques, je [F.D.] crois pouvoir oser communiquer ce qui suit des  affirmations orales de M. 1’Editeur [J.-A. Gaume]: d’apres son jugement, les  Benedictins n’ont exprime le moindre doute ä propos d’aucun sermon qui peut  Etre considere authentique; par contre ils ont laiss€ parmi les authentiques un  nombre important de compositions plus ou moins douteuses. De plus, dit-il,  plusieurs sermons sont sans aucun doute partiellement authentiques, mais d’ici  de 1ä ont Ete interpol&s avec des pi&ces rapportees que le BEnedictins n’ont pas  indiquges. D’autres encore refletent bien les pensees et la mani@re de parlerA  inalement l’Editeur egalement SOUMIS examen les 25 SCITINONS de en1is
el montre de 16 SCTITINONS col 5-32 Ju«e NON seulement iıls SONL nNnau-
thentiques maıs egalement tTeSs insignifilants. IBl faıt mprimer ICı 97 el
COIMgES col 3233-3288|1, qu ' ıls SONL Das SO1 = valeur, maIls
n est que«e DOUT deux d’entre CUX qu on DeuL DCNSECT Augustin ils SONL

DaSs [OuL faıt ndignes de lul1, cependant ils Sont DaSs Constitues de
SoOrte qu 'ıl ü poss1ıble d’en affırmer L’authenticıte”

N PTODOS d’un Tavaıl semblable des Benedictins eparer les authentiques
des inauthentiques, Je \KD.)} CTOIS DOUVOIF OSCT COMMUN1IQUET quı sult des
affırmations orales de 1’Editeur 1J.-A aume|] d’apres SOM Jugement, les
Ben!  1CUHNS n ont exprime le molndre doute PTODOS d’aucun quı DeuUL
eire consıdere authentique; Dar Contre iıls ONL lalsse parm1ı les authentiques
nombre mwportant de COMpOS1IUNONS plus MO1NS douteuses De plus, 1t-1l,
plusieurs SCITNON\NS SONL S doute partıellement authentiques, mals d’icı
de la ONL ete interpoles AVCC des PIECES rapportees Ju«c le Benedictins n ont DaS
indiquees D’autres CIICOTC refletent bıen les pensees el la manıere de parler
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d’Augustin, mals ONL ete plus MO1NS retravaılles quant style 'Our
certaıns detaiıls aussı utilıse, part les editions dejä ind1ıquees plus haut,
C de Sirmond Aureliü Augustini Hipponensis epiScOoDL Sermones OYVL
UMeTo AL diversis antiquls exemplaribus ollecti “udio el Jacobi
Sirmondi Paris1i1s, CramoIisy, ei 1C1 el la des conjectures OnNt ete
rOpOSEeeS .

Au terme de COMpTE rendu de la CONYTYTOVeETSE susc1ıtee la publica-
t10n de GD Sermons d’Augustin les SO1NSs de Calllau el

Saınt- Yves, il faut reconnaitre Ju«C Dübner pr1S partıe DCU aveugle-
ment DOUT ’abbe ; E (Gaume adoptant systematiquement L[OUS SCS

407, lın uelques Cent annees plus tard la crıtique S’est
finalement prononcee POUI L’authenticıte de vingt-cınqg SCITNON\NS Denıis, de
neuf SCTITINONS Frangıpane, 6i de SCpL SCITNONS (Caıllau el Saint-Yves?.

"Dans le premier ecrıt du volume 6, De diversis quaestionibus 83 liber, {[OUS
les Editeurs, meme les Benedictins donnent les quaestiones elles-memes

OQu L’habitude de lıre dans les QOeuvres completes seulement les
SsSOommMaIlres des 1teurs. On paralt Justifier acon de faıre ü a-
pres les paroles d’Augustin, Retractationes K2ZO ’Hoc ODUS NC1pıt mne
VEIUM verıtate VEeTIrUMmM est  w Seulement les Benedictins ONL trouve dans leurs
meılleurs manuscrIıts 'Incipit: Utrum anıma LDSGA Sit', el iıls auralent dü
alOrs meitre Ces questions dans le (8)1 quı ete faıt Dar le nouvel
Editeur quı DOUI plus ample confirmatıon apporte S manuscrits de la
Bıbliotheque Royale, dans lesquels S distinction LOufes les questions

leur endroıt parfo1s pet1i bregees Les raıtes DOUT la
mo1tie inauthentiques OnNnLtL Stfe examınes des dıtıons dejä menti1o0n-
nee:  LA

a B redaction du 7C volume, les hıvres De CLVLtate Del, 1’Editeur l’avaıt
confle SOUSS1gNE Dübner| omme 0OCCasıon ] avals le desir de
eitre le des Benedictins uve el de collatıonner IIOUVCAaU les
me1lnulleurs manuscrIits Je DOSals 1900008 CONd1ıl0oN d’avoır la plus grande Lıberte
DOUT L[OUS les quı Concernent l’antiquite pailenne, afın qu«e les philolo-
QUCS n alent pas chercher dans les varıantes el les annoO  10NS LOUL ] ’utilisa-
ble JuC Je pOourTals TOUVEeT. D’autre part DeEauCOUp de d’explication
etajlent Crıre qu® les Ben:  1CUNS n ont DICSYUC ren faıt DOUT l’explica-
t10n, qu«cC leur ;DOqu les 100NS de Viv  es ef de Coquaeus ITOU-
valent les maıns de [OUS les Savants. 19 reface donne COmMple rTendu
DreC1IS des merites des dıteurs terleurs, el de la manıere dont celles-cC1ı SONL
utilisees. Mes nombreuses Otatıons SONL DdAS separee de celles des
cCommentTateurs, mals le ecteur facılement dıstiınguer entre quıi
ete ecrt l Cent Alls el plus, el quı ete 6crt recemment. plus 11
de SO1 JucC les annotatıons d’autru1 JucC ] al duü Sser dans les mı1eNNeEs Ont ete
attrıbuees leur VTal responsable. EN quıi CO CI la cntique, [Oufes les

Voir MORIN, Sanctı ug2uslını SETMONES post Maurınos reperti, In Miscellanea
Agostinianda, vol I} Romae 1930:; er P- VERBRAKEN, Etudes CrLtLQUES SUr les
authentiQues de saıiınt UQ2Uustn, teenbrugge, 1976
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DIECES quı ouchen! l’antiquite pailenne el avant cCNOSse les Citations
d’auteurs profanes ONL Ste raıtees severement d’apres les meı1illeurs manuscrıits
Dans les partıes chretiennes de l’ouvrage, na ete modiıifle Juc quı choquaıit

quı etaıt condamne Dar la otale unanımı1ı des manuscrıts plus les
varıantes plus importantes Ont Ste partoutL \Joutees dans les partıes palennes
d’une manıere exhaustive. J °al collatıonne 10 L’excellent COdeX onclal du 7e
sıecle, le Corbeiensis 766 parmı les Sangermanenses’”®, lequel contient
que les neuf premiers lıvres arıs lat. mals übner n avaıt DaSs EINICOTE
CONNaAaIlSssancCe de L’existence du lıvre 10, dont les fol19s ONtL Als voles la Re-
volution, el SONL actuellement CONSETVES Samint-Petersbourg SOUS la colte
4 ]; D du 10“ D le Regıus |Parıs lat. } 2050 deJä Ouvent nterpole; 30 le Re-
S1uUS Par.lat 2051 de la meme eDOqUe, AVOCC blien CONSeETVE:; 4°
le Regius [Parıs lat. ] ZUSZ. AVEC seulement d1ıx lıvres, MO1NSs bon JucC le pDrece-
dent, mals me1nulleur Ju«c le 2050 50 le Regius Parıs lat. | 2053, VEC seulement
huit 1vres, tTESs bon el COop1 d’apres des premiers OT1g1NaUX; 60 le (COT-
e1ieNsIs 258 [Parıs lat 11638], le meilleur le premler, lıbere de L[Outles
les falsıfıcatıons IC l’al compare seulement dans les derniers lıvres,
aprı la fin du Corbeiensis 766, maıs Je 1’al consulte tres Ouvent egalemen
dans les premi1ers lıvres L’0occasıon de COrreCUonN: 70 le Corbeilensis 767 |Pa-
T1S lat 12215] contient les SCDL deriers lıvres el l est POUT le MOI1NS aussı
excellent JuC le precedent, S’'1  j} n est DaS EIICOTEC plus ele:; 8 du 15 . le
Corbelens1is 253 arıs lat. contient les douze ermers lıvres, 45567 bon,
mals bıen nierieur dUuX deux precedents Des OnNnLtL 6ie egalement CXa-
m1n6s dans le Reglus Parıs lat.| 2033 du K siecle En plus de cela la Bıblio-

OYy possede EIICOTEC quelques Cinquante mManuscrIıts plus recents Ju«c
Je n al Das uge necessalre 1ser apres les documents precedents””. Des
nombreux volumes dans lesquels Hardouın crit1que d’un Dout L’autre A
gustin, ] aı Dr1S les deux quı raıten) de la ('ivitas Del; Je SUI1S trouve LTrom-
pe quand meme dans IOM attente de TOUVeEeT de C1 de la uelque chose de
dıgne de L’erudıtion de Cl homme*? Par des combıinalsons siıngulıeres ei fOr-

10 Lorsque Dübner I  ı1ge SOI COMpLE rendu ”edition des freres Gaume,
1841, les manuscrIits de Saınt-Germamnm-des-Pres deposes la de Parıs
ent EMNCOIC Jomts duxX (0) 47 dejä subsıstants, d’ou les ancıennes du atalo-
BUC de 1740 de St.-Germaıun 766, Z58. 767, 255 qu ’ ıl donne, AVCC L' ındıcatıon de eur
DITOVCNANCE, Corbıie

On reiTOuUve DE 1iste des manuscriıts f1n de volume, AUX colonnes S  A
SOUuUS le tıtre Syllabus codicum qUOS de OVO recognıtum est Augustini ODUS De CLVitate
Deli

Dans le (0) 41 atın de la Bıblıotheque atıonale SONL CONSeErves vingt-neuf volumes,
S SOUS le Censura lıhrorum Augusltıinl, Contenant les du ere Jean

Hardouıin chacun des attrıbues saınt Augustin Pour chaque traıte, Hardouın
retranscrıt des PaSsSapc>s qu’ıl faıt Sulvre d’observations phılolog1ques, theologıques A
cCrıt1ques. Des es des matıeres el des 1tatıons bıblıques ONtL ete dressees chacun
des volumes. Les deux volumes CONSsacres De CLVitate De1 la CO!|  R 278572 On
est vraıment SUrDTI1S de lıre. du premıer volume, dans l’ındex, "Augustinus
(hoc esL, pseudo-Augustinus, SIC nNnım in hıs hıbrıs volumus hoc intellıg1) |su1ı1vent
des references AduxX pages| in verbıs puerıuıterDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  H  pieces qui touchent ä l’antiquit€ paienne et avant toute chose les citations  d’auteurs profanes ont &te trait&es s&verement d’apres les meilleurs manuscrits.  Dans les parties chretiennes de 1’ouvrage, n’a Et& modifie que ce qui choquait  ou ce qui Etait condamne par la totale unanimite€ des manuscrits. De plus les  variantes plus importantes ont €te partout ajout&es dans les parties paiennes  d’une mani@re exhaustive. J’ai collationne 1° l’excellent codex oncial du 7°  siecle, le Corbeiensis n. 766 parmi les Sangermanenses'®, lequel ne contient  que les neuf premiers livres [Paris lat. 12214, mais Dübner n’avait pas encore  connaissance de l’existence du livre 10, dont les folios ont Ete€ vole&s ä la R&E-  volution, et sont actuellement conserves ä Saint-Petersbourg sous la cote Q. I.  4]; 2°, du 10° s., le Regius [Paris lat.] 2050 dejä souvent interpole; 3° le Re-  gius [Par.lat.] 2051 de 1la m&me €poque, avec un texte assez bien conserve; 4°  le Regius [Paris lat.] 2052, avec seulement dix livres, moins bon que le pr&c&-  dent, mais meilleur que le 2050; 5° le Regius [Paris lat.] 2053, avec seulement  huit livres, tres bon et copie d’apres un des premiers originaux; 6° le Cor-  beiensis 258 [Paris lat. 11638], le meilleur apres le premier, libe&re de toutes  les falsifications courantes; je l’ai compare seulement dans les derniers livres,  apres la fin du Corbeiensis 766, mais je 1’ai consulte tres souvent €galement  dans les premiers livres ä 1’occasion de correction; 7° le Corbeiensis 767 [Pa-  ris lat. 12215] contient les sept demniers livres et il est pour le moins aussi  excellent que le pr&cedent, s’il n’est pas encore plus fidele; 8°, du 11° s., le  Corbeiensis 253 [Paris lat. 11637] contient les douze derniers livres, assez bon,  mais bien inferieur aux deux prE&cedents. Des passages ont €te Egalement exa-  mines dans le Regius [Paris lat.] 2055, du 12° sie&cle. En plus de cela la Biblio-  theque Royalc possede encore quelques cinquante manuscrits plus r&cents que  je n’ai pas jug& neEcessaire d’utiliser apres les documents prec&dents!!. Des  nombreux volumes dans lesquels Hardouin a critique d’un bout ä l’autre Au-  gustin, j’ai pris les deux qui traitent de la Civitas Dei; je me suis trouve trom-  p€ quand m&me dans mon attente de trouver de ci de lä quelque chose de  digne de 1’&rudition de cet homme'*. Par des combinaisons singulieres et for-  ©9 Lorsque F. Dübner re&dige son compte rendu sur 1l’&dition des freres Gaume, en  1841, les manuscrits provenant de Saint-Germain-des-Pres deposes ä la B.N. de Paris  n’etaient pas encore joints aux fonds d&jä subsistants, d’oü les cotes anciennes du catalo-  gue de 1740 de St.-Germain: 766, 258, 767, 253, qu’il donne, avec l’indication de leur  provenance, Corbie.  1 On retrouve cette liste des manuscrits en fin de volume, aux colonnes 1193-1194,  sous le titre Syllabus codicum ad quos de novo recognitum est Augustini opus De civitate  Dei  '? Dans le fonds latin de la Biblioth&que Nationale sont conserv6s vingt-neuf volumes,  n. 2745-2767, sous le titre Censura librorum Augustini, contenant les notes du Pkre Jean  Hardouin sur chacun des trait&s attribues ä saint Augustin. Pour chaque traite, Hardouin a  retranscrit des passages qu’il fait suivre d’observations philologiques, th&ologiques et  critiques. Des tables des mati&@res et des citations bibliques ont &t& dress&es pour chacun  des volumes. Les deux volumes consacres au De civitate Dei portent la cote 2757'?, On  est vraiment surpris de lire en te&te du premier volume, dans l’index, p. 6: "Augustinus  (hoc est, pseudo-Augustinus, sic enim in his libris volumus hoc nomen intelligi) [suivent  des references aux pages] ludit in verbis pueriliter ... Falsatius secum pugnat in ratione  temporum ... mendaces et timet rogum ... superbe adversarios spernit ... affectat modes-Falsatıus SCCUM in ratione
CMPOrumDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  H  pieces qui touchent ä l’antiquit€ paienne et avant toute chose les citations  d’auteurs profanes ont &te trait&es s&verement d’apres les meilleurs manuscrits.  Dans les parties chretiennes de 1’ouvrage, n’a Et& modifie que ce qui choquait  ou ce qui Etait condamne par la totale unanimite€ des manuscrits. De plus les  variantes plus importantes ont €te partout ajout&es dans les parties paiennes  d’une mani@re exhaustive. J’ai collationne 1° l’excellent codex oncial du 7°  siecle, le Corbeiensis n. 766 parmi les Sangermanenses'®, lequel ne contient  que les neuf premiers livres [Paris lat. 12214, mais Dübner n’avait pas encore  connaissance de l’existence du livre 10, dont les folios ont Ete€ vole&s ä la R&E-  volution, et sont actuellement conserves ä Saint-Petersbourg sous la cote Q. I.  4]; 2°, du 10° s., le Regius [Paris lat.] 2050 dejä souvent interpole; 3° le Re-  gius [Par.lat.] 2051 de 1la m&me €poque, avec un texte assez bien conserve; 4°  le Regius [Paris lat.] 2052, avec seulement dix livres, moins bon que le pr&c&-  dent, mais meilleur que le 2050; 5° le Regius [Paris lat.] 2053, avec seulement  huit livres, tres bon et copie d’apres un des premiers originaux; 6° le Cor-  beiensis 258 [Paris lat. 11638], le meilleur apres le premier, libe&re de toutes  les falsifications courantes; je l’ai compare seulement dans les derniers livres,  apres la fin du Corbeiensis 766, mais je 1’ai consulte tres souvent €galement  dans les premiers livres ä 1’occasion de correction; 7° le Corbeiensis 767 [Pa-  ris lat. 12215] contient les sept demniers livres et il est pour le moins aussi  excellent que le pr&cedent, s’il n’est pas encore plus fidele; 8°, du 11° s., le  Corbeiensis 253 [Paris lat. 11637] contient les douze derniers livres, assez bon,  mais bien inferieur aux deux prE&cedents. Des passages ont €te Egalement exa-  mines dans le Regius [Paris lat.] 2055, du 12° sie&cle. En plus de cela la Biblio-  theque Royalc possede encore quelques cinquante manuscrits plus r&cents que  je n’ai pas jug& neEcessaire d’utiliser apres les documents prec&dents!!. Des  nombreux volumes dans lesquels Hardouin a critique d’un bout ä l’autre Au-  gustin, j’ai pris les deux qui traitent de la Civitas Dei; je me suis trouve trom-  p€ quand m&me dans mon attente de trouver de ci de lä quelque chose de  digne de 1’&rudition de cet homme'*. Par des combinaisons singulieres et for-  ©9 Lorsque F. Dübner re&dige son compte rendu sur 1l’&dition des freres Gaume, en  1841, les manuscrits provenant de Saint-Germain-des-Pres deposes ä la B.N. de Paris  n’etaient pas encore joints aux fonds d&jä subsistants, d’oü les cotes anciennes du catalo-  gue de 1740 de St.-Germain: 766, 258, 767, 253, qu’il donne, avec l’indication de leur  provenance, Corbie.  1 On retrouve cette liste des manuscrits en fin de volume, aux colonnes 1193-1194,  sous le titre Syllabus codicum ad quos de novo recognitum est Augustini opus De civitate  Dei  '? Dans le fonds latin de la Biblioth&que Nationale sont conserv6s vingt-neuf volumes,  n. 2745-2767, sous le titre Censura librorum Augustini, contenant les notes du Pkre Jean  Hardouin sur chacun des trait&s attribues ä saint Augustin. Pour chaque traite, Hardouin a  retranscrit des passages qu’il fait suivre d’observations philologiques, th&ologiques et  critiques. Des tables des mati&@res et des citations bibliques ont &t& dress&es pour chacun  des volumes. Les deux volumes consacres au De civitate Dei portent la cote 2757'?, On  est vraiment surpris de lire en te&te du premier volume, dans l’index, p. 6: "Augustinus  (hoc est, pseudo-Augustinus, sic enim in his libris volumus hoc nomen intelligi) [suivent  des references aux pages] ludit in verbis pueriliter ... Falsatius secum pugnat in ratione  temporum ... mendaces et timet rogum ... superbe adversarios spernit ... affectat modes-mendaces el ime! Ö superbe adversarıo0s spernıtDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  H  pieces qui touchent ä l’antiquit€ paienne et avant toute chose les citations  d’auteurs profanes ont &te trait&es s&verement d’apres les meilleurs manuscrits.  Dans les parties chretiennes de 1’ouvrage, n’a Et& modifie que ce qui choquait  ou ce qui Etait condamne par la totale unanimite€ des manuscrits. De plus les  variantes plus importantes ont €te partout ajout&es dans les parties paiennes  d’une mani@re exhaustive. J’ai collationne 1° l’excellent codex oncial du 7°  siecle, le Corbeiensis n. 766 parmi les Sangermanenses'®, lequel ne contient  que les neuf premiers livres [Paris lat. 12214, mais Dübner n’avait pas encore  connaissance de l’existence du livre 10, dont les folios ont Ete€ vole&s ä la R&E-  volution, et sont actuellement conserves ä Saint-Petersbourg sous la cote Q. I.  4]; 2°, du 10° s., le Regius [Paris lat.] 2050 dejä souvent interpole; 3° le Re-  gius [Par.lat.] 2051 de 1la m&me €poque, avec un texte assez bien conserve; 4°  le Regius [Paris lat.] 2052, avec seulement dix livres, moins bon que le pr&c&-  dent, mais meilleur que le 2050; 5° le Regius [Paris lat.] 2053, avec seulement  huit livres, tres bon et copie d’apres un des premiers originaux; 6° le Cor-  beiensis 258 [Paris lat. 11638], le meilleur apres le premier, libe&re de toutes  les falsifications courantes; je l’ai compare seulement dans les derniers livres,  apres la fin du Corbeiensis 766, mais je 1’ai consulte tres souvent €galement  dans les premiers livres ä 1’occasion de correction; 7° le Corbeiensis 767 [Pa-  ris lat. 12215] contient les sept demniers livres et il est pour le moins aussi  excellent que le pr&cedent, s’il n’est pas encore plus fidele; 8°, du 11° s., le  Corbeiensis 253 [Paris lat. 11637] contient les douze derniers livres, assez bon,  mais bien inferieur aux deux prE&cedents. Des passages ont €te Egalement exa-  mines dans le Regius [Paris lat.] 2055, du 12° sie&cle. En plus de cela la Biblio-  theque Royalc possede encore quelques cinquante manuscrits plus r&cents que  je n’ai pas jug& neEcessaire d’utiliser apres les documents prec&dents!!. Des  nombreux volumes dans lesquels Hardouin a critique d’un bout ä l’autre Au-  gustin, j’ai pris les deux qui traitent de la Civitas Dei; je me suis trouve trom-  p€ quand m&me dans mon attente de trouver de ci de lä quelque chose de  digne de 1’&rudition de cet homme'*. Par des combinaisons singulieres et for-  ©9 Lorsque F. Dübner re&dige son compte rendu sur 1l’&dition des freres Gaume, en  1841, les manuscrits provenant de Saint-Germain-des-Pres deposes ä la B.N. de Paris  n’etaient pas encore joints aux fonds d&jä subsistants, d’oü les cotes anciennes du catalo-  gue de 1740 de St.-Germain: 766, 258, 767, 253, qu’il donne, avec l’indication de leur  provenance, Corbie.  1 On retrouve cette liste des manuscrits en fin de volume, aux colonnes 1193-1194,  sous le titre Syllabus codicum ad quos de novo recognitum est Augustini opus De civitate  Dei  '? Dans le fonds latin de la Biblioth&que Nationale sont conserv6s vingt-neuf volumes,  n. 2745-2767, sous le titre Censura librorum Augustini, contenant les notes du Pkre Jean  Hardouin sur chacun des trait&s attribues ä saint Augustin. Pour chaque traite, Hardouin a  retranscrit des passages qu’il fait suivre d’observations philologiques, th&ologiques et  critiques. Des tables des mati&@res et des citations bibliques ont &t& dress&es pour chacun  des volumes. Les deux volumes consacres au De civitate Dei portent la cote 2757'?, On  est vraiment surpris de lire en te&te du premier volume, dans l’index, p. 6: "Augustinus  (hoc est, pseudo-Augustinus, sic enim in his libris volumus hoc nomen intelligi) [suivent  des references aux pages] ludit in verbis pueriliter ... Falsatius secum pugnat in ratione  temporum ... mendaces et timet rogum ... superbe adversarios spernit ... affectat modes-affectat modes-
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Cees quı SONL nulle part ingenIEeUSES, de m aussı Par des trıvialıtes
el des MECNSONSCS, l cherche PTOUVCI u OCUVIC ete faussement
ttrıbuee Augustin J’al faıt iımprimer textuellement quelques TO1S TE
annotatıons utilısables, le peuL S doute tomber dans L’oublı Par
tOutes les annotatıons quı OnNnt ete ecrites Larcher SUT exemplaıre,
general des Otatıons Justes ei pleines de SCHS, ONL Ste recueillies > chan-
gement”. Ce quı Dar CCS TESSOUICES el Dal Ces annotatıons auxquelles maınte-
S  un da 'O1S anls Je [TOUVEe DaS mal de choses ajouter COMIgeT, d ete
apporte, qu«c d’autres C1den| Ce volume, nNsı Ju«cC les Confessions el le

1dırDe Musıca Ont 6te vendus separement
Pour completer presentation du tome 79 1l n est pas inutile de ICVC-

Nır SUT la Preface, laquelle 11 est faıt allusıon, el quı1 SST inseree tete
du volume, la sulte de la eface des Mauristes, col X V-XXUIL, SOUS le
tıtre FEditionts praefatio, preface quı, bıen Ju«C sıgnee fut redi-
gee Dübner: quelques informatıons complementaıres.
Les euxX premieres SONL CONnsacrees unec appreclation des ancıens
cCommentaıres SUT la C(ite de Dieu ef quı Ont leur heure de gloire,

Ihomas ales (F Nıcolas Irıweth (F Jacopo Passa-
vantı (T Ludovıicus Vıves (1493-1540), Leonard Coquee ( ’O-
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PaganoOs, inscriıbendum hOC ODUS fulsse proinde fetum CUIN SSC CtOTIS Ecclesiae18  G. FOLLIET  c&es qui sont nulle part ingeEnieuses, de temps ä autre aussi par des trivialites  et des mensonges, il cherche ä prouver que cette oeuvre a Ete€ faussement  attribuee ä Augustin. J’ai fait imprimer textuellement quelques trois ou quatre  annotations utilisables, le reste peut sans doute tomber dans 1’oubli. Par contre  toutes les annotations qui ont &t6€ Ecrites par Larcher sur son exemplaire, en  gEneral des annotations justes et pleines de sens, ont &t€ recueillies sans chan-  gement‘'®. Ce qui par ces ressources et par ces annotations auxquelles mainte-  nant apre@s trois ans je trouve pas mal de choses ä ajouter ou ä corriger, a Ete  apporte, que d’autres en de&cident. Ce volume, ainsi que les Confessions et le  141  De Musica ont €t& vendus se€par&ment  .  - Pour completer cette presentation du tome 7, il n’est pas inutile de reve-  nir sur la Preface, ä laquelle il est fait allusion, et qui est inseree en t&te  du volume, ä la suite de la Preface des Mauristes, col. XV-XXMII, sous le  titre Editionis novae praefatio, preface qui, bien que signee N.E., fut redi-  gee par F. Dübner; on y trouve quelques informations complementaires.  Les deux premi@res pages sont consacrees ä une appreciation des anciens  commentaires sur la Cit& de Dieu et qui ont eu leur heure de gloire,  comme Thomas Wales (+ 1349), Nicolas Triweth (+ 1334), Jacopo Passa-  vanti (* 1357), Ludovicus Vives (1493-1540), LE&onard Coquee ou Co-  tiam ... simulator pudoris ... dicit ineptias ... Fingit impurissima et obscenissima ... plenus  obscenitatibus ... Scurra et minus impurissimus ... mentitur citans Apuleium, Ciceronem,  Hippocratem, etc  corrumpit Scripturam  etc.", et p. 7, ces lignes: "Famosissimum  pseudo-Augustini opus, quod de Civitate Dei contra Paganos inscripsit, excutera cum Dei  ope aggredimur; operis et scriptoris impietate patefacta ... Pro paganis igitur, non contra  paganos, inscribendum hoc opus fuisse nec proinde fetum eum esse Doctoris Ecclesiae ...  nihil ut omnino in his libris sanum, nihil catholicum, nihil non fidei quam profitemur,  contrarium sit ...”. En trois passages de la Cit& de Dieu, Dübner fait allusion ä Hardouin  dans ses notes: Liv. 10, ch. 27, Ea quippe dixit, quae etiam ... F.D., col. 1237, 421 C  "Hard.: lege quia etiam, quo minime necessarium, quae refertur ad scelera” (cf. Hardouin,  vol. 1, p. 165); note non retenue par Migne. - Liv. 16, cap. 17 fin, ä propos de la nais-  sance d’Abraham, F.D. col. 687 n.f "Reipsa annus 1244 ante Urbem conditam. Hard." (cf.  Hardouin, vol. 2, p. 345); note non retenue par Migne. - Liv. 18, cap. 42, sur l’origine de  Ja Septuaginta, F.D. col. 843, n.b "Fabula haec de 70 interpretibus jamdudum est ab  eruditis explosa. "Graecae versionis, inquiunt Sangenovefani in suis Thesibus, die 23 julii,  1704, non eos auctores dicimus quos venditat ementitus Aristeas. Hard.” (cf. Hardouin,  vol. 2, p. 445); note reprise par Migne col. 603, n. a.  13 Comme F. Dübner fait grand cas des annotations de Pierre-Henri Larcher, nous  avons juge utile de les examiner attentivement dans notre article L’ helleniste Pierre-Henri  Larcher (1726-1812) annotateur de la Cit& de Dieu, ä paraitre dans Wiener Studien en  1995.  * F, Dübner se trompe lorsqu’il dit que les Confessions ont fait l’objet d’une &dition  ä part, seuls le De Musica, voir plus haut, et le De Civitate Dei ont beneficie de ce dou-  8  ble traitement. Le volume du De Civitate Dei €dite ä part ne differe en rien du t.7 de la  PE P  collection, hormis la page titre sur laquelle figure apres le titre S.Augustini ... De Civitate  Dei _ Libri viginti duo ...la precision separatim excusi ex operum omnium Editione Parisi-  na altera, emendata et aucta.Nnı ul OMNINO In h1Is T1S Sanum), nıhıl catholıcum, nıhıl NOMN €1 QUamM profitemur,
contrarıum Sli18  G. FOLLIET  c&es qui sont nulle part ingeEnieuses, de temps ä autre aussi par des trivialites  et des mensonges, il cherche ä prouver que cette oeuvre a Ete€ faussement  attribuee ä Augustin. J’ai fait imprimer textuellement quelques trois ou quatre  annotations utilisables, le reste peut sans doute tomber dans 1’oubli. Par contre  toutes les annotations qui ont &t6€ Ecrites par Larcher sur son exemplaire, en  gEneral des annotations justes et pleines de sens, ont &t€ recueillies sans chan-  gement‘'®. Ce qui par ces ressources et par ces annotations auxquelles mainte-  nant apre@s trois ans je trouve pas mal de choses ä ajouter ou ä corriger, a Ete  apporte, que d’autres en de&cident. Ce volume, ainsi que les Confessions et le  141  De Musica ont €t& vendus se€par&ment  .  - Pour completer cette presentation du tome 7, il n’est pas inutile de reve-  nir sur la Preface, ä laquelle il est fait allusion, et qui est inseree en t&te  du volume, ä la suite de la Preface des Mauristes, col. XV-XXMII, sous le  titre Editionis novae praefatio, preface qui, bien que signee N.E., fut redi-  gee par F. Dübner; on y trouve quelques informations complementaires.  Les deux premi@res pages sont consacrees ä une appreciation des anciens  commentaires sur la Cit& de Dieu et qui ont eu leur heure de gloire,  comme Thomas Wales (+ 1349), Nicolas Triweth (+ 1334), Jacopo Passa-  vanti (* 1357), Ludovicus Vives (1493-1540), LE&onard Coquee ou Co-  tiam ... simulator pudoris ... dicit ineptias ... Fingit impurissima et obscenissima ... plenus  obscenitatibus ... Scurra et minus impurissimus ... mentitur citans Apuleium, Ciceronem,  Hippocratem, etc  corrumpit Scripturam  etc.", et p. 7, ces lignes: "Famosissimum  pseudo-Augustini opus, quod de Civitate Dei contra Paganos inscripsit, excutera cum Dei  ope aggredimur; operis et scriptoris impietate patefacta ... Pro paganis igitur, non contra  paganos, inscribendum hoc opus fuisse nec proinde fetum eum esse Doctoris Ecclesiae ...  nihil ut omnino in his libris sanum, nihil catholicum, nihil non fidei quam profitemur,  contrarium sit ...”. En trois passages de la Cit& de Dieu, Dübner fait allusion ä Hardouin  dans ses notes: Liv. 10, ch. 27, Ea quippe dixit, quae etiam ... F.D., col. 1237, 421 C  "Hard.: lege quia etiam, quo minime necessarium, quae refertur ad scelera” (cf. Hardouin,  vol. 1, p. 165); note non retenue par Migne. - Liv. 16, cap. 17 fin, ä propos de la nais-  sance d’Abraham, F.D. col. 687 n.f "Reipsa annus 1244 ante Urbem conditam. Hard." (cf.  Hardouin, vol. 2, p. 345); note non retenue par Migne. - Liv. 18, cap. 42, sur l’origine de  Ja Septuaginta, F.D. col. 843, n.b "Fabula haec de 70 interpretibus jamdudum est ab  eruditis explosa. "Graecae versionis, inquiunt Sangenovefani in suis Thesibus, die 23 julii,  1704, non eos auctores dicimus quos venditat ementitus Aristeas. Hard.” (cf. Hardouin,  vol. 2, p. 445); note reprise par Migne col. 603, n. a.  13 Comme F. Dübner fait grand cas des annotations de Pierre-Henri Larcher, nous  avons juge utile de les examiner attentivement dans notre article L’ helleniste Pierre-Henri  Larcher (1726-1812) annotateur de la Cit& de Dieu, ä paraitre dans Wiener Studien en  1995.  * F, Dübner se trompe lorsqu’il dit que les Confessions ont fait l’objet d’une &dition  ä part, seuls le De Musica, voir plus haut, et le De Civitate Dei ont beneficie de ce dou-  8  ble traitement. Le volume du De Civitate Dei €dite ä part ne differe en rien du t.7 de la  PE P  collection, hormis la page titre sur laquelle figure apres le titre S.Augustini ... De Civitate  Dei _ Libri viginti duo ...la precision separatim excusi ex operum omnium Editione Parisi-  na altera, emendata et aucta.En tTO1S DassSagcs de la 1ıte de Dieu, Dübner faıt allusıon Hardouın
dans SCS NOLeES Liv 10, ch 21 Ea quıppe dıxIit, QuUaC et1am col LZ3T: 4721
ard. lege qu1a eti1am, qQuUO mınıme necessarıum, QUAE refertur ad scelera” CL Hardouın,
vol B 165); Nnote NON reienue Mıgne. LIiv 16, CaD. fin, de nals-

raham, col 687 n.f Dsa 1244 an  n Tbem condıtam Ü (cf.
Hardouın, vol Z 345); note NON reitenue Mıgne Liv 18, CaD 42, l ’orıgine de
la Septuagınta, col 843, n.b "Fabula haec de interpretibus jJamdudum est ab
erudıtis explosa "Graecae vers10n1s, Inquıiunt Sangenovefanı INn SUlSs es1bus, dıe 2 Juhı,
1704, NOMN dicımus (QUOS venditat emenüutus steas. Hard.“ (cf. Hardouın,
vol Z 445) ote reprıse Mıgne col. 603,
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collecuon, hormis la DaRc tıtre. laquelle 1gure apres le tıtre. 5.Augustini18  G. FOLLIET  c&es qui sont nulle part ingeEnieuses, de temps ä autre aussi par des trivialites  et des mensonges, il cherche ä prouver que cette oeuvre a Ete€ faussement  attribuee ä Augustin. J’ai fait imprimer textuellement quelques trois ou quatre  annotations utilisables, le reste peut sans doute tomber dans 1’oubli. Par contre  toutes les annotations qui ont &t6€ Ecrites par Larcher sur son exemplaire, en  gEneral des annotations justes et pleines de sens, ont &t€ recueillies sans chan-  gement‘'®. Ce qui par ces ressources et par ces annotations auxquelles mainte-  nant apre@s trois ans je trouve pas mal de choses ä ajouter ou ä corriger, a Ete  apporte, que d’autres en de&cident. Ce volume, ainsi que les Confessions et le  141  De Musica ont €t& vendus se€par&ment  .  - Pour completer cette presentation du tome 7, il n’est pas inutile de reve-  nir sur la Preface, ä laquelle il est fait allusion, et qui est inseree en t&te  du volume, ä la suite de la Preface des Mauristes, col. XV-XXMII, sous le  titre Editionis novae praefatio, preface qui, bien que signee N.E., fut redi-  gee par F. Dübner; on y trouve quelques informations complementaires.  Les deux premi@res pages sont consacrees ä une appreciation des anciens  commentaires sur la Cit& de Dieu et qui ont eu leur heure de gloire,  comme Thomas Wales (+ 1349), Nicolas Triweth (+ 1334), Jacopo Passa-  vanti (* 1357), Ludovicus Vives (1493-1540), LE&onard Coquee ou Co-  tiam ... simulator pudoris ... dicit ineptias ... Fingit impurissima et obscenissima ... plenus  obscenitatibus ... Scurra et minus impurissimus ... mentitur citans Apuleium, Ciceronem,  Hippocratem, etc  corrumpit Scripturam  etc.", et p. 7, ces lignes: "Famosissimum  pseudo-Augustini opus, quod de Civitate Dei contra Paganos inscripsit, excutera cum Dei  ope aggredimur; operis et scriptoris impietate patefacta ... Pro paganis igitur, non contra  paganos, inscribendum hoc opus fuisse nec proinde fetum eum esse Doctoris Ecclesiae ...  nihil ut omnino in his libris sanum, nihil catholicum, nihil non fidei quam profitemur,  contrarium sit ...”. En trois passages de la Cit& de Dieu, Dübner fait allusion ä Hardouin  dans ses notes: Liv. 10, ch. 27, Ea quippe dixit, quae etiam ... F.D., col. 1237, 421 C  "Hard.: lege quia etiam, quo minime necessarium, quae refertur ad scelera” (cf. Hardouin,  vol. 1, p. 165); note non retenue par Migne. - Liv. 16, cap. 17 fin, ä propos de la nais-  sance d’Abraham, F.D. col. 687 n.f "Reipsa annus 1244 ante Urbem conditam. Hard." (cf.  Hardouin, vol. 2, p. 345); note non retenue par Migne. - Liv. 18, cap. 42, sur l’origine de  Ja Septuaginta, F.D. col. 843, n.b "Fabula haec de 70 interpretibus jamdudum est ab  eruditis explosa. "Graecae versionis, inquiunt Sangenovefani in suis Thesibus, die 23 julii,  1704, non eos auctores dicimus quos venditat ementitus Aristeas. Hard.” (cf. Hardouin,  vol. 2, p. 445); note reprise par Migne col. 603, n. a.  13 Comme F. Dübner fait grand cas des annotations de Pierre-Henri Larcher, nous  avons juge utile de les examiner attentivement dans notre article L’ helleniste Pierre-Henri  Larcher (1726-1812) annotateur de la Cit& de Dieu, ä paraitre dans Wiener Studien en  1995.  * F, Dübner se trompe lorsqu’il dit que les Confessions ont fait l’objet d’une &dition  ä part, seuls le De Musica, voir plus haut, et le De Civitate Dei ont beneficie de ce dou-  8  ble traitement. Le volume du De Civitate Dei €dite ä part ne differe en rien du t.7 de la  PE P  collection, hormis la page titre sur laquelle figure apres le titre S.Augustini ... De Civitate  Dei _ Libri viginti duo ...la precision separatim excusi ex operum omnium Editione Parisi-  na altera, emendata et aucta.De (ivitate
Deı Libri vıgınlı duo la prec1s1on separatım eXCUSL ODETUM OmnNLıUM Editione Parıst-

altera, emendata el



DE GRANDES EDITIONS SAINTI AUGUSTIN

QUaCUS (F Jean Leclerc dıt Phereponus (1657-1736). Ces COTIMNMEN-

talres ont Ont tenu COmMplie les Mauristes ans leurs E1 ca ei la Düb-
NCI, suffisent plus SCS VCUX, les OUTCECS hıstor1ques dolvent etre CXa-

mınees plus fond aVOIT faıt mention des appOTTS plus recents
’Hardou1ln ei (0)011 partıculıerement de P- Larcher ont le nouvel edıiteur
faıt grand CAaS, SOM Jugement le travaıl de (:  _ Francken,
Fragmenta Varronls, QUGAE Inveniıuntur In Iibrıs Augustinl de CLV. del,
Lyon 1836, n apporte rien de neuf. est auftre auteur, quı n est sıgnale
nı dans la eface nı ans le compte-rendu de SOI edıtion, er auquel Düb-
HET porte une certaıne attention, pDu1squ 1l le cCıte o1S endroıits de SCS

Lectiones varıantes, 11 s’agıt de erudıt Oollandaıs Jean Frederic (GTronovl1us
(1611-167D? Ce quı faıt QuSss1] l’objet d’un nouvel CXamen de la
de Dübner, e1 dont 11 rend COmpte seulement ans la Preface, C’est le PTO-
eme de L’authenticıte des apıtula JucC les Maurıstes n ’ ont pas hesıiıte
placer tete de leur edıition du De (ivıtate Del: finalement 11 reconnaıt
JucC la tradıtiıon manuscriıte est faveur de L’attrıbution Augustin lu1-
meme des divis1ıons lıvres er chapıtres de la Cite de Dieu, a1Nsı JucC les
intıtules des capitula. Precisons ennn combıen la collatıon faıte Düb-
IN SUuT les manuscrits ete apprecıee les edıiteurs ulterieurs Dom:-

Leipzıg 1863, 5 SCS reedıitions, Hoffman, Wıen 899-1 9000 (CSEL
les Cent sO1Xante douze lecons nouvelles qu 1 apportees, ei quı

SONT indıquees le sıgle Ont DCU pres L[Ouftes ete

es S, el HT volumes ONL Ste evises sulvant la ode indıquee plus
haut AVEC emplo1 CONstant des ancıennes 1010NS nommees Celles-cC1 fu-
rent, selon Ju«C cela Darut necessalre, partıe consultees DOUIT des
DreCIS, partıe COmparees DOUT L’ensemble Le grand nombre de varıantes quı

furent 1gnalees paralissent Ouvent etre mportantes Ont Ste egalement 1C1
el imprimees des Otat1ıons pleines de SCI15 des editeurs precedents a1nsı
Ju«cC des du des CcCIeENNES edıtions Juc les Benedictins 0)411 OMI1S
S  N ren dire Les COrrecti1ons de ore SONL partiıculıerement NOmMbDbreuses dans

15 Deux reNnvOoIS Tes preCI1S, AVOCC indıcatıon de la PDaRC, \No)ıl! faıts l’ouvrage Johannıs
Fredericl (Gronovı Observatorum in Scriptoribus ecclestiasticıs qULDUS Iamen DAassım el

aequales ıLlıs el vetustiores ULrLUSGUE [inguae interposit el ıllustrantur el EMEN-

dantur, Monobiblos, Daventriae, 1651, c£. Liv. } ch 9, (col 13C) le mol consulentes
'  abest ab Am Er. INSSDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  D  quaeus (+ 1615), Jean Leclerc dit Phereponus (1657-1736). Ces commen-  taires dont ont tenu compte les Mauristes dans leurs notes, et cä et 1la Düb-  ner, ne suffisent plus ä ses yeux, les sources historiques doivent Etre exa-  minees plus ä fond. Apres avoir fait mention des apports plus r&cents  d’Hardouin et tout particulie&rement de P.-H. Larcher dont le nouvel Editeur  fait grand cas, par contre ä son jugement le travail de C.H.J. Francken,  Fragmenta Varronis, quae inveniuntur in libris S. Augustini de civ. dei,  Lyon 1836, n’apporte rien de neuf. Il est un autre auteur, qui n’est signale  ni dans la Preface ni dans le compte-rendu de son €dition, et auquel Düb-  ner porte une certaine attention, puisqu’il le cite en trois endroits de ses  Lectiones variantes, il s’agit de l’Erudit hollandais Jean Frederic Gronovius  (1611-1671)'°. Ce qui a fait aussi l’objet d’un nouvel examen de la part  de Dübner, et dont il rend compte seulement dans la Preface, c’est le pro-  bleme de l’authenticit& des Capitula que les Mauristes n’ont pas hesite ä  placer en te&te de leur Edition du De Civitate Dei; finalement il reconnait  que la tradition manuscrite est en faveur de l’attribution ä Augustin lui-  möeme des divisions en livres et chapitres de la Cit& de Dieu, ainsi que les  intitul&s des capitula. Precisons enfin combien la collation faite par Düb-  ner sur les manuscrits a Ete€ appreciee par les Editeurs ulte&rieurs B. Dom-  bart, Leipzig 1863, et ses reeditions, E. Hoffman, Wien 1899-1900 (CSEL  40'?); les cent soixante douze lecons nouvelles qu’il a apportees, et qui  sont indiquees par le sigle * ont ä peu pres toutes Et€ retenues.  "Les 8°, 9° et 10° volumes ont €Et€ rEvise&s suivant la methode indiquege plus  haut avec un emploi constant des anciennes Editions nomm&es. Celles-ci fu-  rent, selon que cela parut n&cessaire, en partie consult&es pour des passages  precis, en partie comparges pour l’ensemble. Le grand nombre de variantes qui  en furent signaleges paraissent souvent Etre importantes. Ont Ete€ Egalement ici  et 1a imprimees des annotations pleines de sens des Editeurs precedents ainsi  que des passages du texte des anciennes Editions que les BEnedictins ont omis  sans rien dire. Les corrections de Morel sont particulierement nombreuses dans  5 Deux renvois tres precis, avec indication de la page, sont faits a 1l’ouvrage Johannis  Frederici Gronovii Observatorum in Scriptoribus ecclesiasticis quibus tamen passim et  aequales illis et vetustiores utriusque linguae auctores interpositi et illustrantur et emen-  dantur, Monobiblos, Daventriae, 1651, cf. Liv. 1, ch. 9, 2 (col. 13C) le mot consulentes  "abest ab Am. Er. ac. mss ... refertur ad verba, sese abstinent ... In eadem sententia est  Fridericus Gronovius, in Observationibus ..., pag. 184, ubi conferuntur similia". - Liv. 21,  ch. 24,1 (col.1027 C) le mot in melius "Gronovius, Observatis in Scriptores ecclesiasticos,  cap. 6, pag. 66, correxit in mollius. Quod non necessarium.” - Un troisieme renvoi est fait  ä un autre ouvrage Frederici Gronovii Observationum libri tres, Leyde 1662, cf. Liv. 3,  ch. 10 (col. 100 B), les mots succedentibus bellis "sic omnes nostri mss. Gronovius,  Observationum libro 3, cap. 16, [on peut preciser: p. 575] in suis membranis non invene-  rat verbum succedentibus; et conjicit legendum, continuis bellis. Sed nostrorum codicum  testimonium hic posuimus ..."refertur ad verba, SECSE AabstinentDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  D  quaeus (+ 1615), Jean Leclerc dit Phereponus (1657-1736). Ces commen-  taires dont ont tenu compte les Mauristes dans leurs notes, et cä et 1la Düb-  ner, ne suffisent plus ä ses yeux, les sources historiques doivent Etre exa-  minees plus ä fond. Apres avoir fait mention des apports plus r&cents  d’Hardouin et tout particulie&rement de P.-H. Larcher dont le nouvel Editeur  fait grand cas, par contre ä son jugement le travail de C.H.J. Francken,  Fragmenta Varronis, quae inveniuntur in libris S. Augustini de civ. dei,  Lyon 1836, n’apporte rien de neuf. Il est un autre auteur, qui n’est signale  ni dans la Preface ni dans le compte-rendu de son €dition, et auquel Düb-  ner porte une certaine attention, puisqu’il le cite en trois endroits de ses  Lectiones variantes, il s’agit de l’Erudit hollandais Jean Frederic Gronovius  (1611-1671)'°. Ce qui a fait aussi l’objet d’un nouvel examen de la part  de Dübner, et dont il rend compte seulement dans la Preface, c’est le pro-  bleme de l’authenticit& des Capitula que les Mauristes n’ont pas hesite ä  placer en te&te de leur Edition du De Civitate Dei; finalement il reconnait  que la tradition manuscrite est en faveur de l’attribution ä Augustin lui-  möeme des divisions en livres et chapitres de la Cit& de Dieu, ainsi que les  intitul&s des capitula. Precisons enfin combien la collation faite par Düb-  ner sur les manuscrits a Ete€ appreciee par les Editeurs ulte&rieurs B. Dom-  bart, Leipzig 1863, et ses reeditions, E. Hoffman, Wien 1899-1900 (CSEL  40'?); les cent soixante douze lecons nouvelles qu’il a apportees, et qui  sont indiquees par le sigle * ont ä peu pres toutes Et€ retenues.  "Les 8°, 9° et 10° volumes ont €Et€ rEvise&s suivant la methode indiquege plus  haut avec un emploi constant des anciennes Editions nomm&es. Celles-ci fu-  rent, selon que cela parut n&cessaire, en partie consult&es pour des passages  precis, en partie comparges pour l’ensemble. Le grand nombre de variantes qui  en furent signaleges paraissent souvent Etre importantes. Ont Ete€ Egalement ici  et 1a imprimees des annotations pleines de sens des Editeurs precedents ainsi  que des passages du texte des anciennes Editions que les BEnedictins ont omis  sans rien dire. Les corrections de Morel sont particulierement nombreuses dans  5 Deux renvois tres precis, avec indication de la page, sont faits a 1l’ouvrage Johannis  Frederici Gronovii Observatorum in Scriptoribus ecclesiasticis quibus tamen passim et  aequales illis et vetustiores utriusque linguae auctores interpositi et illustrantur et emen-  dantur, Monobiblos, Daventriae, 1651, cf. Liv. 1, ch. 9, 2 (col. 13C) le mot consulentes  "abest ab Am. Er. ac. mss ... refertur ad verba, sese abstinent ... In eadem sententia est  Fridericus Gronovius, in Observationibus ..., pag. 184, ubi conferuntur similia". - Liv. 21,  ch. 24,1 (col.1027 C) le mot in melius "Gronovius, Observatis in Scriptores ecclesiasticos,  cap. 6, pag. 66, correxit in mollius. Quod non necessarium.” - Un troisieme renvoi est fait  ä un autre ouvrage Frederici Gronovii Observationum libri tres, Leyde 1662, cf. Liv. 3,  ch. 10 (col. 100 B), les mots succedentibus bellis "sic omnes nostri mss. Gronovius,  Observationum libro 3, cap. 16, [on peut preciser: p. 575] in suis membranis non invene-  rat verbum succedentibus; et conjicit legendum, continuis bellis. Sed nostrorum codicum  testimonium hic posuimus ..."In eadem sententia est
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ch 24 ,1 CO. le MOL In melius "GrTrONnOVIUuS, Observatıs in Scriptores eccles1iastıcos,
CapD 6, pas 66, COrrexıt ın moOLUILus Quod NON necessarıum.“ Un tro1sıeme reNnvol est faıt

autire OUVIARC Fredericı (Gronovul Observationum lıhrı [res, eyde 1662, cf. Liv &.
ch (col 100 les Ofs Succedentibus hellıs A  SIC nostr1ı INSS GTrOnOvVvIlus,
Observationum lıbro 3 CapD 16, (oN DeUL DreCISeT: 5/5] ın SulSs membranıs NOMN Invene-
ral verbum succedentibus; el COoNJICIt egendum, CONULNULS hellis. NOSITrOTUM cCOdıcum
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le 10“ volume Du Psaume ahbecedaire les donatistes, les Ben  1CHNS
n ont paAS TOUV! de mManuscrI1ts, ef le nouvel editeur pas davantage dans collec-
10NS rassemblees la Bıblıotheque du Ro1i Le Psaume Ste fait DOUT etre
chante, dıt Augustin (Retract. 1,20) "ideo aliquo CArminLSs SENETE id est
fıeri volul (et NON noluli) nNeCESSLiAS metrica aliqua verbxDa QUAE vulgzo
MLINUS SUNnfT USitata compelleret”, voulaıt JuC Psaume Causa Dona-
t1starum ad 1DS1US humıllımı vulg el OMNINO mper1torum el 1diotarum not1-
t1am pervenire (et L1OIN perveniret)”. La mo  on est la sul1vante:

— \/ — \/ — \/ — \/ — \/ — \ / — \/ — \/

z  N uelque part eniır COmple de la prosodie des moO(lS, 1900001 dans les VE
polıtıques des BICCS 'Our Cee Ta1son Das mal de choses alssen! VOIr dans

PassSagc SUuT la prononcıl1atiıon de M} Par exemple IOUS les places
devant des voyelles deviıennent des _]‚ audiunt, nesciunt, 1e touJours deux
syllabes, Christianus, traditio, sententig, Macarius trısyllabıques, eicC Dans
plus de VE  x Je n al TOUV! qu une seule exception regle
Dans le { volume 6te COUuramme': util1se DOUT la 1ta Augustini de 'OSS1-
dius L’edition de alınas, Naples 1731° el L[Oufes les varıantes quı SCDa-
rent de celles des S1X manuscrıts util1ises par les Benedictins OnNt ete Ind1quees
AaVCC prec1s10N dans leur SOUTCE. Salınas dısposalt de deux manuscrts de la
Bıbliotheque Christine mss 541 el WZ3,; el de tro1s autres du atıcan CI-
SO  - MSsSsS 188 202-207, 190 v-97, 191 98-203v Les Index quı

plus de 1  - asCS, e Xie sSeITE SUuT deux colonnes, ONLTt ete reguliere-
ment augmentes el MIEUX OTganıses u PE X de L’edition benedictine Comme
LOUL ramen!| la nNnOuvelle pagınatıon, chaque passagc dü eire ontröle,
mem m fut entreprise UuIlc lecture de LOUT Augustin u1ı-meme DOUT COIMM-

pleter les ndıces Ce travaıl OCCUDE, PICSYUC deux annees pleines, L’homme
Qquı recCul la charge  n

pres les vingt-deux lıgnes Consacrees L’edition de saınt Bernard,
Dübner conclut SOM Compte-rendu:
„  E ]J al donne ICI unle relatıon qJu«c DEISONNEC d’autre n auraıt Oonner AVCC

plus de certitude dans L[OuL le Chrysostome l n y DAS MoOot JuC Je n al
pDas Ju, le manuscrI1ıt CÖte:; d’Augustin el de Basıle, ] aı lu, avant
pendant 1’ımpression, de grandes partıes, el pendan LOut J aı Ste
relatıon personnelle aAaVCC les Edıteurs el les COIT©CLILEUFTS, quı m ont SOU-
vent de leur ravaıl”

Parıs FT. übner.

16 Dübner COMMEL ICI un petite n ndıquant qu® la 1ta Augustini edıtee
Salınas ete publıee Naples, realıte  —< 11 est bıen precıisee IL Dars

Dr10T, col 369, le volume prepare alınas, quı etaı  e or1gınaıre de Naples,
ome 1731 1t1ıonem Romae, annO 1731 UDCIA ei studı0 Joannıs Salınas
Neapolıtanı, CanOnıC1 regularıs lateranens1ıs
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Resumons brievement JuC (Gaume apporTte de NOUVECAU DaI TapD-
DOTT L’edıition des Benedictins. On COMPpTLeE total 37() 380) Jecons
nouvelles, ont 35 ans le De Musıca 1 185 dans le De CLVvitate Del, CN
euxX traıtes faıt l’objet une recensi10n nouvelle. Dans les de
bas de Pasc les apparats NOUS releve pres de S refe-
IG11GES ajoutees celles des Maurıstes; dans les apparats Cecs adjonctions
SONLTL facılement reperables es termiıinent le sıgne Leur repar-
t1t1on 68i inegale, ma1ls 11 est traıte quı faıt l’objet d’un Commentaiıre
Incomparablement plus che YJuec celu1ı des Benedictins, SavVvOIr le De
Civiıtate Dei I1 faut aussı faıre etat de Ccertaiınes efaces crıt1ques

tete des Sermons, du De CLVvitate Del, des Lettres, Ou manıfeste I£.  eTru-
dıtıon des ediıteurs. Cette edition so1gneusement el enrichıie n est pas
parfaıte PDPOUT Dans la confrontation entre L’edition Gaume E1 Cce
de 1gne, SUuT laquelle NOUS ons longuement NOUS etendre, NOUS releve-
1ONS certaın nombre de deficiences de edıtıon Lype ont Miıgne
ete parfo1s victime, ma1ls aussı auxquelles celu1-c1ı Darfo1s remedie. Nean-
MmMoO1nNs NOUS CIOYONS DOUVOIT dıre YJuc les apporTts ans edıtiıon Gaume
SONT tels, qu on peutL la consıderer DOUI un sımple reproduction de
L’edition or1ıgıinale des Maurıstes, el d’autre NOUS allons le
VOITL, YJu«cC L’edition 1gne seraılt pas qu’elle est S1 elle n avalıt benefi-
cC1e de precedente edition!”.

I1 EDITION MIGNE (1841-1842)
S  est ans le cadre des publications de la Bıbliotheque unıverselle

du Clerge, inauguree 1837 AVCC les Cours d’Eecriture saınte er de theo-
ogle, JuUC 1L’abbe ı1gne eut L’ıdee de publıer les completes des
Peres de I’Eglise CCYUC el latine'®. Maıs d’annoncer la publica-

17 La maıson aume paraılt Das aVOIlr faıt un bonne aıre publıant les edıtiıons
d’Augustin, de Basıle, ernNar!‘! de Claırvaux, Jean Chrysostome la reprıse
Vıtte du on des Freres Gaume, 'Ouve CIMNCOTC catalogue de Janvıer 1903
Ces dıtıons. Les edıtıons dıffusees 1gne Ont du leur CauseTr SIAVC preJjudıce. Les

vol. de Augustin SONL alors vendus 240 iTS, alors qu®e les vol de Mıgne valaıent
frs 1865

18 Sur ] ’entreprise d’edıiıtıon de Jacques-Paul Migfie, le PCISONNALC lul-
meme, A  DD DEaUCOUD ecrtIıt. OUS ICHVOYONJNS deux publıcations 4SSC7 recentes Ou l’on
'ouvera l’essentiel des rense1gnements bıblıographiques: le lıvre de Aa AN,
Jacques-Paul 12ne Le retour Peres, Parıs 1975; Migne le TENOUVEAU des etudes
patrıstiques. CcIies du colloque de Saınt-Flour. FE Juillet 1975, edites ANDOUZE
el FOUILHERON Parıs 1985
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t10N d’ensemble, 11 donna 41 une premiere edıtiıon des
de saınt Augustıin er de salnt Jean Chrysostome traduction latıne.

L/’edıtion d’Augustin pOTTEe tete du premier tome tıtre DCU
pres ldentique celu1 de L’edıtiıon Gaume Sancti Aurelhi Augustinl 1LDDO-
NENSLS ep1ISCOopL Dera Omnl1d, DOst Lovanıiıensium theologorum FeCeNnsL0-
NE: Castıgata EeNUO ad MAaNnUuSCrIpPLOS COodices Aallıcos Maur., (GJaume
Gallicanos‘”), Vatiıcanos Maur. adı  Q Anglicanos deJä OMI1S Gaume],
elg1icos eicC nNeECNON ad editiones antıquiores el Castıgatiores, el
S{UdL0 Monachorum Ordints sanctı Benedicti Congregatione Maurı
Edıtıo NOV1SSIMA, emendata d auCt10r |Gaume Edıtıo Parısına altera, e-

mendata el aucta|], aCCurante Mnuw, Cursuum completorum Edıtore Dans
les reeditions, lıt . 1gne, Bı  othecae cler1 un1ıversae,
S1ve Cursuum completorum in sıngulos sclentlae ecclesjiastıcae 1 amnlos

edıtore, vol Prix X 5 fr lomus pPrImus. Parısus, venıt apud Edıtorem In
Vico diıcto Montrouge, Juxta Portam infernl, gallıce Pres la Barrıere d’En-
fer. 841 Sur certaıns exemplaıres le 19(0) de 1gne est tOUufes lettres,
el Nn Y figurent pas le nombre de volumes, nı le DI1X En realıte PIC-
milere edıtiıon COmporte qJu«c dıstrıbues SUT 15 volumes, les

3, 4, . Comprenant eux partıes, dans AL  e  ‚dıtıon des Mau-
rıistes. (Vest edition princeps quı SCTAa reprodulte quelle 1845-
1846, DU1S 11 DOUT constituer les volumes 3° de la
auxquels SCId annexe 849 16° volume intıtule Supplementum, so1t

LOME 12 volume de la AaVCC les seuls changements SUuT la
DAasc tıtre du premier volume: lTomus prımus, Parısus, excudebatur el venıt
apud 1 1gne edıtorem.

Au de premier tOome est insere Monitum de hac hene-
dictinae editionis NOVA recCensLi0oNne, SUT aSCS, dont VO1CI L’essentiel. 1en
qu 1 para1sse temeraıre de pretendre faıre MIEUX UJuC les Benedictins,
quelques amelıorations ONntTt ete apportees, plus partiıculıerement dans le
sıgnalement des anclennes edıtions, portant ans les de bas de

des apostilles quı etalent inserees ans les INAaISCS a1Nsı YJuC les
addenda el corrigenda. Le SOUCI maJeur du nouvel editeur ete NON seule-
ment de rien Ome(tltftre de quı ete precedemment edite, ma1ls d’appor-
iwig des complements striıctement utiles. L uan!ı s’ecarte des o
dictins, les COrTeCHONS SONT etablıes partır des manuscrIıts des OUICES

autor1sees. Z On evıte de surcharger les apparats, PDOUI pDas tomber
dans des eXCES. m = pretendre apporter unec reponse {[OUS les proble-
11165 philolog1iques. DOUI quı CONCEINE la dıstınction eNiTe les ecTIts

19 substitution de (yallicos (yallıcanos peuL s ’explıquer l’emploı specıfıque
1’epoque du mMoOL (yallıcanı DOUT de  ner les defenseurs de “eglıse gallıcane.
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authentiques DE les inauthent1ques, sen est teNnu duxX classements des
Maurıstes. Ont seulement ete inseres complement (a la ın du IT,
apres l’Index) des Sermons recemment trouves, so1t les collections Denis
GT Frangıpane. B la dıfference de Certalns editeurs parısıens recents
(nuperrimae edıtiones Parısıenses), allusıon dırecte L’edıtion (Jau-
II les apparats cr1t1iques inseres CeuX-CI1 fın de volume, Ont ete
portes bas de Pasc A L/’ordre chronologique thematıque adopte

les Maurıstes PDOUT leur edıtiıon ete ans L’ensemble respecte, quel-
YJuCS changements Ont ete operes, permutatıon qu1 VTral 1ıre Just1-
ent pas nOofre SCMNS es sont contraıres L’ordre des traıtes tel qu 1
est donne ans les Retractationes: exemple les Solilogulia, ranges NOT-
malement leur ate apres 'O1Ss traıtes de Cassıclacum, SONT

portes ı1gne apres les Confessiones "qui1buscum ob manıfestam AI SUu-
ment] simılıtudınem apprıme conven1lunt”, de meme le De Genesi Manı-
chaeos, regrOuDe, malgre l’ordre chronologique, AaVCC les De Genesi
ad Iıtt IMD., et De (Jenes_ AaAd litt Lib XMU. ei le De Verd religione, ecrTIt
VCIS 390, est reporte apres le De doctrina christiana (397 er 426), "Culus
absque 10 complementum Cu1que egent! apparebıt , argument Sans
valeur. SE ı1gne bon de donner tete du tOome 1: apres SON Mo-
nıtum, la dedicace des Maurıstes Ro1 Lou1s XIV ei la eface Generale
des Benedictins, les Vitae Augustinl, Cce de Possıdius, e CcE de
Tillemont latın, lesquelles avalent ete edıtees les Benedictins
dernıier ([OmMEe, les Tables el ”’Index Enfin SONL donnees 'O1S pre-
CIeUSsSESs prec1s10ns SUT la sıgnıfıcatiıon des sıgles: ENnire crochets les lecons
nouvelles: In econ PTODTITC dUuX Benedictins: M E s1ıgnature abregee de
1gne, DOUT tOUuL complement edition des Maurıstes.

S1 l’on examıne maıntenant de plus pres Cette edıtıon de 1gne,
decouvre tTes vıte quelques caracter1istiques quı1 lu1 SONLTL DITODICS il font
SOn or1ıginalıte.

L edition G(aume-Dübner, de hase reprıs Dar igne
I1 suffit de COIMNDATCT quelques de nouvelle edition aAaVEGC

les Correspondantes de 1’edıtion Gaume DOUI rendre COMPpLeE Ju«c
elle-c1 lu1 ServV1 de DTrOLOLYDE: le AV OL ponctuatıon, les
augmentees or1ıginales, les lecons COrrectl1ons, L[OUS CCcsS appOTTS NOU-

de (Gaume rapport L’edition or1iginale des Benedictins IC-
I[TOUvVENT DCU pres tels quels chez i1gne Maıs DOUTI evıter Sdamnls doute
L’accusatıon de plagıat, dernıier n hesıte pas demarquer plus moOo1ns
les PIODICS L’edıtiıon Gaume. Prenons la premiere notfe des Confes-
SL1ONS ans 133 TesISt1sS , note apparat col I1 "Somm. LOov.
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quinque INSsSS apud laudatı, NECNON Rond Cu trıbus Mss superbis,
Deus, FesisS. note TeITOUVE ans 661, mmal., LOVi

quinque Mss uperbis, Deus, resist1s. M” ('’est a1nsı Ju«C la
plup des DE des lecons nouvelles PTOPTICS (GGaume TreiITrTOUveENT
chez 1gne, NOUS dısons bıen la plupart, JucC Darfo1s celu1-
Ci. tOuL adoptant unc econ PTODIC (Gaume 61 dıfferente de C des
Benedictins, n en donne pas la Justihcatiıon note“® Le reperage de CCS

er lecons est TaCcHe. es ermıinent le sıgle quı
indıque la plup du des repr1ses Gaume“, Ou es etalent
indiquees obele Les NON s1gnees chez ı1gne chez
(Gaume figuralent dejä dans L’edition orıgınale des Benedictins.

OTS JuC nombreux SONtT chez ıgne les CEMPTUNLIS Gaume, Tarecs

SONTL les allusions faıtes nommement, releve seulement S1X plus
moO1nNs transparentes:!

2, 407, 3: "de UJUO NON d  agO , SIC ın Ben 306, derniere ı1gne Maıs
IL: Addenda ei corrigenda, les Ben NOTfenNT A  on ADO, lege NUNC ”"  agO ,

correction adoptee D 45®% lın 10; reprend {OTT la econ HNON, el

pOorTe AaVOCC allusıon dırecte (Gaume: TeCEN: Parıs Edıt legıt,
NÜUNC, COITUDIE. M“ Dans RE ben d’Anvers, YJuUC sult habıtuellement.,
col RET ;:  non "  agO , ma1ls INaISC. (forte) ANUNGCG. Dans CSEL, 3 , Z
616, Ir "NUNC ago  LA

2 ın la ed. N DIS, a, iın 2a ed 754 Augustin1 ad
axımum epıistolae iragmentum ın LOMO tert10 apud Benedictinos ei ın
LOMO OCLavo edition1s Inopportune relegatum invenıtur &3 87
7-1 uIn hanc ep1ıstolam, Benedictinis in tert10 volu-
mıne edıtam, inc1deramus QUUuMm alterum volumen, Cul G rel1quıs Ep1sto-
lıs debebat inserl, jJam typI1s exscr1ptum. Suo 10C0 exclusae, haec
pagına pOSL lıbros de Irıinıtate NON AaCSIC concedetur. NE“

59 2136, "Edıitio subJıcıt hanc A Rabanum, NUÜU.
honorıs pulsat el pDotestatıs ambıtio M“ ( (3° d 2889 lın 3,
apparat (C CVM)

6, 655, ;:  nNnon mugıitus . duspicantur forte h1cC legendum,
Vag21tus, UJUaC VOX re1psa puerulıs mehus congrult. Mll (T G: 6, 956

7 660U, lın 20 "immatura MO rapiatur”, Ben Tapılantur” , Y24A
\A  .  apıatur , el apparatl "SIC plane codıces Ostrı unıversı oportebat24  G. FOLLIET  quinque mss. apud Mart. laudati, necnon Rond. cum tribus mss. superbis,  Deus, resistis.t.", cette note se retrouve dans M. 661, n. 1 "Sommal., Lov.,  Mart., ex quinque Mss.: Superbis, Deus, resistis. M." C’est ainsi que la  plupart des notes et des lecons nouvelles propres ä Gaume se retrouvent  chez Migne, nous disons bien la plupart, car on constate que parfois celui-  ci, tout en adoptant une lecon propre ä Gaume et diff&rente de celle des  Benedictins, n’en donne pas la justification en note”. Le reperage de ces  notes et lecons est assez facile, car elles se terminent par le sigle M. qui  indique la plupart du temps des notes reprises ä Gaume*, oü elles Etaient  indiquees par un obele +. Les notes non signees chez Migne comme chez  Gaume figuraient dejä dans 1’&dition originale des Benedictins.  Alors que nombreux sont chez Migne les emprunts ä Gaume, rares  sont les allusions faites nommement, on en releve seulement six plus ou  moins transparentes:  - T. 2, 407, 5, "de quo non ago", sic in Ben. 306, derniere ligne. Mais au  t. 11, Addenda et corrigenda, les Ben. notent "non ago, lege nunc ago",  correction adoptee par G. 458 C lin. 10; M. reprend ä tort la lecon non, et  porte n. 2 avec allusion directe ä Gaume: "Una e recent. Paris. Edit. legit,  nunc, corrupte. M.". Dans 1’&d. ben. d’Anvers, que M. suit habituellement,  col. 232 "non ago", mais en marge: f. (forte) nunc. Dans CSEL, 34, 2, p.  616, 115 "nunc ago".  T: 2 änı la ed: 752 bisn. a in 2a ed: 751; Bı by "Hoc - D. Augustini ad  Maximum epistolae fragmentum in tomo tertio apud PP. Benedictinos et in  tomo octavo editionis GG. inopportune relegatum invenitur ...". Cf. G. t. 8,  1517-1520, n. a "In hanc epistolam, a RR. PP. Benedictinis in tertio volu-  mine editam, incideramus quum alterum volumen, cui cum reliquis Episto-  lis debebat inseri, jam typis esset exscriptum. Suo loco exclusae, haec  pagina post libros de Trinitate non aegre concedetur. N.E.".  - T. 5, 2136, n. 1 "Editio GG. subjicit hanc notam: "Apud Rabanum, nulla  honoris pulsat et potestatis ambitio M.". Cf. G., t. 5, 2889 C lin. 3, en  apparat (c. CVII).  - T. 6, 655, n. 2 "non mugitus". "Suspicantur GG. forte hic legendum,  vagitus, quae vox reipsa puerulis melius congruit. M.". Cf. G., t. 6, 956 B  2 M. t. 7, 660, lin. 21 "immatura morte rapiatur", €d. Ben. "rapiantur", G. 924A  "rapiatur", et en apparat "Sic plane codices nostri universi ut oportebat ... Benedictini cum  aliis editionibus ... rapiantur, sententia perversa". Note non reprise par Migne qui adopte  pourtant la lecon de Gaume.  2l Cela est annonc€ sans reserve par Migne, 662, ä la suite de l’Enume&ration des  Editions auxquelles Migne dit avoir eu recours, et dont il donne les sigles d’abreviation :  "Duae etiam nuperrimae extant editiones, P. Desb. et GG., id est, altera apud Parent-Des-  barres, altera apud Gaume fratres Bibliopolas Parisiis vulgatae. Utramque contulimus. M."Benedictinıi CUl  =

alııs editionıbus24  G. FOLLIET  quinque mss. apud Mart. laudati, necnon Rond. cum tribus mss. superbis,  Deus, resistis.t.", cette note se retrouve dans M. 661, n. 1 "Sommal., Lov.,  Mart., ex quinque Mss.: Superbis, Deus, resistis. M." C’est ainsi que la  plupart des notes et des lecons nouvelles propres ä Gaume se retrouvent  chez Migne, nous disons bien la plupart, car on constate que parfois celui-  ci, tout en adoptant une lecon propre ä Gaume et diff&rente de celle des  Benedictins, n’en donne pas la justification en note”. Le reperage de ces  notes et lecons est assez facile, car elles se terminent par le sigle M. qui  indique la plupart du temps des notes reprises ä Gaume*, oü elles Etaient  indiquees par un obele +. Les notes non signees chez Migne comme chez  Gaume figuraient dejä dans 1’&dition originale des Benedictins.  Alors que nombreux sont chez Migne les emprunts ä Gaume, rares  sont les allusions faites nommement, on en releve seulement six plus ou  moins transparentes:  - T. 2, 407, 5, "de quo non ago", sic in Ben. 306, derniere ligne. Mais au  t. 11, Addenda et corrigenda, les Ben. notent "non ago, lege nunc ago",  correction adoptee par G. 458 C lin. 10; M. reprend ä tort la lecon non, et  porte n. 2 avec allusion directe ä Gaume: "Una e recent. Paris. Edit. legit,  nunc, corrupte. M.". Dans 1’&d. ben. d’Anvers, que M. suit habituellement,  col. 232 "non ago", mais en marge: f. (forte) nunc. Dans CSEL, 34, 2, p.  616, 115 "nunc ago".  T: 2 änı la ed: 752 bisn. a in 2a ed: 751; Bı by "Hoc - D. Augustini ad  Maximum epistolae fragmentum in tomo tertio apud PP. Benedictinos et in  tomo octavo editionis GG. inopportune relegatum invenitur ...". Cf. G. t. 8,  1517-1520, n. a "In hanc epistolam, a RR. PP. Benedictinis in tertio volu-  mine editam, incideramus quum alterum volumen, cui cum reliquis Episto-  lis debebat inseri, jam typis esset exscriptum. Suo loco exclusae, haec  pagina post libros de Trinitate non aegre concedetur. N.E.".  - T. 5, 2136, n. 1 "Editio GG. subjicit hanc notam: "Apud Rabanum, nulla  honoris pulsat et potestatis ambitio M.". Cf. G., t. 5, 2889 C lin. 3, en  apparat (c. CVII).  - T. 6, 655, n. 2 "non mugitus". "Suspicantur GG. forte hic legendum,  vagitus, quae vox reipsa puerulis melius congruit. M.". Cf. G., t. 6, 956 B  2 M. t. 7, 660, lin. 21 "immatura morte rapiatur", €d. Ben. "rapiantur", G. 924A  "rapiatur", et en apparat "Sic plane codices nostri universi ut oportebat ... Benedictini cum  aliis editionibus ... rapiantur, sententia perversa". Note non reprise par Migne qui adopte  pourtant la lecon de Gaume.  2l Cela est annonc€ sans reserve par Migne, 662, ä la suite de l’Enume&ration des  Editions auxquelles Migne dit avoir eu recours, et dont il donne les sigles d’abreviation :  "Duae etiam nuperrimae extant editiones, P. Desb. et GG., id est, altera apud Parent-Des-  barres, altera apud Gaume fratres Bibliopolas Parisiis vulgatae. Utramque contulimus. M."rapıantur, ententia perversa . Note NON reprıse Mıgne quı adop!
DOUurlanti la lecon de (Gaume.

21 ela est annonce Sall: reserve 1Z2Nne, 662, sulte de 1 enumeratıon des
editions auxquelles Mıgne dıt VOITr TECQOUIS, et dont ı] donne les sıgles d’abrevıiatiıon
"Duae eti1am nuperriımae extant edıtiones, esb el G'  9 1d est. altera apud arent-  es-
barres, altera apud (Gaume fratres Bıblıopolas Parıs1i1s vulgatae. Utramque contulımus. M.“



DE RANDES EDITIONS SAINTI AUGUSTIN 25

lın 7, bas de PasC, Ou L’on lıt qJu«cC le de la NOTtfe
Ibıd 920, Oul sCLENtem CUNCILaAa SCLUNL, quid nescıre Apud

editos, CEXCEDIA edıtione, VEISUS le interrogat1ıon1s PUuncIO
concluditur:; COITUDIE. M“ r G, 67 1341, derniere 1gne Ou la phrase
termıine poinnt, ei NON pomint d’ınterrogatıon, COMMMME le lai1sseraıt
DENSCI l’observatıon de 1gne, lequel certaınement mal COMPTIS la note

correspondante de apparat (cC LAXVIUI) Ou lıt "Er. Lugd Ven
Lov. &l edıti0 Benedictina hic habent interrogation1s sıgnum quod mendo-
SU nobıs videtur, CH SCHSUS S1It Oul SCLUNLIL scientem CUNCIA,
nescCLre alı  d”

Ün 8306, "VYıillicı" "Add h1ic edıit10 Nomen proprium hNOC 10C0O
CSSC videturDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  25  lin. 7, n. en bas de page, oü 1l’on ne lit que le dEbut de la note.  - Ibid. 920, n. 4 "Qui scientem cuncta sciunt, quid nescire nequeunt. Apud  omnes editos, excepta GG. editione, versus ille interrogationis puncto  concluditur; corrupte. M.". Cf. G., t. 6, 1341, derniere ligne oü la phrase se  termine par un point, et non un point d’interrogation, comme le laisserait  penser 1l’observation de Migne, lequel a certainement mal compris la note  correspondante de G. en apparat (c. LXVII) oü on lit: "Er. Lugd. Ven.  Lov. et editio Benedictina hic habent interrogationis signum quod mendo-  sum nobis videtur, cum sensus sit: Qui sciunt scientem cuncta, nequeunt  nescire aliquid”".  - T. 7, 836, "Villici" n. a "Addit hic editio GG. Nomen proprium hoc loco  esse videtur ... poterat puerum. M.". Cf. G., t. 7, 1166, n. a, reprise littera-  lement par M.  - T. 10, 201, n. 4: 0U est repris une note des Mauristes, avec complement  entre crochets. "Nec aliter ... cap. 4", et la pr&cision "Uncis haec inclusa  habet sola editio GG.". Cf. G., t. 10, 311 B, lin. 2, en apparat (c. XID.  Mais le plus grand nombre d’emprunts directs ä 1’£dition Gaume,  pour la plupart litt&raux, sont anonymes. Nous ne pouvons donner ici les  298 passages qui, redisons-le, sont tous reperables par le sigle M. en fin de  note. Voici les deux premiers exemples:  - Retractationes 1,14,2: "Sed quia tantum est quidquid est, ut non faciat  beatissimus". Gaume t. 1, 52 B lin. 2, avec note en apparat: "Er. Lugd.  Ven. sed quia tantum non est quidquid est, ut nos faciat beatissimos"';  Migne t. 1, 606, n. 1 "Er. Lugd. Ven.: sed quia ... beatissimos M.  - Ibid. 11,4,2 "Jesus Sirach". Gaume t. 1, 87 A lin. 1, avec note en apparat:  "Am: Lugd.‘ Ven. Jesus filius Sirach", Migne t. 1, 631; . n.. 1 "Jam. Lug.  Ven. Jesus filius Sirach M."  Dans les deux cas Migne reprend donc litt&ralement et sans plus les notes  de Gaume, sans oublier d’y ajouter l’initiale de son propre nom pour si-  gnature, et non celle de Gaume, ce qui aurait €&t€ plus correct.  Quel est donc l’apport propre de Migne? Apres examen de l’en-  semble de 1l’Edition nous pouvons affirmer qu’en tout et pour tout il se  reduit ä 58 notes et 7 lecons nouvelles, apport bien maigre en definitive.  Les 58 notes propres ä Migne, que l’on ne peut distinguer de la  masse des notes signees M. mais communes avec G., sont pour la majorite  u22  ‚, Oou des apprecia-  soit des conjectures (25) du type "Forte legendum  ? Voir entre autres T. 2, 98, n. 1 "ne forte", Sic omnes edd., obscure. Forte pro, ne,  legendum, an, vel num. M." Goldbacher, CSEL, 34,1, maintient ne. - Ibid. 411, n. 2 "soli  concessum”, sic in Ben., Anv., G. avec n. "Lov., solicitum. Forte legendum est, soli  licitum. M." Goldbacher, CSEL 34,2, p. 623, 1. 17, adopte cette conjecture. - T. 4, 263, n.poterTal Mll (T. G’ Ü 1166, a7 repr1ıse ıttera-
lement

1 9 U1 Ou est reprıs une nNnOoTte des Maurıistes, AVCC complement
entre crochets. alıterDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  25  lin. 7, n. en bas de page, oü 1l’on ne lit que le dEbut de la note.  - Ibid. 920, n. 4 "Qui scientem cuncta sciunt, quid nescire nequeunt. Apud  omnes editos, excepta GG. editione, versus ille interrogationis puncto  concluditur; corrupte. M.". Cf. G., t. 6, 1341, derniere ligne oü la phrase se  termine par un point, et non un point d’interrogation, comme le laisserait  penser 1l’observation de Migne, lequel a certainement mal compris la note  correspondante de G. en apparat (c. LXVII) oü on lit: "Er. Lugd. Ven.  Lov. et editio Benedictina hic habent interrogationis signum quod mendo-  sum nobis videtur, cum sensus sit: Qui sciunt scientem cuncta, nequeunt  nescire aliquid”".  - T. 7, 836, "Villici" n. a "Addit hic editio GG. Nomen proprium hoc loco  esse videtur ... poterat puerum. M.". Cf. G., t. 7, 1166, n. a, reprise littera-  lement par M.  - T. 10, 201, n. 4: 0U est repris une note des Mauristes, avec complement  entre crochets. "Nec aliter ... cap. 4", et la pr&cision "Uncis haec inclusa  habet sola editio GG.". Cf. G., t. 10, 311 B, lin. 2, en apparat (c. XID.  Mais le plus grand nombre d’emprunts directs ä 1’£dition Gaume,  pour la plupart litt&raux, sont anonymes. Nous ne pouvons donner ici les  298 passages qui, redisons-le, sont tous reperables par le sigle M. en fin de  note. Voici les deux premiers exemples:  - Retractationes 1,14,2: "Sed quia tantum est quidquid est, ut non faciat  beatissimus". Gaume t. 1, 52 B lin. 2, avec note en apparat: "Er. Lugd.  Ven. sed quia tantum non est quidquid est, ut nos faciat beatissimos"';  Migne t. 1, 606, n. 1 "Er. Lugd. Ven.: sed quia ... beatissimos M.  - Ibid. 11,4,2 "Jesus Sirach". Gaume t. 1, 87 A lin. 1, avec note en apparat:  "Am: Lugd.‘ Ven. Jesus filius Sirach", Migne t. 1, 631; . n.. 1 "Jam. Lug.  Ven. Jesus filius Sirach M."  Dans les deux cas Migne reprend donc litt&ralement et sans plus les notes  de Gaume, sans oublier d’y ajouter l’initiale de son propre nom pour si-  gnature, et non celle de Gaume, ce qui aurait €&t€ plus correct.  Quel est donc l’apport propre de Migne? Apres examen de l’en-  semble de 1l’Edition nous pouvons affirmer qu’en tout et pour tout il se  reduit ä 58 notes et 7 lecons nouvelles, apport bien maigre en definitive.  Les 58 notes propres ä Migne, que l’on ne peut distinguer de la  masse des notes signees M. mais communes avec G., sont pour la majorite  u22  ‚, Oou des apprecia-  soit des conjectures (25) du type "Forte legendum  ? Voir entre autres T. 2, 98, n. 1 "ne forte", Sic omnes edd., obscure. Forte pro, ne,  legendum, an, vel num. M." Goldbacher, CSEL, 34,1, maintient ne. - Ibid. 411, n. 2 "soli  concessum”, sic in Ben., Anv., G. avec n. "Lov., solicitum. Forte legendum est, soli  licitum. M." Goldbacher, CSEL 34,2, p. 623, 1. 17, adopte cette conjecture. - T. 4, 263, n.CaD 4u, Sr la prec1s1on "Uncı1s haec inclusa
habet sola edıt10 GG LA E ( 1 9 311 B, lın Z apparat (C XIl)

Maıs le plus grand nombre d’emprunts dırects L’edition Gaume,
DOUFI la plup lıtteraux, SONT aNONYMCS. Nous POUVONS donner 1C1 les
208 qul, redıisons-le, SONTL {OUS reperables le sıgle de
notfe Voıicı les euxX premiers exemples:

Retractationes 1142 qula est quı1dquı esL, ut facılat
beatıssımus . (Gjaume E lın Z AVCC note apparat nEr Lugd
Ven sed quULa lantum NON est quidqul esl, UL 1NOS factiat beatissimos”;
ı1gne 1 606, "ErT. Lugd Ven sed quliaDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  25  lin. 7, n. en bas de page, oü 1l’on ne lit que le dEbut de la note.  - Ibid. 920, n. 4 "Qui scientem cuncta sciunt, quid nescire nequeunt. Apud  omnes editos, excepta GG. editione, versus ille interrogationis puncto  concluditur; corrupte. M.". Cf. G., t. 6, 1341, derniere ligne oü la phrase se  termine par un point, et non un point d’interrogation, comme le laisserait  penser 1l’observation de Migne, lequel a certainement mal compris la note  correspondante de G. en apparat (c. LXVII) oü on lit: "Er. Lugd. Ven.  Lov. et editio Benedictina hic habent interrogationis signum quod mendo-  sum nobis videtur, cum sensus sit: Qui sciunt scientem cuncta, nequeunt  nescire aliquid”".  - T. 7, 836, "Villici" n. a "Addit hic editio GG. Nomen proprium hoc loco  esse videtur ... poterat puerum. M.". Cf. G., t. 7, 1166, n. a, reprise littera-  lement par M.  - T. 10, 201, n. 4: 0U est repris une note des Mauristes, avec complement  entre crochets. "Nec aliter ... cap. 4", et la pr&cision "Uncis haec inclusa  habet sola editio GG.". Cf. G., t. 10, 311 B, lin. 2, en apparat (c. XID.  Mais le plus grand nombre d’emprunts directs ä 1’£dition Gaume,  pour la plupart litt&raux, sont anonymes. Nous ne pouvons donner ici les  298 passages qui, redisons-le, sont tous reperables par le sigle M. en fin de  note. Voici les deux premiers exemples:  - Retractationes 1,14,2: "Sed quia tantum est quidquid est, ut non faciat  beatissimus". Gaume t. 1, 52 B lin. 2, avec note en apparat: "Er. Lugd.  Ven. sed quia tantum non est quidquid est, ut nos faciat beatissimos"';  Migne t. 1, 606, n. 1 "Er. Lugd. Ven.: sed quia ... beatissimos M.  - Ibid. 11,4,2 "Jesus Sirach". Gaume t. 1, 87 A lin. 1, avec note en apparat:  "Am: Lugd.‘ Ven. Jesus filius Sirach", Migne t. 1, 631; . n.. 1 "Jam. Lug.  Ven. Jesus filius Sirach M."  Dans les deux cas Migne reprend donc litt&ralement et sans plus les notes  de Gaume, sans oublier d’y ajouter l’initiale de son propre nom pour si-  gnature, et non celle de Gaume, ce qui aurait €&t€ plus correct.  Quel est donc l’apport propre de Migne? Apres examen de l’en-  semble de 1l’Edition nous pouvons affirmer qu’en tout et pour tout il se  reduit ä 58 notes et 7 lecons nouvelles, apport bien maigre en definitive.  Les 58 notes propres ä Migne, que l’on ne peut distinguer de la  masse des notes signees M. mais communes avec G., sont pour la majorite  u22  ‚, Oou des apprecia-  soit des conjectures (25) du type "Forte legendum  ? Voir entre autres T. 2, 98, n. 1 "ne forte", Sic omnes edd., obscure. Forte pro, ne,  legendum, an, vel num. M." Goldbacher, CSEL, 34,1, maintient ne. - Ibid. 411, n. 2 "soli  concessum”, sic in Ben., Anv., G. avec n. "Lov., solicitum. Forte legendum est, soli  licitum. M." Goldbacher, CSEL 34,2, p. 623, 1. 17, adopte cette conjecture. - T. 4, 263, n.beat1ssımos

Ibıd 11.4,2 "Jesus SIT. Gaume 1'7 87 lın 8 AVCC note apparat
nAm Lugd. Ven TZANTAN Jılius Sırach"”, ı1gne E O51 Lug
Ven Cesus 1US$ Sirach Mn
Dans les deux Cas ı1gne eprend ONC lıtteralement el SaJnmns plus les
de Gaume, Samnl$s oublıer d’y ajouter L’ınıtıale de SOM DIODIC NO DOUTI S1-
gnalture, ei NON CcE de Gaume, quı auraıt ete plus COITECL.

Quel est donc apport PTODIC de 1gne? CXaMenNn de l’en-
semble de L’edıition NOUS DOUVONS ffirmer qu en [OUuT ei POUI [OUT 11
reduıt el lecons nouvelles, bıen mal1gre defNniıtive.

Les 58 DPIODICS 1gne, Ju«cC L’on peuL dıstınguer de la
des s1gnees mals AaVCC G., SON{T DOUI la majJorıite

122 des apprec1a-so1t des conJjectures 23) du Lype "Forte legep um
22 Voıir ntre Z 98, x  ne {Orte . SIC edd., obscure. Forte DIO, 47

legendum, A vel NÜU.: M.” Goldbacher, CSEL: 343 maıntıent Ibıd. 411, "solı
CONCESSUum , SIC In Ben.., AnV., VOC LO< solıcıtum. FO!  - egendum eSL, sol
1CLiUM. M.” Goldbacher, SEL 342 623, K 7Z: adop! cette conJjecture. 4, 263,



FOLLIET

t10NS "Sensus h1ıc claudıcat" sSans incıdence SUT le so1t des references
des editions (Er.-Guillard, Lov.-Par., Anvers) JuC n avaıt pas

(Gjaume (23 de Lype)23 Dans S1X seulement Ju«c NOUS
donnees plus haut, ı1gne dıt explicıtement prendre SCS distances L1aD®
DOTT Gaume, avancant CCes Cas unec nouvelle conJjecture.

Quant duxX lecons nouvelles proprement dıtes es apparaıssent
ans la statıstıque globale Ju«C NOUS presentons SOUS forme de ableau Our
les reperer du 11 suffit de reporter duxX de bas de
Pasc s1gnees M.., malıs OMMENCANL les MOS In (dans les Benedic-
tins) ..

eCconNnS dıfferentes de BI 2) econs DVYODTES
MALS el

ome (de musıca 35)
ome
Oome
ome
ome
ome 1724 (de C1V. Deı)26  G. FOLLIET  tions "Sensus hic claudicat" sans incidence sur le texte, soit des refe&rences  ä des €Editions (Er.-Guillard, Lov.-Par., Anvers) que n’avait pas retenues  Gaume (23 notes de ce type  )23  . Dans six notes seulement que nous avons  donnges plus haut, Migne dit explicitement prendre ses distances par rap-  port ä Gaume, avancant en ces cas une nouvelle conjecture.  Quant aux lecons nouvelles proprement dites elles apparaissent  dans la statistique globale que nous presentons sous forme de tableau. Pour  les reperer au cours du texte, il suffit de se reporter aux notes de bas de  page signees M., mais commencant par les mots: /n B... (dans les Benedic-  tins) ...  1) lecons differentes de B,  2) lecons propres 4 M  mais communes G et M  Tome 1  00000000000000000000008  66 (de musica 35)  .0000000000000000000000000200  Tome 2  .0000000000000000000000  24  000000000000000000000000000000000000000008000E08E00EEEEEE  Tome 4  ......  31  .....  ..........  ...........  ......  Tome 5  ........0..  00000000000000000000000000000000EEEEEELEEELEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE  Tome 6  .....00000000000.....  16  0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000  Tome 7  .124.:(@e cn Dei)..  .........  Tome 8  13  00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000008  Tome 9  ......0......  0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000  Tome 10  000000000000000000000  16  0000000000000000000000000000000008000000000000000000000000  Comme on le voit les lecons nouvelles donnees par Migne dans sa  propre €dition sont peu nombreuses, et nous verrons plus loin que sur les  sept reperges, deux seulement sont vraiment nouvelles, quant aux lecons  1 "Forte, et cui, vel, cuique. M."; ibid. n. 2 "Forte pro, autem, legendum tamen. M."; ibid.  314, n. a "Forte, Et. M." - T. 6, 1166, n. 3 "Certe legendum est, zumulum M." - T. 8, 33,  n. 1 "Forte pro, ef centum, legendum est, centum et M." - T. 9, 566, n. 2 "pisces boni  esse”" "Melius legeretur, bonos. M.", cette correction ne s’impose pas. - T. 10, 1607, n. 1  "Sic omnes editi; at sensus requirit ut sic legatur iste locus: "aliis quoque additis multipli-  catus, nec lege sancta et justa et bona quivit auferri”. M.; ibid. 1674, n. 3 "Locus mendo-  sus; certe legendum est, aegrotabant ... jacebant. M."  23 Premier exemple, M., t. 1, 583, premiere note des Retractationes. Apres avoir cite  la note figurant dans Ben., et reprise par G. 21 A, apparat col.1, Migne ajoute "Er. Guill.,  jam diu istud, ut Lovanienses. M.". - Au t. 8, col. 220, aux n. 1 et 2, deux renvois ä 1’&d.  Louvain; en effet dans 1’&d. Paris, t.'8, 1648, col. 94* C, lin. 4 "quia sit natus Deus", in  margine "Jesus", et lin. 12 "quod [au lieu de quia] accipias". Dans le cas M., en recourant  a l’Ed. Louvain 1651, rectifie heureusement les notes correspondantes de G. 330 D, 331  A, apparat XIX 0oü les notes sont interverties.  % Premier exemple, M., t. 1, 662, pour justifier la lecon qui (au ch. 3, lin. 10, qui  imples), on lit ä la n. 2 "In Ben., quae; at Somm. Dub. Mart. Rond., qui M.", note reprise  ä G. 135 B, en apparat "qui - ita Somm. Dub. Mart. Rond. In P. Ben quae. +".Oome 13
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Premier exemple, M., } 583, premiere note des Retractationes. Apres VOIr C1ıte
la note guran' dans Ben., el reprıse A, apparat colL1. Miıgne aJoute KT ul
Jam diu stud, ut Lovanıenses. M.“ Au 8, col 220, AdUuX M euxX reNnvolIs &f
Louvaın; dans I Parıs, t. 1648, col 04* . lın "quıla Sıt natus Deus”, in
margıne "Jesus”, el ıın "quod au 1euU de quia acc1plas”. Dans le M., TeCOULUTANL

L’ed Ouvaın 1651, ectifie heureusement les NOLES COrrespondantes de 33() 331
A, apparat XIX QOu les SONL interverties.

Premier exemple, M., L 662, Justfıer la lecon qul (au ch 3, lın 10, qul
imples), lıt la "In Ben., QUAE, al Oomm Dub Rond., qul M.”, NO| reprise

135 B, apparat AA  quı ıta Somm Dub ond In Ben GQUGAE
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repr1ses de Gaume, SONT SUTTOUL l’0occasıon des deux traıtes substan-
tiellement NOUS L’avons faıt TCIMATYUCT, YJu«cC les CMPTuUNLIS
SONL le plus nombreux.

1gne est d’ailleurs point trıbutaire de Gaume qu’1 0_
ult parfo1s meme les 6SITECUTS les coquilles. En quelques CaS, s aperce-
vant des InCOrreCtLONS, ı1gne complete corrıge alors Gaume, VO1C1
quelques exemples:

T Retractationes, I7 prol "qula de multıs”, SIC In Ben 18
Z lın Ü in Ben 26 el Anvers lın qula el de Iam multis: 21
lın el 584, lın qULa de, certaınement unec coquıille de reproduilte

M.; ans CSEL 36, S, lın qula el de
Ibıd., L 4, la reference Acad (: LL Ben.., r

"nolutisti" apparatl, lısent n1s1ı paucıs sapıentibus L8nNOLAE v

589, corrıge heureusement: OuaeDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  27  reprises de Gaume, ce sont surtout ä l’occasion des deux trait&s substan-  tiellement revus, comme nous l’avons fait remarquer, que les emprunts  sont le plus nombreux.  Migne est d’ailleurs ä ce point tributaire de Gaume qu’il en repro-  duit parfois meme les erreurs ou les coquilles. En quelques cas, s’aperce-  vant des incorrections, Migne complete ou corrige alors Gaume, voici  quelques exemples:  — T. 1, Retractationes, I, prol. 2 "quia de tam multis", sic in Ben. 1° &d.,  Z  2, lin. 1, in Ben. 2° €d. et Anvers 1 C lin. 1 quia et de tam multis; G. 21 C  lin. 2 et M 584, lin. 3 quia de, certainement une coquille de G. reproduite  par M.; dans CSEL 36, p. 8, lin. 10 quia et de.  -Did, 142n 2 la reference C, Acad. UL 17, Ben., 7n.4e6G. 29 B  "noluisti" en apparat, lisent "Qui nisi paucis sapientibus ignotae  ; M  589, n. 2 corrige heureusement: Quae ... ignotae ..., probablement ä partir  d’Anvers 5, n. a.  - Ibid., I, 5, 2 "quod aliquanto superius", sic Ben., mais G. 31 B lin. 1, et  M. 591 lin. 4 quod aliquando ... sans note.  - Ibid., L 1I1; 4 "ut etam m 1psum';, Ben.1° et 2° €d.. Anv. en apparat:  "Lov. in idipsum. Alii Codices in ipsum”; G. 46A en apparat, et M. 601, n.  1: Lov. idipsum. Alıi Edit., in ipsum”. Erreur de G. reprise par M.  - ibid., I, 21, 1 "contradicimus in hoc libro. In quo dixi...”, in Ben. 1° &d.,  795, cui nos contradicimus. In hoc libro dixi ..., mais in Syllabo, 795, cor-  rection demandee "Cui nos contradicimus in hoc libro: In quo dixi ... Sic  legendum cum mss. anglicanis et aliquot e nostris". Mais dans Ben. 2° €&d.,  et Anvers, col. 23, on lit "cui nos contradicimus. In quo dixi in quodam",  et sans note dans le Syllabus. Gaume, 67 C imprime "in hoc libro. Dixi in  quodam loco", ä partir de la note des Ben. 1° &d. qu’il reproduit en 1’inter-  pretant erronement dans son apparat: "Sic legendum cum mss. angl. et  aliquot e nostris (cui nos contradicimus. In hoc libro dixi). M. 618, et n. 1  reprend le texte et la note de G. Dans CSEL 36, p. 97: "in hoc libro. In quo  di  - Ibid. II, 4, 2 "sanctum Ambrosium", Ben. en apparat "Editi: secundum  Ambrosium"; at Mss: sanctum Ambrosium"; G. 87 A en apparat "sanctum  sic mss At edd. sanctum (au lieu de secundum) ..." M. 632, n. 1, re-  prend heureusement la note de B.  - Ibid. II, 15, 1 "quibus resistere non valui", Ben. 1° €d., qui ..., sans note,  Z  in Ben. 2° &d. quia resistere ... en n. "non eis valui", lecon reprise par An-  vers 34, avec la note, mais dans G. 93 A, lin. 8 "quibus resistere ..." sans  note, de meme dans M. 636, lin. 4.  - Ibid., II, 22, 1: "non potuisse cum laude", Ben. en apparat: "Editi non  posse. Mss. non potuisse”; G. 98 A, lin. 9 en apparat "Sic mss. At edd.L8nOLAaE . - probablement partır
d’Anvers 3,

Ibıd., I‚ 3: uod alıquanto super1us”, SIC Ben., maıs 31 lın 1 ei
591 lın quod alıquandoDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  27  reprises de Gaume, ce sont surtout ä l’occasion des deux trait&s substan-  tiellement revus, comme nous l’avons fait remarquer, que les emprunts  sont le plus nombreux.  Migne est d’ailleurs ä ce point tributaire de Gaume qu’il en repro-  duit parfois meme les erreurs ou les coquilles. En quelques cas, s’aperce-  vant des incorrections, Migne complete ou corrige alors Gaume, voici  quelques exemples:  — T. 1, Retractationes, I, prol. 2 "quia de tam multis", sic in Ben. 1° &d.,  Z  2, lin. 1, in Ben. 2° €d. et Anvers 1 C lin. 1 quia et de tam multis; G. 21 C  lin. 2 et M 584, lin. 3 quia de, certainement une coquille de G. reproduite  par M.; dans CSEL 36, p. 8, lin. 10 quia et de.  -Did, 142n 2 la reference C, Acad. UL 17, Ben., 7n.4e6G. 29 B  "noluisti" en apparat, lisent "Qui nisi paucis sapientibus ignotae  ; M  589, n. 2 corrige heureusement: Quae ... ignotae ..., probablement ä partir  d’Anvers 5, n. a.  - Ibid., I, 5, 2 "quod aliquanto superius", sic Ben., mais G. 31 B lin. 1, et  M. 591 lin. 4 quod aliquando ... sans note.  - Ibid., L 1I1; 4 "ut etam m 1psum';, Ben.1° et 2° €d.. Anv. en apparat:  "Lov. in idipsum. Alii Codices in ipsum”; G. 46A en apparat, et M. 601, n.  1: Lov. idipsum. Alıi Edit., in ipsum”. Erreur de G. reprise par M.  - ibid., I, 21, 1 "contradicimus in hoc libro. In quo dixi...”, in Ben. 1° &d.,  795, cui nos contradicimus. In hoc libro dixi ..., mais in Syllabo, 795, cor-  rection demandee "Cui nos contradicimus in hoc libro: In quo dixi ... Sic  legendum cum mss. anglicanis et aliquot e nostris". Mais dans Ben. 2° €&d.,  et Anvers, col. 23, on lit "cui nos contradicimus. In quo dixi in quodam",  et sans note dans le Syllabus. Gaume, 67 C imprime "in hoc libro. Dixi in  quodam loco", ä partir de la note des Ben. 1° &d. qu’il reproduit en 1’inter-  pretant erronement dans son apparat: "Sic legendum cum mss. angl. et  aliquot e nostris (cui nos contradicimus. In hoc libro dixi). M. 618, et n. 1  reprend le texte et la note de G. Dans CSEL 36, p. 97: "in hoc libro. In quo  di  - Ibid. II, 4, 2 "sanctum Ambrosium", Ben. en apparat "Editi: secundum  Ambrosium"; at Mss: sanctum Ambrosium"; G. 87 A en apparat "sanctum  sic mss At edd. sanctum (au lieu de secundum) ..." M. 632, n. 1, re-  prend heureusement la note de B.  - Ibid. II, 15, 1 "quibus resistere non valui", Ben. 1° €d., qui ..., sans note,  Z  in Ben. 2° &d. quia resistere ... en n. "non eis valui", lecon reprise par An-  vers 34, avec la note, mais dans G. 93 A, lin. 8 "quibus resistere ..." sans  note, de meme dans M. 636, lin. 4.  - Ibid., II, 22, 1: "non potuisse cum laude", Ben. en apparat: "Editi non  posse. Mss. non potuisse”; G. 98 A, lin. 9 en apparat "Sic mss. At edd.Sa|Jns NOTfe.

Ibıd., I’ FT A  ut et1am ın IpSUumM ; en ei 28 Anv. apparat:
ELV In dıpsum 11 Codices INn LDSUM ;  LAM 46A apparalt, » 601,

Lov. idipsum. I1 Ediıt., In LDSUM . Erreur de reprıse
1010 I’ Zi. "contradicimus ın hOoc TO. In YJUO Xı ın Ben 15 ed7

795, CUl nNOS Contradiıcımus. In hoc O X3 ma1ls In Syllabo, 795, COT-
rection demandee NOS contradıcımus ın hOcC TO In YJUO 1X1DEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  27  reprises de Gaume, ce sont surtout ä l’occasion des deux trait&s substan-  tiellement revus, comme nous l’avons fait remarquer, que les emprunts  sont le plus nombreux.  Migne est d’ailleurs ä ce point tributaire de Gaume qu’il en repro-  duit parfois meme les erreurs ou les coquilles. En quelques cas, s’aperce-  vant des incorrections, Migne complete ou corrige alors Gaume, voici  quelques exemples:  — T. 1, Retractationes, I, prol. 2 "quia de tam multis", sic in Ben. 1° &d.,  Z  2, lin. 1, in Ben. 2° €d. et Anvers 1 C lin. 1 quia et de tam multis; G. 21 C  lin. 2 et M 584, lin. 3 quia de, certainement une coquille de G. reproduite  par M.; dans CSEL 36, p. 8, lin. 10 quia et de.  -Did, 142n 2 la reference C, Acad. UL 17, Ben., 7n.4e6G. 29 B  "noluisti" en apparat, lisent "Qui nisi paucis sapientibus ignotae  ; M  589, n. 2 corrige heureusement: Quae ... ignotae ..., probablement ä partir  d’Anvers 5, n. a.  - Ibid., I, 5, 2 "quod aliquanto superius", sic Ben., mais G. 31 B lin. 1, et  M. 591 lin. 4 quod aliquando ... sans note.  - Ibid., L 1I1; 4 "ut etam m 1psum';, Ben.1° et 2° €d.. Anv. en apparat:  "Lov. in idipsum. Alii Codices in ipsum”; G. 46A en apparat, et M. 601, n.  1: Lov. idipsum. Alıi Edit., in ipsum”. Erreur de G. reprise par M.  - ibid., I, 21, 1 "contradicimus in hoc libro. In quo dixi...”, in Ben. 1° &d.,  795, cui nos contradicimus. In hoc libro dixi ..., mais in Syllabo, 795, cor-  rection demandee "Cui nos contradicimus in hoc libro: In quo dixi ... Sic  legendum cum mss. anglicanis et aliquot e nostris". Mais dans Ben. 2° €&d.,  et Anvers, col. 23, on lit "cui nos contradicimus. In quo dixi in quodam",  et sans note dans le Syllabus. Gaume, 67 C imprime "in hoc libro. Dixi in  quodam loco", ä partir de la note des Ben. 1° &d. qu’il reproduit en 1’inter-  pretant erronement dans son apparat: "Sic legendum cum mss. angl. et  aliquot e nostris (cui nos contradicimus. In hoc libro dixi). M. 618, et n. 1  reprend le texte et la note de G. Dans CSEL 36, p. 97: "in hoc libro. In quo  di  - Ibid. II, 4, 2 "sanctum Ambrosium", Ben. en apparat "Editi: secundum  Ambrosium"; at Mss: sanctum Ambrosium"; G. 87 A en apparat "sanctum  sic mss At edd. sanctum (au lieu de secundum) ..." M. 632, n. 1, re-  prend heureusement la note de B.  - Ibid. II, 15, 1 "quibus resistere non valui", Ben. 1° €d., qui ..., sans note,  Z  in Ben. 2° &d. quia resistere ... en n. "non eis valui", lecon reprise par An-  vers 34, avec la note, mais dans G. 93 A, lin. 8 "quibus resistere ..." sans  note, de meme dans M. 636, lin. 4.  - Ibid., II, 22, 1: "non potuisse cum laude", Ben. en apparat: "Editi non  posse. Mss. non potuisse”; G. 98 A, lin. 9 en apparat "Sic mss. At edd.S1IC
legendum Cu 1155 anglıcanıs el alıquot nOStS”. Maıs ans Ben
elt Anvers, col 25 lıt A  Cul NOS contradıcımus. In YJuUO 1X1 1ın quodam  "
eT Sdlml$s NOoTte ans le yllabus. Gaume, imprime A  1n hoc TO Dix1 In
quodam 10C0  ” partır de la note des Ben ed qu 1 reprodult L’inter-
pretant erronement ans SOM apparat 'SIC legendum CH 18993 angl er
alıquot NOStTIS (Cul NOS contradıcımus. In hoc TO 1X1 618, el
eprend le er la note de Dans (SEL 3 9 .  1ın hOocC TO In YJUO
d1x1

Ibıd IL, 4, "sanctum Ambros1ium", Ben apparat "Edıtı secundum
Ambrosium ”: al Mss anctum Ambrosium ': &”7 apparat "sanctum

S1IC INSssSs At ed:  -} SANCIUM (au heu de secundum) 632 T IC-

pren heureusement la note de
Ibıd IL, o '  u1lbus resistere NON valuı”, Ben Cd.. qul Sans note,

ın Ben 28 ed qula resistereDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  27  reprises de Gaume, ce sont surtout ä l’occasion des deux trait&s substan-  tiellement revus, comme nous l’avons fait remarquer, que les emprunts  sont le plus nombreux.  Migne est d’ailleurs ä ce point tributaire de Gaume qu’il en repro-  duit parfois meme les erreurs ou les coquilles. En quelques cas, s’aperce-  vant des incorrections, Migne complete ou corrige alors Gaume, voici  quelques exemples:  — T. 1, Retractationes, I, prol. 2 "quia de tam multis", sic in Ben. 1° &d.,  Z  2, lin. 1, in Ben. 2° €d. et Anvers 1 C lin. 1 quia et de tam multis; G. 21 C  lin. 2 et M 584, lin. 3 quia de, certainement une coquille de G. reproduite  par M.; dans CSEL 36, p. 8, lin. 10 quia et de.  -Did, 142n 2 la reference C, Acad. UL 17, Ben., 7n.4e6G. 29 B  "noluisti" en apparat, lisent "Qui nisi paucis sapientibus ignotae  ; M  589, n. 2 corrige heureusement: Quae ... ignotae ..., probablement ä partir  d’Anvers 5, n. a.  - Ibid., I, 5, 2 "quod aliquanto superius", sic Ben., mais G. 31 B lin. 1, et  M. 591 lin. 4 quod aliquando ... sans note.  - Ibid., L 1I1; 4 "ut etam m 1psum';, Ben.1° et 2° €d.. Anv. en apparat:  "Lov. in idipsum. Alii Codices in ipsum”; G. 46A en apparat, et M. 601, n.  1: Lov. idipsum. Alıi Edit., in ipsum”. Erreur de G. reprise par M.  - ibid., I, 21, 1 "contradicimus in hoc libro. In quo dixi...”, in Ben. 1° &d.,  795, cui nos contradicimus. In hoc libro dixi ..., mais in Syllabo, 795, cor-  rection demandee "Cui nos contradicimus in hoc libro: In quo dixi ... Sic  legendum cum mss. anglicanis et aliquot e nostris". Mais dans Ben. 2° €&d.,  et Anvers, col. 23, on lit "cui nos contradicimus. In quo dixi in quodam",  et sans note dans le Syllabus. Gaume, 67 C imprime "in hoc libro. Dixi in  quodam loco", ä partir de la note des Ben. 1° &d. qu’il reproduit en 1’inter-  pretant erronement dans son apparat: "Sic legendum cum mss. angl. et  aliquot e nostris (cui nos contradicimus. In hoc libro dixi). M. 618, et n. 1  reprend le texte et la note de G. Dans CSEL 36, p. 97: "in hoc libro. In quo  di  - Ibid. II, 4, 2 "sanctum Ambrosium", Ben. en apparat "Editi: secundum  Ambrosium"; at Mss: sanctum Ambrosium"; G. 87 A en apparat "sanctum  sic mss At edd. sanctum (au lieu de secundum) ..." M. 632, n. 1, re-  prend heureusement la note de B.  - Ibid. II, 15, 1 "quibus resistere non valui", Ben. 1° €d., qui ..., sans note,  Z  in Ben. 2° &d. quia resistere ... en n. "non eis valui", lecon reprise par An-  vers 34, avec la note, mais dans G. 93 A, lin. 8 "quibus resistere ..." sans  note, de meme dans M. 636, lin. 4.  - Ibid., II, 22, 1: "non potuisse cum laude", Ben. en apparat: "Editi non  posse. Mss. non potuisse”; G. 98 A, lin. 9 en apparat "Sic mss. At edd.A  on e1s valuı  ” econ reprıse AN:
VCIS 34, AaVCC la nOTe, ma1ls dans 023 A, lın x;'  QulDus resistere \ Samnls
nOlTe, de meme dans 636, lın

Ibıd., IL, Z .  nNnon potu1lsse Cu ude  L4 Ben apparat "Edıtı 1Nnon
Mss NOn DOTtULSSE ; 0® A, lın apparat INSsSsS ed  -
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Anon DOtulsse ; 639 "Mss HONn ed  =y Aon DOtULSSE”,
de repr1ıse Dar

Z ‚DIS E: "tamquam numiınum , Ben 2 9 LAMQUAM nımıum aVCC
note apparat "Mss CIO LAMQUAM nıUMLUM28  G. FOLLIET  non potuisse"; M. 639 n. 2: "Mss. non posse. At edd. non potuisse", erreur  de G. reprise par M.  — T. 2, Epist. 17, 2 "tamquam numinum", Ben. 22, tamquam nimium avec  note en apparat "Mss. octo tamquam nimium ... Editi. numinum", G. 31 C  tamquam numinum en apparat "Sic ex octo mss. [nimium], note erronee  reprise par M. 84, n. 2.  - Ibid. 176, 5 "exaudire dignetur”,.sic Ben. 1° €d. 622, mais in fine, Errata:  "leg. cum omnibus editis et plerisque Mss. exaudire dignatur, et ad marg.  scribe Mss. al. ’dignetur’, unus e Vat. ’dignabitur’. In Ben. 2° ed. et An-  vers exaudire dignatur, in marg. al. dignetur. Dans G. 928 D, lin. 4 digne-  zur sans note, l’omission de cette correction se retrouve dans M. 764 lin  24, Egalement sans note. In CSEL 44,667 dignatur, en note "dignetur, m. I  corr. dignatur A dıgnetur Migne".  — T. 3, Tract. in Ia 47, 9, o& apparait une preuve manifeste de 1’emprunt  de Migne ä Gaume, ce dernier par inadvertance intervertit deux notes du  Syllabus des Ben., col. LXXX 2150 D dominico ..., D. ponit ..., cce m&me  accıdent. Se retrouve en M..1737 n.. Lest en fait n.2,et n. 2 est n.1.  — T. 4, Enar. in Ps. 32, 5S. 2, 13 "cessaverunt", M. 292 n. a "In MsSs., ces-  serunt" note absente de G., mais qui figurait dans Ben. 201 n. 1, et Anvers  1505 &.  - Enar:in.Ps, 93, 1 'possidet .. M. 1191 .n. 1 "Lov., si.Qud alıud possit.  Caeteri libri, si quid aliud possidet", note absente de G., mais qui figurait  en B. 999, in Syllabo 1708, et Anvers 750, in Syllabo 1271.  - Enar. in Ps. 96, 16 "catasta", M. 1249, n. 1 "Mss., catista, et cataesta,  vel cathasta, sed plerique catasta. Isidoro lectus ferreus est, in quo marty-  res subjecto igne torquebantur: aliis etiam, machina proprie seu locus, in  quo servi vincti exponebantur venditioni, aut etiam operi faciendo include-  bantur", note absente de G. mais qui figurait dans Ben. 1051, n. 1 et An-  vers 789 n.a.  - Ibid. 17 "animas servorum suorum", M. 1249, n. 2 "Vetus cod. Corb. hoc  tantum loco, animas justorum sSuorum", note absente de G., mais qui figu-  rait dans Ben. 1053, in Syllabo 1708, et Anvers 790, in Syllabo 1271.  : .Ibid. 18 "nemo.vos., terreat. ..., M. 1250, n. 1 Am., Er. et alıquot M5s.,  nam non vos terreant potentiores: qui vos vocavit omnipotens est", note  absente de G., mais qui figurait dans Ben. 1052, in Syllabo 1708, et An-  vers 790, in Syllabo 1271. Tous ces complements releve&s dans ce t. 4  Migne les emprunte directement ä 1’&d. d’Anvers.Edıtı numinum , 31
LAMQUaAM numMıNUM apparat OCIO 199NYI | nımıum |, note erronee
reprise 84,

Ibıd 176. "exaudıre dıgnetur , S1C Ben ed O22 mals In fine, Eirrata
g C omnıbus edıitis eft plerisque Mss exaudıre dignatur, ei ad INAT;
scr1be Mss ‘ dıgnetur’, unus Vat. "dıgnabıtur . In Ben 28 ed ei An-
VeTIS exaudıre dignatur, ın MMal; ql dignetur. Dans 02% D, lın LQNE-
Iur Sall>s nOTe, 1L’omi1ssıon de COorrection TreiITrOUVvVEe ans lın
2 E egalement Sar!s nOtfe. In (CSEL dignatur, nOote "dıgnetur,
OLF dıgnatur dıgnetur ign  LA

3, Iract ın Ia 4 E} 9’ Ou apparailt une PICUVC manıfeste de l’emprunt
de ı1gne Gaume, dernier inadvertance intervertit euxX du
yllabus des Ben.., col P R& S A domin1ıco ponıit meme
acC1dent TeEITOUVE 1751 E fait 2 eı est nı

4’ NAr. In Ps &Z Z 13 "Cessaverunt”, 292 "In MsS., GCEN-

serunt” NnNOTtfe absente de CI mals quı guralt dans Ben 201 1, e1 Anvers
150

NAar. In Ps 93, "possi1ıdet”, 191 \LOX.. $1 quid AL DOSSIt.
(aeter1 hıbrı, S71 quid alıud possidet”, nNOTte absente de G E} ma1ls quı fgurait

099, 1ın Syllabo 1708, B7 Anvers 750 in Syllabo 1274
Enar In Ps 6, "Catasta”, 1249, MssS., Catısta, el

ve]l cathasta, sed pleriıque CALASIA S1doro lectus ferreus esLT, in UJUO MaTTYy-
ICS subjecto 1gne torquebantur: allıs et1am, machına proprie SCUu JOCus, 1n
JuUO SeIVI vinctı exponebantur vendıtion1, aut et1am oper1 facıendo nclude-
bantur  r note absente de mals quı fguralt dans Ben 1051, ef An-
VCIS 789

Ibıd "anımas SCI VOTIUIM SUOrum , 1249, “ Vetus cod Corb hOocC
10CO, anımas Justorum SUOTUM , nOote absente de G E mals quı Ngu-

raıt ans Ben 1053, 1n Syllabo 1708, ei Anvers 790, in Syllabo 1271
Ibıd 18 "nemo VOS terreat 1250, HAm Er. el alıquot Mss..,

U: nO  _ VON potentiores: qul VON VOCAYVIL omnipotens est”,  A NOTfe
absente de G ma1ls quı fgurait ans Ben 10352, in Syllabo 1708, eft An-
VCIS 790, iın Syllabo F1 OUuUSs CS complements releves ans
1gne les EMPTUNLE dırectement D: d’Anvers.
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61 De Cal rud. "salutantıs”, 316. dam codices) sal-
fantıs”, SIC Ben 268 e’ ei Anvers 124 © mals dans 45%®% COTDO-
r15 apparatDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  29  — T. 6, De cat. rud. 9 "salutantis", M. 316, n. 1 "Quidam (codices) sal-  tantis”, sic Ben. 268 n. e, et Anvers 124, n. c, mais dans G. 458 A. corpo-  ris en apparat "... Quidam saltant ...", certainement une coquille typogra-  phique.  - De op. mon., 1 "in interiori tuo", M. 549, n. 1 "Sola editio Lov., in inte-  riori homine tuo", sic Ben. 475 a, Anvers 347 a "... in interiore ..." En G.  799 A lin. 5 "interiori", en apparat "Sola editio Lov. in interiore (au lieu  de interiori ...) homine tuo", mauvaise lecture de G.  - Ibid., 27 "repositoria", M. 569, n. 3 "In plerisque Mss. repostoria", sic in  Ben. 493 n. b, Anvers 361 n. a, mais G., 824 B, lin. 3 en apparat "in ple-  risque mss reposteria", certainement une faute typographique.  — T. 10, De anima et eius origine 1, 23 "actum et ipse spiritum” seule-  ment dans G. 708 D et M. 487 lin. 9 sans justification, mais in Ben. 348 F  "actum, ipse vobis spiritum", de m&me en CSEL 60, p. 322.  Il faut enfin signaler des rapports importants de Gaume par rapport  ä l’edition des Benedictins, que Migne a repris, voire complete&s, dans son  Edition. D’abord 1’Epistola Ad Maximum, extraite du Commentaire de  Primasius sur l’Apocalypse et inseree au t. 2 apres une autre lettre au  meme Maxime, Epist. 171. Les Mauristes l’avaient placee ä la fin du  Tome 3 qui comprenait les Commentaires scripturaires d’Augustin, apr&s  les Indices. Gaume, ayant trouve€ ce texte alors qu’il avait d&ja compose le  volume des lettres, reporta la lettre au vol. 8 de son €dition apres le De  Trinitate, col. 1517-1520. Par suite de ce de&calage, Migne ä son tour de-  couvrit ce texte alors qu’il avait d&jä compos€ l’ensemble du volume des  Lettres. Mais il s’arrangea dans sa premiere €dition pour l’imprimer au  recto et verso d’un folio non pagine qu’il insera entre les colonnes 752 et  753. Dans les Editions suivantes il composa en corps plus petits une partie  de la lettre 170, ainsi que la lettre 171, la 171 b, et le de£but de la 172 de  telle maniere que la 8° ligne de cette derniere corresponde exactement avec  le deEbut du folio suivant 753-754 anterieurement compose. Cette astu-  cieuse recomposition de 4 colonnes seulement, soit d’une page recto et  verso, que 1’on retrouve dans toutes les r&€ditions de ce tome 2, Evitait une  recomposition de pres de la moiti€ du volume. Deux autres lettres Editees  pour le premiere fois ä Vienne en 1732, et ins&rees par Gaume sous les  numeros 184 altera, et 202 altera, se retrouvent dans le m&me ordre chez  Migne, ep. 184 bis (col. 789-792), et ep. 202 bis (col. 929-938).  Les Sermons constituent essentiellement le Tome 5, divis& en deux  parties, ol sont repris tous les sermons figurant d&ja au m@me tome de  V’edition bEnedictine. Les Sermons d&couverts et Edit&s posterieurement,Qu1dam saltant "  iss certaınement une coquille LypOgrTa-
phıque

De MON., A  1ın inter10r1 tuo ,  „ 549, 'Sol edit10 Lov., In nte-
r10r1 homine {uUO , SIC Ben 475 a7 Anvers 347 V  A In Iinteriore FEn
799 lın "interlor1”, apparat "Sol editi0 Lov In Interiore (au heu
de interi0r.l homine {UO ,  ” mauvalse ecture de

Ibıd., Z "reposıtor1a , 569, In plerısque Mss repostor1ia , SIC in
Ben 4923 D, Anvers 361 &s ma1ls G., 824 B, lın apparat A  1n ple-
nsque INSS reposteria , certaınement unc faute typographique.

De anıma el 21145 origine r "actum el ıpse spirıtum ” seule-
ment ans 708 el 487 lın Sanl Justification, maıs 1n Ben 348
"actum, 1pse vobıs spiırıtum , de meme CSEL 60, 3272

faut enfin sıgnaler des rappOTTs iımportants de Gaume Trapport
L’edıition des Benedictins, JucC 1gne reprI1S, volre completes, dans SOM

edıtion. D’abord 1' Epistola Maximum, extralte du Commentaire de
Primasıus SUr 1’Apocalypse ei inseree apres unec autre lettre
meme Maxıme, ‚DLS. L43 Les Mauristes l’avalent placee la fin du
ome quı comprenaıt les Commentaires scrıpturaıres d’Augustin, apres
les ndıces Gaume, ayant tTOUVE alors qu 1 avalt deJä Compose le
volume des lettres, reporta la lettre vol de SON edıtiıon apres le De
Irınıtate, col ar Par sulte de decalage, 1gne SOM [OUTr de-
COUVTItT alors qu 1 avalt deJjäa COmpoOse L’ensemble du volume des
Lettres. Maıs 11 S arrangea ans premiere edition DOUT 1’ımprimer

ef d’un oll10 NOn pagıne qu 1 insera entre les colonnes 52 e
753 Dans les editions sulvantes 11 COMDOSA COTDS plus pet1its 3891> partıe
de la lettre 170, a1nsı UJucC la lettre 171 la 171 b7 er le de la 12 de

manılere Qu«c la 1gne de dernıiıere cCorresponde exactement AaVEC
le du ol10 sulvant 753-754 anterieurement COMpOSEe. Cette Aas{t{u-
Cleuse recomposıtion de colonnes seulement, SO1t b  une Pasc el

Ju«c L’on TeiITOUVE dans tOuUfes les reeditions de tOome Z evıtait unec

recomposıtion de pres de la moıi1tie du volume. Deux lettres edıitees
DOUT le premıiere fo1s Viıenne L Z32Z l Inserees (Gaume SOUS les
numeros 184 altera, el 202 altera, rTeiITrOuUuvent ans le meme rdre chez
1gne, C 184 bıs (col 789-792), el C 20 bIs (col 929-938)

Les ermons consutuent essentiellement le ome J. divise eunX
partıes, Ou SONT reprıSs [OUS les SCITNONS ngurant deJjä meme tOmMe de
L’edition benedictine. Les Sermons decouverts el edites posterlieurement,
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COuramment appeles ‚ post Maurıinos , Oont ete partıe reportes I
col 813-1004, de L’edıitıon de 1841-42, el des Sdıtions sulvantes, apres
”Index generalıs, Ou lL’on apres 'O1S d’ıntroduction, les 25
SCITTINONS edıites Miıchael Deni1s Vienne 1792, ST les SCITNONS

publıes Rome 1819 (3 Frangıpane. Maıs dans le 47 de la
volume Supplementum ad Augustinl, edıte DOUI la premiere

fo1s 1849, douze SCITNONS complementaıres, [OUS

CONNUS aujourd huı1 inauthentiques: col -1 SCITNONS ediıtes
Florence 1793 Fontanı:; col 1-1 SCITNONS edites

Maı 1842; col 1-1U Sermons, SO1t Caıllau IL, 5 > el

Maı 154 mals AaVECC auftre developpement, Du1s les deux SCITNOMNS publıes
Ravaısson 1841 Rappelons Juc NOUS dıt PDTIODOS de

CeESs Sermons eli leur insertion dans L’edıition (Gjaume: tOome D partıe,
col 5-32 n ’ont ete reprodults YJuC neuf SCITINONS SUuT les 25 de la
collection Denıis, les etant inauthentiques, alors qu auJjourd huı
l’authenticıte de d’entre CUX est reconnue“: dUuX Sermons Tan-
gıpane L’authenticıte douteuse auX VYCUX de Gaume, mals ont neuf SUT

dıx SONL aujourd’huı1 acceptes”, 11 etaıt question, du tOme 57
col XXXIH-XCIL P} fin de volume, col V-C  5 dans la Disqult-
S1010 CFYLÜGUG, consacree d’abord duX 68 Sermons publiıes
Caıllau ans la Collectio Patrum Selecta, vol 130 2327

Dans volume de la donne 5Supplement auxX OQeuvres
de saınt Augustin, i1gne insere des complements lıtteraıres fort utiles
DOUT Un meı1lleure connalssance des Oeuvres de saınt Augustin: col -
198, "Notitia lıtterarıa de vita, SCT1pWS e1 ediıtionıbus sanctı Augustin1 , ure
de Schoenemann, Bı  lotheca Hıiıstorico-Literarıa Patrum Latino-
Y  S Tertulliano (t Z 8-363, Lipsı1ae, DU1S col 197-570,
"Varıorum exercıtatlones 1n Augustin1ı opera , constitues partır de
1’Appendix Augustiniana de Jean Brc dıt Phereponus, (Amsterdam,

col 571-884, Vindicıiae Augustinianae Henrico Norıi1s, Hıstor1ia
elag1and, (Louvaın col 83-1114, erlın, Veritable Clef des
Ouvrages de saınt Augustin CONLre les Pelagiens;, FExamen des CrLHQUES
repandues dans le Dictionnaıire de Mr ayle SUur divers endroits des Ecrits
de Saınt Augustin; Dıiıssertation S$Uur Ia NnALUFre de Ia [ol de Moise: Senti-

de saınt Augustin cel egard,; col 3-11 Opuscula qQUALUOr
sanctı Augustini edıta Fontanı. Et fın de volume, col -1 les

(T P- Etudes CFLtLQUES SUr les authentiques de saınt
Augustin, p.160-165.

Ibid.
OIr C1-dessus les 1315
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Lectiones varıantes Sermonum ZenUulLnNOrUmM Augustini Benedictinis
editorum, collectae odd Cassinensibus el Florentinis ab Caillau
21 Saint-Yves, inedites Jusqu ä  P date, JucC ı1gne duü obtenir
diırectement de Callau Sur la ser1e de 68 SCITNONS edites ans la Collectio
Patrum Selecta, ei fortement crıt1ques ans L’edition Gaume, 1gne
reusement dıt pDas MOL

1 Supplementum n enrichit DaSs PTOpTeMENT parler la collection
des Oeuvres de salnt Augustin, 11 fournit certaın nombre de pleces NON
neglıgeables POUT un meiılleure appreclation de CCS OQOCUVICS

L1gne triıbutaire de ” edition d’Anvers

Notre seconde cConstatatiıon est Juc 1gne, Jlorsqu ’'ıl appelle
L’edition Benedictine, refere NON pas L’edition Proprement dıte des
Maurıstes publıee Parıs, chez uguet, entre 1679-1700, mals une

reprıise de edıtiıon publıee Anvers, plus EeXacCtitement Amsterdam
chez Pıerre Mortier, entre ”700-1707 (ein tOmMe 8 des le premier traıte,
583, pDarmı les editions de references, est sıgnalee exXpressement edi-
t10N: Benedict., 1d est Benedictinam Antverpiae TeCuUusam 1’700-1
edıtiıon dont plus une fOo1s sıgnale les ımperfecti1ons, et laquelle

pPeuL faıre conflance. Aussı remarque-L-oNn ca el la ans les de
1gne des OM1SS10Ns des adjonctions donnees Ngurant ans
L’edition or1ıginale des Benedictins, alors u/elles hgurent PTODTeEMENT
parler JuC ans ediıtıon d’Anvers.

17 791, Conf. 10,28 In fine quod vel Jam hlitos "In Ben leg1-
{ur CAd: COITUDIE. M“ En faıt S1 L’on TreDOTTE L’ed Ben de 1679, e

de 1689, 28 col I81.: lın Z lıt quod vel oDlitus, reprıs
306 C lın Maıs ans Anvers 136 D, lın quod vel C A
oblitos, Salmll$ Justification; reproche ONC {OTT du X Benedictins L ’ad-
Jonction EUAM, qu' 1 Com1ge Jam L[OUT aussı arbıtraırement, ef duCune
edıtion crıtique faıt etat de eMd de Jam PasSsSage.

Z Zl ‚DLS 5514 lın voluerint nNOS, SIC ın Ben el Ben
e ma1ls Anvers lın voluerint el 199 lın 3 voluerint
NOS, S1IC 1gne, mals In Ben est h1c vocula, en Jua Ccaeter]1
editi”. reproche quı1 auraılt dü etre faıt L’ed Anvers, ef NOoN dUuxX Benedic-
1ns.
bıd 407, lın la fin ‚DLS 108,5 de qQUO Hon A0 Les Benedic-

tins II In fine Addenda el corrigenda, l NUNGC "  a20''; ed Ben
In margıne, "forte NUNC ; G’ Z 45% lın NUNC a20 Maıs dans An-
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VCIS 232 lın non aAQO in MAT "forte NUNC”. MM s’en tıent [OTT la
econ HNOTL, el de plus eproche un INnCOrrechOnN recen:
Parıs Edıt eg1 AUNG corrupte . Dans CSEL S4 616, de NUNCG

Ibıd 414, lın ‚DLS quası Dans Ben.., ın fine
Add et CO  - 4 qQUdaS vVoces’', econ adoptee 466 lın 1 9 mals
ans Anvers 236 lın el 1gne "quası VOoCes”. Dans SEL SEL 628,

qQUaS
Ibıd 643, ‚DLS ’ lın In eodem COTDOTE surrexerit, S1IC Ben

5158 lın Fn Ben ei Anvers 30() lın Surrexıt. 770 lın 1’
el Ont surrexerit, mals "S1IC Juxta editos. In Ben plus
exactement Anvers) SurrexXit”.

I; 143 lın 38 Sermo 212 fın hbonum beneficium, ın Ben 111 lın
bonum beneficum, mals Anvers 78 beneficium, de meme 1600

derniere lın dans le mals dans apparat "beneficum (1ta enım excudı
debebat PTO beneficium) . eprend la econ d’Anvers el (3 ST reprodult,

- lıtteralement la NnOoTte de tOut reprochant [OIT duxX Ben f NON

ed Anvers la econ beneficıum "Complures edıtı ei 1ps1 legunt,
beneficıum: MINuUs bene Mn

Ibıd 798, lın ante nem. Sermo 1438 DVO Christo fuerat crucifgen-
dus, S1IC in Ben 703 lın Dans Anvers 489 lın 13 DFO Christo eralG. FOLLIET  32  vers 232 D lin. 6 non ago in marg. "forte nunc”. M. s’en tient ä tort ä la  lecon non, et de plus en n. 2 reproche ä G. une incorrection "Una e recent.  Paris. Edit. legit nunc corrupte". Dans CSEL 34,2, p. 616, 14 de quo nunc.  - Ibid. 414, lin. 13. Epist. 108,14 quasi voces. Dans Ben., t. 11 in fine:  Add. et corr. "lege quas voces", lecon adoptee par G. 466 C lin. 12; mais  dans Anvers 236 E lin. 8 et Migne "quasi voces". Dans CSEL 34,2, p. 628,  9 quas voces.  - Ibid. 643, Epist. 149,31, lin. 3 in eodem corpore surrexerit, sic Ben. 1°  515 B lin. 3. En Ben. 2° €d. et Anvers 390 E lin. 9 surrexit. G. 770 lin. 1,  et M. ont surrexerit, mais M. n. 1 "Sic juxta omnes editos. In Ben. (plus  exactement Anvers) surrexit".  — T. 5, 143, lin. 38. Sermo 21,2 fin bonum beneficium, in Ben. 111 E lin.  9 bonum beneficum, mais Anvers 78 D b. beneficium, de m&me G. 160 D  derni@re lin. dans le texte, mais dans l’apparat "beneficum (ita enim excudi  debebat pro beneficium)". M. reprend la lecon d’Anvers et G., et reproduit,  n. 1, litt&ralement la note de G. tout en reprochant ä tort aux Ben. et non ä  Ed. Anvers la lecon beneficium "Complures editi et ipsi PP. BB. legunt,  beneficium: minus bene. M."  - Ibid. 798, 9 lin. ante finem. Sermo 147,3 pro Christo fuerat crucifigen-  dus, sic in Ben. 703 A lin. 3. Dans Anvers 489 E lin. 13 pro Christo erat  ... Dans G. 1014 A lin. 8, et M. fuerat, mais M. n. 2 "Sic plerique editi; in  Ben. erat", en fait dans 1’&d. Anvers et non chez les Benedictins.  - Ibid. 847, 10 lin. ante finem. Sermo 156, 13, Vivis utique in Ben. 747 E  lin. 6 et en G. 1079 C lin. 2. Dans Anvers 520 E lin. 8 Vivit, mais en M.  Vivenset n. 1 "Sic Bad. plerique; in Ben. vivit, forte vivis”. M. corrige  d’apres €d. d’Erasme (p. 191, 1. 4), mais le reproche fait aux BeEne&dictins  s’adresse ä €d. Anvers.  — T. 6, 1023, n. 1. De cognitione verae vitae 32, "In Ben. sed est simplex  naturae ... Er. Lugd. Ven et Lov. secuti sumus, quos et ipsa secuta est PP.  Benedictinorum Antverpiae editio. M." Le debut de la note est empruntee  ä G. 1490 A, apparat, la finale est de Migne qui indirectement affirme  avoir sous les yeux 1’Ed. d’Anvers 0U 1’on lit natura, lecon qu’il adopte.  — T. 7, 96, lin. 35. De Civitate Dei, 3,17,2 "dis inutilibus sine remedio  populus", sic in Ben. 74 E, mais dans la note correspondant dans le Sylla-  bus, col. 704, note que reproduit M., ibid. n. 3, est demandee 1l’omission  de sine remedio, ce que fait G. 116 C, lin. 12. Mais M. reprend aveugle-  ment le texte de 1’&d. Anvers, 52 B lin. 1, oü la correction demandee col.  532, n’est pas faite; dans CC 47, p. 83, 1. 64, sine remedio est omis.Dans O14 lın 87 ei M. fuerat, mals plerıque editı; in
Ben erat”, faıt ans l’e Anvers el NOn chez les Benedictins.

Ibıd 547, lın ante nem. ermo 130. 13 VIvVLS utLque ın Ben J0
lın e 079 lın Dans Anvers 52() lın Vivit, mMals
Vivens ef "SI1C Edd pler1que; in Ben VIVIE, forte VLIVLS". Corrge
d’apres ed d’Erasme (p 191, ma1ls le eproche faıt duxX Benedictins
s’adresse ed Anvers.

67 1023. De cognltione Vıtae 3 E nIn Ben sed est sımplex
NALUFraeG. FOLLIET  32  vers 232 D lin. 6 non ago in marg. "forte nunc”. M. s’en tient ä tort ä la  lecon non, et de plus en n. 2 reproche ä G. une incorrection "Una e recent.  Paris. Edit. legit nunc corrupte". Dans CSEL 34,2, p. 616, 14 de quo nunc.  - Ibid. 414, lin. 13. Epist. 108,14 quasi voces. Dans Ben., t. 11 in fine:  Add. et corr. "lege quas voces", lecon adoptee par G. 466 C lin. 12; mais  dans Anvers 236 E lin. 8 et Migne "quasi voces". Dans CSEL 34,2, p. 628,  9 quas voces.  - Ibid. 643, Epist. 149,31, lin. 3 in eodem corpore surrexerit, sic Ben. 1°  515 B lin. 3. En Ben. 2° €d. et Anvers 390 E lin. 9 surrexit. G. 770 lin. 1,  et M. ont surrexerit, mais M. n. 1 "Sic juxta omnes editos. In Ben. (plus  exactement Anvers) surrexit".  — T. 5, 143, lin. 38. Sermo 21,2 fin bonum beneficium, in Ben. 111 E lin.  9 bonum beneficum, mais Anvers 78 D b. beneficium, de m&me G. 160 D  derni@re lin. dans le texte, mais dans l’apparat "beneficum (ita enim excudi  debebat pro beneficium)". M. reprend la lecon d’Anvers et G., et reproduit,  n. 1, litt&ralement la note de G. tout en reprochant ä tort aux Ben. et non ä  Ed. Anvers la lecon beneficium "Complures editi et ipsi PP. BB. legunt,  beneficium: minus bene. M."  - Ibid. 798, 9 lin. ante finem. Sermo 147,3 pro Christo fuerat crucifigen-  dus, sic in Ben. 703 A lin. 3. Dans Anvers 489 E lin. 13 pro Christo erat  ... Dans G. 1014 A lin. 8, et M. fuerat, mais M. n. 2 "Sic plerique editi; in  Ben. erat", en fait dans 1’&d. Anvers et non chez les Benedictins.  - Ibid. 847, 10 lin. ante finem. Sermo 156, 13, Vivis utique in Ben. 747 E  lin. 6 et en G. 1079 C lin. 2. Dans Anvers 520 E lin. 8 Vivit, mais en M.  Vivenset n. 1 "Sic Bad. plerique; in Ben. vivit, forte vivis”. M. corrige  d’apres €d. d’Erasme (p. 191, 1. 4), mais le reproche fait aux BeEne&dictins  s’adresse ä €d. Anvers.  — T. 6, 1023, n. 1. De cognitione verae vitae 32, "In Ben. sed est simplex  naturae ... Er. Lugd. Ven et Lov. secuti sumus, quos et ipsa secuta est PP.  Benedictinorum Antverpiae editio. M." Le debut de la note est empruntee  ä G. 1490 A, apparat, la finale est de Migne qui indirectement affirme  avoir sous les yeux 1’Ed. d’Anvers 0U 1’on lit natura, lecon qu’il adopte.  — T. 7, 96, lin. 35. De Civitate Dei, 3,17,2 "dis inutilibus sine remedio  populus", sic in Ben. 74 E, mais dans la note correspondant dans le Sylla-  bus, col. 704, note que reproduit M., ibid. n. 3, est demandee 1l’omission  de sine remedio, ce que fait G. 116 C, lin. 12. Mais M. reprend aveugle-  ment le texte de 1’&d. Anvers, 52 B lin. 1, oü la correction demandee col.  532, n’est pas faite; dans CC 47, p. 83, 1. 64, sine remedio est omis.Er. Lugd Ven el Lov. secut1 QUOS er 1Dsa SECULAa est
Benedictinorum Antverplae edıitio M“ Le de la NOTtfe e empruntee

490) A’ apparat, la finale est de 1gne quı indirectement 1ITIMe
aVOIlLFr SOUS les VCUX P d’Anvers Ou l’on lıt econ qu 1 adopte.

S 96, lın 35 De (ivitate Deli, S1772 "dus inutiılıbus Sine remedio
DODUlus , S1IC in Ben E, mals dans la nNOTte Correspondant ans le ylla-
bus, col 704, nOoTte UJuC reproduılt M 9 bıd 3, est demandee 1’om1ıssıon
de SINeE remedio, YJuUC faıt 116 C lın Maıs reprend aveugle-
ment le de 1’ Anvers, A} lın L, Ou la Correction demandee col
532 n est DaS faıte; ans 4 E 8 E 64’ Sine remedio est m1s
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S, 8 1, lın De utıl. cred. 10,23 aperıre DOSSIS, S1C in Ben
lın 87 118 lın Z ei M., mals dans Anvers lın DOSSIL, eft

cC’est ([OTT quC apparat, a1Nsı YJuUC M., referant ed d’Anvers
porte nOoTfe "In Ben.., DOSSLL”.
-Ibıd 347, lın Faustum, ıb 16,4 deb Ould Erso ostendemus, S1C
Ben 784A lın 37 de meme 457 lın ef M., mals ans An-
VEIS 203 lın lıt ostendimus, el C’est {[OTT YJUC deJä G1 apparat,
el DOTTE note nIn Ben (au heu de Anvers) ostendimus .
-Ibıd FZT. 1ın Col CUÜU)  S AXIMINO, 9, uIn Ben DOSSUMUS dicere
' Ben 18 lıt DOSSIMUS; 023 lın el referent la
reedition d’Anvers Ou L’on lıt "pOoSssumus”'.

97 256 hitt. Pet 124 saltem obmutescatis, in Ben 205
lın 9’ mals dans Anvers 145 lın 341, 354 C7 lın ei M L obtumesca-
S, AVCC la NnNOTtfe edıt1 orte obmutescatis”. La mauvaıse econ Q Arı
} S \  \ reprıse ei Dans Erasme. Louvaın, (’SEL 5 E} 1 E lın

obmutescatıs.

10, 918, lın De COT. e1 8T. ILı ın Ben 18 ed 7572
lın IL QUO aQ2UunlLUur, mals Ben ed accıdent (ypOgTa-

phıque dont est trmbutaire Anvers 496 lın 1 E a1nNsı UJu«c 1284
lın el

Ibıd., 054, lın De COT. el BT Ul nU. Justitiae, iın Ben 16 CDy
766 lın Ul nullısDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  35  AT 8 81, n 32. De unl. cred. 10,23 aperire possis. sic ın Ben. 60 A  lin. 8, en G. 118 A lin. 2, et M., mais dans Anvers 44 B lin. 5 possit, et  c’est A tort que G. en apparat, ainsi que M., en se ref&rant ä €d. d’Anvers  porte en note 1 "In Ben., possit".  -Ibid. 317, lin. 26 C. Faustum, lib. 16,4 debut Quid ergo ostendemus, Sic  Ben. 284 G lin. 3, de meme en G. 457 C lin. 6 et en M., mais dans An-  vers 203 C lin. 1 on lit ostendimus, et c’est ä tort que dejä G., en apparat,  et M. porte en note "In Ben. (au lieu de Anvers) ostendimus".  -Ibid. 727, lin.32. Col. cum Maximino, 9, n. 3 "In Ben. possumus dicere  ...", en Ben. 1° €d. on lit possimus; G. 1023 C lin. 10 et M. se referent ä la  reedition d’Anvers 0U 1l’on lit "possumus".  Z 0, 05671 2% C Ü: Pet: 1,24 saltem obmuütescatis, in Ben: 215A  lin. 9, mais dans Anvers 145 D lin. 11, G. 354 C, lin. 9 et M., obtumesca-  tis, avec la note "Sic editi. Forte obmutescatis". La mauvaise lecon d’An-  vers a €te reprise par G. et M. Dans Erasme, Louvain, CSEL 52; p; 19; lin.  3 obmutescatis.  T, 10.918, lin. 24 De cor. et gr. 4-illia quo agünt, in Ben: 1° ed. 752  A lin. 7 illi a quo aguntur, mais Ben. 2° &d ... agunt, accident typogra-  phique dont est tributaire €d. Anvers 496 B lin. 16, ainsi que G. 1284 B  lin. 5 et M.  - Ibid., M. 954, lin. 27. De cor. et gr. 30: ut nulli justitiae, in Ben. 1° &d.  766 E lin. 10 ut nullis ..., mais Ben. 2° €d ... ut nulli, accident typographi-  que dont est tributaire €d. Anvers 506 E lin. 1, ainsi que G. 1304 C lin. 1  et M®  Dans tous les cas cit&s, Migne induit donc son lecteur en erreur en  le renvoyant au texte des Mauristes, alors qu’il s’agit en fait d’un texte  imparfait. Mais il faut reconnaitre que Migne ne me&connait pas totalement  la premiere Edition des Benedictins puisqu’il la signale au moins ä deux  reprises ä propos du De Trinitate, liv. 15, au t. 8, 1078, n. 1 "Si ita ... Sic  editio PP. Benedict. Antverpiana cum nonnullis editis; at in priori editione  Benedictina (985 D) legitur, sit ita. M."; et 1087, n. 2" ita in aeternum ...  Sic nonmnulli editi et ipsa PP. Benedictin. editio Antverpiana; at in priori  Bened. editione (993 G), ita aeternum. M." Il aurait donc pu s’y referer  regulierement au lieu de recourir ä 1’&dition d’Anvers.  23 Sur ces accidents typographiques voir notre article Les methodes d’eEditions aux  XWI‘ et XVII“ siecles ä partir des Editions successives du ’De correptione et gratia’ , dans  Troisieme centenaire de l' Edition mauriste de saint Augustin, Paris 1990, p. 96-97.mals Ben edDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  35  AT 8 81, n 32. De unl. cred. 10,23 aperire possis. sic ın Ben. 60 A  lin. 8, en G. 118 A lin. 2, et M., mais dans Anvers 44 B lin. 5 possit, et  c’est A tort que G. en apparat, ainsi que M., en se ref&rant ä €d. d’Anvers  porte en note 1 "In Ben., possit".  -Ibid. 317, lin. 26 C. Faustum, lib. 16,4 debut Quid ergo ostendemus, Sic  Ben. 284 G lin. 3, de meme en G. 457 C lin. 6 et en M., mais dans An-  vers 203 C lin. 1 on lit ostendimus, et c’est ä tort que dejä G., en apparat,  et M. porte en note "In Ben. (au lieu de Anvers) ostendimus".  -Ibid. 727, lin.32. Col. cum Maximino, 9, n. 3 "In Ben. possumus dicere  ...", en Ben. 1° €d. on lit possimus; G. 1023 C lin. 10 et M. se referent ä la  reedition d’Anvers 0U 1l’on lit "possumus".  Z 0, 05671 2% C Ü: Pet: 1,24 saltem obmuütescatis, in Ben: 215A  lin. 9, mais dans Anvers 145 D lin. 11, G. 354 C, lin. 9 et M., obtumesca-  tis, avec la note "Sic editi. Forte obmutescatis". La mauvaise lecon d’An-  vers a €te reprise par G. et M. Dans Erasme, Louvain, CSEL 52; p; 19; lin.  3 obmutescatis.  T, 10.918, lin. 24 De cor. et gr. 4-illia quo agünt, in Ben: 1° ed. 752  A lin. 7 illi a quo aguntur, mais Ben. 2° &d ... agunt, accident typogra-  phique dont est tributaire €d. Anvers 496 B lin. 16, ainsi que G. 1284 B  lin. 5 et M.  - Ibid., M. 954, lin. 27. De cor. et gr. 30: ut nulli justitiae, in Ben. 1° &d.  766 E lin. 10 ut nullis ..., mais Ben. 2° €d ... ut nulli, accident typographi-  que dont est tributaire €d. Anvers 506 E lin. 1, ainsi que G. 1304 C lin. 1  et M®  Dans tous les cas cit&s, Migne induit donc son lecteur en erreur en  le renvoyant au texte des Mauristes, alors qu’il s’agit en fait d’un texte  imparfait. Mais il faut reconnaitre que Migne ne me&connait pas totalement  la premiere Edition des Benedictins puisqu’il la signale au moins ä deux  reprises ä propos du De Trinitate, liv. 15, au t. 8, 1078, n. 1 "Si ita ... Sic  editio PP. Benedict. Antverpiana cum nonnullis editis; at in priori editione  Benedictina (985 D) legitur, sit ita. M."; et 1087, n. 2" ita in aeternum ...  Sic nonmnulli editi et ipsa PP. Benedictin. editio Antverpiana; at in priori  Bened. editione (993 G), ita aeternum. M." Il aurait donc pu s’y referer  regulierement au lieu de recourir ä 1’&dition d’Anvers.  23 Sur ces accidents typographiques voir notre article Les methodes d’eEditions aux  XWI‘ et XVII“ siecles ä partir des Editions successives du ’De correptione et gratia’ , dans  Troisieme centenaire de l' Edition mauriste de saint Augustin, Paris 1990, p. 96-97.UL nulli, aCccıdent typographi-
YJu«c dont est trıbutaıire ed Anvers 506 lın [ a1nsı que 1304 lın
6i M28

Dans [OUS les Cas C1tes, ıgne indult donc SOM .CCICUI'
le renvoyant des Maurıstes, alors qu'1 s’agıt faıt d’un
imparfaıt. Maıs 11 faut reconnaitre JuC ı1gne meconnaıit DaS totalement
la premiere edition des Benedictins pu1squ ' ıl la ignale MO1NSs euxX
repr1ses PTODOS du De Irınıtate, 1ıv IS 89 1078, "Sl 1taDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  35  AT 8 81, n 32. De unl. cred. 10,23 aperire possis. sic ın Ben. 60 A  lin. 8, en G. 118 A lin. 2, et M., mais dans Anvers 44 B lin. 5 possit, et  c’est A tort que G. en apparat, ainsi que M., en se ref&rant ä €d. d’Anvers  porte en note 1 "In Ben., possit".  -Ibid. 317, lin. 26 C. Faustum, lib. 16,4 debut Quid ergo ostendemus, Sic  Ben. 284 G lin. 3, de meme en G. 457 C lin. 6 et en M., mais dans An-  vers 203 C lin. 1 on lit ostendimus, et c’est ä tort que dejä G., en apparat,  et M. porte en note "In Ben. (au lieu de Anvers) ostendimus".  -Ibid. 727, lin.32. Col. cum Maximino, 9, n. 3 "In Ben. possumus dicere  ...", en Ben. 1° €d. on lit possimus; G. 1023 C lin. 10 et M. se referent ä la  reedition d’Anvers 0U 1l’on lit "possumus".  Z 0, 05671 2% C Ü: Pet: 1,24 saltem obmuütescatis, in Ben: 215A  lin. 9, mais dans Anvers 145 D lin. 11, G. 354 C, lin. 9 et M., obtumesca-  tis, avec la note "Sic editi. Forte obmutescatis". La mauvaise lecon d’An-  vers a €te reprise par G. et M. Dans Erasme, Louvain, CSEL 52; p; 19; lin.  3 obmutescatis.  T, 10.918, lin. 24 De cor. et gr. 4-illia quo agünt, in Ben: 1° ed. 752  A lin. 7 illi a quo aguntur, mais Ben. 2° &d ... agunt, accident typogra-  phique dont est tributaire €d. Anvers 496 B lin. 16, ainsi que G. 1284 B  lin. 5 et M.  - Ibid., M. 954, lin. 27. De cor. et gr. 30: ut nulli justitiae, in Ben. 1° &d.  766 E lin. 10 ut nullis ..., mais Ben. 2° €d ... ut nulli, accident typographi-  que dont est tributaire €d. Anvers 506 E lin. 1, ainsi que G. 1304 C lin. 1  et M®  Dans tous les cas cit&s, Migne induit donc son lecteur en erreur en  le renvoyant au texte des Mauristes, alors qu’il s’agit en fait d’un texte  imparfait. Mais il faut reconnaitre que Migne ne me&connait pas totalement  la premiere Edition des Benedictins puisqu’il la signale au moins ä deux  reprises ä propos du De Trinitate, liv. 15, au t. 8, 1078, n. 1 "Si ita ... Sic  editio PP. Benedict. Antverpiana cum nonnullis editis; at in priori editione  Benedictina (985 D) legitur, sit ita. M."; et 1087, n. 2" ita in aeternum ...  Sic nonmnulli editi et ipsa PP. Benedictin. editio Antverpiana; at in priori  Bened. editione (993 G), ita aeternum. M." Il aurait donc pu s’y referer  regulierement au lieu de recourir ä 1’&dition d’Anvers.  23 Sur ces accidents typographiques voir notre article Les methodes d’eEditions aux  XWI‘ et XVII“ siecles ä partir des Editions successives du ’De correptione et gratia’ , dans  Troisieme centenaire de l' Edition mauriste de saint Augustin, Paris 1990, p. 96-97.S1C
edit10 Benedicet. Antverplana CUu nonnullıs edit1s; al in pr10T71 editione
Benedictina (985 legıtur, Sit 1ta M H‚ el 1087, 2n 1fa InDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  35  AT 8 81, n 32. De unl. cred. 10,23 aperire possis. sic ın Ben. 60 A  lin. 8, en G. 118 A lin. 2, et M., mais dans Anvers 44 B lin. 5 possit, et  c’est A tort que G. en apparat, ainsi que M., en se ref&rant ä €d. d’Anvers  porte en note 1 "In Ben., possit".  -Ibid. 317, lin. 26 C. Faustum, lib. 16,4 debut Quid ergo ostendemus, Sic  Ben. 284 G lin. 3, de meme en G. 457 C lin. 6 et en M., mais dans An-  vers 203 C lin. 1 on lit ostendimus, et c’est ä tort que dejä G., en apparat,  et M. porte en note "In Ben. (au lieu de Anvers) ostendimus".  -Ibid. 727, lin.32. Col. cum Maximino, 9, n. 3 "In Ben. possumus dicere  ...", en Ben. 1° €d. on lit possimus; G. 1023 C lin. 10 et M. se referent ä la  reedition d’Anvers 0U 1l’on lit "possumus".  Z 0, 05671 2% C Ü: Pet: 1,24 saltem obmuütescatis, in Ben: 215A  lin. 9, mais dans Anvers 145 D lin. 11, G. 354 C, lin. 9 et M., obtumesca-  tis, avec la note "Sic editi. Forte obmutescatis". La mauvaise lecon d’An-  vers a €te reprise par G. et M. Dans Erasme, Louvain, CSEL 52; p; 19; lin.  3 obmutescatis.  T, 10.918, lin. 24 De cor. et gr. 4-illia quo agünt, in Ben: 1° ed. 752  A lin. 7 illi a quo aguntur, mais Ben. 2° &d ... agunt, accident typogra-  phique dont est tributaire €d. Anvers 496 B lin. 16, ainsi que G. 1284 B  lin. 5 et M.  - Ibid., M. 954, lin. 27. De cor. et gr. 30: ut nulli justitiae, in Ben. 1° &d.  766 E lin. 10 ut nullis ..., mais Ben. 2° €d ... ut nulli, accident typographi-  que dont est tributaire €d. Anvers 506 E lin. 1, ainsi que G. 1304 C lin. 1  et M®  Dans tous les cas cit&s, Migne induit donc son lecteur en erreur en  le renvoyant au texte des Mauristes, alors qu’il s’agit en fait d’un texte  imparfait. Mais il faut reconnaitre que Migne ne me&connait pas totalement  la premiere Edition des Benedictins puisqu’il la signale au moins ä deux  reprises ä propos du De Trinitate, liv. 15, au t. 8, 1078, n. 1 "Si ita ... Sic  editio PP. Benedict. Antverpiana cum nonnullis editis; at in priori editione  Benedictina (985 D) legitur, sit ita. M."; et 1087, n. 2" ita in aeternum ...  Sic nonmnulli editi et ipsa PP. Benedictin. editio Antverpiana; at in priori  Bened. editione (993 G), ita aeternum. M." Il aurait donc pu s’y referer  regulierement au lieu de recourir ä 1’&dition d’Anvers.  23 Sur ces accidents typographiques voir notre article Les methodes d’eEditions aux  XWI‘ et XVII“ siecles ä partir des Editions successives du ’De correptione et gratia’ , dans  Troisieme centenaire de l' Edition mauriste de saint Augustin, Paris 1990, p. 96-97.S1C nonnullı edit1 eit 1Dsa Benedictin. edit10 Antverplana; al ın prio0r1
ene: ediıtione (993 G), 1fa M“ auralt ONC PUu SV referer
regulıerement heu de reCOUTrIr 1L’edıtion d’Anvers.

Sur CCS aCCıden! typographiques VOILF notre artıcle Les thodes d’editions
X- el zLecles partır des editions SUCCESSLVES du De correptione el gratia , dans
I roısieme centenaıre de !” edıtıon maurıste de Saınt Augustlin, Parıs 1990, 96-97



FOLLIET

ECONS DVFODTES igne

Mises la bonne douzaıne de bevues YJu«C ı1gne introduit dans
SOM referant z 4E  e  dıtıon mparfaite d’Anvers, la quası otalıte
des lecons nouvelles, Compara1ıson AaVCC L’edition authentique des Bene-
dıctins, Ju«C l’on decouvre chez lu1, Oont ete empruntees Gaume a1nsı UJucC
NOUS L’avons dıt, SCDL seulement Iu1 SONT plus mMoO1ns PTODTCS.

19 609, Retrac. LI3.3 lıg “ qula el Sclientes”, SIC Ben E,
ODr Anvers M F, P nO ans (SEL. 3 C lın U etr 1.14.4 "quia el
sCLeENtes” Sans NnOte Maıs Ben ed B, Gaume lın "qUula
SCLENLES” egalement SaJns NOTte 1gne CMPTUNLE econ ed Anvers: 11
auraıt sıgnaler NOtLe Erasme "qula ei sc1endo" AaVCC noOoTtfe
“sclentes”. Lovan. "qulia l sclentes".

Ibıd 1016, De ordine Il, "dominaretur", SIC 580) lın
insere uUunec note ||In Ben domitaretur. S1C etiam Er. ul at Lov. Par.
dominaretur”. FEn CSEL, 63, 179 L1 er 292 132. 34 domare-
IUr Nous lä exemple d’une COrTrecthon de 1gne, deJjäa introduite

Gaume, que 1gne sıgnale du MOoOTL Par (Parısiensis).

Z 128 lın ‚DISi 313 Ag2noscitis enim, credo AaVCC note
"Omnes Edd ferunt, AaQNOSCIS, COITUDTE profecto. M“ De faıt [OUuUfes les
editions anterleures ONLT AaQ2NOSCLS Sdlml$s la mo1lndre reserve. Goldbacher, ans
le CÖCSEL 34,2, 3 lın 12 retlent la econ de 1gne AVCC la NnNOoTte appäa-
rat "A2noscis MACP'RK ed!  - praeter ı1gne  "

Ibıd 534, lın la fin ‚DLS A  vel e1s YJUOS lıcet aVeC la
nOoTte "Omnes Edd., QUl, absque 10 COITUDIE. M“ Goldbacher ans (SET
44, 148, lın Z retablıt qUul, e1 signale 1C1 138001> lacune ans le 1E  vel
e1S, qul ve]l34  G: FOLLIET  3. Lecons propres ä Migne  Mises ä part la bonne douzaine de be&vues que Migne introduit dans  son texte en se referant ä 1’Edition imparfaite d’Anvers, la quasi totalite  des lecons nouvelles, par comparaison avec 1’Edition authentique des BEne-  dictins, que 1’on de&couvre chez lui, ont E&t& emprunteges ä Gaume ainsi que  nous ]’avons dit, sept seulement lui sont plus ou moins propres.  — T. 1, 609, Retrac. 1,15,3, lig. 8 "quia et scientes", sic Ben. 2° €d. 24 E,  €d. Anvers 17 E, et Knöll dans CSEL 36, p. .74 lin. 11, Retr. 114,4 "quia et  Scientes” sans note. Mais en Ben. 1° &d. 24 E, Gaume 56 A lin. 4 "quia  Scientes" Egalement sans note. Migne emprunte sa lecon ä €d. Anvers; il  aurait pu signaler en note: Erasme "quia et sciendo" avec note en marge  "scientes". Lovan."quia et scientes".  - Ibid. 1016, n. 1. De ordine II, 46 "dominaretur", sic G. 580 C lin. 6. M.  insere une note "In Ben. domitaretur. Sic etiam Er. Guill., at Lov. Par.  dominaretur". En CSsEL, 63, p..179, .. 11 et CC 292 p. 132, 34 domare-  zur. Nous avons lä un exemple d’une correction de Migne, d&jä introduite  par Gaume, que Migne signale du mot Par. (Parisiensis).  * E 2, 123 ln. 12. Zpist.\31,3 \Agnposeitis enim . credo  ." avec note 1  "Omnes Edd. ferunt, agnoscis, corrupte profecto. M." De fait toutes les  Editions anterieures ont agnoscis sans la moindre rE&serve. Goldbacher, dans  le CSEL 34,2, p. 3, lin. 12, retient la lecon de Migne avec la note en appa-  rat: "Agnoscis MACP'RK edd. praeter Migne".  - Ibid. 534, 3 lin. avant la fin. Epist. 138,20 "vel eis quos licet ...", avec la  note "Omnes Edd., qui, absque dubio corrupte. M." Goldbacher dans CSEL  44, p. 148, lin. 2, retablit qui, et signale ici une lacune dans le texte "vel  eis, qui vel ... tardiore ingenio divina non valent adsequi, vel eis, quos,  licet ...", et dans 1’apparat une double note "vel post qui m. 2 exp. M om.  edd.; lacunam significavi.”  "qui HMACP edd. praeter Mign." La correc-  tion de Migne ne s’impose donc pas.  — T. 5, 634, lin. 3. Sermo 108, 3 "quasi una gutta ...", avec la note 1 "Sic  Lov. et Bened.; at Er. Lugd. et Ven., quasi si una gutta ad universum  mare Comparetur. M." Migne reprend la lecon des Lovanienses t. 9, p. 58,  2, mais il a tort d’en appeler ä 1’£d. BeEnedictine, 0i 1’on lit (555 D, lin. 3)  quasi si una gutta, comme G. 797 D lin. 6, et en apparat l’enregistrait: "...  in P. B, Quasi sı üuna”.  - Ibid. 847, 10 lin. avant la fin. Sermo 155, 13 "Vivens utique in hoc cor-  pore ...", et en note 1 "Sic Edd. plerique; in Ben., vivit. Forte vivis. M."tardıore ingen10 dıvıina NON valent adsequı, ve]l e1S, QUOS,
lıcet ®  S T ans ] ’apparat UuUNne double NOTte VY,  vel DOost quı1 EXD
edd.: lacunam S1gN1INCAaVl. ” A  quı ed:  . Draeter Mign  A La ITEC-
t10N de igne S’1mpose donc DaSs

57 634, lın ermoO 108, "qUasıi ... AdVCC la note
LOV. ei ene: at ErT. Lugd el Ven., qUası 7 ÜUÜNd ad Universum
MAYTEe COMpDaretlur. M“ 1gne eprend la econ des Lovanıenses 9, 5 E
27 ma1ls 11 [OTT d’en appeler L’ed Benedictine, Ou L’on lıt 53 D7 lın
quası 1 UNd COMMME 797 lın 67 ei apparat l’enregistrait:34  G: FOLLIET  3. Lecons propres ä Migne  Mises ä part la bonne douzaine de be&vues que Migne introduit dans  son texte en se referant ä 1’Edition imparfaite d’Anvers, la quasi totalite  des lecons nouvelles, par comparaison avec 1’Edition authentique des BEne-  dictins, que 1’on de&couvre chez lui, ont E&t& emprunteges ä Gaume ainsi que  nous ]’avons dit, sept seulement lui sont plus ou moins propres.  — T. 1, 609, Retrac. 1,15,3, lig. 8 "quia et scientes", sic Ben. 2° €d. 24 E,  €d. Anvers 17 E, et Knöll dans CSEL 36, p. .74 lin. 11, Retr. 114,4 "quia et  Scientes” sans note. Mais en Ben. 1° &d. 24 E, Gaume 56 A lin. 4 "quia  Scientes" Egalement sans note. Migne emprunte sa lecon ä €d. Anvers; il  aurait pu signaler en note: Erasme "quia et sciendo" avec note en marge  "scientes". Lovan."quia et scientes".  - Ibid. 1016, n. 1. De ordine II, 46 "dominaretur", sic G. 580 C lin. 6. M.  insere une note "In Ben. domitaretur. Sic etiam Er. Guill., at Lov. Par.  dominaretur". En CSsEL, 63, p..179, .. 11 et CC 292 p. 132, 34 domare-  zur. Nous avons lä un exemple d’une correction de Migne, d&jä introduite  par Gaume, que Migne signale du mot Par. (Parisiensis).  * E 2, 123 ln. 12. Zpist.\31,3 \Agnposeitis enim . credo  ." avec note 1  "Omnes Edd. ferunt, agnoscis, corrupte profecto. M." De fait toutes les  Editions anterieures ont agnoscis sans la moindre rE&serve. Goldbacher, dans  le CSEL 34,2, p. 3, lin. 12, retient la lecon de Migne avec la note en appa-  rat: "Agnoscis MACP'RK edd. praeter Migne".  - Ibid. 534, 3 lin. avant la fin. Epist. 138,20 "vel eis quos licet ...", avec la  note "Omnes Edd., qui, absque dubio corrupte. M." Goldbacher dans CSEL  44, p. 148, lin. 2, retablit qui, et signale ici une lacune dans le texte "vel  eis, qui vel ... tardiore ingenio divina non valent adsequi, vel eis, quos,  licet ...", et dans 1’apparat une double note "vel post qui m. 2 exp. M om.  edd.; lacunam significavi.”  "qui HMACP edd. praeter Mign." La correc-  tion de Migne ne s’impose donc pas.  — T. 5, 634, lin. 3. Sermo 108, 3 "quasi una gutta ...", avec la note 1 "Sic  Lov. et Bened.; at Er. Lugd. et Ven., quasi si una gutta ad universum  mare Comparetur. M." Migne reprend la lecon des Lovanienses t. 9, p. 58,  2, mais il a tort d’en appeler ä 1’£d. BeEnedictine, 0i 1’on lit (555 D, lin. 3)  quasi si una gutta, comme G. 797 D lin. 6, et en apparat l’enregistrait: "...  in P. B, Quasi sı üuna”.  - Ibid. 847, 10 lin. avant la fin. Sermo 155, 13 "Vivens utique in hoc cor-  pore ...", et en note 1 "Sic Edd. plerique; in Ben., vivit. Forte vivis. M."in B., Ouasi S] Unada  ”

Ibıd 8547, lın la fın ermo 155 13 "Vivens ulLque In hoc COY-
DOTE Z el note "SI1IC Edd pleri1que; ın Ben.., VIVIL. orte VIVILS.



DE EDITIONS SAINTI AUGUSTIN 35

Plus precısement Ben.. Ta E’ lhıt VLVIS, econ adoptee 079
lın 3, ma1ls ans L’edition d’Anvers, 52() E7 VivIit. ıgne eprend la econ
VIvens fıgurant dans les d’Erasme, 10, 191, ei de Louvaın, 10, 106-

87 538, lın De ACtLS CÜ)| Felice, 11,4 tanquam Deus  LA S1IC Ben
BE, Lugd., Ven., LOVv.; "Deum Anvers 347 lın er 749

lın 39 f apparatl, revient la econ de Ben ed SdalmlSs NOTtfe.

Ibıd, 589, lın la fin Secundinum, 1 E A  qul ad amorem , SIC

Ben ed 532 lın v Anvers C lın Dans 821 C ıın s’est
glıssee un coquille 'quid ad UJuUC COM1ge, sıgnalant nOotfe
qulDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  35  Plus precisement en Ben., 747 E, on lit vivis, legon adoptee par G. 1079 C  lin. 3, mais dans 1’&£dition d’Anvers, 520 E, vivit. Migne reprend la lecon  vivens figurant dans les €d. d’Erasme, t. 10, 191, et de Louvain, t. 10, 106-  2A  — T. 8, 538, lin. 28. De actis cum Felice, 11,4 "tanquam Deus", sic Ben.  1° €d., Er., Lugd., Ven., Lov.; "Deum" €d. Anvers 347 A lin. 10 et G. 749  C lin. 3, cf. apparat, M. revient ä la lecon de Ben. 1° &d. sans note.  - Ibid, 585, 5 lin. avant la fin. C. Secundinum, 10, "qui ad amorem", sic  Ben; 16d. 532/A lin: 7, Arnvers 377 En 1: Dansı 6. 821 CMn 11 s’est  glissge une coquille "quid ad ...” que M. corrige, en signalant en note 3  "  qui ... sic editi. At Mss., quae", en fait quae se lit dans les €d. Amerb. Er.  Lugd. Ven. quae ad morem. Lov. quae ad amorem, cf£. G. apparat. CSEL  252 p< 919, 9 qui:  — T. 10, 923, note a. De cor. et gratia, 11 fin "perseverares si velles", M.  Z  reprend en note a le commentaire que les Benedictins, 1° €d. (1690), col.  755, avaient donne en n. f. "'Si velles, id est, si eadem voluntas maneret, ut  dicit infra, n. 17; seu, nisi voluntate mala, id relinqueres quod tenebas",  mais tombee dans la 2° &d. (1696), ce dont les Mauristes ne se rendirent  compte que trop tard, cf. t. 11 (1700) Addenda et corrigenda in fine, col.  3. Note absente dans 1’&d. d’Anvers ainsi que dans 1’Ed. de Gaume, mais  reintroduite par M. sans signature”,  - Ibid. 940, lin. 2. De cor. et gratia, 38, le choix par Migne de la lecon  inseparabiliter de preference ä insuperabiliter dans le passage "ut divina  gratia indeclinabiliter et inseparabiliter ageretur", est longuement expli-  que dans la note 1, apres rappel de la lecon preferentielle chez les prece-  dents Editeurs. Les Mauristes, t. 10, 771 F "ut divina gratia indeclinabiliter  et insuperabiliter ageretur", et in Syllabo, 1407 "Am. et Er. et inseparabi-  liter ageretur: mendose ac dissitientibus Mss". Les Lovanienses, t. 7, p.  539 col. 1, adoptent la lecon insuperabiliter, que reprennent les Mauristes.  Gaume, t. 10, 1310 D derni@re ligne, et en apparat col. LXXI: "Antiquio-  res editiones, inseparabiliter. At editio Lovaniensium Theologorum, quae  prodiit anno 1577, praebet, insuperabiliter, cum hac adnotatione: Ita recte  manuscripti omnes pro, inseparabiliter. Non sentit autem Augustinus elec-  tos a via recta declinare et superari a tentatione non posse; sed tam poten-  tem eis dari gratiam, ut quantumvis infirmi, et imbecilles, tamen nec decli-  nent nec superentur: ut non neganda peccandi impotentia, sed eventus  tantum significetur. Id quod sequentia verba satis indicant: et ideo quamvis  29 Notre article signal€ A la note 28, voir p. 97.S1C edıt1 MsSs., "  quae’, faıt QUAAE lıt dans les ed merT'! Er

Lugd Ven QUAE ad LOVv. QUaE ad AMOTEM, cf apparat CSEL
252 919, qul

1 9 923, NOTte De (CODF: el gratia, fın perseverares S1 velles”',
eprend note le cCcommentaıre Ju«c les Benedictins, CDr (1690), col
F3 avalent donne “Sl velles, 1d eST, $1 eadem voluntas manerel, ut
dıcıt infra, 3L# SCU, nNLSL voluntate mala, ıd relinqueres quod tenebas”,
mals tombee dans la ed (16906) dont les Mauristes rendirent
COmpte Ju«c TOp tard, ct. Addenda el corrıgenda 1ın fine, col

Note absente ans a d’Anvers a1nsı YJuc dans l’ed de Gaume, ma1ıs
reintroduıte Samnls signature“”.

Ibıd 940, lın De COT. el gratia, 38, le cho1x Dal 1gne de la econ
inseparabiliter de preference insuperabiliter ans le DassSasc A  ult divina
gratia indeclinabiliter el inseparabiliter ageretur”, est longuement expli-
que ans la nOote L apres rappel de la econ preferentielle chez les prece-
dents edıteurs. Les Mauriıstes, 1 E FF} A  ut dıvına gratia indeclhinabiılıter
er insuperabiliter ageretur , e in S yllabo, 1407 ”Am efi Er. ef inseparabi-
liter mendose dissıtentubus Mss” Les Lovanıenses, f
539 col 1, adoptent la econ insuperabiliter, Ju«c reprennent les Maurıstes.
Gaume, 10, 1310 derniere 1gne, el apparat col XE “ Antıqu10-
ICcs edıtiones, inseparabiliter. edit10 Lovanıecnsiıum eologorum, QuUaC
prodiut AaNNO S37 praebet, insuperabiliter, CH: hac adnotatione:
manuscrıipt INNeCSs PIO, inseparabiliter. Non sentit Augustinus elec-
{[OS V1a declinare el superarı tentatione NON, sed ia  3 n_
tem e1s darı gratiam, ut quantumYVvıs infirm.1, e imbecılles, tlamen NECC ecli1-
nentT NECC SupeTeNLUT: uft NOoN neganda peccandı impotentia, sed eventus
tantum s1ıgnıificetur. quod sequentla verba Satls indıcant: el 1Ldeo QUAMVILS

otre artıcle sıgnale NO! 28, VOILT
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infiırma, AOoONnNn deficeret Aadversitate aliqua Vvinceretur. infra:
iInfırmis ServaVvıl, UL LDSO donante InvVviCHSSIME quod hbhonum est vellent, el
hoc deserere INVLCLLSSIME nollent  \A Recentiores editiones ut edit10 Lova-
nıens1ium. uıdam manuscr1pt1, inseparabiliter. At antıquiores manuscr1pt1
biıbliothecae Regıiae nobıs inspectl, praebent insuperabiliter”. ı1gne
Justifie preference POUT la econ inseparabiliter sult: "Vocem
insuperabiliter nıhılomiıinus eXpunximus, utpote NOVIS errorıbus faventem.
M” Ce passSasc du De correptione el gratia deJä faıt "objet de tres
nombreuses remarques”®.

De CCS Ssecpt COrrecthons introdultes 1gne dans SOM edıtion,
faılt deux seulement SONL vraıment nouvelles, ‚DLS 313 ef ‚DLS ’
les reprennent des lecons anclıennes deJjäa attestees les editeurs.

Errata reperes dans L1gene

I1 NOUS sıgnaler cCertaiın nombre d’errata UJucC NOUS

releves long de nOTIre pratiıque de 1 ’ edition de 1gne, des annees durant.
s’agıt DaSs du tOut de Jecons nouvelles poss1ibles, ma1ls vraıment d’er-

sulte d’ınattention d’accıdents typographiques.

6 594, lın Retrac. 1,7,6 ; enım FecCurrunfi ad Deum  " lıre ye-

Currenl, aCCOTrd AaVCC le verbe futur punlentur quı Sult.
Ibıd 696, fin Confessiones, 1V,4,7 .  1n amıcıtla INCA, SUAVI mıh1  ”

dans la "EI' Lugd Ven LOV., SUGAVI , lıre SUAVIS, cf. 179 D’
apparat "HT. Lugd Ven LOV. SUAVIS .

Ibıd 901, derniere 1gne Soliloquia,’ "N1s1ı oblıtum Ssese”, lıre
nte esse”.

Ibıd 1256 lın De n arb 11.10,28 "Item 1uste CSSC videndum , lıre
vivendum.

Z 78® dern 1gne ‚DLS 13,4 "illud etiam perfectum puto'',  L lıre
perspeCtium. En Ben 1F ‘pertectum , S1C ın Ben et Anvers 13

lın 3, cCorrection demandee les Mauristes I1 Addenda ef COTTI-
gende — E7: lın 41 perfectum leg perspectum'”, Correction ont teNu

COompte (Jaume lın 6, ma1ıs quı n est pPas reifenue 1gne nı
rieusement par (Goldbacher CSEL 32, lın

Ibıd 1 lın ‚DLS 248 "quoOs Indices charıtatıs", lıre Indiıce. FEn Ben
ed 35 lın Indiıces, mals Correction demandee 37 In fine An:

VeOIS lın Indıces, MAaATrSC KF(orte) Indıce : (Gaume 51 lın

otre icle sıgnale la NO 28, OIr RR
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Indices Sans nolte, mals Goldbacher (’SEL 341 E lın Indice, el
nNOTfe "indices” MACP'RK xr

Ibıd 386, lın ‚DLS 103. dans le tıtre. ‚ EpD1S 97n, lıre Ep1s O]':
Ben 77 F, Anvers 218 C (Gaume 430 Ont [OUS la reference erronee HE_
pıst.

Ibıd 407, lın la fın ‚DLS 108,5 nde UJUO non LA  agO , lıre nde quO
ANUNC ago  " recent. Parıs Edıt. egılt, NUNGC, COTTUDIE. M”
En Ben 306 lın nde qJUO NOn "  agO'', ma1ıs IL: Addenda el

corrıgenda: lın ult. Nn asOo leg NUNG LA  a20'; Anvers 2372 lın
llde YJUO NOn LA  a20', ma1ls MaIsScC f(orte) NUNGC”. (jaume 45%®% lın nde
QuUO NUNGCG M  ago SaJmnl$S nOTe, COMpte de la COorrechonN demandee les
Benedictins. 1gne qualifie tOTrT d’1incorrecte la econ NUNC adoptee
(jaaume. Goldbacher, CSEL 34,2. 616, lın 15 adopte la econ NUNGC, AVCC

Justificatiıon nOoTte ude QJUO NON d edi  . Addıta In (Mauristes
Conlectura nunG”.

Ibıd 414, lın ‚D1LS "qUuasıi voces”, lıre A  qUAaS 0Ces  LA En Ben
312 lın quasl, ma1s PE Addenda 61 corrıgenda: lın

quası leg qUaS Anvers 236 lın quasıl, (Gaume 466 C7 lın
qUaAS Goldbacher, CSEL 3 $ 628, lın 9, adopte la econ qQUaS AaVCC Just1-
ficatıon "quası edDEUX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  37  indices sans note, mais Goldbacher CSEL 34,1, p. 75, lin. 18 indice, et en  note "indices" MACP'RK edd".  - Tbid. 386; lin. 14 Epist, 103; dans le titre "Epist. 97', lıre "Epist. 97°  Ben. 287 F, Anvers 218 C, Gaume 430 ont tous la ref&rence erronge "E-  pist. 97.  - Ibid. 407, 6 lin. avant la fin. Epist. 108,5 "de quo non ago", lire "de quo  nunc ago". M. en n. 2 "Una e recent. Paris. Edit. legit, nunc, corrupte. M".  En Ben. 1° €d. 306 G lin. 4 "de quo non ago", mais au T. 11, Addenda et  corrigenda: "306 lin. ult. non ago leg. nunc ago"; &d. Anvers 232 D lin. 6  "de quo non ago", mais en marge "f(orte) nunc". Gaume 458 C lin. 10 "de  quo nunc ago" sans note, tenant compte de la correction demandee par les  Benedictins. Migne qualifie ä tort d’incorrecte la lecon nunc adoptee par  Gaume. Goldbacher, CSEL 34,2, p. 616, lin. 15 adopte la lecon nunc, avec  justification en note "de quo non ago VU edd. addita in m (Mauristes)  coniectura nunc".  - Ibid. 414, lin. 13. Epist. 108,14 "quasi voces", lire "quas voces". En Ben.  1° €d. 312 D lin. 6 quasi, mais au T. 11, Addenda et corrigenda: "312 lin.  36 quasi leg. quas. Ed. Anvers 236 E lin. 8 quasi, Gaume 466 C, lin. 12  quas. Goldbacher, CSEL 34, p. 628, lin. 9, adopte la lecon quas avec justi-  fication "quasi VU edd.”.  - Tbid. 764, lin. 24. Epist..76,5: "dignetur‘ , lire dignatur'. En Ben. 1° ed.  622 A lin. 4 dignetur, mais au t. 3 in fine, corrigenda "662 1. 4 exaudire  dignetur, leg. cum omnibus editis et plerisque Mss. exaudire dignatur. Et  ad marg. scribe, Mss. al. dignetur, unus e Vat. dignabitur". Ed. Anvers  473 B, 1. 11 dignatur in margine "Mss. al. dignetur, unus e Vat. dignabi-  tur". Gaume, 928 D lin. 4, ne s’est pas apercu de la correction demandee,  et a avec Migne la lecon dignetur. Goldbacher, CSEL 44, p. 667, lin. 17  "exaudire dignatur", et en apparat "dignetur, m(auristes) 1 corr. dignatur A  dignetur Migne".  - Ibid. 766, dern. ligne Epist. 177,5 "ubi dicitur: Sint Iumbi vestri prae-  cincti ...", lacune apres "dicitur" dans les mss. mais comblee par les Mau-  ristes avec le verset de Luc. 12,35 Sint ..., dans Ben. 624 B, lin. 1, etn. c,  €d. Anvers 475 A, lin. 8. Gaume 931 D lin. 4, et Migne reprennent la  conjecture et la note des Mauristes, mais A. La Bonnardiere propose de  preference: "ubi dicitur Contine teipsum (I Tim. 5,22), cf. Rev. €t. augus-  tin., 1969, p. 63-65.  2 T, 3, 1306, lin.. 7: De.serm. Dom. in moönte, 11,79 fin "aut certe de  vite”, M./ adopte la lecon aut des Ben. 233 D ou Anvers 167 D, au lieu de  ut chez Er., que retient G. 1591, lin. 4, avec la note en apparat "Sic Er. In  Ben., aut certe de vite"; M. reprend la note de Gaume laquelle devientIbıd 764, lın ‚DLS 76,5 "dignetur', lıre "dignatur”. En Ben
622 lın dignetur, ma1ıs in hine, corrigenda exaudiıre
dignetur, leg CUu Oomn1ıbus edıiıtis ei plerısque Mss exaudıre dignatur.
ad Mars scr1be, Mss ql dignetur, unNus Vat dignabitur”. Anvers
473 B, dignatur 1ın margıne Mss ql dignetur, uNnus Vat dignabi-
tur  LA Gaume, 02 lın 4, s’est DAaS aAaDCICU de la COorrection demandee,
eit AaVCC ıgne la econ dignetur. Goldbacher, (’SEL 44’ 667, lın F7
"exaudıre dignatur , Al apparat "dıgnetur, m(aurıstes) CO dıgnatur
dıgnetur Miıgne”

Ibıd 766, dern 1gne ‚DLS 1L3 AF b1 dıcıtur: Sınt Um. vestr. DTUGE-
Cinch lacune apres "dicıtur" ans les 1155 mals comblee les Mau-
rıistes aVCC le versetl de Luc 1235 Sıint al ans Ben 624 B, lın E ei ©Ci
ed Anvers F3 A, lın Gaume 031 lın 4, el 1gne reprennent la
conJjecture ei la nOote des Mauristes, mals La Bonnardıere DIODOSC de
preference: "ubı dıicıtur C’ontine teiıpsum 'Tim 322 cf. Rev et s_
EN., 1969, 63-65

3 1306, lın De SEIM Dom In 11,79 fın ;  aut GeTIe de
vite ,  " M./ adopte la econ aul des Ben 234 Anvers 167 D7 heu de
Ul chez Er., JuC retient 1591, lın 4, AVCC la note apparat 'SI1IC ET. In
Ben., AuUTt Certe de vite ;  „, eprend la note de Gaume laquelle devient
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erronee pu1squ ıl la econ Aaut Sr NON UL d’Er. el de (Gjaume.

47 18342 En In DS "EI' Lugd38  G. FOLLIET  erronge puisqu’il a la lecon aut et non ut d’Er. et de Gaume.  — T. 4, 1842, n. 1. En. in ps. 141,16 "Er. Lugd ... sursum cor habitate”,  lire habet; cf, G. 2259:C lin. 11.en apparat col. XCL  — T. 5, 126, lin. 10. Sermo 17,3 "cum vos ipsas", lire ipsos; Ben. 1° €d.,  95 F "ipsas", in Syllabo 1256 "editi "cum vos ipsi". At Mss. "vos ipsos";  Ben. 95 F "ipsos”; Anvers 67.C "ipsos'; Gaume 137 C 'ipsos"; CC 41, p:  239, 79 ipsos.  - Ibid. 1370, n. b. Sermo 299,6 "Haec lacuna ... Additur ad calcem tomi  quinti PP. Benedictorum: Lacuna ...". Migne interprete mal 1l’indication que  donne G. pour ce meme passage, 0U on lit col. 1784 n. c "... Inter addenda  et corrigenda haec habent RR. PP. Benedictini ad calcem suae Editionis  "  ‚, C’est-ä-dire au tome 11 in fine, et non 5, oü l’on trouve bien cette  note.  — T. 6, 177, lin. 35. De fide rerum quae non videntur, 7 "aspicitis ut si  adhuc"', lire "et si.adhuc"; Ben.. 146 E; lin..6. "etiam si..adhuc'", mais en  apparat 632 "Legendum cum Sorbonico ms. et si adhuc"; Anvers 107 D,  lin. 11, "etiam si adhuc"; Gaume 249 B, lin. 10 "et.si,adhuc ‘; CC.46,13  53 "et si.adhuc‘  - Ibid. 202, n. 1. De fide et operibus 7 "Mss. atque utore", lire "tutore", cf.  Ben. 169 n. a "Mss. atque tutore"; Anvers, 124 n. c, idem; Gaume 295 C,  lin. 10, en apparat "Mss atque tutore".  - Ibid. 341, n. 1. De catech. rudibus 42, un accident typographique ä la fin  de la note, lire "plerique autem qui eos".  - Ibid. 1132, n. 3. De antechristo, M. a mal interprete la note de G. 1648  C lin. 8, 0U on lit "Er. Lugd. Ven. Lov. (et non pas B.) omisso et circum-  Clidet se".  —T, 7, 66.et 67. De civ..Dei, 11.21,1 : "suscepit deinde Philus" et 14 lin.  plus loin "Philus ipse", en 66 n. 2, cette note emprunte&e ä Gaume est  transcrite d’une mani&re erronee: G. 74 C "suscepit deinde Philus ...", en  apparat "Nostri codices hic et infra, Pilus, ut ediderunt P. Benedictini (48  E.). Sed satis constat nomen fuisse, L. Furius Philus, ut scriptum est etiam  in Fastis Capitolinis aeri incisis". Note qui devient chez M. "Philus. Sic  etiam Mss. nostri omnes. Forte legendum Philus", ce qui se comprendrait  si M. avait adopte la lecon Pilus. Dans CC. 47, p. 53, 1. 27 et 37 l’&diteur  adopte Philus, et dans l’apparat "Pilus mss ed. princ. Arg.".  - Ibid. 186, De civ. Dei V1,8,1, lin. 13 "Sicut enim sunt terrigenae, sic eis";  Ben. 155 D, lin. 4 "Sic enim ... sicut eis" et note en apparat "Omnes mss.SUTSUM COT bitate”,
lıre abet, CT 2259 lın 11 apparat col XCI

5, 126, lın Sermo I3 A  Cum VOS LDSAS”, liıre LDSOS; Ben el
”ipsas”, in Syllabo 1256 "editu A  Cum VOS 1DS1'. Mss A  VOS 1PSOS ;

Ben 05 HipSOS“; Anvers 67 Gaume 137 nipsosn; Z
239, 1DSOS.

Ibıd 1370 Sermo 299,6 "Haec lacuna38  G. FOLLIET  erronge puisqu’il a la lecon aut et non ut d’Er. et de Gaume.  — T. 4, 1842, n. 1. En. in ps. 141,16 "Er. Lugd ... sursum cor habitate”,  lire habet; cf, G. 2259:C lin. 11.en apparat col. XCL  — T. 5, 126, lin. 10. Sermo 17,3 "cum vos ipsas", lire ipsos; Ben. 1° €d.,  95 F "ipsas", in Syllabo 1256 "editi "cum vos ipsi". At Mss. "vos ipsos";  Ben. 95 F "ipsos”; Anvers 67.C "ipsos'; Gaume 137 C 'ipsos"; CC 41, p:  239, 79 ipsos.  - Ibid. 1370, n. b. Sermo 299,6 "Haec lacuna ... Additur ad calcem tomi  quinti PP. Benedictorum: Lacuna ...". Migne interprete mal 1l’indication que  donne G. pour ce meme passage, 0U on lit col. 1784 n. c "... Inter addenda  et corrigenda haec habent RR. PP. Benedictini ad calcem suae Editionis  "  ‚, C’est-ä-dire au tome 11 in fine, et non 5, oü l’on trouve bien cette  note.  — T. 6, 177, lin. 35. De fide rerum quae non videntur, 7 "aspicitis ut si  adhuc"', lire "et si.adhuc"; Ben.. 146 E; lin..6. "etiam si..adhuc'", mais en  apparat 632 "Legendum cum Sorbonico ms. et si adhuc"; Anvers 107 D,  lin. 11, "etiam si adhuc"; Gaume 249 B, lin. 10 "et.si,adhuc ‘; CC.46,13  53 "et si.adhuc‘  - Ibid. 202, n. 1. De fide et operibus 7 "Mss. atque utore", lire "tutore", cf.  Ben. 169 n. a "Mss. atque tutore"; Anvers, 124 n. c, idem; Gaume 295 C,  lin. 10, en apparat "Mss atque tutore".  - Ibid. 341, n. 1. De catech. rudibus 42, un accident typographique ä la fin  de la note, lire "plerique autem qui eos".  - Ibid. 1132, n. 3. De antechristo, M. a mal interprete la note de G. 1648  C lin. 8, 0U on lit "Er. Lugd. Ven. Lov. (et non pas B.) omisso et circum-  Clidet se".  —T, 7, 66.et 67. De civ..Dei, 11.21,1 : "suscepit deinde Philus" et 14 lin.  plus loin "Philus ipse", en 66 n. 2, cette note emprunte&e ä Gaume est  transcrite d’une mani&re erronee: G. 74 C "suscepit deinde Philus ...", en  apparat "Nostri codices hic et infra, Pilus, ut ediderunt P. Benedictini (48  E.). Sed satis constat nomen fuisse, L. Furius Philus, ut scriptum est etiam  in Fastis Capitolinis aeri incisis". Note qui devient chez M. "Philus. Sic  etiam Mss. nostri omnes. Forte legendum Philus", ce qui se comprendrait  si M. avait adopte la lecon Pilus. Dans CC. 47, p. 53, 1. 27 et 37 l’&diteur  adopte Philus, et dans l’apparat "Pilus mss ed. princ. Arg.".  - Ibid. 186, De civ. Dei V1,8,1, lin. 13 "Sicut enim sunt terrigenae, sic eis";  Ben. 155 D, lin. 4 "Sic enim ... sicut eis" et note en apparat "Omnes mss.Addıtur ad calcem tom1
quıintı Benedictorum: Lacuna38  G. FOLLIET  erronge puisqu’il a la lecon aut et non ut d’Er. et de Gaume.  — T. 4, 1842, n. 1. En. in ps. 141,16 "Er. Lugd ... sursum cor habitate”,  lire habet; cf, G. 2259:C lin. 11.en apparat col. XCL  — T. 5, 126, lin. 10. Sermo 17,3 "cum vos ipsas", lire ipsos; Ben. 1° €d.,  95 F "ipsas", in Syllabo 1256 "editi "cum vos ipsi". At Mss. "vos ipsos";  Ben. 95 F "ipsos”; Anvers 67.C "ipsos'; Gaume 137 C 'ipsos"; CC 41, p:  239, 79 ipsos.  - Ibid. 1370, n. b. Sermo 299,6 "Haec lacuna ... Additur ad calcem tomi  quinti PP. Benedictorum: Lacuna ...". Migne interprete mal 1l’indication que  donne G. pour ce meme passage, 0U on lit col. 1784 n. c "... Inter addenda  et corrigenda haec habent RR. PP. Benedictini ad calcem suae Editionis  "  ‚, C’est-ä-dire au tome 11 in fine, et non 5, oü l’on trouve bien cette  note.  — T. 6, 177, lin. 35. De fide rerum quae non videntur, 7 "aspicitis ut si  adhuc"', lire "et si.adhuc"; Ben.. 146 E; lin..6. "etiam si..adhuc'", mais en  apparat 632 "Legendum cum Sorbonico ms. et si adhuc"; Anvers 107 D,  lin. 11, "etiam si adhuc"; Gaume 249 B, lin. 10 "et.si,adhuc ‘; CC.46,13  53 "et si.adhuc‘  - Ibid. 202, n. 1. De fide et operibus 7 "Mss. atque utore", lire "tutore", cf.  Ben. 169 n. a "Mss. atque tutore"; Anvers, 124 n. c, idem; Gaume 295 C,  lin. 10, en apparat "Mss atque tutore".  - Ibid. 341, n. 1. De catech. rudibus 42, un accident typographique ä la fin  de la note, lire "plerique autem qui eos".  - Ibid. 1132, n. 3. De antechristo, M. a mal interprete la note de G. 1648  C lin. 8, 0U on lit "Er. Lugd. Ven. Lov. (et non pas B.) omisso et circum-  Clidet se".  —T, 7, 66.et 67. De civ..Dei, 11.21,1 : "suscepit deinde Philus" et 14 lin.  plus loin "Philus ipse", en 66 n. 2, cette note emprunte&e ä Gaume est  transcrite d’une mani&re erronee: G. 74 C "suscepit deinde Philus ...", en  apparat "Nostri codices hic et infra, Pilus, ut ediderunt P. Benedictini (48  E.). Sed satis constat nomen fuisse, L. Furius Philus, ut scriptum est etiam  in Fastis Capitolinis aeri incisis". Note qui devient chez M. "Philus. Sic  etiam Mss. nostri omnes. Forte legendum Philus", ce qui se comprendrait  si M. avait adopte la lecon Pilus. Dans CC. 47, p. 53, 1. 27 et 37 l’&diteur  adopte Philus, et dans l’apparat "Pilus mss ed. princ. Arg.".  - Ibid. 186, De civ. Dei V1,8,1, lin. 13 "Sicut enim sunt terrigenae, sic eis";  Ben. 155 D, lin. 4 "Sic enim ... sicut eis" et note en apparat "Omnes mss.1gne interprete mal L’ındıcatiıon YJuC
donne DOUT meme PasSsSagcC, Ou lıt col 78438  G. FOLLIET  erronge puisqu’il a la lecon aut et non ut d’Er. et de Gaume.  — T. 4, 1842, n. 1. En. in ps. 141,16 "Er. Lugd ... sursum cor habitate”,  lire habet; cf, G. 2259:C lin. 11.en apparat col. XCL  — T. 5, 126, lin. 10. Sermo 17,3 "cum vos ipsas", lire ipsos; Ben. 1° €d.,  95 F "ipsas", in Syllabo 1256 "editi "cum vos ipsi". At Mss. "vos ipsos";  Ben. 95 F "ipsos”; Anvers 67.C "ipsos'; Gaume 137 C 'ipsos"; CC 41, p:  239, 79 ipsos.  - Ibid. 1370, n. b. Sermo 299,6 "Haec lacuna ... Additur ad calcem tomi  quinti PP. Benedictorum: Lacuna ...". Migne interprete mal 1l’indication que  donne G. pour ce meme passage, 0U on lit col. 1784 n. c "... Inter addenda  et corrigenda haec habent RR. PP. Benedictini ad calcem suae Editionis  "  ‚, C’est-ä-dire au tome 11 in fine, et non 5, oü l’on trouve bien cette  note.  — T. 6, 177, lin. 35. De fide rerum quae non videntur, 7 "aspicitis ut si  adhuc"', lire "et si.adhuc"; Ben.. 146 E; lin..6. "etiam si..adhuc'", mais en  apparat 632 "Legendum cum Sorbonico ms. et si adhuc"; Anvers 107 D,  lin. 11, "etiam si adhuc"; Gaume 249 B, lin. 10 "et.si,adhuc ‘; CC.46,13  53 "et si.adhuc‘  - Ibid. 202, n. 1. De fide et operibus 7 "Mss. atque utore", lire "tutore", cf.  Ben. 169 n. a "Mss. atque tutore"; Anvers, 124 n. c, idem; Gaume 295 C,  lin. 10, en apparat "Mss atque tutore".  - Ibid. 341, n. 1. De catech. rudibus 42, un accident typographique ä la fin  de la note, lire "plerique autem qui eos".  - Ibid. 1132, n. 3. De antechristo, M. a mal interprete la note de G. 1648  C lin. 8, 0U on lit "Er. Lugd. Ven. Lov. (et non pas B.) omisso et circum-  Clidet se".  —T, 7, 66.et 67. De civ..Dei, 11.21,1 : "suscepit deinde Philus" et 14 lin.  plus loin "Philus ipse", en 66 n. 2, cette note emprunte&e ä Gaume est  transcrite d’une mani&re erronee: G. 74 C "suscepit deinde Philus ...", en  apparat "Nostri codices hic et infra, Pilus, ut ediderunt P. Benedictini (48  E.). Sed satis constat nomen fuisse, L. Furius Philus, ut scriptum est etiam  in Fastis Capitolinis aeri incisis". Note qui devient chez M. "Philus. Sic  etiam Mss. nostri omnes. Forte legendum Philus", ce qui se comprendrait  si M. avait adopte la lecon Pilus. Dans CC. 47, p. 53, 1. 27 et 37 l’&diteur  adopte Philus, et dans l’apparat "Pilus mss ed. princ. Arg.".  - Ibid. 186, De civ. Dei V1,8,1, lin. 13 "Sicut enim sunt terrigenae, sic eis";  Ben. 155 D, lin. 4 "Sic enim ... sicut eis" et note en apparat "Omnes mss.Inter ddenda
et corrıgenda haec aben Benedictinı ad calcem SUac Edıtionis

° C’est-a-dıre tOome ın fine, 5ı NON 5: Ou L’on Jlen
noftfe.
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Ibıd 202 De fıde el operibus M ulore , lıre "1utore ; ci.
Ben 169 "MSSsS tutore”'; Anvers, 124 C, ldem: Gaume 295 C
lın 10, apparat "Mss tutore .

Ibıd 341, De catech. 42, accıdent typographique la fın
de la note, lıre nl  ue qul e0s  LA

Ibıd. 1132. De antechrıisto, mal interprete la NnOote de 164  OO
lın 87 Ou lıt nEr Lugd Ven LOv. (et NON Das OM1SSO el CLrCUM-

Cldet Se  ”

F T De CLV. Deli, - "suscepIit deinde 11USs  „ ei lın
plus loın "Philus 1pSe , 2 note empruntee (Jaaume est
transcrıte une manıere erronee: suscep1t deinde Phılus
apparat "Nostrı cCOodices h1cC el inira, Pilus, ut ediderunt Benedictini (48

sSatls cConstat fu1sse, Furius LIus, ul scrıptum est et1am
ın Fastıs Capıtolinis aer1 inc1s1ıs . Note quı devılent chez USs S1C
et1am Mss nOostrı OINMNCS orte legendum 1lus”,  "„ quı1ı cComprendraıt
S1 avaılt adopte la econ 1LUSs Dans 4 E 533. C el SW L’editeur
adopte Phıilus, 67 dans apparat "Pılus 11155 ed princ. Arg  L

Ibıd 186, De CLV. Del VL8.1. lın 13 "SIicut enım Sunt terrigenae, S1C e1S.:  "
Ben 155 D! lın "SI1C enım38  G. FOLLIET  erronge puisqu’il a la lecon aut et non ut d’Er. et de Gaume.  — T. 4, 1842, n. 1. En. in ps. 141,16 "Er. Lugd ... sursum cor habitate”,  lire habet; cf, G. 2259:C lin. 11.en apparat col. XCL  — T. 5, 126, lin. 10. Sermo 17,3 "cum vos ipsas", lire ipsos; Ben. 1° €d.,  95 F "ipsas", in Syllabo 1256 "editi "cum vos ipsi". At Mss. "vos ipsos";  Ben. 95 F "ipsos”; Anvers 67.C "ipsos'; Gaume 137 C 'ipsos"; CC 41, p:  239, 79 ipsos.  - Ibid. 1370, n. b. Sermo 299,6 "Haec lacuna ... Additur ad calcem tomi  quinti PP. Benedictorum: Lacuna ...". Migne interprete mal 1l’indication que  donne G. pour ce meme passage, 0U on lit col. 1784 n. c "... Inter addenda  et corrigenda haec habent RR. PP. Benedictini ad calcem suae Editionis  "  ‚, C’est-ä-dire au tome 11 in fine, et non 5, oü l’on trouve bien cette  note.  — T. 6, 177, lin. 35. De fide rerum quae non videntur, 7 "aspicitis ut si  adhuc"', lire "et si.adhuc"; Ben.. 146 E; lin..6. "etiam si..adhuc'", mais en  apparat 632 "Legendum cum Sorbonico ms. et si adhuc"; Anvers 107 D,  lin. 11, "etiam si adhuc"; Gaume 249 B, lin. 10 "et.si,adhuc ‘; CC.46,13  53 "et si.adhuc‘  - Ibid. 202, n. 1. De fide et operibus 7 "Mss. atque utore", lire "tutore", cf.  Ben. 169 n. a "Mss. atque tutore"; Anvers, 124 n. c, idem; Gaume 295 C,  lin. 10, en apparat "Mss atque tutore".  - Ibid. 341, n. 1. De catech. rudibus 42, un accident typographique ä la fin  de la note, lire "plerique autem qui eos".  - Ibid. 1132, n. 3. De antechristo, M. a mal interprete la note de G. 1648  C lin. 8, 0U on lit "Er. Lugd. Ven. Lov. (et non pas B.) omisso et circum-  Clidet se".  —T, 7, 66.et 67. De civ..Dei, 11.21,1 : "suscepit deinde Philus" et 14 lin.  plus loin "Philus ipse", en 66 n. 2, cette note emprunte&e ä Gaume est  transcrite d’une mani&re erronee: G. 74 C "suscepit deinde Philus ...", en  apparat "Nostri codices hic et infra, Pilus, ut ediderunt P. Benedictini (48  E.). Sed satis constat nomen fuisse, L. Furius Philus, ut scriptum est etiam  in Fastis Capitolinis aeri incisis". Note qui devient chez M. "Philus. Sic  etiam Mss. nostri omnes. Forte legendum Philus", ce qui se comprendrait  si M. avait adopte la lecon Pilus. Dans CC. 47, p. 53, 1. 27 et 37 l’&diteur  adopte Philus, et dans l’apparat "Pilus mss ed. princ. Arg.".  - Ibid. 186, De civ. Dei V1,8,1, lin. 13 "Sicut enim sunt terrigenae, sic eis";  Ben. 155 D, lin. 4 "Sic enim ... sicut eis" et note en apparat "Omnes mss.S1Cut e1s  „ el nOoTte apparat "Omnes 11155



DEUX GRANDES EDITIONS SAINT AUGUSTIN 3U

S1IC enım SUNtT v VW S1C e1s”:  ”n Anvers 120 idem: eprend la notfe de
Anvers, ma1ls Samls ten1ır COMPpLE pu1squ 1l ımprıime SICuL Sans Justifi-
cCatıon:; (GJaume 250) "S1C enım S1IC e1s,  „ eı apparat 1115

10 VCIO SICUL”. 4 E 1LE lın enımDEÜX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  39  Sic enim sunt ..., Sic eis"; Anvers 120 B idem; M. reprend la note de B ou  Anvers, mais sans en tenir compte puisqu’il imprime Sicut sans justifi-  cation; Gaume 250 B "Sic enim ... sic eis", et en apparat "Ita omnes ms.  Ediü vero sicHt”. CC 47, p. 177, n 11 516 önım ... IC eis”.  ' Ibid. 189 lin. 41° De eiv. Dei VI9;5 "sicut est victs, vestitus et quUae-  Cumque ..."; sie Ben: 158 D In. 8, ed. Anvers 122° C Hin. 8 vicı@s, Vest-  {us", mais lire "victus atque vestitus", avec G. 255 C, et en apparat "Sic  omnes manuscripti", idem en CC 47, p. 180, lin. 113.  - Ibid. 249, fin $ 3. De civ. Dei VIL23,3 "religionem quam (lire quem)  postea confitetur, errorem”; Gaume 342 A lin. 10 "religionem quem ...", en  apparat: "Ita Vind. Am. Er. et omnes mss. - Etiam nostri. Ediderant Patres  Benedictini (212 B lin. 8; Anvers 162 E), quam". Dans M. est bien portee  la note 4, justifiant la lecon quem, et non quam qui est maintenue, de plus  ]’appel de note ne figure pas dans le texte. CC 47, p. 142, lin. 99 "quem".  bid. 575; 3; Iin: 7: De e Dei XVaL183 Ul sse l kr LUDxXE !S  Gaume 801 C, lin. 3, "Ulyxi” en apparat "Sic nostri codices et antiqui  Vergiliani, praeter unum B (Paris B.N. 2051), qui praebet, Ul/yxis. Patres  Benedictini, Ulyssis". CC 48, p. 609, 1. 70 "Ulyxi".  AT 94992 1. 38°C: Cresconium; 1143 "Non’ est Ecclesia deserandä ...  tamquam domum magnam". M. n. 2 "Sic editi, mendose: nam verborum  structura postulat ut legatur nominative casıu, domus magna M.". En realite  la correction qui s’impose est de relier cette phrase ä la precedente, avec  virgule apres "corporaliter debitas separabantur ad poenas", et ä l’accusatif  "non esse Ecclesiam deserandam tamquam frumenta ... tamquam domum  Magnam ... ", Cf. CSEL 527 p. 403 lın. 22.  — T. 10, 378, L 37. De gratia Christi et de pec. originali, 1,33,38 "quod  aliquod (lire aliquot) suorum opusculorum"; Ben. 246 D., lin. 6 "aliquot";  idem €d. Anvers 165 D, lin. 9 et G. 552 D. lin. 4.  - Ibid. 407, lin. 5. Idem. 1L38,43 "non suparatur ad malum", lire supera-  tur.  Ce releve d’errata pourra Etre complete par d’autres utilisateurs de  l’Edition Migne. Il n’est surtout pas une detraction de 1l’£diteur de ces 12  volumes de quelques 600 pages chacun, oü la proportion des fautes repe-  IEes est somme toute minime et pourrait Etre passee sous silence. Mais  compte tenu de l’omnipresence de cette Edition dans nos bibliotheques, il  convient que les familiers de l’oeuvre de saint Augustin en soient avertis  et en tiennent compte.S1C e1s  LA
Ibıd 189, lın 41 De CLV. Dei V1,9,5 "sıcut est VICtuS, vestitus el QUAaAC-

CUMYUCDEÜX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  39  Sic enim sunt ..., Sic eis"; Anvers 120 B idem; M. reprend la note de B ou  Anvers, mais sans en tenir compte puisqu’il imprime Sicut sans justifi-  cation; Gaume 250 B "Sic enim ... sic eis", et en apparat "Ita omnes ms.  Ediü vero sicHt”. CC 47, p. 177, n 11 516 önım ... IC eis”.  ' Ibid. 189 lin. 41° De eiv. Dei VI9;5 "sicut est victs, vestitus et quUae-  Cumque ..."; sie Ben: 158 D In. 8, ed. Anvers 122° C Hin. 8 vicı@s, Vest-  {us", mais lire "victus atque vestitus", avec G. 255 C, et en apparat "Sic  omnes manuscripti", idem en CC 47, p. 180, lin. 113.  - Ibid. 249, fin $ 3. De civ. Dei VIL23,3 "religionem quam (lire quem)  postea confitetur, errorem”; Gaume 342 A lin. 10 "religionem quem ...", en  apparat: "Ita Vind. Am. Er. et omnes mss. - Etiam nostri. Ediderant Patres  Benedictini (212 B lin. 8; Anvers 162 E), quam". Dans M. est bien portee  la note 4, justifiant la lecon quem, et non quam qui est maintenue, de plus  ]’appel de note ne figure pas dans le texte. CC 47, p. 142, lin. 99 "quem".  bid. 575; 3; Iin: 7: De e Dei XVaL183 Ul sse l kr LUDxXE !S  Gaume 801 C, lin. 3, "Ulyxi” en apparat "Sic nostri codices et antiqui  Vergiliani, praeter unum B (Paris B.N. 2051), qui praebet, Ul/yxis. Patres  Benedictini, Ulyssis". CC 48, p. 609, 1. 70 "Ulyxi".  AT 94992 1. 38°C: Cresconium; 1143 "Non’ est Ecclesia deserandä ...  tamquam domum magnam". M. n. 2 "Sic editi, mendose: nam verborum  structura postulat ut legatur nominative casıu, domus magna M.". En realite  la correction qui s’impose est de relier cette phrase ä la precedente, avec  virgule apres "corporaliter debitas separabantur ad poenas", et ä l’accusatif  "non esse Ecclesiam deserandam tamquam frumenta ... tamquam domum  Magnam ... ", Cf. CSEL 527 p. 403 lın. 22.  — T. 10, 378, L 37. De gratia Christi et de pec. originali, 1,33,38 "quod  aliquod (lire aliquot) suorum opusculorum"; Ben. 246 D., lin. 6 "aliquot";  idem €d. Anvers 165 D, lin. 9 et G. 552 D. lin. 4.  - Ibid. 407, lin. 5. Idem. 1L38,43 "non suparatur ad malum", lire supera-  tur.  Ce releve d’errata pourra Etre complete par d’autres utilisateurs de  l’Edition Migne. Il n’est surtout pas une detraction de 1l’£diteur de ces 12  volumes de quelques 600 pages chacun, oü la proportion des fautes repe-  IEes est somme toute minime et pourrait Etre passee sous silence. Mais  compte tenu de l’omnipresence de cette Edition dans nos bibliotheques, il  convient que les familiers de l’oeuvre de saint Augustin en soient avertis  et en tiennent compte.S1IC Ben 158 lın S, ed Anvers V lın VLICIUS, vesti-
[US ,  LA mals lıre "victus vestitus , AVCC 255 C jl apparat

manuscrIipt1”, idem AT 180, lın 113
Ibıd 249, fın De CLV. Dei ViL:23.3 relıgıonem QUA: ıre quem

pOSstea confıtetur, errorem ; Gaume 3472 lın relıg1ıonem quem B  DA
apparalt: "Ita ind Am Er. Al 1155 Eti1am nOstrT1. Ediderant Patres
Benedictini (Z12 lın 8} Anvers 162 E) quam  L4 Dans est bıen portee
la nOoTte 4’ Justihant la econ qQUEM, 61 NON GUAM quı est maıintenue, de plus
appel de note gure pas ans le A} 142 lın thuemn.

Ibıd 575 3 lın De CLV. Dei’ Ulyssert”, lıre 'Ulyxı A
(Jaume O1 C, lın 3, "Uly AA apparat "SI1IC nOostr1ı codices eft antıquı
Vergiılıani, praeter uNumMm arıs quı praebet, ULIyxis. Patres
Benedictin1i, Ulyssi  „ 4 , 609, “Ulyxl“

97 492, 28 Cresconium, 11,43 "Non est Eccles1ia deserandaDEÜX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  39  Sic enim sunt ..., Sic eis"; Anvers 120 B idem; M. reprend la note de B ou  Anvers, mais sans en tenir compte puisqu’il imprime Sicut sans justifi-  cation; Gaume 250 B "Sic enim ... sic eis", et en apparat "Ita omnes ms.  Ediü vero sicHt”. CC 47, p. 177, n 11 516 önım ... IC eis”.  ' Ibid. 189 lin. 41° De eiv. Dei VI9;5 "sicut est victs, vestitus et quUae-  Cumque ..."; sie Ben: 158 D In. 8, ed. Anvers 122° C Hin. 8 vicı@s, Vest-  {us", mais lire "victus atque vestitus", avec G. 255 C, et en apparat "Sic  omnes manuscripti", idem en CC 47, p. 180, lin. 113.  - Ibid. 249, fin $ 3. De civ. Dei VIL23,3 "religionem quam (lire quem)  postea confitetur, errorem”; Gaume 342 A lin. 10 "religionem quem ...", en  apparat: "Ita Vind. Am. Er. et omnes mss. - Etiam nostri. Ediderant Patres  Benedictini (212 B lin. 8; Anvers 162 E), quam". Dans M. est bien portee  la note 4, justifiant la lecon quem, et non quam qui est maintenue, de plus  ]’appel de note ne figure pas dans le texte. CC 47, p. 142, lin. 99 "quem".  bid. 575; 3; Iin: 7: De e Dei XVaL183 Ul sse l kr LUDxXE !S  Gaume 801 C, lin. 3, "Ulyxi” en apparat "Sic nostri codices et antiqui  Vergiliani, praeter unum B (Paris B.N. 2051), qui praebet, Ul/yxis. Patres  Benedictini, Ulyssis". CC 48, p. 609, 1. 70 "Ulyxi".  AT 94992 1. 38°C: Cresconium; 1143 "Non’ est Ecclesia deserandä ...  tamquam domum magnam". M. n. 2 "Sic editi, mendose: nam verborum  structura postulat ut legatur nominative casıu, domus magna M.". En realite  la correction qui s’impose est de relier cette phrase ä la precedente, avec  virgule apres "corporaliter debitas separabantur ad poenas", et ä l’accusatif  "non esse Ecclesiam deserandam tamquam frumenta ... tamquam domum  Magnam ... ", Cf. CSEL 527 p. 403 lın. 22.  — T. 10, 378, L 37. De gratia Christi et de pec. originali, 1,33,38 "quod  aliquod (lire aliquot) suorum opusculorum"; Ben. 246 D., lin. 6 "aliquot";  idem €d. Anvers 165 D, lin. 9 et G. 552 D. lin. 4.  - Ibid. 407, lin. 5. Idem. 1L38,43 "non suparatur ad malum", lire supera-  tur.  Ce releve d’errata pourra Etre complete par d’autres utilisateurs de  l’Edition Migne. Il n’est surtout pas une detraction de 1l’£diteur de ces 12  volumes de quelques 600 pages chacun, oü la proportion des fautes repe-  IEes est somme toute minime et pourrait Etre passee sous silence. Mais  compte tenu de l’omnipresence de cette Edition dans nos bibliotheques, il  convient que les familiers de l’oeuvre de saint Augustin en soient avertis  et en tiennent compte.Lamquam domum magnam . "SI1IC editl, mendose: verborum
ITruCtiura postulat ut egatur nomiıinatıve CAaSuU, domus MASNA Mn En realıte
la Correction qu1l S’1mpose est de reher phrase la precedente, AaVEC

virgule apres "corporalıter debıtas separabantur ad poenas’”, el L’accusatıf
;:  on C6SSC Ecclesiam deserandam Lamquam frumentaDEÜX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  39  Sic enim sunt ..., Sic eis"; Anvers 120 B idem; M. reprend la note de B ou  Anvers, mais sans en tenir compte puisqu’il imprime Sicut sans justifi-  cation; Gaume 250 B "Sic enim ... sic eis", et en apparat "Ita omnes ms.  Ediü vero sicHt”. CC 47, p. 177, n 11 516 önım ... IC eis”.  ' Ibid. 189 lin. 41° De eiv. Dei VI9;5 "sicut est victs, vestitus et quUae-  Cumque ..."; sie Ben: 158 D In. 8, ed. Anvers 122° C Hin. 8 vicı@s, Vest-  {us", mais lire "victus atque vestitus", avec G. 255 C, et en apparat "Sic  omnes manuscripti", idem en CC 47, p. 180, lin. 113.  - Ibid. 249, fin $ 3. De civ. Dei VIL23,3 "religionem quam (lire quem)  postea confitetur, errorem”; Gaume 342 A lin. 10 "religionem quem ...", en  apparat: "Ita Vind. Am. Er. et omnes mss. - Etiam nostri. Ediderant Patres  Benedictini (212 B lin. 8; Anvers 162 E), quam". Dans M. est bien portee  la note 4, justifiant la lecon quem, et non quam qui est maintenue, de plus  ]’appel de note ne figure pas dans le texte. CC 47, p. 142, lin. 99 "quem".  bid. 575; 3; Iin: 7: De e Dei XVaL183 Ul sse l kr LUDxXE !S  Gaume 801 C, lin. 3, "Ulyxi” en apparat "Sic nostri codices et antiqui  Vergiliani, praeter unum B (Paris B.N. 2051), qui praebet, Ul/yxis. Patres  Benedictini, Ulyssis". CC 48, p. 609, 1. 70 "Ulyxi".  AT 94992 1. 38°C: Cresconium; 1143 "Non’ est Ecclesia deserandä ...  tamquam domum magnam". M. n. 2 "Sic editi, mendose: nam verborum  structura postulat ut legatur nominative casıu, domus magna M.". En realite  la correction qui s’impose est de relier cette phrase ä la precedente, avec  virgule apres "corporaliter debitas separabantur ad poenas", et ä l’accusatif  "non esse Ecclesiam deserandam tamquam frumenta ... tamquam domum  Magnam ... ", Cf. CSEL 527 p. 403 lın. 22.  — T. 10, 378, L 37. De gratia Christi et de pec. originali, 1,33,38 "quod  aliquod (lire aliquot) suorum opusculorum"; Ben. 246 D., lin. 6 "aliquot";  idem €d. Anvers 165 D, lin. 9 et G. 552 D. lin. 4.  - Ibid. 407, lin. 5. Idem. 1L38,43 "non suparatur ad malum", lire supera-  tur.  Ce releve d’errata pourra Etre complete par d’autres utilisateurs de  l’Edition Migne. Il n’est surtout pas une detraction de 1l’£diteur de ces 12  volumes de quelques 600 pages chacun, oü la proportion des fautes repe-  IEes est somme toute minime et pourrait Etre passee sous silence. Mais  compte tenu de l’omnipresence de cette Edition dans nos bibliotheques, il  convient que les familiers de l’oeuvre de saint Augustin en soient avertis  et en tiennent compte.(amquam domum
MAaSNamDEÜX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  39  Sic enim sunt ..., Sic eis"; Anvers 120 B idem; M. reprend la note de B ou  Anvers, mais sans en tenir compte puisqu’il imprime Sicut sans justifi-  cation; Gaume 250 B "Sic enim ... sic eis", et en apparat "Ita omnes ms.  Ediü vero sicHt”. CC 47, p. 177, n 11 516 önım ... IC eis”.  ' Ibid. 189 lin. 41° De eiv. Dei VI9;5 "sicut est victs, vestitus et quUae-  Cumque ..."; sie Ben: 158 D In. 8, ed. Anvers 122° C Hin. 8 vicı@s, Vest-  {us", mais lire "victus atque vestitus", avec G. 255 C, et en apparat "Sic  omnes manuscripti", idem en CC 47, p. 180, lin. 113.  - Ibid. 249, fin $ 3. De civ. Dei VIL23,3 "religionem quam (lire quem)  postea confitetur, errorem”; Gaume 342 A lin. 10 "religionem quem ...", en  apparat: "Ita Vind. Am. Er. et omnes mss. - Etiam nostri. Ediderant Patres  Benedictini (212 B lin. 8; Anvers 162 E), quam". Dans M. est bien portee  la note 4, justifiant la lecon quem, et non quam qui est maintenue, de plus  ]’appel de note ne figure pas dans le texte. CC 47, p. 142, lin. 99 "quem".  bid. 575; 3; Iin: 7: De e Dei XVaL183 Ul sse l kr LUDxXE !S  Gaume 801 C, lin. 3, "Ulyxi” en apparat "Sic nostri codices et antiqui  Vergiliani, praeter unum B (Paris B.N. 2051), qui praebet, Ul/yxis. Patres  Benedictini, Ulyssis". CC 48, p. 609, 1. 70 "Ulyxi".  AT 94992 1. 38°C: Cresconium; 1143 "Non’ est Ecclesia deserandä ...  tamquam domum magnam". M. n. 2 "Sic editi, mendose: nam verborum  structura postulat ut legatur nominative casıu, domus magna M.". En realite  la correction qui s’impose est de relier cette phrase ä la precedente, avec  virgule apres "corporaliter debitas separabantur ad poenas", et ä l’accusatif  "non esse Ecclesiam deserandam tamquam frumenta ... tamquam domum  Magnam ... ", Cf. CSEL 527 p. 403 lın. 22.  — T. 10, 378, L 37. De gratia Christi et de pec. originali, 1,33,38 "quod  aliquod (lire aliquot) suorum opusculorum"; Ben. 246 D., lin. 6 "aliquot";  idem €d. Anvers 165 D, lin. 9 et G. 552 D. lin. 4.  - Ibid. 407, lin. 5. Idem. 1L38,43 "non suparatur ad malum", lire supera-  tur.  Ce releve d’errata pourra Etre complete par d’autres utilisateurs de  l’Edition Migne. Il n’est surtout pas une detraction de 1l’£diteur de ces 12  volumes de quelques 600 pages chacun, oü la proportion des fautes repe-  IEes est somme toute minime et pourrait Etre passee sous silence. Mais  compte tenu de l’omnipresence de cette Edition dans nos bibliotheques, il  convient que les familiers de l’oeuvre de saint Augustin en soient avertis  et en tiennent compte.cf. (SEL 52 403, lın

1 ’ 378, 37 De gratia Christi el de DEC originalı, ’
alıquod ıre aliquot opusculorum ‘; Ben 246 D lın "alıquot";
1ıdem ed Anvers 165 D7 lın et 52 lın

Ibıd 407, lın Idem 13545 A  on SUDAralur ad malum , lıre SUDETA-
IUr

Ce releve d’errata IT etre complete d’autres utilısateurs de
L’edition 1gne n est SUTrTOUL DaSs unec detraction de L’editeur de C6

volumes de quelques chacun, Ou la proportion des fautes repe-
rees est mınıme er pourraılt etre passee SOUS sılence. Maıs
COMPLE teNu de ]’omnıpresence de edıtıon ans NOS bıblıotheques, 11
Convlent YJuC les famıhers de 1’oeuvre de saınt Augustıin solent avert1is
el t1iennent COmpte.



FOLLIET

Les collaborateurs de ı1gne SON edition de SAaınt Augustin

On qalmeraılt evidemment connaıitre, POUT L’edition de Cjau-
II quels Ont ete les verıitables artısans auxquels 1gne confia la prepara-
t10N de SOM edıtıon. La revision des des EMPTUNKIS, 6 les lecons
nouvelles proposees ont euxX lecons Caracter1stiques revelent L’ınterven-
t10nNn de plusieurs maıns, deux MO1NS, voire meme plus Ces Sont
plus nombreuses 1 plus Judıicleuses DOUI certaıns traıtes, mals quası 1ns1-
gnihantes DOUTI d’autres. Celles des 'O1S premiers SONT enrichiles de
references un anclenne edıitiıon parısıenne de 1541, qu1 reproduılt Cce
d’Erasme, ”’edition Guillard ont 11 n est plus question dans les SU1-
vants Cet anonymat des annotateurs COITTECIEUTS IT dıfficılement
etre eclaırc1. I1 est bıen 1C1 ef la faıt allusıon dUuxX collaborateurs (COrreC-

TeVISEUTS, secretalres) plus MmMoOoI1ns proches de Migne”, mals
peut etermıiner quı parmı CUX preparaılt les texXies JToutefo1s ”’examen

de la correspondance de 1gne quı subsıste NOUS perm1s de decouvrir
deux lettres revelatrıces SUT la manıere de faıre de 1gne wiß plus
partıculıerement SUuT le collaborateur auquel 11 eut ICCOUTIS POUT le volume
de la (ite de Dieu, peut-etre POUT d’autres. Ces euxX lettres, aujourd ’hu!
CONServees la de Parıs, Nouvelles aCqgu1ls1t1ons {Trancalses 6143,
feuıullets 238 241 SONLT adressees Frederıic Dübner, quı eut unec

preponderante ans la preparatıon de 1’edıition Gaume NOUS l’avons
En automne 1841, Oolt OonCcC ı1gne sollıcıter le du meme

Dübner DOUI PTODIC edıtion du De CLVitate Dei
La premilere lettre SUDDOSC deJä precedent echange de COITCSDON-

ance entre 1gne el DUpner, une demande de ı1gne ei la reponse de
Dübner, documents Yu«cC NOUS n avons Das retiTOuUVveEs.

En ate du X3 a0ut 1841, 1gne ecrTIt Dübner SUuT papıer l’en-
tete des "Atelıers catholiques”, Petit-Monrouge (CL. Parıs Ms. Nouv.
aAaCUYUu fr 6143, eu1llle 238 )

"Monsıeur SIC du Dragon. J’approuve L[OuUL le CONLieNu de
Volrre lettre, sauf trOo1s pOo1INts ]O Je desirerais Ju«cC dans notre dıtiıon de
Augustin l nullement question de celle de Gaume** 20 l fau-
ral qu«c travaıl fü pret fin septemDbre. 30 Je pOouraIls, le Dbon
marche eXCess1i de ediıtion, '’avalı qJu«c TanCs

fr. lıvres Je Sals d’aılleurs JucC les DOUT PCU nombreuses er lon-
SUCS quelles SIC solent, m obliıgeront une depense de COomposition, de COT-

31 Jacques-Paul z12ne Le reliour Peres de l’Eglise, VOITr e
133

Ibıid. TI Ou ı] est question des pDroOCes auxquels Mıgne düt repondre
contrefacon, usurpation, emarquage. L’editeur cherchaıt Vant L[OuL el [OUS les INOYCNS
de des droıts de reproduction
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eCtH0nN, de stereotypie, de papıler, de rage, de satınage, de rochure 61 de
9 considerable DOUT m’ engager Sdalls LTOp de deplaisır iImprimer
tOutL simplement les Benedictins, S1 VOUS CIOYCZ Das DOUVOITF aCcCcepter INEsSs
Offres. J ’iırals cependant Jusqu ä 120 TaANCsSs S1 VOUS DOouVvIez VOUS DaSSCI aDy-
INCeT S1IC| volume de 1 ’edit1 Benedictune Je CAaUCOUD, ONsIeuUT,
de DOUVOIF VOUS remunerer d’une manılere proportionnee voire alen! ei

erudıt10n; mMals Je SU1S . 238 oblıge ulle rudence LOutL faıt meticu-
leuse DOUT DOUVOIF faıre honneur Mes affaıres Peut-etre eral-Jje plus pulssant
POUT autres TavauX Agreez, ONSIEUT, la nouvelle de INCs sent1-

distingues. Our Migne, AlIf. Bıchart

vingt ]Jours apres, sSo1t le septembre 1841, nouvelle lettre de
1gne Dübner (Parıs, Ms Nouv. aACQY Fr. 6143 feuıllets 24(Y-

Lettre Samns$s en-tete.
"Monsieur, ] aı la douleur de VOUS aıre SavOIlr qJuc INeSs COompositeurs INan-

queront de cople, jeudı vendredı prochaın, plus tard, S1 VOUS
leur SCCOUIS AVEC la ıte de Dieu de Augustin Veuillez, Monsieur,
aıre connaıitre Dal le la partıe de GEl VUVITaSC qu«cC VOUS leur
onner jeudı SOIr päture, a1nsı Ju«C les heures el les ]Jours auxquels l faudra
a cela CHNVOYVYCI chez VOUS DOUT entretenir nuege vorante, S  N la
alsser MAaANYyuCT de cople gTEEZ, Monsieur, la nouvelle ASSUTAaNCE de INEs
sentiments i1stingues. Migne 14 7 841 | Feuıillets 2400° ancs,
SuT le feuıillet ONsI1IeEUT übner omme de du Dragon, 3n

Ces deux lettres passent de ongs commentaıres, es SONfT suff1i-
amment eclaırantes, SUT la prec1pitation du travaıl, ef SUT l’exploitation des
collaborateurs, volre les methodes de contrefacon de la D de ı1gne
est evıdent YJucC edıtiıon du De CLVLifiate Deı de 1gne n est qu une
reedıition du meme traıte Paru quelques annees auparavant chez Gaume el
AVCC la collaboratiıon du meme rev1iseur, Frederic Dübner. suffit de COIMN-

fronter exemple le Syllabus codıcum pl fın de volume chez (jau-
II col 1193, etf chez 1gne, col 11-12, DOUI decouvrIir 1 ı1ıdentute des
edıtions ei des manuscrIits de Dase. De meme est-1] DOUI les lecons NOU-

velles adoptees, el DOUTI les toutefo1s celles-cı1 SONT chez ı1gne COM-

paratıvement abregees.
1gne reviendra la charge aupres de Dübner DOUI Patrologıe

SICCYUC ei ans le meme esprit, YJuC conhirment deux lettres quı
viennent la sulte des euHnx precedentes dans le meme recueıl de lettres
manuscrites ”’adresse de Dübner:; DOUI SalSsır PDCU la portee,
volre le Cynısme, 11 faut SAaVOIT qu ä ate Dübner DOUI Vivre avalt

unc institution TE d’ense1gnement, AVCC des MOYCNS financıers
redults, d’ou SCS beso1ns d’argent DOUI le quotidıien.

AaCUYUu 6143, 242-243, SUT papıer AVCC en-tetes, gauche qu 1’ab-
be 1gne est visıble [OUS les ]Jours e heure, sauf de NZC heures ei
demıie UunNc heure, sauf Qauss1ı dımanches el fetes  L4 droıte "I0us les volu-
INeCSs des Atehıers catholiques vendent separement :



FOLLIET

AA a0uüt 1855, Mon cher ubner Comment allez-vous”? Comment
vont VOoOSs affaires? S] VOUS Nn avez DaSs d’argent, leu de VOUS demander:
] al VOUS onner, a1nsı Juc des vol Et VOI1CI COomMMeNnNL. Ma patrologie
latıne etant finie, Je Vals patrologie STECYUC. Perseverez-vous dans
volire de m aıder DOUT la cCOorrection? En Cas d’affirmative, 1000008 Je
l’espere, VOUS EIICOTIC bon DOUI VOUS portee faıt
d’honoraires Ous quel Dr1X Je lıvre IMNEes dıvers volumes JTouJours
L[OuL Mıgne OUVEZ-VOUS m indiquer ues bons COrTeCIeUTS
dehors de VOUS el de Beyerle” . 242° ONSIeEUTr ubner, chef d’institu-
t10N2, ace de la aıirıe Sablonviılle D Neuilly”.

Ibıd 244-245 SUT papıer en-tete Atelıers catholiques42  G. FOLLIET  "27 aoüt 1855, Mon cher M. Dubner [sic] - Comment allez-vous? Comment  vont vos affaires? Si vous n’avez pas d’argent, au lieu de vous en demander;  j’ai a vous en donner, ainsi que des vol. Et voici comment. Ma patrologie  latine etant finie, je vais attaquer ma patrologie grecque. Pers&verez-vous dans  votre promesse de m’aider pour la correction? En cas d’affirmative, comme je  l’espere, vous serez encore assez bon pour vous mettre ä ma portee en fait  d’honoraires. Vous savez ä quel prix je livre mes divers volumes. Toujours  tout votre L.P. Migne - Pouvez-vous m’indiquer quelques bons correcteurs en  dehors de vous et de M. Beyerle? [f. 242‘] Monsieur Dubner, chef d’institu-  tion, Place de la Mairie 3 ä Sablonville par Neuilly".  - Ibid. f. 244-245 sur papier en-tete Ateliers catholiques ... Petit Monrouge,  31 janvier 1856:  "Mon cher Dubner. Je vais vous donner une grande preuve de confiance. J’ai  pres de 6 vol. de ma patrologie grecque cCompos€s, corrig&s et StEr£otypes,  mais non tires. Or, avant de proc£der ä cette derniere operation, apres laquelle  il n’y a plus de remedes une pensge m’est venue, c’est de vous donner les  bons ä clicher ä relire pour le grec du Texte et des notes. Vous sentez que ces  Epreuves Etant au net, je ne pourrai vous les payer qu’au temps, non aux  pieces; mais je vous les paierai noblement et en proportion du service rendu.  Du reste voyez le travail et fixez-en vous-meme les honoraires. Ce que vous  trouverez de dEfectueux sera corrig£ immediatement sur cliche, apres quoi on  tirera. Toutefois, pendant que vous reviserez le grec, un autre savant r&visera  le latin, afın que je sois irr&prochable dans 1l’une et 1’autre langue. Appliquez-  vous donc; car vous allez vaquer ä une veritable oeuvre. L. P. Migne. [f.244”,  245" blancs, f. 246‘] M. Dubner chef d’Institution, 3 place de la Mairie, Sa-  blonville par Neuilly".  Cette seconde lettre manifeste clairement que Dübner, en homme  averti, n’a pas encore r£pondu A la sollicitation de Migne d’apporter son  concours a 1’Edition de la Patrologie grecque*®. Finalement F. Dübner n’ap-  3 Par souci d’&onomie, Migne a exploit& au maximum les bonnes volont&s. Une  lettre de 1’un de ses collaborateurs, E. Pion, adressee ä F. Dübner, au moment 0ü le projet  de la Patrologie grecque prenait forme, trahit bien le malaise. Cf. Paris B.N., Nouv. ac.  Fr., 6142, f. 420” : "9 avril 1856. Monsieur. Je vous remercie du fond du coeur de 1’in-  t&ret que vous voulez bien prendre avec moi. J’ai propos€ ä M. Migne de lui faire gagner  400 frs par volume en sauvegardant ma sante€ et lui garantissant la puret& de ma correcti-  on par l’engagement de payer la correction sur clich€ ... M. Migne a toujours eu peur de  conclure des march&s dont le r£sultat füt une position honorable pour un homme de lettre  une fois attach€ ä son €tablissement. Un correcteur ne sera jamais pour Iui qu’un ouvrier,  quelle que puisse &tre d’ailleurs sa capacite exceptionnelle ... Je pr&vois que la Patrologie  grecque aura le sort de sa patrologie latine; c’est ä dire qu’une fois qu’il aura pu rassem-  bler 7 ou 8 correcteurs (habiles ou non) il supprimera les correcteurs du dehors, excepte  vous, et confondra dans un m&me syste&me d’administration les änes et les savants, c’est  precisement ce syste&me d’administration astreignant ä rendre compte d’une minute qui  m’humilie et me d&courage  ". M. Pion avise Dübner, quinze jours plus tard, qu’il a  obtenu certains arrangements. Mais on apprend par une lettre de Pitra (ibid. fol. 461),  datee du 22 nov. 1857, que finalement ce correcteur est rentr& chez Firmin-Didot, proba-Petit Monrouge,
31 Janvlier 856

on cher ubner. Je Vals VOUS onner une grande PICUVC de conflance J’aı
pres de vol de patrologie SICCYUC COmMDpOSES, COITIgES er Stereotypes,
malıs NON Ures Or, avanıt de proceder dernıere Operation, pres laquelle
11 n y plus de remedes Uullc pensee m est C’est de VOUS onner les
bons clıcher relıre DOUTI le SICC du exie el des Vous sentez quec Ces
epreuves etant neLl, Je pouraı VOUuS les qu au m NON duX
pIECES; maıs Je VOUS les paleral noblement er proportion du SEIrVICE renau
Du le travaıl et fixez-en VOUS-M: les honoraires Ce UJuC VOUS
[TrOuUuveTrTeZ de defectueux SCTA COMg immediatement SUur cliche, quol
tiırera. Toute{fo1s, pendant Ju«c VOUS reviserez le SICC, revisera
le latın, afın Ju«C Je SO1S irreprochable dans une el 1 ’autre langue Appliquez-
VOUS donc; VOUS lez VaqucCrT VCUVIC Mıgne f.244°
245° ancs, 246' ] ubner chef d’Institution, place de la Maıirıe, Sa-
blonvılle Dar euılly .

Cette seconde lettre manıfeste claırement Ju«C Dübner, homme
averti, na DaS wiß Ql repondu la sollıcıtatıon de 1gne d’apporter SOM

L’edition de la Patrologie grecque”. Finalement Dübner n ap-

3A Par SOUCI d’economıe, Mıgne explo1te maxımum les bonnes volontes Une
de 1’un de SCS collaborateurs, Pıon, adressee Dübner, mMmoOoment QOu le projet

de la Patrologıe BICCYUC prenaıt forme, ahıt bıen le malaıse. (M. Parıs OUV
Br 6142, 4A2  - ”O vrıl 1856 Monsıieur. Je OUus remercIıe du fond du WCUT de 1’ın-
teret qu® OusSs voulez bıen prendre AV! MOL J’aı propose Mıgne de lu1 faıre

irs volume sauvegardant sante el uı arantıssant la Dur' de COrITeECUH-
l’engagement de la cCOrrection clıche42  G. FOLLIET  "27 aoüt 1855, Mon cher M. Dubner [sic] - Comment allez-vous? Comment  vont vos affaires? Si vous n’avez pas d’argent, au lieu de vous en demander;  j’ai a vous en donner, ainsi que des vol. Et voici comment. Ma patrologie  latine etant finie, je vais attaquer ma patrologie grecque. Pers&verez-vous dans  votre promesse de m’aider pour la correction? En cas d’affirmative, comme je  l’espere, vous serez encore assez bon pour vous mettre ä ma portee en fait  d’honoraires. Vous savez ä quel prix je livre mes divers volumes. Toujours  tout votre L.P. Migne - Pouvez-vous m’indiquer quelques bons correcteurs en  dehors de vous et de M. Beyerle? [f. 242‘] Monsieur Dubner, chef d’institu-  tion, Place de la Mairie 3 ä Sablonville par Neuilly".  - Ibid. f. 244-245 sur papier en-tete Ateliers catholiques ... Petit Monrouge,  31 janvier 1856:  "Mon cher Dubner. Je vais vous donner une grande preuve de confiance. J’ai  pres de 6 vol. de ma patrologie grecque cCompos€s, corrig&s et StEr£otypes,  mais non tires. Or, avant de proc£der ä cette derniere operation, apres laquelle  il n’y a plus de remedes une pensge m’est venue, c’est de vous donner les  bons ä clicher ä relire pour le grec du Texte et des notes. Vous sentez que ces  Epreuves Etant au net, je ne pourrai vous les payer qu’au temps, non aux  pieces; mais je vous les paierai noblement et en proportion du service rendu.  Du reste voyez le travail et fixez-en vous-meme les honoraires. Ce que vous  trouverez de dEfectueux sera corrig£ immediatement sur cliche, apres quoi on  tirera. Toutefois, pendant que vous reviserez le grec, un autre savant r&visera  le latin, afın que je sois irr&prochable dans 1l’une et 1’autre langue. Appliquez-  vous donc; car vous allez vaquer ä une veritable oeuvre. L. P. Migne. [f.244”,  245" blancs, f. 246‘] M. Dubner chef d’Institution, 3 place de la Mairie, Sa-  blonville par Neuilly".  Cette seconde lettre manifeste clairement que Dübner, en homme  averti, n’a pas encore r£pondu A la sollicitation de Migne d’apporter son  concours a 1’Edition de la Patrologie grecque*®. Finalement F. Dübner n’ap-  3 Par souci d’&onomie, Migne a exploit& au maximum les bonnes volont&s. Une  lettre de 1’un de ses collaborateurs, E. Pion, adressee ä F. Dübner, au moment 0ü le projet  de la Patrologie grecque prenait forme, trahit bien le malaise. Cf. Paris B.N., Nouv. ac.  Fr., 6142, f. 420” : "9 avril 1856. Monsieur. Je vous remercie du fond du coeur de 1’in-  t&ret que vous voulez bien prendre avec moi. J’ai propos€ ä M. Migne de lui faire gagner  400 frs par volume en sauvegardant ma sante€ et lui garantissant la puret& de ma correcti-  on par l’engagement de payer la correction sur clich€ ... M. Migne a toujours eu peur de  conclure des march&s dont le r£sultat füt une position honorable pour un homme de lettre  une fois attach€ ä son €tablissement. Un correcteur ne sera jamais pour Iui qu’un ouvrier,  quelle que puisse &tre d’ailleurs sa capacite exceptionnelle ... Je pr&vois que la Patrologie  grecque aura le sort de sa patrologie latine; c’est ä dire qu’une fois qu’il aura pu rassem-  bler 7 ou 8 correcteurs (habiles ou non) il supprimera les correcteurs du dehors, excepte  vous, et confondra dans un m&me syste&me d’administration les änes et les savants, c’est  precisement ce syste&me d’administration astreignant ä rendre compte d’une minute qui  m’humilie et me d&courage  ". M. Pion avise Dübner, quinze jours plus tard, qu’il a  obtenu certains arrangements. Mais on apprend par une lettre de Pitra (ibid. fol. 461),  datee du 22 nov. 1857, que finalement ce correcteur est rentr& chez Firmin-Didot, proba-ı1gne touJours de
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quelle QuC pulsse eire. d’aiılleurs capacıte exceptionnelle42  G. FOLLIET  "27 aoüt 1855, Mon cher M. Dubner [sic] - Comment allez-vous? Comment  vont vos affaires? Si vous n’avez pas d’argent, au lieu de vous en demander;  j’ai a vous en donner, ainsi que des vol. Et voici comment. Ma patrologie  latine etant finie, je vais attaquer ma patrologie grecque. Pers&verez-vous dans  votre promesse de m’aider pour la correction? En cas d’affirmative, comme je  l’espere, vous serez encore assez bon pour vous mettre ä ma portee en fait  d’honoraires. Vous savez ä quel prix je livre mes divers volumes. Toujours  tout votre L.P. Migne - Pouvez-vous m’indiquer quelques bons correcteurs en  dehors de vous et de M. Beyerle? [f. 242‘] Monsieur Dubner, chef d’institu-  tion, Place de la Mairie 3 ä Sablonville par Neuilly".  - Ibid. f. 244-245 sur papier en-tete Ateliers catholiques ... Petit Monrouge,  31 janvier 1856:  "Mon cher Dubner. Je vais vous donner une grande preuve de confiance. J’ai  pres de 6 vol. de ma patrologie grecque cCompos€s, corrig&s et StEr£otypes,  mais non tires. Or, avant de proc£der ä cette derniere operation, apres laquelle  il n’y a plus de remedes une pensge m’est venue, c’est de vous donner les  bons ä clicher ä relire pour le grec du Texte et des notes. Vous sentez que ces  Epreuves Etant au net, je ne pourrai vous les payer qu’au temps, non aux  pieces; mais je vous les paierai noblement et en proportion du service rendu.  Du reste voyez le travail et fixez-en vous-meme les honoraires. Ce que vous  trouverez de dEfectueux sera corrig£ immediatement sur cliche, apres quoi on  tirera. Toutefois, pendant que vous reviserez le grec, un autre savant r&visera  le latin, afın que je sois irr&prochable dans 1l’une et 1’autre langue. Appliquez-  vous donc; car vous allez vaquer ä une veritable oeuvre. L. P. Migne. [f.244”,  245" blancs, f. 246‘] M. Dubner chef d’Institution, 3 place de la Mairie, Sa-  blonville par Neuilly".  Cette seconde lettre manifeste clairement que Dübner, en homme  averti, n’a pas encore r£pondu A la sollicitation de Migne d’apporter son  concours a 1’Edition de la Patrologie grecque*®. Finalement F. Dübner n’ap-  3 Par souci d’&onomie, Migne a exploit& au maximum les bonnes volont&s. Une  lettre de 1’un de ses collaborateurs, E. Pion, adressee ä F. Dübner, au moment 0ü le projet  de la Patrologie grecque prenait forme, trahit bien le malaise. Cf. Paris B.N., Nouv. ac.  Fr., 6142, f. 420” : "9 avril 1856. Monsieur. Je vous remercie du fond du coeur de 1’in-  t&ret que vous voulez bien prendre avec moi. J’ai propos€ ä M. Migne de lui faire gagner  400 frs par volume en sauvegardant ma sante€ et lui garantissant la puret& de ma correcti-  on par l’engagement de payer la correction sur clich€ ... M. Migne a toujours eu peur de  conclure des march&s dont le r£sultat füt une position honorable pour un homme de lettre  une fois attach€ ä son €tablissement. Un correcteur ne sera jamais pour Iui qu’un ouvrier,  quelle que puisse &tre d’ailleurs sa capacite exceptionnelle ... Je pr&vois que la Patrologie  grecque aura le sort de sa patrologie latine; c’est ä dire qu’une fois qu’il aura pu rassem-  bler 7 ou 8 correcteurs (habiles ou non) il supprimera les correcteurs du dehors, excepte  vous, et confondra dans un m&me syste&me d’administration les änes et les savants, c’est  precisement ce syste&me d’administration astreignant ä rendre compte d’une minute qui  m’humilie et me d&courage  ". M. Pion avise Dübner, quinze jours plus tard, qu’il a  obtenu certains arrangements. Mais on apprend par une lettre de Pitra (ibid. fol. 461),  datee du 22 nov. 1857, que finalement ce correcteur est rentr& chez Firmin-Didot, proba-Je Drevol1s QucC la Patrologıe
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m ’ humilıe el decourage42  G. FOLLIET  "27 aoüt 1855, Mon cher M. Dubner [sic] - Comment allez-vous? Comment  vont vos affaires? Si vous n’avez pas d’argent, au lieu de vous en demander;  j’ai a vous en donner, ainsi que des vol. Et voici comment. Ma patrologie  latine etant finie, je vais attaquer ma patrologie grecque. Pers&verez-vous dans  votre promesse de m’aider pour la correction? En cas d’affirmative, comme je  l’espere, vous serez encore assez bon pour vous mettre ä ma portee en fait  d’honoraires. Vous savez ä quel prix je livre mes divers volumes. Toujours  tout votre L.P. Migne - Pouvez-vous m’indiquer quelques bons correcteurs en  dehors de vous et de M. Beyerle? [f. 242‘] Monsieur Dubner, chef d’institu-  tion, Place de la Mairie 3 ä Sablonville par Neuilly".  - Ibid. f. 244-245 sur papier en-tete Ateliers catholiques ... Petit Monrouge,  31 janvier 1856:  "Mon cher Dubner. Je vais vous donner une grande preuve de confiance. J’ai  pres de 6 vol. de ma patrologie grecque cCompos€s, corrig&s et StEr£otypes,  mais non tires. Or, avant de proc£der ä cette derniere operation, apres laquelle  il n’y a plus de remedes une pensge m’est venue, c’est de vous donner les  bons ä clicher ä relire pour le grec du Texte et des notes. Vous sentez que ces  Epreuves Etant au net, je ne pourrai vous les payer qu’au temps, non aux  pieces; mais je vous les paierai noblement et en proportion du service rendu.  Du reste voyez le travail et fixez-en vous-meme les honoraires. Ce que vous  trouverez de dEfectueux sera corrig£ immediatement sur cliche, apres quoi on  tirera. Toutefois, pendant que vous reviserez le grec, un autre savant r&visera  le latin, afın que je sois irr&prochable dans 1l’une et 1’autre langue. Appliquez-  vous donc; car vous allez vaquer ä une veritable oeuvre. L. P. Migne. [f.244”,  245" blancs, f. 246‘] M. Dubner chef d’Institution, 3 place de la Mairie, Sa-  blonville par Neuilly".  Cette seconde lettre manifeste clairement que Dübner, en homme  averti, n’a pas encore r£pondu A la sollicitation de Migne d’apporter son  concours a 1’Edition de la Patrologie grecque*®. Finalement F. Dübner n’ap-  3 Par souci d’&onomie, Migne a exploit& au maximum les bonnes volont&s. Une  lettre de 1’un de ses collaborateurs, E. Pion, adressee ä F. Dübner, au moment 0ü le projet  de la Patrologie grecque prenait forme, trahit bien le malaise. Cf. Paris B.N., Nouv. ac.  Fr., 6142, f. 420” : "9 avril 1856. Monsieur. Je vous remercie du fond du coeur de 1’in-  t&ret que vous voulez bien prendre avec moi. J’ai propos€ ä M. Migne de lui faire gagner  400 frs par volume en sauvegardant ma sante€ et lui garantissant la puret& de ma correcti-  on par l’engagement de payer la correction sur clich€ ... M. Migne a toujours eu peur de  conclure des march&s dont le r£sultat füt une position honorable pour un homme de lettre  une fois attach€ ä son €tablissement. Un correcteur ne sera jamais pour Iui qu’un ouvrier,  quelle que puisse &tre d’ailleurs sa capacite exceptionnelle ... Je pr&vois que la Patrologie  grecque aura le sort de sa patrologie latine; c’est ä dire qu’une fois qu’il aura pu rassem-  bler 7 ou 8 correcteurs (habiles ou non) il supprimera les correcteurs du dehors, excepte  vous, et confondra dans un m&me syste&me d’administration les änes et les savants, c’est  precisement ce syste&me d’administration astreignant ä rendre compte d’une minute qui  m’humilie et me d&courage  ". M. Pion avise Dübner, quinze jours plus tard, qu’il a  obtenu certains arrangements. Mais on apprend par une lettre de Pitra (ibid. fol. 461),  datee du 22 nov. 1857, que finalement ce correcteur est rentr& chez Firmin-Didot, proba-Pıon VISE Dübner, quinze Jours plus tard, qu 1l
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refus Orme. proposition de revenır la patrologıeDEÜX GRANDES EDITIONS DE SAINT AUGUSTIN  43  portera qu’une contribution limitege, probablement sur les instances de Dom  Pitra, avec lequel il eut des relations amicales et scientifiques excellen-  tes  34.  Au terme de cet article dont l’intention Etait de situer en toute  objectivite les deux principales €ditions des Oeuvres de saint Augustin pu-  bliges en France au XIX® s., celle des Ed. Gaume (1836-1839) et celle de  Migne (1841-1842), editions qui ont largement contribue ä la diffusion de  la pensee du grand docteur d’Hippone, il apparait clairement que l’une et  l’autre ne sont pas des re€ditions pures et simples de 1’&dition originale  des Mauristes realisge entre 1679-1700, elles comportent des lecons nou-  velles, et des notes complementaires, plus particulierement pour deux trai-  te&s, le De musica et le De civitate Dei, qui ont fait 1’objet d’une revision  blement sur recommandation de M. F. Dübner.  *# Nous ne pouvons que signaler ici l’existence d’une correspondance suivie et amica-  le entre Dübner et Pitra, comme l’attestent les lettres conservees de ce dernier ä l’adresse  de Dübner et datees des annees 1848-1861, dans le Ms. Paris B.N., Nouv. acq. fr. 6142, f.  420 et 494. En mars 1857 (f. 443”, soit deux ans aprös les sollicitations de Migne 3 colla-  borer ä la Patrologie grecque on lit sous la plume de Pitra: "Je n’ai pas vu dans votre  lettre un refus formel sur ma proposition de revenir ä la patrologie ... pDour que vous nOus  rendiez A tous le grand service de presenter 1’&d. de S. Cyrille d’Alexandrie, a mon avis le  plus utile, le plus riche et le plus latin des Peres grecques". Par contre Dübner apporte un  concours tr&s &troit a 1’Edition des quatre volumes du Spicilegium Solesmense de Pitra, qui  lui rend un fervent hommage dans les Prolegomena, t. 1 (Paris 1852), p. LXXVII: "Quid  vero eloquar de optimo illo ac eruditissimo Fr. Dübner, quem ignorat nemo, qui graecas  latinasve litteras excoluit? Omni prorsus iure postulat aequitatis officium, ut magnopere  praedicem quanti ego illi debeam ...”. Et dans une lettre 4 Dom Gu&ranger, en date du 3  octobre 1852, oü il lui fait part de la pre&cieuse collaboration de F. Dübner ä cette Edition,  Pitra Ecrit en des termes vibrants: "Mr. Dübner est l’une des plus belles conquetes que  nous ayons faite en ces demiers temps sur le Protestantisme. Ä peine converti, il voulut  expier le bien qu’il avait fait a l’universit&, en se vouant ä un enseignement chretien. Il  s’associa ä un EcclEsiastique qui exploita sa confiance et disparut un beau jour, laissant  retomber sur la tete du n&ophyte la honte et la ruine de sa maison. M. Dübner, sans rien  dire ä personne, except€ ä moi seul qu’il avait rencontre par hazard, subit /a honte et paya  tout. Les Epargnes de 20 ann6es de travaux y passerent. Il se remit ä la besogne, de jour  et de nuit, et sans pre&voir la controverse du Ver rongeur (publication de Mgr Jean-Joseph  Gaume, parue en 1851) il s’occupa, un peu sur mon conseil, de preparer des Editions  classiques des Peres, c’est au milieu de ce travail d’urgence, et apres avoir rompu avec  tous ses amis de 1’Institut et d’ailleurs qui n’imprimaient pas une ligne de latin ou de grec  sans recourir ä lui, c’est alors qu’il s’offrit spontan&ment de voir toutes les Epreuves du  Spicilege, auquel il a rendu genereusement les plus grands services. C’est un veritable  devoir pour moi de faire connaitre ses excellentes Editions et c’est en toute süret& de  critique que je puis en parler comme &tant de cent pieds superieures ä toutes les autres. Je  ne puis mieux vous faire connaitre le merite de cet homme Eminent qu’en vous apprenant  que c’est d’apres ses notes que Veuillot et Dulac ont si bien Ccharpill& un discours latin  d’un pauvre M. Misard. Vous aurez remarque cet article".DOUI qu®e OUus OUus
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pres, L’edıtiıon 1 enrichıe JucC les Freres Gaume avalent realısee
entre %} AVOCC le de ”’abbe ean-Alexıs Gaume eT Frederic
Dübner. Cette edıtıon auraıt QVOIT unc large dıffusion, S1 elle n avalt ete
supplantee p l ’entreprise de 1gne quı englober les Peres de E:
glise ans les publications de Bibliotheque ecclesiastique ei quı quası-
ment redult ]’anonymat, absorption, le PITODIC travaıl des Gaume er
de leurs sSsavants collaborateurs.

Parıs Georges FOLLIET



HNO ONF EVER HIS OW ESH“
EPH 5:29 AUGUSTINE

AÄAUGUSTINE’S TOWARDS BODY
EARLIEST RITINGS

Augustine 1mself admıts that he discovered the WOT. of the spiırıt
only shortly before h1is CONVers10n: "Often noticed in the discourses of
()UT priest mDroSe), and sOomet1ımes in that when there Was
consıderation of of the soul, C 15 nearest there Was

hought al all of anythıng corporeal"”. He also that he Wäas$s

NOTL able, urıng the perT10 he Wäas Manıchaean, make dıstıncetion be-
sens1ıble and pirıtual thıngs, 1.e between the carnal and the spiırıtual

domaın, although the Manıchees carefully warned hım beware of the
auty of SDOUSC, the POMID of riıches, honours, and peIN1ICIOUS
pleasures“.

When oo0k al the evolution of h1s CONCEDL of 4S €esCT1DE:
ın h1s Confessions, SCC that he felt doubts about the existence of

Dut, at the Samnle tiıme, that he dıd NnOT know hOow th about
nature?. ere aTicC g00d grounds for assumıng that h1s CONCEDL of God
developed ın three phases. The first Was that adherent of Maniıchae-
1SM. that OmMment he hought that the ole of creation epende:
[WO separate principles: and evıl eternal princıple. He consıde-
red God da imprisoned and included In the human DOdy, and therefore here
greater and elsewhere esmaller“. In second phase h1s CONCEDL of
acquıred StO1C colour. He hought of d immense corporeal and
ocal IMNass; the WOT.| 15 ımpregnated Dy 1n INOTEC less pantheistic

De heata ıta K e 29,67 vv  nımadvert Nnım el SACDC in SaCerdols Ostrı el
alıquando in sermonıbus tu1s, CUIMM de deo ogıtaretur, Nnı OMNINO COTDOTIS SSC COg1-
tandum, CUMmMm de anıma:; Nam 1d est NUMM in rebus proximum deo  w  A

4.De duabus anımabus SEL 25/1,66 "Verum SLO: NON Ta 1Ho l[emMpoOore
sens1ıbıilıa ab intelleg1ıbılıbus, carnalıa SC1IHCE! ah spirıtualıbus dırudicare dıscernere.
Non erat aetatıs, NON dıscıplınae, NON Culusdam et1am consuetudın1s, NON ullorum den1que
mer1torum NONMN nNnım DarVvı gaudıl felıcıtatısque ICS est  AL De utılıtate credendi L SEL

"Fateor nım el OS sedulo MONECTC, 1sta cCaveantur”.
Confessiones YILS7 ( ZETS

7  © V1.3,4
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WAY. If WEIC NOTL spatıal entity, Eevecn though inhinıte spatlalıty,
He WOU coincıde wıth non-being”. complete break-through Came

about Dy lıstening the SCITINONS of Ambrose and the eadıng of eoplato-
N1C books h1s materlalıstic conception of Wäas eplaced Dy spirıtual
VIEW of God® Thıs meant change from 4S undetermined, COSmMIC
W the personal of the

We find simılar evolutiıon regardıng h1s VIEW of the human soul.
Augustine’s earlıest etters, especılally those written ebrıidius, eal
almost exclusıvely the problem f the spirıtualıty of the soul, and the
neCcessIity of abandonıng the WOT. of the senses’. He ITeESSES In OMNC of hıs
earlıest works that the of the soul should NnOL hought of d

corporeal quantıty. Such quantıty, INass moles) swellıng (tumor) 1S Dy
definiıtion somethıng ongıng the corporeal WOT. in that CascC,
elephant WONUL. DOSSCSS LINOIC soul and intellıgence than human being,
and donkey WOUL cleverer than bee, 1C. S, accordıng ugus-
tine, evıdently NOT Therefore, have {u:  = AWAaVY, 1ın far DOS-
S1 ın thıs lıfe. from OUT CUStOmM 1n ın corporeal terms®.

TIhe d1SCOVerY of the pırıtual WOT. undoubtedly meant somethıing
overwhelmiıng for Augustine. There 18 question that he eckoned hım-
self A ONMNC of the INasses of 7 e he SaYy>S ugh the Tamılıarıty wıth
corporeal ings the as5scs5 leve easıly that all ings dIC corporeal ” and
ugh love of materı1al things people dece1ved, and begın 1n

19that there 1$ only matter COFrDUS) Ascending from the Outward things

VI1.1,1-2. V1I1,14,20. 9092-973 See also BAGUETTE, Une periode Sto
ClieNNe dans ’ evolution de Ia pensee de Saiınt UQ2UsSLN, 1n Revue des Etudes Augustinien-
NeEN 16(1970), AJ

6 VIL10,16. See ROY, L/’intelligence la fol Ia Irınıte
selon aiınt Augustin (Jenese de theologıie frinıtaıre Jusqu en 39J] Parıs, Etudes ugus-
tinıennes, 1966, 29-37 4547 G

‚DIS! Jl  D SEL 34/1,1-11 1385
De quantıtate nNıMAae 14,24 SEL 89,160-161:46  T.J. VAN BAVEL  way. I£f God were not a spatial entity, even though an infinite spatiality,  He would coincide with non-being”. A complete break-through came  about by listening to the sermons of Ambrose and the reading of Neoplato-  nic books: his materialistic conception of God was replaced by a spiritual  view of God®. This meant a change from God as an undetermined, cosmic  power to the personal God of the Bible.  We find a similar evolution regarding his view of the human soul.  Augustine’s earliest letters, especially those written to Nebridius, treat  almost exclusively the problem of the spirituality of the soul, and the  necessity of abandoning the world of the senses’. He stresses in one of his  earliest works that the greatness of the soul should not be thought of as a  corporeal quantity. Such a quantity, mass (moles) or swelling (tumor) is by  definition something belonging to the corporeal world: in that case, an  elephant would possess more soul and intelligence than a human being,  and a donkey would be cleverer than a bee, which is, according to Augus-  tine, evidently not true. Therefore, we have to tur away, in as far as pos-  sible in this life, from our custom to think in corporeal terms®.  The discovery of the spiritual world undoubtedly meant something  overwhelming for Augustine. There is no question that he reckoned him-  self as one of the masses of which he says: "Through the familiarity with  corporeal things the masses believe easily that all things are corporeal" and  "Through love of material things people are deceived, and begin to think  19  that there is only matter (corpus)  . Ascending from the outward things to  > Ib. VIL1,1-2. VIL,14,20. Ib. 92-93. 106. See also CH. BAGUETTE, Une periode stoi-  cienne dans 1' Evolution de la pensee de saint Augustin, in: Revue des Etudes Augustinien-  nes 16(1970), 47-77.  © Ib. VIL10,16. Ib. 103-104. See O. DU ROY, L’intelligence de la foi en la Trinite  selon saint Augustin. Genese de sa theologie trinitaire jusqu’en 391. Paris, Etudes Augus-  tiniennes, 1966, p. 29-37. 45-47. 53-57.  7 Epist. 1-4. 7-14. CSEL 34/1,1-11. 13-35.  ® De quantitate animae 14,24. CSEL 89,160-161: "... tumor enim non absurde adpel-  latur corporis magnitudo ... Magna quaedam, mihi crede, magna, sed sine ulla mole de  animo cogitanda sunt ... Quod facilius contingit his, qui ... ab omni corporum consuetudi-  ne, quantum in hac vita permittitur, semet avertunt". Ib. 16,25. Ib. 127: "sine tumore ullo  localis magnitudinis  ", Conceming &oykoc in Porphyry, see J. PEPIN, Une nouvelle  source de saint Augustin: le Efitnua de Porphyre "Sur l’union de l’äme et du corps, in:  Ex Platonicorum persona. Etudes sur les lectures philosophiques de saint Augustin.  Amsterdam, Hakkert, 1977, p. 244-245. For tumescere of the soul (Eccli 10,9-10), see O.  DU ROY, o.c., p. 84 and in this article note 35.  ? C. Academicos 111,17,38. CCL 29,58: "... turba sit pronior et consuetudine corporum  ", De moribus ecclesiae catholicae  omnia esse corporea facillime sed noxie credatur  21,38. CSEL 90,43: "Tali enim amore (sc. vanae cognitionis) plerumque decipitur, ut aut  nihil putet esse, nisi corpus ...". Epist. 1,1. CSEL 34/1,1: "Quid enim convenientius pecoriINOTr Nım NON absurde adpel-
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Ex Platonıcorum DETSONdG. Etudes SUr les lectures philosophiques de saıiınt Augustin.
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A De moribus ecclesiae catholicaeOomnı1a SSC COTDOTCA facıllıme sed NnOxX1e credatur
2138 SEL 90,43 "Tal: nım AINOÖOTE COgN1ILONIS) plerumque decıpıtur, aut
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the inward miınd, and from the inward domaın Super10T realıty, from
the C: things God, 15 descr1ption of Augustine’s OW 1ıtal and
mystical experenCe. IThus love 15 gıven the opportunıity depart from the

Dy IC ıt 1S OUun!| dıvıine w1ısdom from 1e all other
elıghts derıve. However, Augustine s enthusı1asm about the spırıtual WOT.
has yon! anı y ou resulted 1ın underestimation of the body and the
SCHNSCS The question 15 1o what extent? We ask thıs question wıth regarı

h1s TISt books, including De (Jenesi CONLTra Manichaeos, datıng from
86/389, where find allusıon Eph 5:20 for the TSt time.

The relationship hetween soul and body

Our startıng point 11l be the human eing after the That
the human eing CconsIists of soul and body 18 stressed Dy Augustine from
h1s earlıest works on He descr1ibes the un1ıon of soul and body MLX-

est QuUam putarı anımam esse?"”.
10 It WON. ead far treat the dıffiıcult question of the pre-existence of soul

and body (the soul in 1ts pre-fallen state 18 ' invisıble’ and yeLl 'embodıed’), fallen from a
STAl of 1SS; the soul’s fall that of celes Dody into the ’mortal’ 16S$ of OUr

present exper1enCe; orıginally, God created and Eve of the \invıisıble creati-
ON’; they WEeIC created embodıed and indıvıdual INan and WOINAN, referring
theır subsequent pena condıtion. See the last and OSL clear icle of RJ ONNELLL.
The De Genesi CONItra Manıiıchaeos and the Origin of the Soul, in Revue des Etudes
Augustiniennes 39(1  ;  -1 As present' here, thıs theory 1S plausıble. See for
er discussıion: La condıtıtion malheureuse, 1bl Augustunijenne 6, e
ed.,; Parıs 1976, 578-583 B SOLIGNAC La preexistence des ames, in
ıbl ugus! 4 Parıs 1972: TEL (/DAEY,; St Augustine Ever Believe In
the Soul’s Pre-existence?, In Augustinian Studies 5(1974), DATEDEN RJ JESKE, St.
Augustine s Vıew of the Original Human Condition In De (Jenesı CONITa Manichaeos, In
Augustinian Studies 141155 As AaDDCAaIs from Julianum 1V,15,78 and 16,83

and 782), Augustine knew 1Cero’s OP1IN10N, eXPrESS In the Hortensı-
US, about A fall of the indıvıdual souls: NOSs 018 alıqua scelera Suscepla in vita super10re
DOCHNAaTUM Iluendarum SsSe  L40 See DOIGNON, Souvenirs CLCEronNLENS (Hortensi-
. Consolation) el virgılıens dans l”’expose d’Augustin Sr ] etlalt humain d’ ‘ 1gnorance el
de dıfficulte” (Aug., ıb arb. 3,51-54), In Vıgılıae Christianae, 131-139 Ihe
mportant dea fOor thıs icle 18 that Augustine dıd NOTL consıder the body such”
punıshment.

11 De hbeata ıta 2 (L 29,68-69 x anıma el L0) NOS SSC COMDOSILOS"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  47  the inward mind, and from the inward domain to superior reality, or from  the earthly things to God, is a description of Augustine’s own vital and  mystical experience. Thus love is given the opportunity to depart from the  creature by which it is bound, to divine wisdom from which all other  delights derive. However, Augustine’s enthusiasm about the spiritual world  has beyond any doubt resulted in an underestimation of the body and the  senses. The question is: To what extent? We ask this question with regard  to his first books, including De Genesi contra Manichaeos, dating from  388/389, where we find an allusion to Eph. 5:29 for the first time.  1. The relationship between soul and body  Our starting point will be the human being after the Fall'®. That  the human being consists of soul and body is stressed by Augustine from  his earliest works on''. He describes the union of soul and body as a mix-  est quam putari animam corpus esse?",  '° It would lead us too far to treat the difficult question of the pre-existence of soul  and body (the soul in its pre-fallen state is ’invisible’ and yet ’embodied’), fallen from a  state of bliss; the soul’s fall was that of a ’celestial’ body into the ’mortal’ bodies of our  present experience; originally, God created Adam and Eve as part of the ’invisible creati-  on’; they were created as embodied and as individual man and. woman, as referring to  their subsequent penal condition. See the last and most clear article of R.J. O’CONNELL ,  The ’De Genesi contra Manichaeos’ and the Origin of the Soul, in: Revue des Etudes  Augustiniennes 39(1993),129-141. As presented here, this theory is plausible. See for  further discussion: G. MADEC, La condition malheureuse, in: Bibl. Augustinienne 6, 3e  Ed., Paris 1976, p. 578-583. P. AGAESSE-A. SOLIGNAC ‚, La preexistence des ämes, in  Bibl. August. 48, Paris 1972, p. 714-717. G. O’DALY, Did St. Augustine Ever Believe in  the Soul’s Pre-existence?, in: Augustinian Studies 5(1974), 227-235. R.J. TESKE, St.  Augustine’s View of the Original Human Condition in De Genesi contra Manichaeos, in:  Augustinian Studies 22(1991) 141-155. As appears from C. Julianum IV ,15,78 and 16,83  (PL 44,778 and 782), Augustine knew Cicero’s opinion, expressed in the book Hortensi-  us, about a fall of the individual souls: "...nos ob aliqua scelera suscepta in vita superiore  poenarum luendarum causa natos esse". See J. DOIGNON, Souvenirs ciceroniens (Hortensi-  z  us, Consolation) et virgiliens dans l’expose d’Augustin sur l  Etat humain d’ "ignorance et  de difficult&" (Aug., lib. arb. 3,51-54), in: Vigiliae Christianae 47(1993), 131-139. The  important idea for this article is that Augustine did not consider the body "as such" as a  punishment.  \ De beata vita 2,7. CCL 29,68-69: "... ex anima et Corpore nos esse COmpositos ...  cum fateamur cuncti neque sine corpore neque sine anima esse posse hominem  MADe  ordine 1,11,31. CCL 29,124: "homo est animal rationale mortale". Soliloquia 1,12,21.  CSEL 89,33. De quantitate animae 1,2. CSEL 89,132. Epist. 3,4. CSEL 34/1,8. De mori-  bus ecclesiae catholicae 4,6. CSEL 90,8: "Quamquam enim duo sint anima et corpus et  neutrum homo vocaretur, si non esset alterum - nam neque corpus homo esset, si anima  non esset nec rursus anima homo, si ea corpus non animaretur - fieri tamen potest ut  unum horum et habeatur homo et vocetur". De div. quaestionibus 83, q. 7. CCL 44/A,15:CUmM ateamur Cunctı NCQuUC Sıne. COTDOIC sıne anıma sSse DOSSC homınem v De
ordıne ’  g CI "homo est anımal ratıonale ortale” Soliloquia S:  9
SEL 8933 De quantıtate anımae i SEL ‚DLS 3, SEL De MOTFL-
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homo VvOCarelur, ] NOMN terum J! u: homo e SI anıma
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[UFa that the soul 15 able experience odıly pleasure*“, OT CON-

temperatio (the adaptatıon of ON ing another, be dıstiınguıished
from temperatio balance)”” thınk epıin 15 rıght ın considering Au-
gustine ’s VIEeW the un1ıon of soul and body iın the lıne of OTrphYTYy 1t 18
neıther UnIty, NOT Juxtaposı1ition, NO StT1ICT mixture, but rather un1on
OI mi1xture in 16 the substantıal dıfference of soul and body 15 maıntal-
ned14 How intimate thıs un1ıon 15 ollows from the fact that human
eing wıthout body 1s unthınkable, and that wıthout body ıt CCascs S1mM-
ply be human being”. Strictly speakıng, neıther the soul alone NOT

the body alone Can human eing. But the soul 1S, 4S the seaft of

"Anıma alıquando ıta dıcıtur, CUMm mente intellegatur, velut CUIMMM dicımus homınem
anıma el constare”. See O DALY. Augustine’ s Philosophy of Mınd. Berkeley-
LOS Angeles, Unıv. of Calıfornıa Press, 1987, e E See PEPIN. 0} 230-231

De ordıne 11,1 1: CX} 29,126.48  T.J. VAN BAVEL  tura so that the soul is able to experience bodily pleasure'*, or as a con-  temperatio (the adaptation of one thing to another, to be distinguished  from temperatio as balance)‘®. I think J. Pepin is right in considering Au-  gustine’s view on the union of soul and body in the line of Porphyry: it is  neither a unity, nor a juxtaposition, nor a strict mixture, but rather a union  or mixture in which the substantial difference of soul and body is maintai-  ned!*. How intimate this union is follows from the fact that a human  being without body is unthinkable, and that without a body it ceases sim-  ply to be a human being'°. Strictly speaking, neither the soul alone nor  the body alone can be called a human being. But the soul is, as the seat of  "Anima aliquando ita dicitur, ut cum mente intellegatur, velut cum dicimus hominem ex  anima et corpore constare". See G. O’DALY, Augustine’s Philosophy of Mind. Berkeley-  Los Angeles, Univ. of California Press, 1987, p. 54-57. See J. PEPIN, 0.c., p. 230-231.  ” De ordine 11,11,34. CCL 29,126: "... anima €o ipso, quod mixta est corpori, percipit  voluptatem". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,7,9. PL _ 34,201: "... si ergo, ut dixi, homi-  nem hoc loco ex corpore et anima factum intelligamus, non absurde ipsa commixtione  limi nomen accepit. Sicut enim aqua terram colligit, et conglutinat, et continet, quando  ejus commixtione limus ejus efficitur; sic anima corporis materiam vivificando in unita-  tem concordem conformat, et non permittit labi et resolvi".  3 De quantitate animae 30,59. CSEL 89,206: "... corpus  . propter quandam cum  anima contemperationem ...". The French and the German translation render contemperati-  o as "a happy union", which is a bit too optimistic. This terminology is preserved in Au-  gustine’s later works: cf. De Trinitate X1,2,2-3. CCL 50,335-336: "... anima tamen com-  mixta corpori per instrumentum sentit corporeum et idem instrumentum sensus vocatur ...  ex corpore sentientis animantis cui anima suo quodam miro modo contemperatur ...". For  contemperatio see R.J. O’CONNELL, St. Augustine’s Early Theory of Man, A.D. 386-391.  Cambridge Mass., Harvard University Press, 1968, p. 140-142 and G. MADEC, Une lectu-  re de Confessions VILIX,13-XX1,27. Notes critiques ä propos d’une these de R.J. O0’Con-  nell, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 16(1970),79-137, esp. p. 121. However, the soul  is not the balance or harmony of the body, for then it would be a part of the body: De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,118: "Quod si temperatio corporis esset animus, non  utique id posset accidere (sc. removere intentionem mentis a corporis sensibus)". See J.  PEPNN, a.c., p. 243:  14 J. PEPN, a.c., p. 252-254. About this unio inconfusa see also: E.L. FORTIN, Chris-  tianisme et culture philosophique au cinquieme siecle. La querelle de l äme humaine en  Occident. Paris, Et. Augustiniennes, 1959, p. 111-125. 155-159. L. HÖLSCHER, The Reality  of the Mind. Augustine’s Philosophical Arguments for the Human Soul as a Spiritual  Substance. London-New York, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1986, p. 182-212. E. DINKLER,  Die Anthropologie Augustins. Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, 1934, p. 202 translates wrongly the  text of De inmortalitate animae 2,2: "... corpus nostrum nonnulla substantia est et melius  est esse substantiam quam nihil" by saying: "Da er dem Leib jedoch in jener neuplatoni-  schen Periode kein bonum esse zugestehen kann, so spricht er ihm einfach die Substantia-  lität ab". Nonnulla, however, does not mean "no", but "a certain substantiality" in a  positive sense.  5 Contra Academicos 111,9,20. CCL 29,46: "  animus tuus ea (sc. sapientia) post  hanc vitam, id est cum homo esse desieris, facile perfruetur ...".anıma 1DSO, quod mixta est COTDOTIL, DercC1pIt
voluptatem . De (Genesi Manıchaeos H:79 A SI CT SO, ul dıx1, OMm1-
NC}  = hOC 10C0O [0) el anıma actum ıntellıgamus, NONMN absurde 1psa cCOomMmMLIXtione
lımı accepıit. Sıcut nım 101 terram collıgıt, 6r conglutinat, ei conunet, quando
eJus commıxtione lımus eJus efficıtur: SIC anıma COTDOTIS mater1am vivificando unıta-
tem cCOoncordem conformat, el NOMN permittit abı resolvı”.

13 De quantıtate anımae 30,59 SEL48  T.J. VAN BAVEL  tura so that the soul is able to experience bodily pleasure'*, or as a con-  temperatio (the adaptation of one thing to another, to be distinguished  from temperatio as balance)‘®. I think J. Pepin is right in considering Au-  gustine’s view on the union of soul and body in the line of Porphyry: it is  neither a unity, nor a juxtaposition, nor a strict mixture, but rather a union  or mixture in which the substantial difference of soul and body is maintai-  ned!*. How intimate this union is follows from the fact that a human  being without body is unthinkable, and that without a body it ceases sim-  ply to be a human being'°. Strictly speaking, neither the soul alone nor  the body alone can be called a human being. But the soul is, as the seat of  "Anima aliquando ita dicitur, ut cum mente intellegatur, velut cum dicimus hominem ex  anima et corpore constare". See G. O’DALY, Augustine’s Philosophy of Mind. Berkeley-  Los Angeles, Univ. of California Press, 1987, p. 54-57. See J. PEPIN, 0.c., p. 230-231.  ” De ordine 11,11,34. CCL 29,126: "... anima €o ipso, quod mixta est corpori, percipit  voluptatem". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,7,9. PL _ 34,201: "... si ergo, ut dixi, homi-  nem hoc loco ex corpore et anima factum intelligamus, non absurde ipsa commixtione  limi nomen accepit. Sicut enim aqua terram colligit, et conglutinat, et continet, quando  ejus commixtione limus ejus efficitur; sic anima corporis materiam vivificando in unita-  tem concordem conformat, et non permittit labi et resolvi".  3 De quantitate animae 30,59. CSEL 89,206: "... corpus  . propter quandam cum  anima contemperationem ...". The French and the German translation render contemperati-  o as "a happy union", which is a bit too optimistic. This terminology is preserved in Au-  gustine’s later works: cf. De Trinitate X1,2,2-3. CCL 50,335-336: "... anima tamen com-  mixta corpori per instrumentum sentit corporeum et idem instrumentum sensus vocatur ...  ex corpore sentientis animantis cui anima suo quodam miro modo contemperatur ...". For  contemperatio see R.J. O’CONNELL, St. Augustine’s Early Theory of Man, A.D. 386-391.  Cambridge Mass., Harvard University Press, 1968, p. 140-142 and G. MADEC, Une lectu-  re de Confessions VILIX,13-XX1,27. Notes critiques ä propos d’une these de R.J. O0’Con-  nell, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 16(1970),79-137, esp. p. 121. However, the soul  is not the balance or harmony of the body, for then it would be a part of the body: De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,118: "Quod si temperatio corporis esset animus, non  utique id posset accidere (sc. removere intentionem mentis a corporis sensibus)". See J.  PEPNN, a.c., p. 243:  14 J. PEPN, a.c., p. 252-254. About this unio inconfusa see also: E.L. FORTIN, Chris-  tianisme et culture philosophique au cinquieme siecle. La querelle de l äme humaine en  Occident. Paris, Et. Augustiniennes, 1959, p. 111-125. 155-159. L. HÖLSCHER, The Reality  of the Mind. Augustine’s Philosophical Arguments for the Human Soul as a Spiritual  Substance. London-New York, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1986, p. 182-212. E. DINKLER,  Die Anthropologie Augustins. Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, 1934, p. 202 translates wrongly the  text of De inmortalitate animae 2,2: "... corpus nostrum nonnulla substantia est et melius  est esse substantiam quam nihil" by saying: "Da er dem Leib jedoch in jener neuplatoni-  schen Periode kein bonum esse zugestehen kann, so spricht er ihm einfach die Substantia-  lität ab". Nonnulla, however, does not mean "no", but "a certain substantiality" in a  positive sense.  5 Contra Academicos 111,9,20. CCL 29,46: "  animus tuus ea (sc. sapientia) post  hanc vitam, id est cum homo esse desieris, facile perfruetur ...".L0) propiter quandam CUMmM
anıma contemperatiıonem48  T.J. VAN BAVEL  tura so that the soul is able to experience bodily pleasure'*, or as a con-  temperatio (the adaptation of one thing to another, to be distinguished  from temperatio as balance)‘®. I think J. Pepin is right in considering Au-  gustine’s view on the union of soul and body in the line of Porphyry: it is  neither a unity, nor a juxtaposition, nor a strict mixture, but rather a union  or mixture in which the substantial difference of soul and body is maintai-  ned!*. How intimate this union is follows from the fact that a human  being without body is unthinkable, and that without a body it ceases sim-  ply to be a human being'°. Strictly speaking, neither the soul alone nor  the body alone can be called a human being. But the soul is, as the seat of  "Anima aliquando ita dicitur, ut cum mente intellegatur, velut cum dicimus hominem ex  anima et corpore constare". See G. O’DALY, Augustine’s Philosophy of Mind. Berkeley-  Los Angeles, Univ. of California Press, 1987, p. 54-57. See J. PEPIN, 0.c., p. 230-231.  ” De ordine 11,11,34. CCL 29,126: "... anima €o ipso, quod mixta est corpori, percipit  voluptatem". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,7,9. PL _ 34,201: "... si ergo, ut dixi, homi-  nem hoc loco ex corpore et anima factum intelligamus, non absurde ipsa commixtione  limi nomen accepit. Sicut enim aqua terram colligit, et conglutinat, et continet, quando  ejus commixtione limus ejus efficitur; sic anima corporis materiam vivificando in unita-  tem concordem conformat, et non permittit labi et resolvi".  3 De quantitate animae 30,59. CSEL 89,206: "... corpus  . propter quandam cum  anima contemperationem ...". The French and the German translation render contemperati-  o as "a happy union", which is a bit too optimistic. This terminology is preserved in Au-  gustine’s later works: cf. De Trinitate X1,2,2-3. CCL 50,335-336: "... anima tamen com-  mixta corpori per instrumentum sentit corporeum et idem instrumentum sensus vocatur ...  ex corpore sentientis animantis cui anima suo quodam miro modo contemperatur ...". For  contemperatio see R.J. O’CONNELL, St. Augustine’s Early Theory of Man, A.D. 386-391.  Cambridge Mass., Harvard University Press, 1968, p. 140-142 and G. MADEC, Une lectu-  re de Confessions VILIX,13-XX1,27. Notes critiques ä propos d’une these de R.J. O0’Con-  nell, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 16(1970),79-137, esp. p. 121. However, the soul  is not the balance or harmony of the body, for then it would be a part of the body: De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,118: "Quod si temperatio corporis esset animus, non  utique id posset accidere (sc. removere intentionem mentis a corporis sensibus)". See J.  PEPNN, a.c., p. 243:  14 J. PEPN, a.c., p. 252-254. About this unio inconfusa see also: E.L. FORTIN, Chris-  tianisme et culture philosophique au cinquieme siecle. La querelle de l äme humaine en  Occident. Paris, Et. Augustiniennes, 1959, p. 111-125. 155-159. L. HÖLSCHER, The Reality  of the Mind. Augustine’s Philosophical Arguments for the Human Soul as a Spiritual  Substance. London-New York, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1986, p. 182-212. E. DINKLER,  Die Anthropologie Augustins. Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, 1934, p. 202 translates wrongly the  text of De inmortalitate animae 2,2: "... corpus nostrum nonnulla substantia est et melius  est esse substantiam quam nihil" by saying: "Da er dem Leib jedoch in jener neuplatoni-  schen Periode kein bonum esse zugestehen kann, so spricht er ihm einfach die Substantia-  lität ab". Nonnulla, however, does not mean "no", but "a certain substantiality" in a  positive sense.  5 Contra Academicos 111,9,20. CCL 29,46: "  animus tuus ea (sc. sapientia) post  hanc vitam, id est cum homo esse desieris, facile perfruetur ...".TIhe French and the erman translatıon render contemperatı-

happy un10n , 1C 18 bıt optimıstic. Thıs terminology 18 preserved in Au-
gustine s ater works: cf. De I rınıtate 9  9  N C A anıma tamen COM-
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COTDOTIS anımae, NOMN 1tam propriam, DOSSC minu1”. Ihe Samlc apphes the De
ordıne 11,2,6. ( 29,10949  "NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  reason, better and higher than the body'°. This standpoint has far reach-  ing consequences, which we can summarize in the following points:  a) The soul has to govern the body with all its limbs, and the body  has to be submitted to the soul. Augustine refers in this context to the  Platonic image of the charioteer to describe the soul controling the body.  This is the order willed by God'. The lordly authority of the soul does  not apply only to the body, but also to the lower irrational soul as prin-  ciple of life; the latter also should be subject to the rational sou  118  . Any-  one who lives according to the most spiritual, even divine, part of the soul  is happy. But Augustine rejects from the beginning the Manichaean thesis  of the divinity of the soul; the soul is not a part of God'*. Consequently,  Augustine defines the activity of the soul with regard to the body as uti:  the human being is a rational soul that uses.the body”.  b) Augustine describes the striving or longing (appetitus) of the  soul for the body from four angles:  - in order to possess the body;  16 Soliloquia 1,12,21. CSEL 89,33: "... quarum prior (sc. animus) melior, deterius  corpus est". De inmortalitate animae 2,2. CSEL 89,102: "Melior autem ratio nostra quam  corpus nostrum”.  77 De quantitate animae 13,22. 14,23. 36,80. 36,81. CSEL 89,158. 159. 229. 230. See  J.K. COYLE, Augustine’s "De moribus ecclesiae catholicae". A-Study of the Work, its  Composition and its Sources. Fribourg Sw., University Press, 1978, p. 317-319.  18 De inmortalitate animae 16,25. CSEL 89,127: "Hoc et de irrationali anima vel vita,  quod nec in eam rationalis anima convertitur, dici potest. Et ipsa enim, nisi inferiore  ordine rationali subiceretur, aeque sumeret speciem et talis esset".  ” C. Academicos 1,2,5. CCL 29,6: "Quis, inquam, dubitaverit nihil esse aliud hominis  optimum quam eam partem animi, cui dominanti optemperare convenit cetera quaeque in  homine sunt? Haec autem, ne aliam postules definitionem, mens aut ratio dici potest". Ib.  1.1,1. Ib. 3, Augustine even declares: "... divinum animum mortalibus inhaerentem ...". In  Retractationes 1,1,2. CCL 57,8 he remarks, however, that the mind or the reason are  indeed the highest in human being, but that one should not live according to reason in  order to be happy, but according to God. I agree with J.J. O’MEARA, St. Augustine  against the Academics (A.C.W. 12). Westminster (Maryl.), Newman Press, 1950, p. 170:  "The epithet ’divine’ used with ’spirit’ is not employed in its strict sense", because this  would be in contradiction with his refusal of the Manichaean position. Augustine stresses  the distinction of the substance of the soul and the substance of God: De ordine 11,11,31.  11,17,46. CCL 29,124. 132. De quantitate animae 34,77. CSEL 89,225. De Genesi contra  Manichaeos 26,40. PL 34,217. See J. PFPN, a.c., p. 233-236.  %® De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 27,52. CSEL 90,45:' "Homo igitur, ut homini  apparet, anima rationalis est mortali atque terreno utens corpore". De inmortalitate animae  14,23. CSEL 89,125: "... tali conmutatione corporis, qualis somnus est, usum eiusdem  corporis animae, non vitam propriam, posse minui”. The same applies to the senses: De  ordine 11,2,6. CCL 29,109: "... non solum ex corpore et anima, sed etiam ex anima tota  constare sapientem, si quidem partem istam, qua utitur sensibus, animae esse negare  dementis est”; cf. ıb. 11,3,10. ib. 113. Soliloquia 1,7,14. CSEL 89,22.1NONMN solum COTDOIC el anıma, sed anıma tOLa
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21 De inmortalitate anımae 13,20 SEL
9,16. ıb LIS: st anımus vıta qua'50  T.J. VAN BAVEL  - in order to give life to the body;  - in order to give it its form somehow;  - in order to help the body in every possible way“.  The endeavour of the mind is to act, to know, to sense and to live. The  mind is a kind of life”. Because it is giving life to the body, it is its  highest good”. Almost the same scheme recurs in De quantitate animae  when Augustine speaks of the first three degrees of the soul in its relation-  ship with the body: de corpore, per Corpus, circa Corpus:  - the soul enlivens the body, it brings it together into a unity, and pre-  serves its unity;  - the soul experiences and distinguishes everything through the five senses;  it approves and desires what suits the nature of its body (even procre-  ation), and shuns and rejects what is unsuited.  - the soul improves life on earth in a creative way through culture, art and  science.  To these three one can add also the fourth degree, insofar as the soul dares  to rank itself not only before its own body, but even before the whole  corporeal or material universe*“,  c) It is striking how often Augustine in his first writings speaks  about death. A wise person fears neither death nor pain, but it would be  stupid not to avoid them if he or she is able to do so”. In order to  achieve that the soul adheres totally to the truth, one should yearn for  death as the greatest boon, for death, which was initially an object of fear,  means the sheer flight (fuga) and escape (elapsio) from this body”. Also  the‘ man Jesus teaches this”. Augustine praises his mother Monnica  because she no longer fears death, and he considers this as the highest  form of philosophy”. Leaving the body means an easier or more difficult  2 De inmortalitate animae 13,20. CSEL 89,122.  2 Jb. 9,16. ib. 117: "Est autem animus vita quaedam ...".  23 De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 5,7. CSEL 90,10.  % De quantitate animae 33,70-73. 35,79. CSEL 89,217-222. 228.  3 De beata vita 4,25. CCL 29,79.  %® De quantitaie animae 33,76. CSEL 89,225: "Tanta autem in contemplanda veritate  voluptas est ... ut neque quicquam praeterea scisse se aliquando aliquis putet, cum sibi  scire videbatur, et quo minus impediatur anima toti tota inhaerere veritati, mors, quae  antea metuebatur, id est ab hoc corpore omnimoda fuga et elapsio, pro summo munere  desideretur”. In the same passage the resurrection of the flesh is explicitly mentioned.  ” De div. quaestionibus 83, q. 25. CCL 44/A,31: "Pertinet autem ad vitam rectam, ea  quae non sunt metuenda non metuere. Mors autem metuenda non est”.  % De ordine 1,11,32-1,1,1. CCL 29,105-106.De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 3 SEL 90,10.
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voluptas est50  T.J. VAN BAVEL  - in order to give life to the body;  - in order to give it its form somehow;  - in order to help the body in every possible way“.  The endeavour of the mind is to act, to know, to sense and to live. The  mind is a kind of life”. Because it is giving life to the body, it is its  highest good”. Almost the same scheme recurs in De quantitate animae  when Augustine speaks of the first three degrees of the soul in its relation-  ship with the body: de corpore, per Corpus, circa Corpus:  - the soul enlivens the body, it brings it together into a unity, and pre-  serves its unity;  - the soul experiences and distinguishes everything through the five senses;  it approves and desires what suits the nature of its body (even procre-  ation), and shuns and rejects what is unsuited.  - the soul improves life on earth in a creative way through culture, art and  science.  To these three one can add also the fourth degree, insofar as the soul dares  to rank itself not only before its own body, but even before the whole  corporeal or material universe*“,  c) It is striking how often Augustine in his first writings speaks  about death. A wise person fears neither death nor pain, but it would be  stupid not to avoid them if he or she is able to do so”. In order to  achieve that the soul adheres totally to the truth, one should yearn for  death as the greatest boon, for death, which was initially an object of fear,  means the sheer flight (fuga) and escape (elapsio) from this body”. Also  the‘ man Jesus teaches this”. Augustine praises his mother Monnica  because she no longer fears death, and he considers this as the highest  form of philosophy”. Leaving the body means an easier or more difficult  2 De inmortalitate animae 13,20. CSEL 89,122.  2 Jb. 9,16. ib. 117: "Est autem animus vita quaedam ...".  23 De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 5,7. CSEL 90,10.  % De quantitate animae 33,70-73. 35,79. CSEL 89,217-222. 228.  3 De beata vita 4,25. CCL 29,79.  %® De quantitaie animae 33,76. CSEL 89,225: "Tanta autem in contemplanda veritate  voluptas est ... ut neque quicquam praeterea scisse se aliquando aliquis putet, cum sibi  scire videbatur, et quo minus impediatur anima toti tota inhaerere veritati, mors, quae  antea metuebatur, id est ab hoc corpore omnimoda fuga et elapsio, pro summo munere  desideretur”. In the same passage the resurrection of the flesh is explicitly mentioned.  ” De div. quaestionibus 83, q. 25. CCL 44/A,31: "Pertinet autem ad vitam rectam, ea  quae non sunt metuenda non metuere. Mors autem metuenda non est”.  % De ordine 1,11,32-1,1,1. CCL 29,105-106.6 | quı1cquam praeierea SCISSE alıquando alıquıs PuleL, CU|  = sıbı
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29 9.  9 Biıl2"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  51  liberation according to the degree one has lived more or less virtuously”.  But in spite of the fact that Augustine sees the absence of fear of death as  an ideal®, he is conscious of not yet having realized it?. He wishes to  remain alive, not for the sake of life itself, but he fears death because he  has not yet attained wisdom®”. He fears especially the loss of three  objects: a) the persons he loves; b) his health and, consequently, he is  scared of grief and pain; c) his life in this body and, therefore, he dreads  dying®.  2. Negative valuation of the body and senses  According to Plotinus, we should transcend the sensible world,  otherwise we will not reach the deepest meaning of human existence.  However, the senses are necessary, but not sufficient*. The body and the  sensory world are intimately connected in Augustine’s earliest works, and,  as it seems, in a more negative way than in Plotinus. Everything that is  sensory is corporeal, and everything with which the senses come into  contact is sensory. If one wishes to know oneself thoroughly, one must  obtain the habit of withdrawing oneself from the senses, for these plunge  the human being in the fragmented and dispersed domain of the sensory  world®. For this reason, one should look down with disdain upon human  2 Ib. 11,9,26. ib.122: "... tamen inconcusse credo, mox ut hoc corpus reliquerint, eos,  quo bene magis minusve vixerunt, €o facilius aut difficilius liberari". Epist. 10,2. CSEL  34/1,23.  * De quantitate animae 33,73. 33,76. CSEL 89,221-222. 225. And within the context  of the resurrection of the body: De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,46: "...  his cognitis mortem non modo contemnet, verum etiam desiderabit". See J.K. COYLE, 0.Cc.,  p. 366-368.  * Soliloquia 11,13,23. CSEL 89,78: "O multum beatos, quibus, sive ab ipsis sive abs  quolibet, non esse metuendam mortem, etiamsi anima intereat, persuasum est! At mihi  misero nullae adhuc rationes, nulli libri persuadere potuerunt. R. Noli gemere, inmortalis  est animus humanus".  ° Ib. 1,12,20. ib. 32: "R. Non igitur et vitam istam propter seipsam, sed propter  sapientiam vis manere. A. Sic est”.  .16 E9.16..1b..25,  * See M.R. MILES, Augustine on the Body. Missoula Montana, Scholars Press, 1979,  2:9:22.  ® De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 12,20. CSEL 90,24: "... animum atque mentem  creaturam esse. Alia ergo creatura corpus est ... alia creatura est omne sensibile”. cf. ib.  20,37. ib. 41: the illecebrae corporis are related to the sensibilia. De ordine 1,1,3-2,3.  CCL 29,90: "Qui tamen ut se noscat, magna opus habet consuetudine recedendi a sensibus  et animum in se ipsum colligendi atque in se ipso retinendi ... idcircoque illam (sc. pul-  Chritudinem) videre non licet animae, quae in multa procedit sectaturque aviditate paupe-tamen INCONCUSSE credo, INOX ul hOC L0)  u: relıquerınt, COS,
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f the resurrection of the De MoOriıbDus ecclesiae catholicae 22.40 SEL 90,46"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  51  liberation according to the degree one has lived more or less virtuously”.  But in spite of the fact that Augustine sees the absence of fear of death as  an ideal®, he is conscious of not yet having realized it?. He wishes to  remain alive, not for the sake of life itself, but he fears death because he  has not yet attained wisdom®”. He fears especially the loss of three  objects: a) the persons he loves; b) his health and, consequently, he is  scared of grief and pain; c) his life in this body and, therefore, he dreads  dying®.  2. Negative valuation of the body and senses  According to Plotinus, we should transcend the sensible world,  otherwise we will not reach the deepest meaning of human existence.  However, the senses are necessary, but not sufficient*. The body and the  sensory world are intimately connected in Augustine’s earliest works, and,  as it seems, in a more negative way than in Plotinus. Everything that is  sensory is corporeal, and everything with which the senses come into  contact is sensory. If one wishes to know oneself thoroughly, one must  obtain the habit of withdrawing oneself from the senses, for these plunge  the human being in the fragmented and dispersed domain of the sensory  world®. For this reason, one should look down with disdain upon human  2 Ib. 11,9,26. ib.122: "... tamen inconcusse credo, mox ut hoc corpus reliquerint, eos,  quo bene magis minusve vixerunt, €o facilius aut difficilius liberari". Epist. 10,2. CSEL  34/1,23.  * De quantitate animae 33,73. 33,76. CSEL 89,221-222. 225. And within the context  of the resurrection of the body: De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,46: "...  his cognitis mortem non modo contemnet, verum etiam desiderabit". See J.K. COYLE, 0.Cc.,  p. 366-368.  * Soliloquia 11,13,23. CSEL 89,78: "O multum beatos, quibus, sive ab ipsis sive abs  quolibet, non esse metuendam mortem, etiamsi anima intereat, persuasum est! At mihi  misero nullae adhuc rationes, nulli libri persuadere potuerunt. R. Noli gemere, inmortalis  est animus humanus".  ° Ib. 1,12,20. ib. 32: "R. Non igitur et vitam istam propter seipsam, sed propter  sapientiam vis manere. A. Sic est”.  .16 E9.16..1b..25,  * See M.R. MILES, Augustine on the Body. Missoula Montana, Scholars Press, 1979,  2:9:22.  ® De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 12,20. CSEL 90,24: "... animum atque mentem  creaturam esse. Alia ergo creatura corpus est ... alia creatura est omne sensibile”. cf. ib.  20,37. ib. 41: the illecebrae corporis are related to the sensibilia. De ordine 1,1,3-2,3.  CCL 29,90: "Qui tamen ut se noscat, magna opus habet consuetudine recedendi a sensibus  et animum in se ipsum colligendi atque in se ipso retinendi ... idcircoque illam (sc. pul-  Chritudinem) videre non licet animae, quae in multa procedit sectaturque aviditate paupe-hıis COgNILS NONMN mMmOodoeı CI UM et1am desıderabıt  A See O,
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homınum 1CO sed OMN1UM, QuUaC SCIHISUS atuıngıt”. De dıv. quaestionibus 83,52  T.J. VAN BAVEL  affairs. The word despicere, however, has here a special meaning. The  matter is not to be shocked by questions beyond our capacity, such as:  why a human being wants to have children and does not have them, while  another is worried over the excessive fecundity of his wife; why he who is  ready to bestow gifts lavashly is in need of money, while the mean and  miserly usurer carefully watches over his hidden treasure; why extrava-  gance spends and wastes an ample inheritance, while the tearful beggar  hardly gets a coin; why undeserved honour exalts somebody, and a blame-  less life passes unobserved in the crowd. Such questions lead easily to the  loss of belief in divine providence”. The Christian mysteries command  that a person who wishes to be in the likeness of God and to find there the  salvation of his soul, must renounce the world (cf. Luke 14:33)” and  despise all that is corporeal. Faith alone can purge us from desire of mor-  tal things®. In the expressions "to leave behind the delights of the body",  "to withdraw oneself from the corporeal senses", "the more the soul tran-  scends the body, the more it is wiser" or "we should crucify the lusts and  evil desires which tear the mind apart and dissipate it" (referring to Gal.  5:24 "Those who belong to Jesus Christ have crucified their flesh with its  riem, quam nescit sola segregatione multitudinis posse vitari. Multitudinem autem non  hominum dico sed omnium, quae sensus attingit". De div. quaestionibus 83, q. 9. CCL  44/A ,17: "... non est constitutum iudicium veritatis in sensibus. Quamobrem saluberrime  admonemur averti ab hoc mundo, qui profecto corporeus est et sensibilis, et ad deum  converti". In his Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,12 Augustine remarks that he had better said "the  senses of the body" in stead of sensus without further specification (probably because he  accepts a bit later also a sensus interior: see G. O’DALY, 0.c., p.102-105). cf. De quanti-  tate animae 19,33. CSEL 89,173: "... anima ... quia neglecta mente defluxit in sensus,  nihil aliud quam tumuisse  iudicanda est". See also J. DOIGNON, Etat des questions  relatives aux premiers Dialogues de saint Augustin, in: Internationales Symposion über  den Stand der Augustinus-Forschung. Hrsg. von C. MAYER u. K.H. CHELIUS. Würzburg,  Augustinus-Verlag, 1989, p. 62-63. 68-70. 72.  % De ordine 1,5,14-15. CCL 29,115: "... unde iam, dum ipsis humanis rebus teneatur,  sic eas despiciat cunctaque discernat, ut nullo modo eum moveat, cur alius optet liberos  habere nec habeat, alius uxoris nimia fecunditate torqueatur ...".  ” De quantitate animae 3,4. CSEL 89,135: "Ideoque bene praecipitur etiam in mys-  terlis, ut omnia corporea contemnat universoque huic mundo renuntiet - qui, ut videmus,  corporeus est - quisquis se talem reddi desiderat, qualis a deo factus est, id est similem  deo; non enim alia salus animae est aut renovatio aut reconciliatio auctori suo". De Gene-  si contra Manichaeos 1,17,28. PL 34,187: "... propter intellectum ... quamvis etiam corpus  nostrum sic fabricatum sit, ut indicet nos meliores esse quam bestias, et propterea Deo  similes".  %3 Soliloquia 1,6,12. CSEL 89,20.NON est constitutum i1udıcıum verıtatıs sensıbus. Quamobrem saluberrime
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Cy CONITra Manıiıchaeos L1752  T.J. VAN BAVEL  affairs. The word despicere, however, has here a special meaning. The  matter is not to be shocked by questions beyond our capacity, such as:  why a human being wants to have children and does not have them, while  another is worried over the excessive fecundity of his wife; why he who is  ready to bestow gifts lavashly is in need of money, while the mean and  miserly usurer carefully watches over his hidden treasure; why extrava-  gance spends and wastes an ample inheritance, while the tearful beggar  hardly gets a coin; why undeserved honour exalts somebody, and a blame-  less life passes unobserved in the crowd. Such questions lead easily to the  loss of belief in divine providence”. The Christian mysteries command  that a person who wishes to be in the likeness of God and to find there the  salvation of his soul, must renounce the world (cf. Luke 14:33)” and  despise all that is corporeal. Faith alone can purge us from desire of mor-  tal things®. In the expressions "to leave behind the delights of the body",  "to withdraw oneself from the corporeal senses", "the more the soul tran-  scends the body, the more it is wiser" or "we should crucify the lusts and  evil desires which tear the mind apart and dissipate it" (referring to Gal.  5:24 "Those who belong to Jesus Christ have crucified their flesh with its  riem, quam nescit sola segregatione multitudinis posse vitari. Multitudinem autem non  hominum dico sed omnium, quae sensus attingit". De div. quaestionibus 83, q. 9. CCL  44/A ,17: "... non est constitutum iudicium veritatis in sensibus. Quamobrem saluberrime  admonemur averti ab hoc mundo, qui profecto corporeus est et sensibilis, et ad deum  converti". In his Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,12 Augustine remarks that he had better said "the  senses of the body" in stead of sensus without further specification (probably because he  accepts a bit later also a sensus interior: see G. O’DALY, 0.c., p.102-105). cf. De quanti-  tate animae 19,33. CSEL 89,173: "... anima ... quia neglecta mente defluxit in sensus,  nihil aliud quam tumuisse  iudicanda est". See also J. DOIGNON, Etat des questions  relatives aux premiers Dialogues de saint Augustin, in: Internationales Symposion über  den Stand der Augustinus-Forschung. Hrsg. von C. MAYER u. K.H. CHELIUS. Würzburg,  Augustinus-Verlag, 1989, p. 62-63. 68-70. 72.  % De ordine 1,5,14-15. CCL 29,115: "... unde iam, dum ipsis humanis rebus teneatur,  sic eas despiciat cunctaque discernat, ut nullo modo eum moveat, cur alius optet liberos  habere nec habeat, alius uxoris nimia fecunditate torqueatur ...".  ” De quantitate animae 3,4. CSEL 89,135: "Ideoque bene praecipitur etiam in mys-  terlis, ut omnia corporea contemnat universoque huic mundo renuntiet - qui, ut videmus,  corporeus est - quisquis se talem reddi desiderat, qualis a deo factus est, id est similem  deo; non enim alia salus animae est aut renovatio aut reconciliatio auctori suo". De Gene-  si contra Manichaeos 1,17,28. PL 34,187: "... propter intellectum ... quamvis etiam corpus  nostrum sic fabricatum sit, ut indicet nos meliores esse quam bestias, et propterea Deo  similes".  %3 Soliloquia 1,6,12. CSEL 89,20.propter intellectum52  T.J. VAN BAVEL  affairs. The word despicere, however, has here a special meaning. The  matter is not to be shocked by questions beyond our capacity, such as:  why a human being wants to have children and does not have them, while  another is worried over the excessive fecundity of his wife; why he who is  ready to bestow gifts lavashly is in need of money, while the mean and  miserly usurer carefully watches over his hidden treasure; why extrava-  gance spends and wastes an ample inheritance, while the tearful beggar  hardly gets a coin; why undeserved honour exalts somebody, and a blame-  less life passes unobserved in the crowd. Such questions lead easily to the  loss of belief in divine providence”. The Christian mysteries command  that a person who wishes to be in the likeness of God and to find there the  salvation of his soul, must renounce the world (cf. Luke 14:33)” and  despise all that is corporeal. Faith alone can purge us from desire of mor-  tal things®. In the expressions "to leave behind the delights of the body",  "to withdraw oneself from the corporeal senses", "the more the soul tran-  scends the body, the more it is wiser" or "we should crucify the lusts and  evil desires which tear the mind apart and dissipate it" (referring to Gal.  5:24 "Those who belong to Jesus Christ have crucified their flesh with its  riem, quam nescit sola segregatione multitudinis posse vitari. Multitudinem autem non  hominum dico sed omnium, quae sensus attingit". De div. quaestionibus 83, q. 9. CCL  44/A ,17: "... non est constitutum iudicium veritatis in sensibus. Quamobrem saluberrime  admonemur averti ab hoc mundo, qui profecto corporeus est et sensibilis, et ad deum  converti". In his Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,12 Augustine remarks that he had better said "the  senses of the body" in stead of sensus without further specification (probably because he  accepts a bit later also a sensus interior: see G. O’DALY, 0.c., p.102-105). cf. De quanti-  tate animae 19,33. CSEL 89,173: "... anima ... quia neglecta mente defluxit in sensus,  nihil aliud quam tumuisse  iudicanda est". See also J. DOIGNON, Etat des questions  relatives aux premiers Dialogues de saint Augustin, in: Internationales Symposion über  den Stand der Augustinus-Forschung. Hrsg. von C. MAYER u. K.H. CHELIUS. Würzburg,  Augustinus-Verlag, 1989, p. 62-63. 68-70. 72.  % De ordine 1,5,14-15. CCL 29,115: "... unde iam, dum ipsis humanis rebus teneatur,  sic eas despiciat cunctaque discernat, ut nullo modo eum moveat, cur alius optet liberos  habere nec habeat, alius uxoris nimia fecunditate torqueatur ...".  ” De quantitate animae 3,4. CSEL 89,135: "Ideoque bene praecipitur etiam in mys-  terlis, ut omnia corporea contemnat universoque huic mundo renuntiet - qui, ut videmus,  corporeus est - quisquis se talem reddi desiderat, qualis a deo factus est, id est similem  deo; non enim alia salus animae est aut renovatio aut reconciliatio auctori suo". De Gene-  si contra Manichaeos 1,17,28. PL 34,187: "... propter intellectum ... quamvis etiam corpus  nostrum sic fabricatum sit, ut indicet nos meliores esse quam bestias, et propterea Deo  similes".  %3 Soliloquia 1,6,12. CSEL 89,20.quamVvıs t1am u:
OSITUmM SIC abrıcatum Sıt, uL ndıcet 105 melıo0res SSC Quam st1as, el propierca Deo
siımıles”.
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39 Academıcos 111,9,19 ( 29.4655  "NO ONI£ EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  perturbations and lusts”)®, we should take into account a strong moral  component. However, I do not at all deny, that Augustine, in his earlier  writings, displays an exaggerated optimism regarding the role of reason  and wisdom reserved to an elite. We see that this optimism decreases more  and more in Augustine’s later works. But even at the moment of writing  his first works, he avows that a human being is not able to transcend the  body totally: "The human soul, by means of reason and knowledge, with-  draws itself as far as it can from the body and gladly enjoys the delights  of the interior life. The more it stoops to the senses, the greater its similar-  ity to the animal... The soul should not pour itself out in the senses beyond  the measure of necessity, but rather should collect itself from the senses  and become a child of God again, that is, become a new human being  after having put off the old” (cf. Eph.‘ 4:22-24)'“. In this period,  Augustine has clearly a predilection for the Neoplatonic terminology  "escape-flight" (fuga). We should flee from the lusts and the perishable  things, from the mortal goods to the immortal“. We must flee entirely  3 C Academicos 111,9,19. CCL 29,46: "... relictis saltem voluptatibus corporis ...". De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,119: "... animus, cum se avertit a corpore ..." in  order to attain true knowledge. De moribus Manichaeorum 17,55. CSEL 90,138: "Ani-  mam autem hominis, quanto sapientior corpore excesserit, tanto utilius excedere veritas  docet ...". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL 34,188: "... conscindunt et dissipant  animum ... perturbationes, et libidines, et concupiscentiae malae. De quibus jam nobis  praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur  mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15,54)". De ordine 1,11,32. CCL 29,106: "Esse autem alium  mundum ab istis oculis remotissimum, quem paucorum sanorum intellectus intuetur, satis  ipse Christus significat, qui non dicit Regnum meum non est de mundo’, sed: Regnum  meum non est de hoc mundo (Joh. 18:36)". See the correction in Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,  12-13: the Platonic intelligible world is not identical with the Reign of Christ (Mt. 6:10).  % De quantitate animae 28,54-55. CSEL 89,200-201: "Humana vero anima ... Suspen-  dit se a corpore, quantum potest, et ca quae intus est, libentius fruitur voluptate; quanto-  que in sensus declinat magis, tanto similiorem hominem pecori facit ... Quamobrem ... li-  benter tamen in eo sermone demoror, quo admonetur anima, ne se ultra quam necessitas  cogit, refundat in sensus, sed ab his potius ad seipsam conligat et repuerescat deo; quod  est novum hominem fieri vetere exuto".  4 De ordine 11,16,44: "... vel adhuc servus cupiditatum et inhians rebus pereuntibus  vel iam ista fugiens casteque vivens ...". 11,19,50: "... a deteriore ad melius, a mortali ad  inmortale fugiendum est”. I1,11,31: "... admonendus erat homo, et quo sibi redeundem  esset et unde fugiendum". CCL 29,131. 134. 124. But this is also the teaching of the  Bible: De libero arbitrio 1,15,32. CCL 29,233: "Iubet igitur aeterna lex avertere amorem a  temporalibus et eum mundatum ad aeterna convertere ...", although the material things as  such are good (ib. 33. ib. 234). Epist. 2. CSEL 34/1,3: "Horum itaque amorem pernicio-  sissimum...vera et divina philosophia monet frenare atque sopire, ut se toto animus, etiam  dum hoc corpus agit, in ea, quae semper eiusdem modi sunt ... feratur atque aestuet". De  moribus ecclesiae catholicae 21,39. CSEL 90,44: "Huic ergo auctoritati novi testamenti,  qua iubemur nihil huius mundi diligere (1 Joh. 2,15), illa maxime sententia qua dictum estreliicths saltem voluptatıbus COTDOTIS55  "NO ONI£ EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  perturbations and lusts”)®, we should take into account a strong moral  component. However, I do not at all deny, that Augustine, in his earlier  writings, displays an exaggerated optimism regarding the role of reason  and wisdom reserved to an elite. We see that this optimism decreases more  and more in Augustine’s later works. But even at the moment of writing  his first works, he avows that a human being is not able to transcend the  body totally: "The human soul, by means of reason and knowledge, with-  draws itself as far as it can from the body and gladly enjoys the delights  of the interior life. The more it stoops to the senses, the greater its similar-  ity to the animal... The soul should not pour itself out in the senses beyond  the measure of necessity, but rather should collect itself from the senses  and become a child of God again, that is, become a new human being  after having put off the old” (cf. Eph.‘ 4:22-24)'“. In this period,  Augustine has clearly a predilection for the Neoplatonic terminology  "escape-flight" (fuga). We should flee from the lusts and the perishable  things, from the mortal goods to the immortal“. We must flee entirely  3 C Academicos 111,9,19. CCL 29,46: "... relictis saltem voluptatibus corporis ...". De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,119: "... animus, cum se avertit a corpore ..." in  order to attain true knowledge. De moribus Manichaeorum 17,55. CSEL 90,138: "Ani-  mam autem hominis, quanto sapientior corpore excesserit, tanto utilius excedere veritas  docet ...". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL 34,188: "... conscindunt et dissipant  animum ... perturbationes, et libidines, et concupiscentiae malae. De quibus jam nobis  praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur  mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15,54)". De ordine 1,11,32. CCL 29,106: "Esse autem alium  mundum ab istis oculis remotissimum, quem paucorum sanorum intellectus intuetur, satis  ipse Christus significat, qui non dicit Regnum meum non est de mundo’, sed: Regnum  meum non est de hoc mundo (Joh. 18:36)". See the correction in Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,  12-13: the Platonic intelligible world is not identical with the Reign of Christ (Mt. 6:10).  % De quantitate animae 28,54-55. CSEL 89,200-201: "Humana vero anima ... Suspen-  dit se a corpore, quantum potest, et ca quae intus est, libentius fruitur voluptate; quanto-  que in sensus declinat magis, tanto similiorem hominem pecori facit ... Quamobrem ... li-  benter tamen in eo sermone demoror, quo admonetur anima, ne se ultra quam necessitas  cogit, refundat in sensus, sed ab his potius ad seipsam conligat et repuerescat deo; quod  est novum hominem fieri vetere exuto".  4 De ordine 11,16,44: "... vel adhuc servus cupiditatum et inhians rebus pereuntibus  vel iam ista fugiens casteque vivens ...". 11,19,50: "... a deteriore ad melius, a mortali ad  inmortale fugiendum est”. I1,11,31: "... admonendus erat homo, et quo sibi redeundem  esset et unde fugiendum". CCL 29,131. 134. 124. But this is also the teaching of the  Bible: De libero arbitrio 1,15,32. CCL 29,233: "Iubet igitur aeterna lex avertere amorem a  temporalibus et eum mundatum ad aeterna convertere ...", although the material things as  such are good (ib. 33. ib. 234). Epist. 2. CSEL 34/1,3: "Horum itaque amorem pernicio-  sissimum...vera et divina philosophia monet frenare atque sopire, ut se toto animus, etiam  dum hoc corpus agit, in ea, quae semper eiusdem modi sunt ... feratur atque aestuet". De  moribus ecclesiae catholicae 21,39. CSEL 90,44: "Huic ergo auctoritati novi testamenti,  qua iubemur nihil huius mundi diligere (1 Joh. 2,15), illa maxime sententia qua dictum estDe
inmortalitate Aanımae 10.17 SEL55  "NO ONI£ EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  perturbations and lusts”)®, we should take into account a strong moral  component. However, I do not at all deny, that Augustine, in his earlier  writings, displays an exaggerated optimism regarding the role of reason  and wisdom reserved to an elite. We see that this optimism decreases more  and more in Augustine’s later works. But even at the moment of writing  his first works, he avows that a human being is not able to transcend the  body totally: "The human soul, by means of reason and knowledge, with-  draws itself as far as it can from the body and gladly enjoys the delights  of the interior life. The more it stoops to the senses, the greater its similar-  ity to the animal... The soul should not pour itself out in the senses beyond  the measure of necessity, but rather should collect itself from the senses  and become a child of God again, that is, become a new human being  after having put off the old” (cf. Eph.‘ 4:22-24)'“. In this period,  Augustine has clearly a predilection for the Neoplatonic terminology  "escape-flight" (fuga). We should flee from the lusts and the perishable  things, from the mortal goods to the immortal“. We must flee entirely  3 C Academicos 111,9,19. CCL 29,46: "... relictis saltem voluptatibus corporis ...". De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,119: "... animus, cum se avertit a corpore ..." in  order to attain true knowledge. De moribus Manichaeorum 17,55. CSEL 90,138: "Ani-  mam autem hominis, quanto sapientior corpore excesserit, tanto utilius excedere veritas  docet ...". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL 34,188: "... conscindunt et dissipant  animum ... perturbationes, et libidines, et concupiscentiae malae. De quibus jam nobis  praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur  mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15,54)". De ordine 1,11,32. CCL 29,106: "Esse autem alium  mundum ab istis oculis remotissimum, quem paucorum sanorum intellectus intuetur, satis  ipse Christus significat, qui non dicit Regnum meum non est de mundo’, sed: Regnum  meum non est de hoc mundo (Joh. 18:36)". See the correction in Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,  12-13: the Platonic intelligible world is not identical with the Reign of Christ (Mt. 6:10).  % De quantitate animae 28,54-55. CSEL 89,200-201: "Humana vero anima ... Suspen-  dit se a corpore, quantum potest, et ca quae intus est, libentius fruitur voluptate; quanto-  que in sensus declinat magis, tanto similiorem hominem pecori facit ... Quamobrem ... li-  benter tamen in eo sermone demoror, quo admonetur anima, ne se ultra quam necessitas  cogit, refundat in sensus, sed ab his potius ad seipsam conligat et repuerescat deo; quod  est novum hominem fieri vetere exuto".  4 De ordine 11,16,44: "... vel adhuc servus cupiditatum et inhians rebus pereuntibus  vel iam ista fugiens casteque vivens ...". 11,19,50: "... a deteriore ad melius, a mortali ad  inmortale fugiendum est”. I1,11,31: "... admonendus erat homo, et quo sibi redeundem  esset et unde fugiendum". CCL 29,131. 134. 124. But this is also the teaching of the  Bible: De libero arbitrio 1,15,32. CCL 29,233: "Iubet igitur aeterna lex avertere amorem a  temporalibus et eum mundatum ad aeterna convertere ...", although the material things as  such are good (ib. 33. ib. 234). Epist. 2. CSEL 34/1,3: "Horum itaque amorem pernicio-  sissimum...vera et divina philosophia monet frenare atque sopire, ut se toto animus, etiam  dum hoc corpus agit, in ea, quae semper eiusdem modi sunt ... feratur atque aestuet". De  moribus ecclesiae catholicae 21,39. CSEL 90,44: "Huic ergo auctoritati novi testamenti,  qua iubemur nihil huius mundi diligere (1 Joh. 2,15), illa maxime sententia qua dictum estanımus, CUuUmMm avert! L0)55  "NO ONI£ EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  perturbations and lusts”)®, we should take into account a strong moral  component. However, I do not at all deny, that Augustine, in his earlier  writings, displays an exaggerated optimism regarding the role of reason  and wisdom reserved to an elite. We see that this optimism decreases more  and more in Augustine’s later works. But even at the moment of writing  his first works, he avows that a human being is not able to transcend the  body totally: "The human soul, by means of reason and knowledge, with-  draws itself as far as it can from the body and gladly enjoys the delights  of the interior life. The more it stoops to the senses, the greater its similar-  ity to the animal... The soul should not pour itself out in the senses beyond  the measure of necessity, but rather should collect itself from the senses  and become a child of God again, that is, become a new human being  after having put off the old” (cf. Eph.‘ 4:22-24)'“. In this period,  Augustine has clearly a predilection for the Neoplatonic terminology  "escape-flight" (fuga). We should flee from the lusts and the perishable  things, from the mortal goods to the immortal“. We must flee entirely  3 C Academicos 111,9,19. CCL 29,46: "... relictis saltem voluptatibus corporis ...". De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,119: "... animus, cum se avertit a corpore ..." in  order to attain true knowledge. De moribus Manichaeorum 17,55. CSEL 90,138: "Ani-  mam autem hominis, quanto sapientior corpore excesserit, tanto utilius excedere veritas  docet ...". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL 34,188: "... conscindunt et dissipant  animum ... perturbationes, et libidines, et concupiscentiae malae. De quibus jam nobis  praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur  mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15,54)". De ordine 1,11,32. CCL 29,106: "Esse autem alium  mundum ab istis oculis remotissimum, quem paucorum sanorum intellectus intuetur, satis  ipse Christus significat, qui non dicit Regnum meum non est de mundo’, sed: Regnum  meum non est de hoc mundo (Joh. 18:36)". See the correction in Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,  12-13: the Platonic intelligible world is not identical with the Reign of Christ (Mt. 6:10).  % De quantitate animae 28,54-55. CSEL 89,200-201: "Humana vero anima ... Suspen-  dit se a corpore, quantum potest, et ca quae intus est, libentius fruitur voluptate; quanto-  que in sensus declinat magis, tanto similiorem hominem pecori facit ... Quamobrem ... li-  benter tamen in eo sermone demoror, quo admonetur anima, ne se ultra quam necessitas  cogit, refundat in sensus, sed ab his potius ad seipsam conligat et repuerescat deo; quod  est novum hominem fieri vetere exuto".  4 De ordine 11,16,44: "... vel adhuc servus cupiditatum et inhians rebus pereuntibus  vel iam ista fugiens casteque vivens ...". 11,19,50: "... a deteriore ad melius, a mortali ad  inmortale fugiendum est”. I1,11,31: "... admonendus erat homo, et quo sibi redeundem  esset et unde fugiendum". CCL 29,131. 134. 124. But this is also the teaching of the  Bible: De libero arbitrio 1,15,32. CCL 29,233: "Iubet igitur aeterna lex avertere amorem a  temporalibus et eum mundatum ad aeterna convertere ...", although the material things as  such are good (ib. 33. ib. 234). Epist. 2. CSEL 34/1,3: "Horum itaque amorem pernicio-  sissimum...vera et divina philosophia monet frenare atque sopire, ut se toto animus, etiam  dum hoc corpus agit, in ea, quae semper eiusdem modi sunt ... feratur atque aestuet". De  moribus ecclesiae catholicae 21,39. CSEL 90,44: "Huic ergo auctoritati novi testamenti,  qua iubemur nihil huius mundi diligere (1 Joh. 2,15), illa maxime sententia qua dictum estIn
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De quantıtate anımae 28,54-55 SEL 89,200-201 "Humana VC)] anıma55  "NO ONI£ EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  perturbations and lusts”)®, we should take into account a strong moral  component. However, I do not at all deny, that Augustine, in his earlier  writings, displays an exaggerated optimism regarding the role of reason  and wisdom reserved to an elite. We see that this optimism decreases more  and more in Augustine’s later works. But even at the moment of writing  his first works, he avows that a human being is not able to transcend the  body totally: "The human soul, by means of reason and knowledge, with-  draws itself as far as it can from the body and gladly enjoys the delights  of the interior life. The more it stoops to the senses, the greater its similar-  ity to the animal... The soul should not pour itself out in the senses beyond  the measure of necessity, but rather should collect itself from the senses  and become a child of God again, that is, become a new human being  after having put off the old” (cf. Eph.‘ 4:22-24)'“. In this period,  Augustine has clearly a predilection for the Neoplatonic terminology  "escape-flight" (fuga). We should flee from the lusts and the perishable  things, from the mortal goods to the immortal“. We must flee entirely  3 C Academicos 111,9,19. CCL 29,46: "... relictis saltem voluptatibus corporis ...". De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,119: "... animus, cum se avertit a corpore ..." in  order to attain true knowledge. De moribus Manichaeorum 17,55. CSEL 90,138: "Ani-  mam autem hominis, quanto sapientior corpore excesserit, tanto utilius excedere veritas  docet ...". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL 34,188: "... conscindunt et dissipant  animum ... perturbationes, et libidines, et concupiscentiae malae. De quibus jam nobis  praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur  mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15,54)". De ordine 1,11,32. CCL 29,106: "Esse autem alium  mundum ab istis oculis remotissimum, quem paucorum sanorum intellectus intuetur, satis  ipse Christus significat, qui non dicit Regnum meum non est de mundo’, sed: Regnum  meum non est de hoc mundo (Joh. 18:36)". See the correction in Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,  12-13: the Platonic intelligible world is not identical with the Reign of Christ (Mt. 6:10).  % De quantitate animae 28,54-55. CSEL 89,200-201: "Humana vero anima ... Suspen-  dit se a corpore, quantum potest, et ca quae intus est, libentius fruitur voluptate; quanto-  que in sensus declinat magis, tanto similiorem hominem pecori facit ... Quamobrem ... li-  benter tamen in eo sermone demoror, quo admonetur anima, ne se ultra quam necessitas  cogit, refundat in sensus, sed ab his potius ad seipsam conligat et repuerescat deo; quod  est novum hominem fieri vetere exuto".  4 De ordine 11,16,44: "... vel adhuc servus cupiditatum et inhians rebus pereuntibus  vel iam ista fugiens casteque vivens ...". 11,19,50: "... a deteriore ad melius, a mortali ad  inmortale fugiendum est”. I1,11,31: "... admonendus erat homo, et quo sibi redeundem  esset et unde fugiendum". CCL 29,131. 134. 124. But this is also the teaching of the  Bible: De libero arbitrio 1,15,32. CCL 29,233: "Iubet igitur aeterna lex avertere amorem a  temporalibus et eum mundatum ad aeterna convertere ...", although the material things as  such are good (ib. 33. ib. 234). Epist. 2. CSEL 34/1,3: "Horum itaque amorem pernicio-  sissimum...vera et divina philosophia monet frenare atque sopire, ut se toto animus, etiam  dum hoc corpus agit, in ea, quae semper eiusdem modi sunt ... feratur atque aestuet". De  moribus ecclesiae catholicae 21,39. CSEL 90,44: "Huic ergo auctoritati novi testamenti,  qua iubemur nihil huius mundi diligere (1 Joh. 2,15), illa maxime sententia qua dictum estSUSDCN-
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qu® In SCHSUS declinat magıs, tanto sımılıorem homınem pecorı facıt55  "NO ONI£ EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  perturbations and lusts”)®, we should take into account a strong moral  component. However, I do not at all deny, that Augustine, in his earlier  writings, displays an exaggerated optimism regarding the role of reason  and wisdom reserved to an elite. We see that this optimism decreases more  and more in Augustine’s later works. But even at the moment of writing  his first works, he avows that a human being is not able to transcend the  body totally: "The human soul, by means of reason and knowledge, with-  draws itself as far as it can from the body and gladly enjoys the delights  of the interior life. The more it stoops to the senses, the greater its similar-  ity to the animal... The soul should not pour itself out in the senses beyond  the measure of necessity, but rather should collect itself from the senses  and become a child of God again, that is, become a new human being  after having put off the old” (cf. Eph.‘ 4:22-24)'“. In this period,  Augustine has clearly a predilection for the Neoplatonic terminology  "escape-flight" (fuga). We should flee from the lusts and the perishable  things, from the mortal goods to the immortal“. We must flee entirely  3 C Academicos 111,9,19. CCL 29,46: "... relictis saltem voluptatibus corporis ...". De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,119: "... animus, cum se avertit a corpore ..." in  order to attain true knowledge. De moribus Manichaeorum 17,55. CSEL 90,138: "Ani-  mam autem hominis, quanto sapientior corpore excesserit, tanto utilius excedere veritas  docet ...". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL 34,188: "... conscindunt et dissipant  animum ... perturbationes, et libidines, et concupiscentiae malae. De quibus jam nobis  praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur  mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15,54)". De ordine 1,11,32. CCL 29,106: "Esse autem alium  mundum ab istis oculis remotissimum, quem paucorum sanorum intellectus intuetur, satis  ipse Christus significat, qui non dicit Regnum meum non est de mundo’, sed: Regnum  meum non est de hoc mundo (Joh. 18:36)". See the correction in Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,  12-13: the Platonic intelligible world is not identical with the Reign of Christ (Mt. 6:10).  % De quantitate animae 28,54-55. CSEL 89,200-201: "Humana vero anima ... Suspen-  dit se a corpore, quantum potest, et ca quae intus est, libentius fruitur voluptate; quanto-  que in sensus declinat magis, tanto similiorem hominem pecori facit ... Quamobrem ... li-  benter tamen in eo sermone demoror, quo admonetur anima, ne se ultra quam necessitas  cogit, refundat in sensus, sed ab his potius ad seipsam conligat et repuerescat deo; quod  est novum hominem fieri vetere exuto".  4 De ordine 11,16,44: "... vel adhuc servus cupiditatum et inhians rebus pereuntibus  vel iam ista fugiens casteque vivens ...". 11,19,50: "... a deteriore ad melius, a mortali ad  inmortale fugiendum est”. I1,11,31: "... admonendus erat homo, et quo sibi redeundem  esset et unde fugiendum". CCL 29,131. 134. 124. But this is also the teaching of the  Bible: De libero arbitrio 1,15,32. CCL 29,233: "Iubet igitur aeterna lex avertere amorem a  temporalibus et eum mundatum ad aeterna convertere ...", although the material things as  such are good (ib. 33. ib. 234). Epist. 2. CSEL 34/1,3: "Horum itaque amorem pernicio-  sissimum...vera et divina philosophia monet frenare atque sopire, ut se toto animus, etiam  dum hoc corpus agit, in ea, quae semper eiusdem modi sunt ... feratur atque aestuet". De  moribus ecclesiae catholicae 21,39. CSEL 90,44: "Huic ergo auctoritati novi testamenti,  qua iubemur nihil huius mundi diligere (1 Joh. 2,15), illa maxime sententia qua dictum estQuamobrem55  "NO ONI£ EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  perturbations and lusts”)®, we should take into account a strong moral  component. However, I do not at all deny, that Augustine, in his earlier  writings, displays an exaggerated optimism regarding the role of reason  and wisdom reserved to an elite. We see that this optimism decreases more  and more in Augustine’s later works. But even at the moment of writing  his first works, he avows that a human being is not able to transcend the  body totally: "The human soul, by means of reason and knowledge, with-  draws itself as far as it can from the body and gladly enjoys the delights  of the interior life. The more it stoops to the senses, the greater its similar-  ity to the animal... The soul should not pour itself out in the senses beyond  the measure of necessity, but rather should collect itself from the senses  and become a child of God again, that is, become a new human being  after having put off the old” (cf. Eph.‘ 4:22-24)'“. In this period,  Augustine has clearly a predilection for the Neoplatonic terminology  "escape-flight" (fuga). We should flee from the lusts and the perishable  things, from the mortal goods to the immortal“. We must flee entirely  3 C Academicos 111,9,19. CCL 29,46: "... relictis saltem voluptatibus corporis ...". De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,119: "... animus, cum se avertit a corpore ..." in  order to attain true knowledge. De moribus Manichaeorum 17,55. CSEL 90,138: "Ani-  mam autem hominis, quanto sapientior corpore excesserit, tanto utilius excedere veritas  docet ...". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL 34,188: "... conscindunt et dissipant  animum ... perturbationes, et libidines, et concupiscentiae malae. De quibus jam nobis  praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur  mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15,54)". De ordine 1,11,32. CCL 29,106: "Esse autem alium  mundum ab istis oculis remotissimum, quem paucorum sanorum intellectus intuetur, satis  ipse Christus significat, qui non dicit Regnum meum non est de mundo’, sed: Regnum  meum non est de hoc mundo (Joh. 18:36)". See the correction in Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,  12-13: the Platonic intelligible world is not identical with the Reign of Christ (Mt. 6:10).  % De quantitate animae 28,54-55. CSEL 89,200-201: "Humana vero anima ... Suspen-  dit se a corpore, quantum potest, et ca quae intus est, libentius fruitur voluptate; quanto-  que in sensus declinat magis, tanto similiorem hominem pecori facit ... Quamobrem ... li-  benter tamen in eo sermone demoror, quo admonetur anima, ne se ultra quam necessitas  cogit, refundat in sensus, sed ab his potius ad seipsam conligat et repuerescat deo; quod  est novum hominem fieri vetere exuto".  4 De ordine 11,16,44: "... vel adhuc servus cupiditatum et inhians rebus pereuntibus  vel iam ista fugiens casteque vivens ...". 11,19,50: "... a deteriore ad melius, a mortali ad  inmortale fugiendum est”. I1,11,31: "... admonendus erat homo, et quo sibi redeundem  esset et unde fugiendum". CCL 29,131. 134. 124. But this is also the teaching of the  Bible: De libero arbitrio 1,15,32. CCL 29,233: "Iubet igitur aeterna lex avertere amorem a  temporalibus et eum mundatum ad aeterna convertere ...", although the material things as  such are good (ib. 33. ib. 234). Epist. 2. CSEL 34/1,3: "Horum itaque amorem pernicio-  sissimum...vera et divina philosophia monet frenare atque sopire, ut se toto animus, etiam  dum hoc corpus agit, in ea, quae semper eiusdem modi sunt ... feratur atque aestuet". De  moribus ecclesiae catholicae 21,39. CSEL 90,44: "Huic ergo auctoritati novi testamenti,  qua iubemur nihil huius mundi diligere (1 Joh. 2,15), illa maxime sententia qua dictum est11-
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vel lam ista fugiıens CasSleque Vivens55  "NO ONI£ EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  perturbations and lusts”)®, we should take into account a strong moral  component. However, I do not at all deny, that Augustine, in his earlier  writings, displays an exaggerated optimism regarding the role of reason  and wisdom reserved to an elite. We see that this optimism decreases more  and more in Augustine’s later works. But even at the moment of writing  his first works, he avows that a human being is not able to transcend the  body totally: "The human soul, by means of reason and knowledge, with-  draws itself as far as it can from the body and gladly enjoys the delights  of the interior life. The more it stoops to the senses, the greater its similar-  ity to the animal... The soul should not pour itself out in the senses beyond  the measure of necessity, but rather should collect itself from the senses  and become a child of God again, that is, become a new human being  after having put off the old” (cf. Eph.‘ 4:22-24)'“. In this period,  Augustine has clearly a predilection for the Neoplatonic terminology  "escape-flight" (fuga). We should flee from the lusts and the perishable  things, from the mortal goods to the immortal“. We must flee entirely  3 C Academicos 111,9,19. CCL 29,46: "... relictis saltem voluptatibus corporis ...". De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,119: "... animus, cum se avertit a corpore ..." in  order to attain true knowledge. De moribus Manichaeorum 17,55. CSEL 90,138: "Ani-  mam autem hominis, quanto sapientior corpore excesserit, tanto utilius excedere veritas  docet ...". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL 34,188: "... conscindunt et dissipant  animum ... perturbationes, et libidines, et concupiscentiae malae. De quibus jam nobis  praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur  mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15,54)". De ordine 1,11,32. CCL 29,106: "Esse autem alium  mundum ab istis oculis remotissimum, quem paucorum sanorum intellectus intuetur, satis  ipse Christus significat, qui non dicit Regnum meum non est de mundo’, sed: Regnum  meum non est de hoc mundo (Joh. 18:36)". See the correction in Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,  12-13: the Platonic intelligible world is not identical with the Reign of Christ (Mt. 6:10).  % De quantitate animae 28,54-55. CSEL 89,200-201: "Humana vero anima ... Suspen-  dit se a corpore, quantum potest, et ca quae intus est, libentius fruitur voluptate; quanto-  que in sensus declinat magis, tanto similiorem hominem pecori facit ... Quamobrem ... li-  benter tamen in eo sermone demoror, quo admonetur anima, ne se ultra quam necessitas  cogit, refundat in sensus, sed ab his potius ad seipsam conligat et repuerescat deo; quod  est novum hominem fieri vetere exuto".  4 De ordine 11,16,44: "... vel adhuc servus cupiditatum et inhians rebus pereuntibus  vel iam ista fugiens casteque vivens ...". 11,19,50: "... a deteriore ad melius, a mortali ad  inmortale fugiendum est”. I1,11,31: "... admonendus erat homo, et quo sibi redeundem  esset et unde fugiendum". CCL 29,131. 134. 124. But this is also the teaching of the  Bible: De libero arbitrio 1,15,32. CCL 29,233: "Iubet igitur aeterna lex avertere amorem a  temporalibus et eum mundatum ad aeterna convertere ...", although the material things as  such are good (ib. 33. ib. 234). Epist. 2. CSEL 34/1,3: "Horum itaque amorem pernicio-  sissimum...vera et divina philosophia monet frenare atque sopire, ut se toto animus, etiam  dum hoc corpus agit, in ea, quae semper eiusdem modi sunt ... feratur atque aestuet". De  moribus ecclesiae catholicae 21,39. CSEL 90,44: "Huic ergo auctoritati novi testamenti,  qua iubemur nihil huius mundi diligere (1 Joh. 2,15), illa maxime sententia qua dictum est11,19,5055  "NO ONI£ EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  perturbations and lusts”)®, we should take into account a strong moral  component. However, I do not at all deny, that Augustine, in his earlier  writings, displays an exaggerated optimism regarding the role of reason  and wisdom reserved to an elite. We see that this optimism decreases more  and more in Augustine’s later works. But even at the moment of writing  his first works, he avows that a human being is not able to transcend the  body totally: "The human soul, by means of reason and knowledge, with-  draws itself as far as it can from the body and gladly enjoys the delights  of the interior life. The more it stoops to the senses, the greater its similar-  ity to the animal... The soul should not pour itself out in the senses beyond  the measure of necessity, but rather should collect itself from the senses  and become a child of God again, that is, become a new human being  after having put off the old” (cf. Eph.‘ 4:22-24)'“. In this period,  Augustine has clearly a predilection for the Neoplatonic terminology  "escape-flight" (fuga). We should flee from the lusts and the perishable  things, from the mortal goods to the immortal“. We must flee entirely  3 C Academicos 111,9,19. CCL 29,46: "... relictis saltem voluptatibus corporis ...". De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,119: "... animus, cum se avertit a corpore ..." in  order to attain true knowledge. De moribus Manichaeorum 17,55. CSEL 90,138: "Ani-  mam autem hominis, quanto sapientior corpore excesserit, tanto utilius excedere veritas  docet ...". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL 34,188: "... conscindunt et dissipant  animum ... perturbationes, et libidines, et concupiscentiae malae. De quibus jam nobis  praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur  mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15,54)". De ordine 1,11,32. CCL 29,106: "Esse autem alium  mundum ab istis oculis remotissimum, quem paucorum sanorum intellectus intuetur, satis  ipse Christus significat, qui non dicit Regnum meum non est de mundo’, sed: Regnum  meum non est de hoc mundo (Joh. 18:36)". See the correction in Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,  12-13: the Platonic intelligible world is not identical with the Reign of Christ (Mt. 6:10).  % De quantitate animae 28,54-55. CSEL 89,200-201: "Humana vero anima ... Suspen-  dit se a corpore, quantum potest, et ca quae intus est, libentius fruitur voluptate; quanto-  que in sensus declinat magis, tanto similiorem hominem pecori facit ... Quamobrem ... li-  benter tamen in eo sermone demoror, quo admonetur anima, ne se ultra quam necessitas  cogit, refundat in sensus, sed ab his potius ad seipsam conligat et repuerescat deo; quod  est novum hominem fieri vetere exuto".  4 De ordine 11,16,44: "... vel adhuc servus cupiditatum et inhians rebus pereuntibus  vel iam ista fugiens casteque vivens ...". 11,19,50: "... a deteriore ad melius, a mortali ad  inmortale fugiendum est”. I1,11,31: "... admonendus erat homo, et quo sibi redeundem  esset et unde fugiendum". CCL 29,131. 134. 124. But this is also the teaching of the  Bible: De libero arbitrio 1,15,32. CCL 29,233: "Iubet igitur aeterna lex avertere amorem a  temporalibus et eum mundatum ad aeterna convertere ...", although the material things as  such are good (ib. 33. ib. 234). Epist. 2. CSEL 34/1,3: "Horum itaque amorem pernicio-  sissimum...vera et divina philosophia monet frenare atque sopire, ut se toto animus, etiam  dum hoc corpus agit, in ea, quae semper eiusdem modi sunt ... feratur atque aestuet". De  moribus ecclesiae catholicae 21,39. CSEL 90,44: "Huic ergo auctoritati novi testamenti,  qua iubemur nihil huius mundi diligere (1 Joh. 2,15), illa maxime sententia qua dictum estdeteri0re ad melıus, mortalı ad
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dum hOC agıt, In Ci QJuUaC SCHIDCT eiusdem modı SuUunt55  "NO ONI£ EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  perturbations and lusts”)®, we should take into account a strong moral  component. However, I do not at all deny, that Augustine, in his earlier  writings, displays an exaggerated optimism regarding the role of reason  and wisdom reserved to an elite. We see that this optimism decreases more  and more in Augustine’s later works. But even at the moment of writing  his first works, he avows that a human being is not able to transcend the  body totally: "The human soul, by means of reason and knowledge, with-  draws itself as far as it can from the body and gladly enjoys the delights  of the interior life. The more it stoops to the senses, the greater its similar-  ity to the animal... The soul should not pour itself out in the senses beyond  the measure of necessity, but rather should collect itself from the senses  and become a child of God again, that is, become a new human being  after having put off the old” (cf. Eph.‘ 4:22-24)'“. In this period,  Augustine has clearly a predilection for the Neoplatonic terminology  "escape-flight" (fuga). We should flee from the lusts and the perishable  things, from the mortal goods to the immortal“. We must flee entirely  3 C Academicos 111,9,19. CCL 29,46: "... relictis saltem voluptatibus corporis ...". De  inmortalitate animae 10,17. CSEL 89,119: "... animus, cum se avertit a corpore ..." in  order to attain true knowledge. De moribus Manichaeorum 17,55. CSEL 90,138: "Ani-  mam autem hominis, quanto sapientior corpore excesserit, tanto utilius excedere veritas  docet ...". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL 34,188: "... conscindunt et dissipant  animum ... perturbationes, et libidines, et concupiscentiae malae. De quibus jam nobis  praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur  mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15,54)". De ordine 1,11,32. CCL 29,106: "Esse autem alium  mundum ab istis oculis remotissimum, quem paucorum sanorum intellectus intuetur, satis  ipse Christus significat, qui non dicit Regnum meum non est de mundo’, sed: Regnum  meum non est de hoc mundo (Joh. 18:36)". See the correction in Retract. 1,3,2. CCL 57,  12-13: the Platonic intelligible world is not identical with the Reign of Christ (Mt. 6:10).  % De quantitate animae 28,54-55. CSEL 89,200-201: "Humana vero anima ... Suspen-  dit se a corpore, quantum potest, et ca quae intus est, libentius fruitur voluptate; quanto-  que in sensus declinat magis, tanto similiorem hominem pecori facit ... Quamobrem ... li-  benter tamen in eo sermone demoror, quo admonetur anima, ne se ultra quam necessitas  cogit, refundat in sensus, sed ab his potius ad seipsam conligat et repuerescat deo; quod  est novum hominem fieri vetere exuto".  4 De ordine 11,16,44: "... vel adhuc servus cupiditatum et inhians rebus pereuntibus  vel iam ista fugiens casteque vivens ...". 11,19,50: "... a deteriore ad melius, a mortali ad  inmortale fugiendum est”. I1,11,31: "... admonendus erat homo, et quo sibi redeundem  esset et unde fugiendum". CCL 29,131. 134. 124. But this is also the teaching of the  Bible: De libero arbitrio 1,15,32. CCL 29,233: "Iubet igitur aeterna lex avertere amorem a  temporalibus et eum mundatum ad aeterna convertere ...", although the material things as  such are good (ib. 33. ib. 234). Epist. 2. CSEL 34/1,3: "Horum itaque amorem pernicio-  sissimum...vera et divina philosophia monet frenare atque sopire, ut se toto animus, etiam  dum hoc corpus agit, in ea, quae semper eiusdem modi sunt ... feratur atque aestuet". De  moribus ecclesiae catholicae 21,39. CSEL 90,44: "Huic ergo auctoritati novi testamenti,  qua iubemur nihil huius mundi diligere (1 Joh. 2,15), illa maxime sententia qua dictum esteratur gestuet  e De
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Naolıte conformarı U1LC mundo (Rom 12254  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from things of sense for they are like glue on the wings and keep us shut  up in the cage (cavea) of sensible things*. Whereas Augustine uses here  the term "cage", elsewhere he speaks of the body as "a very heavy chain"  (gravissimum vinculum)" because of "the old sin", by which he certainly  means original sin“. Neither the body nor sense perception are sufficient  to know God, although human reason is not even able to know all the cor-  poreal or sensible things“.  With regard to marital love we find, on the one hand, the very  negative statement that there is nothing which demeans a man’s mind  more than bodily contact between man and woman“”, an idea widely  spread in many ancient philosophical circles, and, on the other hand, pro-  tests raised against the Manichaean disdain for marriage. Augustine blames  them for considering sexual intercourse as the filthiest thing, because flesh  is formed out of this, and flesh displeases the Manichaeans because it is  formed from the union of father and mother, by which souls are bound up  in the flesh*. But Augustine argues that Paul in 1 Cor. 7:1-7 has explicit-  Nolite conformari huic mundo (Rom. 12,2) ... multa inveniuntur pernecessaria iis qui hunc  mundum fugere et refugere in Deum desiderant". See J.K. COYLE, 0.C., p. 365-366. O. DU  ROY,;, 06 p 132:133.  42 Soliloquia 1,14,24. CSEL 89,37: "Penitus esse ista sensibilia fugienda cavendumque  magnopere, dum hoc corpus agimus, ne quo eorum visco pennae nostrae impediantur ... ut  ad illum lucem ab his tenebris evolemus, quae se ne ostendere quidem dignatur in hac  cavea inclusis ...”. In Retract. 1,4,3. CCL 57,15, Augustine admits that he should have  avoided these words because they give the impression that he held the opinion of Porphy-  ry: "Omne corpus esse fugiendum". He justifies himself by declaring that he did not say  "all” sensible things but "these" sensible things, meaning corruptible things. Contra Aca-  demicos 11,3,7. CCL 29,21: "... illa (sc. philosophia) visco libidinis detracta caelo suo et  inclusa cavea populari ...”. See P. COURCELLE; Flügel, in: Lexikon f. Antike u. Christen-  tum VII (1969), 29-65, esp. 56-60. See for cavea and viscum id., Connais-toi toi-meme  de Socrate ä Saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes Augustiniennes, 1975, II, p. 331-342. 381-392.  III, 606-615. Courcelle shows also the continuity of this theme in Augustine’s later works.  J.K. COYLE, 0.C., 376-379.  % De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45: "Sed inter omnia quae in hac  vita possidentur, corpus homini gravissmum est vinculum ... propter antiquum peccatum  ...". The text continues with the theme of resurrection. See J.K. COYLE, 0.c., 368-370.  *# Soliloquia 1,3,8. 1,4,6. CSEL 89,14. 53. De inmortalitate animae 1,1. CSEL  89,102.  %5 Ib. L10,17. ib. 27: "... nihil mihi tam fugiendum quam concubitum esse decrevi.  Nihil esse sentio, quod magis ex arce deiciat anımum virilem, quam blandimenta feminea  corporumque ille contactus, sine quo uxor haberi non potest”.  * De moribus Manichaeorum 15,37. CSEL 90,122: "... quiddam sordidissimum rema-  net, unde per concubitum caro formetur". Ib. 16,49. ib. 132: "Nam si vobis propterea  displiceret caro, quae patris atque matris commixtione formatur ...". Ib. 18,65. ib. 146:  "Nonne vos estis qui filios gignere, eo quod animae ligentur in carne, gravius putatis esse  peccatum, quam ipsum concubitum?". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 26,38. PL 34,217.mul invenıuntur pernecessarıa 11S quı hunc
mundum fugere el refugere In Deum esiderant  f See OYLE, O.
ROY, 132-133

Soliloquia SEL 89,37 enıtus \ ista sensıbilıa {ugıenda cavendumque
DC)  > dum HOC agımus, quO ‚OIUuMm 1SCO NOsLTae ımpedıantur54  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from things of sense for they are like glue on the wings and keep us shut  up in the cage (cavea) of sensible things*. Whereas Augustine uses here  the term "cage", elsewhere he speaks of the body as "a very heavy chain"  (gravissimum vinculum)" because of "the old sin", by which he certainly  means original sin“. Neither the body nor sense perception are sufficient  to know God, although human reason is not even able to know all the cor-  poreal or sensible things“.  With regard to marital love we find, on the one hand, the very  negative statement that there is nothing which demeans a man’s mind  more than bodily contact between man and woman“”, an idea widely  spread in many ancient philosophical circles, and, on the other hand, pro-  tests raised against the Manichaean disdain for marriage. Augustine blames  them for considering sexual intercourse as the filthiest thing, because flesh  is formed out of this, and flesh displeases the Manichaeans because it is  formed from the union of father and mother, by which souls are bound up  in the flesh*. But Augustine argues that Paul in 1 Cor. 7:1-7 has explicit-  Nolite conformari huic mundo (Rom. 12,2) ... multa inveniuntur pernecessaria iis qui hunc  mundum fugere et refugere in Deum desiderant". See J.K. COYLE, 0.C., p. 365-366. O. DU  ROY,;, 06 p 132:133.  42 Soliloquia 1,14,24. CSEL 89,37: "Penitus esse ista sensibilia fugienda cavendumque  magnopere, dum hoc corpus agimus, ne quo eorum visco pennae nostrae impediantur ... ut  ad illum lucem ab his tenebris evolemus, quae se ne ostendere quidem dignatur in hac  cavea inclusis ...”. In Retract. 1,4,3. CCL 57,15, Augustine admits that he should have  avoided these words because they give the impression that he held the opinion of Porphy-  ry: "Omne corpus esse fugiendum". He justifies himself by declaring that he did not say  "all” sensible things but "these" sensible things, meaning corruptible things. Contra Aca-  demicos 11,3,7. CCL 29,21: "... illa (sc. philosophia) visco libidinis detracta caelo suo et  inclusa cavea populari ...”. See P. COURCELLE; Flügel, in: Lexikon f. Antike u. Christen-  tum VII (1969), 29-65, esp. 56-60. See for cavea and viscum id., Connais-toi toi-meme  de Socrate ä Saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes Augustiniennes, 1975, II, p. 331-342. 381-392.  III, 606-615. Courcelle shows also the continuity of this theme in Augustine’s later works.  J.K. COYLE, 0.C., 376-379.  % De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45: "Sed inter omnia quae in hac  vita possidentur, corpus homini gravissmum est vinculum ... propter antiquum peccatum  ...". The text continues with the theme of resurrection. See J.K. COYLE, 0.c., 368-370.  *# Soliloquia 1,3,8. 1,4,6. CSEL 89,14. 53. De inmortalitate animae 1,1. CSEL  89,102.  %5 Ib. L10,17. ib. 27: "... nihil mihi tam fugiendum quam concubitum esse decrevi.  Nihil esse sentio, quod magis ex arce deiciat anımum virilem, quam blandimenta feminea  corporumque ille contactus, sine quo uxor haberi non potest”.  * De moribus Manichaeorum 15,37. CSEL 90,122: "... quiddam sordidissimum rema-  net, unde per concubitum caro formetur". Ib. 16,49. ib. 132: "Nam si vobis propterea  displiceret caro, quae patris atque matris commixtione formatur ...". Ib. 18,65. ib. 146:  "Nonne vos estis qui filios gignere, eo quod animae ligentur in carne, gravius putatis esse  peccatum, quam ipsum concubitum?". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 26,38. PL 34,217.ut
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inclusıs54  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from things of sense for they are like glue on the wings and keep us shut  up in the cage (cavea) of sensible things*. Whereas Augustine uses here  the term "cage", elsewhere he speaks of the body as "a very heavy chain"  (gravissimum vinculum)" because of "the old sin", by which he certainly  means original sin“. Neither the body nor sense perception are sufficient  to know God, although human reason is not even able to know all the cor-  poreal or sensible things“.  With regard to marital love we find, on the one hand, the very  negative statement that there is nothing which demeans a man’s mind  more than bodily contact between man and woman“”, an idea widely  spread in many ancient philosophical circles, and, on the other hand, pro-  tests raised against the Manichaean disdain for marriage. Augustine blames  them for considering sexual intercourse as the filthiest thing, because flesh  is formed out of this, and flesh displeases the Manichaeans because it is  formed from the union of father and mother, by which souls are bound up  in the flesh*. But Augustine argues that Paul in 1 Cor. 7:1-7 has explicit-  Nolite conformari huic mundo (Rom. 12,2) ... multa inveniuntur pernecessaria iis qui hunc  mundum fugere et refugere in Deum desiderant". See J.K. COYLE, 0.C., p. 365-366. O. DU  ROY,;, 06 p 132:133.  42 Soliloquia 1,14,24. CSEL 89,37: "Penitus esse ista sensibilia fugienda cavendumque  magnopere, dum hoc corpus agimus, ne quo eorum visco pennae nostrae impediantur ... ut  ad illum lucem ab his tenebris evolemus, quae se ne ostendere quidem dignatur in hac  cavea inclusis ...”. In Retract. 1,4,3. CCL 57,15, Augustine admits that he should have  avoided these words because they give the impression that he held the opinion of Porphy-  ry: "Omne corpus esse fugiendum". He justifies himself by declaring that he did not say  "all” sensible things but "these" sensible things, meaning corruptible things. Contra Aca-  demicos 11,3,7. CCL 29,21: "... illa (sc. philosophia) visco libidinis detracta caelo suo et  inclusa cavea populari ...”. See P. COURCELLE; Flügel, in: Lexikon f. Antike u. Christen-  tum VII (1969), 29-65, esp. 56-60. See for cavea and viscum id., Connais-toi toi-meme  de Socrate ä Saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes Augustiniennes, 1975, II, p. 331-342. 381-392.  III, 606-615. Courcelle shows also the continuity of this theme in Augustine’s later works.  J.K. COYLE, 0.C., 376-379.  % De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45: "Sed inter omnia quae in hac  vita possidentur, corpus homini gravissmum est vinculum ... propter antiquum peccatum  ...". The text continues with the theme of resurrection. See J.K. COYLE, 0.c., 368-370.  *# Soliloquia 1,3,8. 1,4,6. CSEL 89,14. 53. De inmortalitate animae 1,1. CSEL  89,102.  %5 Ib. L10,17. ib. 27: "... nihil mihi tam fugiendum quam concubitum esse decrevi.  Nihil esse sentio, quod magis ex arce deiciat anımum virilem, quam blandimenta feminea  corporumque ille contactus, sine quo uxor haberi non potest”.  * De moribus Manichaeorum 15,37. CSEL 90,122: "... quiddam sordidissimum rema-  net, unde per concubitum caro formetur". Ib. 16,49. ib. 132: "Nam si vobis propterea  displiceret caro, quae patris atque matris commixtione formatur ...". Ib. 18,65. ib. 146:  "Nonne vos estis qui filios gignere, eo quod animae ligentur in carne, gravius putatis esse  peccatum, quam ipsum concubitum?". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 26,38. PL 34,217.Retract. 1.4,3 3/:123, Augustine admıts that he should have
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demicos 11.3.7 CC 29,2154  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from things of sense for they are like glue on the wings and keep us shut  up in the cage (cavea) of sensible things*. Whereas Augustine uses here  the term "cage", elsewhere he speaks of the body as "a very heavy chain"  (gravissimum vinculum)" because of "the old sin", by which he certainly  means original sin“. Neither the body nor sense perception are sufficient  to know God, although human reason is not even able to know all the cor-  poreal or sensible things“.  With regard to marital love we find, on the one hand, the very  negative statement that there is nothing which demeans a man’s mind  more than bodily contact between man and woman“”, an idea widely  spread in many ancient philosophical circles, and, on the other hand, pro-  tests raised against the Manichaean disdain for marriage. Augustine blames  them for considering sexual intercourse as the filthiest thing, because flesh  is formed out of this, and flesh displeases the Manichaeans because it is  formed from the union of father and mother, by which souls are bound up  in the flesh*. But Augustine argues that Paul in 1 Cor. 7:1-7 has explicit-  Nolite conformari huic mundo (Rom. 12,2) ... multa inveniuntur pernecessaria iis qui hunc  mundum fugere et refugere in Deum desiderant". See J.K. COYLE, 0.C., p. 365-366. O. DU  ROY,;, 06 p 132:133.  42 Soliloquia 1,14,24. CSEL 89,37: "Penitus esse ista sensibilia fugienda cavendumque  magnopere, dum hoc corpus agimus, ne quo eorum visco pennae nostrae impediantur ... ut  ad illum lucem ab his tenebris evolemus, quae se ne ostendere quidem dignatur in hac  cavea inclusis ...”. In Retract. 1,4,3. CCL 57,15, Augustine admits that he should have  avoided these words because they give the impression that he held the opinion of Porphy-  ry: "Omne corpus esse fugiendum". He justifies himself by declaring that he did not say  "all” sensible things but "these" sensible things, meaning corruptible things. Contra Aca-  demicos 11,3,7. CCL 29,21: "... illa (sc. philosophia) visco libidinis detracta caelo suo et  inclusa cavea populari ...”. See P. COURCELLE; Flügel, in: Lexikon f. Antike u. Christen-  tum VII (1969), 29-65, esp. 56-60. See for cavea and viscum id., Connais-toi toi-meme  de Socrate ä Saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes Augustiniennes, 1975, II, p. 331-342. 381-392.  III, 606-615. Courcelle shows also the continuity of this theme in Augustine’s later works.  J.K. COYLE, 0.C., 376-379.  % De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45: "Sed inter omnia quae in hac  vita possidentur, corpus homini gravissmum est vinculum ... propter antiquum peccatum  ...". The text continues with the theme of resurrection. See J.K. COYLE, 0.c., 368-370.  *# Soliloquia 1,3,8. 1,4,6. CSEL 89,14. 53. De inmortalitate animae 1,1. CSEL  89,102.  %5 Ib. L10,17. ib. 27: "... nihil mihi tam fugiendum quam concubitum esse decrevi.  Nihil esse sentio, quod magis ex arce deiciat anımum virilem, quam blandimenta feminea  corporumque ille contactus, sine quo uxor haberi non potest”.  * De moribus Manichaeorum 15,37. CSEL 90,122: "... quiddam sordidissimum rema-  net, unde per concubitum caro formetur". Ib. 16,49. ib. 132: "Nam si vobis propterea  displiceret caro, quae patris atque matris commixtione formatur ...". Ib. 18,65. ib. 146:  "Nonne vos estis qui filios gignere, eo quod animae ligentur in carne, gravius putatis esse  peccatum, quam ipsum concubitum?". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 26,38. PL 34,217.1la (sCc. phılosophıa) VISCO ıbidinıs cta caelo SUO 91
inclusa avca popuları54  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from things of sense for they are like glue on the wings and keep us shut  up in the cage (cavea) of sensible things*. Whereas Augustine uses here  the term "cage", elsewhere he speaks of the body as "a very heavy chain"  (gravissimum vinculum)" because of "the old sin", by which he certainly  means original sin“. Neither the body nor sense perception are sufficient  to know God, although human reason is not even able to know all the cor-  poreal or sensible things“.  With regard to marital love we find, on the one hand, the very  negative statement that there is nothing which demeans a man’s mind  more than bodily contact between man and woman“”, an idea widely  spread in many ancient philosophical circles, and, on the other hand, pro-  tests raised against the Manichaean disdain for marriage. Augustine blames  them for considering sexual intercourse as the filthiest thing, because flesh  is formed out of this, and flesh displeases the Manichaeans because it is  formed from the union of father and mother, by which souls are bound up  in the flesh*. But Augustine argues that Paul in 1 Cor. 7:1-7 has explicit-  Nolite conformari huic mundo (Rom. 12,2) ... multa inveniuntur pernecessaria iis qui hunc  mundum fugere et refugere in Deum desiderant". See J.K. COYLE, 0.C., p. 365-366. O. DU  ROY,;, 06 p 132:133.  42 Soliloquia 1,14,24. CSEL 89,37: "Penitus esse ista sensibilia fugienda cavendumque  magnopere, dum hoc corpus agimus, ne quo eorum visco pennae nostrae impediantur ... ut  ad illum lucem ab his tenebris evolemus, quae se ne ostendere quidem dignatur in hac  cavea inclusis ...”. In Retract. 1,4,3. CCL 57,15, Augustine admits that he should have  avoided these words because they give the impression that he held the opinion of Porphy-  ry: "Omne corpus esse fugiendum". He justifies himself by declaring that he did not say  "all” sensible things but "these" sensible things, meaning corruptible things. Contra Aca-  demicos 11,3,7. CCL 29,21: "... illa (sc. philosophia) visco libidinis detracta caelo suo et  inclusa cavea populari ...”. See P. COURCELLE; Flügel, in: Lexikon f. Antike u. Christen-  tum VII (1969), 29-65, esp. 56-60. See for cavea and viscum id., Connais-toi toi-meme  de Socrate ä Saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes Augustiniennes, 1975, II, p. 331-342. 381-392.  III, 606-615. Courcelle shows also the continuity of this theme in Augustine’s later works.  J.K. COYLE, 0.C., 376-379.  % De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45: "Sed inter omnia quae in hac  vita possidentur, corpus homini gravissmum est vinculum ... propter antiquum peccatum  ...". The text continues with the theme of resurrection. See J.K. COYLE, 0.c., 368-370.  *# Soliloquia 1,3,8. 1,4,6. CSEL 89,14. 53. De inmortalitate animae 1,1. CSEL  89,102.  %5 Ib. L10,17. ib. 27: "... nihil mihi tam fugiendum quam concubitum esse decrevi.  Nihil esse sentio, quod magis ex arce deiciat anımum virilem, quam blandimenta feminea  corporumque ille contactus, sine quo uxor haberi non potest”.  * De moribus Manichaeorum 15,37. CSEL 90,122: "... quiddam sordidissimum rema-  net, unde per concubitum caro formetur". Ib. 16,49. ib. 132: "Nam si vobis propterea  displiceret caro, quae patris atque matris commixtione formatur ...". Ib. 18,65. ib. 146:  "Nonne vos estis qui filios gignere, eo quod animae ligentur in carne, gravius putatis esse  peccatum, quam ipsum concubitum?". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 26,38. PL 34,217.See COURCELLE; Flügel, in Lexikon Antıke Christen-
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IL, Ourcelle shows also the continulty Of thıs theme Augustine’s ater works.

OYLE, 376-379
43 De MOFLDUS ecclesiae catholıcae 22.40. SEL 90.45 "Sed inter Omnıa QuaC in hac

vıta possıdentur, 0) homiını gravissmum est vinculum propier antıquum pecCcCalum54  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from things of sense for they are like glue on the wings and keep us shut  up in the cage (cavea) of sensible things*. Whereas Augustine uses here  the term "cage", elsewhere he speaks of the body as "a very heavy chain"  (gravissimum vinculum)" because of "the old sin", by which he certainly  means original sin“. Neither the body nor sense perception are sufficient  to know God, although human reason is not even able to know all the cor-  poreal or sensible things“.  With regard to marital love we find, on the one hand, the very  negative statement that there is nothing which demeans a man’s mind  more than bodily contact between man and woman“”, an idea widely  spread in many ancient philosophical circles, and, on the other hand, pro-  tests raised against the Manichaean disdain for marriage. Augustine blames  them for considering sexual intercourse as the filthiest thing, because flesh  is formed out of this, and flesh displeases the Manichaeans because it is  formed from the union of father and mother, by which souls are bound up  in the flesh*. But Augustine argues that Paul in 1 Cor. 7:1-7 has explicit-  Nolite conformari huic mundo (Rom. 12,2) ... multa inveniuntur pernecessaria iis qui hunc  mundum fugere et refugere in Deum desiderant". See J.K. COYLE, 0.C., p. 365-366. O. DU  ROY,;, 06 p 132:133.  42 Soliloquia 1,14,24. CSEL 89,37: "Penitus esse ista sensibilia fugienda cavendumque  magnopere, dum hoc corpus agimus, ne quo eorum visco pennae nostrae impediantur ... ut  ad illum lucem ab his tenebris evolemus, quae se ne ostendere quidem dignatur in hac  cavea inclusis ...”. In Retract. 1,4,3. CCL 57,15, Augustine admits that he should have  avoided these words because they give the impression that he held the opinion of Porphy-  ry: "Omne corpus esse fugiendum". He justifies himself by declaring that he did not say  "all” sensible things but "these" sensible things, meaning corruptible things. Contra Aca-  demicos 11,3,7. CCL 29,21: "... illa (sc. philosophia) visco libidinis detracta caelo suo et  inclusa cavea populari ...”. See P. COURCELLE; Flügel, in: Lexikon f. Antike u. Christen-  tum VII (1969), 29-65, esp. 56-60. See for cavea and viscum id., Connais-toi toi-meme  de Socrate ä Saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes Augustiniennes, 1975, II, p. 331-342. 381-392.  III, 606-615. Courcelle shows also the continuity of this theme in Augustine’s later works.  J.K. COYLE, 0.C., 376-379.  % De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45: "Sed inter omnia quae in hac  vita possidentur, corpus homini gravissmum est vinculum ... propter antiquum peccatum  ...". The text continues with the theme of resurrection. See J.K. COYLE, 0.c., 368-370.  *# Soliloquia 1,3,8. 1,4,6. CSEL 89,14. 53. De inmortalitate animae 1,1. CSEL  89,102.  %5 Ib. L10,17. ib. 27: "... nihil mihi tam fugiendum quam concubitum esse decrevi.  Nihil esse sentio, quod magis ex arce deiciat anımum virilem, quam blandimenta feminea  corporumque ille contactus, sine quo uxor haberi non potest”.  * De moribus Manichaeorum 15,37. CSEL 90,122: "... quiddam sordidissimum rema-  net, unde per concubitum caro formetur". Ib. 16,49. ib. 132: "Nam si vobis propterea  displiceret caro, quae patris atque matris commixtione formatur ...". Ib. 18,65. ib. 146:  "Nonne vos estis qui filios gignere, eo quod animae ligentur in carne, gravius putatis esse  peccatum, quam ipsum concubitum?". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 26,38. PL 34,217.Ihe IieXL CONntinues wıth the eme of resurrecChon. See COYLE. .S
** Soliloquia 38 11,4,6 SEL 89,14 De inmortalıitate anımae 4A SEL

45 r  ’ 1)54  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from things of sense for they are like glue on the wings and keep us shut  up in the cage (cavea) of sensible things*. Whereas Augustine uses here  the term "cage", elsewhere he speaks of the body as "a very heavy chain"  (gravissimum vinculum)" because of "the old sin", by which he certainly  means original sin“. Neither the body nor sense perception are sufficient  to know God, although human reason is not even able to know all the cor-  poreal or sensible things“.  With regard to marital love we find, on the one hand, the very  negative statement that there is nothing which demeans a man’s mind  more than bodily contact between man and woman“”, an idea widely  spread in many ancient philosophical circles, and, on the other hand, pro-  tests raised against the Manichaean disdain for marriage. Augustine blames  them for considering sexual intercourse as the filthiest thing, because flesh  is formed out of this, and flesh displeases the Manichaeans because it is  formed from the union of father and mother, by which souls are bound up  in the flesh*. But Augustine argues that Paul in 1 Cor. 7:1-7 has explicit-  Nolite conformari huic mundo (Rom. 12,2) ... multa inveniuntur pernecessaria iis qui hunc  mundum fugere et refugere in Deum desiderant". See J.K. COYLE, 0.C., p. 365-366. O. DU  ROY,;, 06 p 132:133.  42 Soliloquia 1,14,24. CSEL 89,37: "Penitus esse ista sensibilia fugienda cavendumque  magnopere, dum hoc corpus agimus, ne quo eorum visco pennae nostrae impediantur ... ut  ad illum lucem ab his tenebris evolemus, quae se ne ostendere quidem dignatur in hac  cavea inclusis ...”. In Retract. 1,4,3. CCL 57,15, Augustine admits that he should have  avoided these words because they give the impression that he held the opinion of Porphy-  ry: "Omne corpus esse fugiendum". He justifies himself by declaring that he did not say  "all” sensible things but "these" sensible things, meaning corruptible things. Contra Aca-  demicos 11,3,7. CCL 29,21: "... illa (sc. philosophia) visco libidinis detracta caelo suo et  inclusa cavea populari ...”. See P. COURCELLE; Flügel, in: Lexikon f. Antike u. Christen-  tum VII (1969), 29-65, esp. 56-60. See for cavea and viscum id., Connais-toi toi-meme  de Socrate ä Saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes Augustiniennes, 1975, II, p. 331-342. 381-392.  III, 606-615. Courcelle shows also the continuity of this theme in Augustine’s later works.  J.K. COYLE, 0.C., 376-379.  % De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45: "Sed inter omnia quae in hac  vita possidentur, corpus homini gravissmum est vinculum ... propter antiquum peccatum  ...". The text continues with the theme of resurrection. See J.K. COYLE, 0.c., 368-370.  *# Soliloquia 1,3,8. 1,4,6. CSEL 89,14. 53. De inmortalitate animae 1,1. CSEL  89,102.  %5 Ib. L10,17. ib. 27: "... nihil mihi tam fugiendum quam concubitum esse decrevi.  Nihil esse sentio, quod magis ex arce deiciat anımum virilem, quam blandimenta feminea  corporumque ille contactus, sine quo uxor haberi non potest”.  * De moribus Manichaeorum 15,37. CSEL 90,122: "... quiddam sordidissimum rema-  net, unde per concubitum caro formetur". Ib. 16,49. ib. 132: "Nam si vobis propterea  displiceret caro, quae patris atque matris commixtione formatur ...". Ib. 18,65. ib. 146:  "Nonne vos estis qui filios gignere, eo quod animae ligentur in carne, gravius putatis esse  peccatum, quam ipsum concubitum?". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 26,38. PL 34,217.Nnı mıhı fugıendum COoncubıtum S5S5C decrevlı.
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De MOFrLDUS Manıchaeorum 1537 SEL “0.12254  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from things of sense for they are like glue on the wings and keep us shut  up in the cage (cavea) of sensible things*. Whereas Augustine uses here  the term "cage", elsewhere he speaks of the body as "a very heavy chain"  (gravissimum vinculum)" because of "the old sin", by which he certainly  means original sin“. Neither the body nor sense perception are sufficient  to know God, although human reason is not even able to know all the cor-  poreal or sensible things“.  With regard to marital love we find, on the one hand, the very  negative statement that there is nothing which demeans a man’s mind  more than bodily contact between man and woman“”, an idea widely  spread in many ancient philosophical circles, and, on the other hand, pro-  tests raised against the Manichaean disdain for marriage. Augustine blames  them for considering sexual intercourse as the filthiest thing, because flesh  is formed out of this, and flesh displeases the Manichaeans because it is  formed from the union of father and mother, by which souls are bound up  in the flesh*. But Augustine argues that Paul in 1 Cor. 7:1-7 has explicit-  Nolite conformari huic mundo (Rom. 12,2) ... multa inveniuntur pernecessaria iis qui hunc  mundum fugere et refugere in Deum desiderant". See J.K. COYLE, 0.C., p. 365-366. O. DU  ROY,;, 06 p 132:133.  42 Soliloquia 1,14,24. CSEL 89,37: "Penitus esse ista sensibilia fugienda cavendumque  magnopere, dum hoc corpus agimus, ne quo eorum visco pennae nostrae impediantur ... ut  ad illum lucem ab his tenebris evolemus, quae se ne ostendere quidem dignatur in hac  cavea inclusis ...”. In Retract. 1,4,3. CCL 57,15, Augustine admits that he should have  avoided these words because they give the impression that he held the opinion of Porphy-  ry: "Omne corpus esse fugiendum". He justifies himself by declaring that he did not say  "all” sensible things but "these" sensible things, meaning corruptible things. Contra Aca-  demicos 11,3,7. CCL 29,21: "... illa (sc. philosophia) visco libidinis detracta caelo suo et  inclusa cavea populari ...”. See P. COURCELLE; Flügel, in: Lexikon f. Antike u. Christen-  tum VII (1969), 29-65, esp. 56-60. See for cavea and viscum id., Connais-toi toi-meme  de Socrate ä Saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes Augustiniennes, 1975, II, p. 331-342. 381-392.  III, 606-615. Courcelle shows also the continuity of this theme in Augustine’s later works.  J.K. COYLE, 0.C., 376-379.  % De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45: "Sed inter omnia quae in hac  vita possidentur, corpus homini gravissmum est vinculum ... propter antiquum peccatum  ...". The text continues with the theme of resurrection. See J.K. COYLE, 0.c., 368-370.  *# Soliloquia 1,3,8. 1,4,6. CSEL 89,14. 53. De inmortalitate animae 1,1. CSEL  89,102.  %5 Ib. L10,17. ib. 27: "... nihil mihi tam fugiendum quam concubitum esse decrevi.  Nihil esse sentio, quod magis ex arce deiciat anımum virilem, quam blandimenta feminea  corporumque ille contactus, sine quo uxor haberi non potest”.  * De moribus Manichaeorum 15,37. CSEL 90,122: "... quiddam sordidissimum rema-  net, unde per concubitum caro formetur". Ib. 16,49. ib. 132: "Nam si vobis propterea  displiceret caro, quae patris atque matris commixtione formatur ...". Ib. 18,65. ib. 146:  "Nonne vos estis qui filios gignere, eo quod animae ligentur in carne, gravius putatis esse  peccatum, quam ipsum concubitum?". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 26,38. PL 34,217.quıddam sordıdıssımum ICINAa-
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dısplıceret Cal QUaC patrıs atrıs cCOoMMIXtONE Ormatur54  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from things of sense for they are like glue on the wings and keep us shut  up in the cage (cavea) of sensible things*. Whereas Augustine uses here  the term "cage", elsewhere he speaks of the body as "a very heavy chain"  (gravissimum vinculum)" because of "the old sin", by which he certainly  means original sin“. Neither the body nor sense perception are sufficient  to know God, although human reason is not even able to know all the cor-  poreal or sensible things“.  With regard to marital love we find, on the one hand, the very  negative statement that there is nothing which demeans a man’s mind  more than bodily contact between man and woman“”, an idea widely  spread in many ancient philosophical circles, and, on the other hand, pro-  tests raised against the Manichaean disdain for marriage. Augustine blames  them for considering sexual intercourse as the filthiest thing, because flesh  is formed out of this, and flesh displeases the Manichaeans because it is  formed from the union of father and mother, by which souls are bound up  in the flesh*. But Augustine argues that Paul in 1 Cor. 7:1-7 has explicit-  Nolite conformari huic mundo (Rom. 12,2) ... multa inveniuntur pernecessaria iis qui hunc  mundum fugere et refugere in Deum desiderant". See J.K. COYLE, 0.C., p. 365-366. O. DU  ROY,;, 06 p 132:133.  42 Soliloquia 1,14,24. CSEL 89,37: "Penitus esse ista sensibilia fugienda cavendumque  magnopere, dum hoc corpus agimus, ne quo eorum visco pennae nostrae impediantur ... ut  ad illum lucem ab his tenebris evolemus, quae se ne ostendere quidem dignatur in hac  cavea inclusis ...”. In Retract. 1,4,3. CCL 57,15, Augustine admits that he should have  avoided these words because they give the impression that he held the opinion of Porphy-  ry: "Omne corpus esse fugiendum". He justifies himself by declaring that he did not say  "all” sensible things but "these" sensible things, meaning corruptible things. Contra Aca-  demicos 11,3,7. CCL 29,21: "... illa (sc. philosophia) visco libidinis detracta caelo suo et  inclusa cavea populari ...”. See P. COURCELLE; Flügel, in: Lexikon f. Antike u. Christen-  tum VII (1969), 29-65, esp. 56-60. See for cavea and viscum id., Connais-toi toi-meme  de Socrate ä Saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes Augustiniennes, 1975, II, p. 331-342. 381-392.  III, 606-615. Courcelle shows also the continuity of this theme in Augustine’s later works.  J.K. COYLE, 0.C., 376-379.  % De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45: "Sed inter omnia quae in hac  vita possidentur, corpus homini gravissmum est vinculum ... propter antiquum peccatum  ...". The text continues with the theme of resurrection. See J.K. COYLE, 0.c., 368-370.  *# Soliloquia 1,3,8. 1,4,6. CSEL 89,14. 53. De inmortalitate animae 1,1. CSEL  89,102.  %5 Ib. L10,17. ib. 27: "... nihil mihi tam fugiendum quam concubitum esse decrevi.  Nihil esse sentio, quod magis ex arce deiciat anımum virilem, quam blandimenta feminea  corporumque ille contactus, sine quo uxor haberi non potest”.  * De moribus Manichaeorum 15,37. CSEL 90,122: "... quiddam sordidissimum rema-  net, unde per concubitum caro formetur". Ib. 16,49. ib. 132: "Nam si vobis propterea  displiceret caro, quae patris atque matris commixtione formatur ...". Ib. 18,65. ib. 146:  "Nonne vos estis qui filios gignere, eo quod animae ligentur in carne, gravius putatis esse  peccatum, quam ipsum concubitum?". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 26,38. PL 34,217.18,65 ıb 146
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47 De MOTrLDUS ecclesiae catholicae 35,78 SEL 90,83-85
4X Soliloquia L1:2 SEL 89,4 Deus, quı de nıhılo mundum 1Stum creastı, quCm

Oomnıum oculı entiunt pulcherrimum ” De quantıtate anımae 3473 CCL x ua
et1am factum SSL. uL NON 0do sınt Omn1a, sed iıta sınt, OMN1NO melıus SA NON DOS-
sınt". 35,76. ıb A: ista Omnı1a deo Aauciore"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  55  1y permitted the begetting of children“”.  3. Positive approach of the body and the senses  God created the world out of nothing and made it most beautiful.  All things came not only into existence, but also in such a way that they  cannot be better‘*®. Not one single being is evil in itself, for all things  made by God are good: bodily strength, sight, hearing, persuasive speech,  fecundity, native soil, freedom and life®. The more a body is impressive  and beautiful, the more it is a body (= the more it partcipates in being)”.  The body must be healthy; it is necessary not to be blind or deaf in order  to be able to live among human beings, but even being deaf or blind, one  can acquire wisdom*'. Therefore, it is a’ duty to care for the body,  although Augustine himself leaves the health of his mortal body in the  hands of God, because he does not know how long to stay alive in this  body will be useful to him, or to those whom he loves (cf. Phil. 1:21-  25)”. In this context he quotes Rom. 13:14: "Do not care for the flesh  (carnis curam) by lusts"®. The better the soul governs the body, the bet-  ter the body will feel. Thus, the good of the body is integrated into the  good of the soul. This principle governs Augustine’s view of asceticism  *# De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 35,78. CSEL 90,83-85.  % Soliloquia 1,1,2. CSEL 89,4: "Deus, qui de nihilo mundum istum creasti, quem  omnium oculi sentiunt pulcherrimum". De quantitate animae 33,73. CCL 89,222: "... qua  etiam factum est, ut non modo sint omnia, sed ita sint, ut omnino melius esse non pos-  sint”. Ib. 35,76. ib: 224:  ista omnia deo auctore creata ... per se autem considerata  mira atque pulchra". The idea that God created the best possible world, is also stressed by  Plotinus: see E.P. MEDERING, God Cosmos History. Christian and Neo-Platonic Views on  Divine Revelation, in: God Being History. Amsterdam-New York, North-Holland Publ.-  American Elsevier Publ., 1975, p. 250-254. For a discussion about Plato’s view, see A.  EHRHARDT, The Beginning. A Study in the Greek Philosophical Approach to the Concept  of Creation from Anaximander to St John. Manchester, University Press, 1968, p. 98-108.  % De moribus Manichaeorum 2,2. 4,6. 9,15. CSEL 90,89. 92. 101.  5 De inmortalitate animae 8,13. CSEL 89,114.  * C, Academicos 11,2,3. CCL 29,36: "... quamvis putetur indigere quibusdam rebus  ad corporis valetudinem pertinentibus, illud tamen constat, non his opus esse, ut sapiens  sit, sed ut inter homines vivat".  5 Ib. 111,7,15. CCL 29,43: "... ne concitatius rapiar animo, quam cura corporis poscit".  Soliloquia 1,1,6. CSEL 89,10-11: "Ceterum de salute huius mortalis corporis mei, quamdiu  nescio, quid mihi ex illo utile sit vel eis, quos diligo, tibi illud committo, pater sapientissi-  me  .“  © be moribus Manichaeorum 14,31. CSEL 90,114-115.CT consıderata
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52 .. 7.15 (AL 29,453"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  55  1y permitted the begetting of children“”.  3. Positive approach of the body and the senses  God created the world out of nothing and made it most beautiful.  All things came not only into existence, but also in such a way that they  cannot be better‘*®. Not one single being is evil in itself, for all things  made by God are good: bodily strength, sight, hearing, persuasive speech,  fecundity, native soil, freedom and life®. The more a body is impressive  and beautiful, the more it is a body (= the more it partcipates in being)”.  The body must be healthy; it is necessary not to be blind or deaf in order  to be able to live among human beings, but even being deaf or blind, one  can acquire wisdom*'. Therefore, it is a’ duty to care for the body,  although Augustine himself leaves the health of his mortal body in the  hands of God, because he does not know how long to stay alive in this  body will be useful to him, or to those whom he loves (cf. Phil. 1:21-  25)”. In this context he quotes Rom. 13:14: "Do not care for the flesh  (carnis curam) by lusts"®. The better the soul governs the body, the bet-  ter the body will feel. Thus, the good of the body is integrated into the  good of the soul. This principle governs Augustine’s view of asceticism  *# De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 35,78. CSEL 90,83-85.  % Soliloquia 1,1,2. CSEL 89,4: "Deus, qui de nihilo mundum istum creasti, quem  omnium oculi sentiunt pulcherrimum". De quantitate animae 33,73. CCL 89,222: "... qua  etiam factum est, ut non modo sint omnia, sed ita sint, ut omnino melius esse non pos-  sint”. Ib. 35,76. ib: 224:  ista omnia deo auctore creata ... per se autem considerata  mira atque pulchra". The idea that God created the best possible world, is also stressed by  Plotinus: see E.P. MEDERING, God Cosmos History. Christian and Neo-Platonic Views on  Divine Revelation, in: God Being History. Amsterdam-New York, North-Holland Publ.-  American Elsevier Publ., 1975, p. 250-254. For a discussion about Plato’s view, see A.  EHRHARDT, The Beginning. A Study in the Greek Philosophical Approach to the Concept  of Creation from Anaximander to St John. Manchester, University Press, 1968, p. 98-108.  % De moribus Manichaeorum 2,2. 4,6. 9,15. CSEL 90,89. 92. 101.  5 De inmortalitate animae 8,13. CSEL 89,114.  * C, Academicos 11,2,3. CCL 29,36: "... quamvis putetur indigere quibusdam rebus  ad corporis valetudinem pertinentibus, illud tamen constat, non his opus esse, ut sapiens  sit, sed ut inter homines vivat".  5 Ib. 111,7,15. CCL 29,43: "... ne concitatius rapiar animo, quam cura corporis poscit".  Soliloquia 1,1,6. CSEL 89,10-11: "Ceterum de salute huius mortalis corporis mei, quamdiu  nescio, quid mihi ex illo utile sit vel eis, quos diligo, tibi illud committo, pater sapientissi-  me  .“  © be moribus Manichaeorum 14,31. CSEL 90,114-115.concıtatiıus rapıar anımo, QUaIn UuIa COTDOTIS poscıt  e
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I1NUS quıd optumum sıt, 1d OD ratıo cogıt ater1, DCI quod fit SCSC ID quam optıme56  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from his early statements on“. In this period, Augustine expresses the  value of the body in the following way: "The body is a kind of image of  the truth".  He affirms also the value of the senses by saying that in them  vestiges of the human reason are found”. Moreover, the senses have the  important task of inviting us to grasp the higher and deeper ground of the  things we perceive”. They function as a ship or as an admonitio veritatis  for our intellect®®.  4. Christian aspects in Augustine’s view of the body  Although, according to the Confessions (1X,4,7), Alypius con-  sidered unfitting to mention the name of Christ in the (philosophical!)  Dialogues, there are references to the Mystery of the Incarnation in Augus-  tine’s earliest works. He describes the Incarnation as follows: "For that  philosophy is not of this world which our sacred mysteries most justly  detest, but of the other intelligible world. To which intelligible world the  most subtle reasoning would never recall souls blinded by the manifold  darkness of error and stained deeply by the slime of body, had not the  most high God, because of a certain compassion for the masses, bent and  submitted the authority of the divine intellect even to the human body  itself. By the precepts as well as deeds of that intellect souls have been  awakened, and were able, without the strife of disputation, to return to  themse_lves and to become conscious again of (or: to regret - resipiscere)  * De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 5,7-8. CSEL 90,9-11: "Corporis autem si quaeri-  mus quid optimum sit, id certa ratio cogit fateri, per quod fit ut sese corpus quam optime  habeat ... Quod si est consequens sicuti est, ut 1ipsum corpus cum ab anima regitur, quae  virtutis compos est, multo et melius regatur et honestius eoque optime sese habeat quo est  optima illa ... id erit hominis optimum quod animam optimam facit, etiamsi hominem  corpus vocemus". This idea occurs also in later texts: De disciplina christiana 4,4. CCL  46,211: "Si animam odit, camrıem quomodo diligit?". Sermo 128,3,5. PL 38,715: "Si autem  odisti anımam tuam, quid tibi prodest quia diligis carnem tuam?". Sermo Lambot 2, in:  Rev. Bened. 46(1934) p. 405: "Corpora pulchra et camem diligis, deus creavit ... Sic dili-  ge ut illum (sc. deum) plus diligas".  3 Soliloquia 11,18,32. CSEL 89,90: "... corpus ... quasi quaedam imago veritatis”.  % De ordine 1:11,32 ss..CCL 29125 ss;  5 Ib. 1,8,26. ib. 101: "... quid rursum, quod ipsorum sensuum invitatione caperetur".  %3 Soliloquia 1,4,9. CSEL 89,16: "Immo sensus in hoc negotio quasi navim sum  expertus". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,20,30. PL 34,211: "Et quoniam necessitate  jam per hos oculos et per has aures de ipsa veritate admonemur ...".Quod S1 est CONSCYUCHS Sıcut! esL, ut 1pSsum CUM aD anıma regitur, QquaC
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Rev ened. 6(1934) 405 "Corpora pulchra el aAINCIMN dılıg1s, deus creavıt56  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from his early statements on“. In this period, Augustine expresses the  value of the body in the following way: "The body is a kind of image of  the truth".  He affirms also the value of the senses by saying that in them  vestiges of the human reason are found”. Moreover, the senses have the  important task of inviting us to grasp the higher and deeper ground of the  things we perceive”. They function as a ship or as an admonitio veritatis  for our intellect®®.  4. Christian aspects in Augustine’s view of the body  Although, according to the Confessions (1X,4,7), Alypius con-  sidered unfitting to mention the name of Christ in the (philosophical!)  Dialogues, there are references to the Mystery of the Incarnation in Augus-  tine’s earliest works. He describes the Incarnation as follows: "For that  philosophy is not of this world which our sacred mysteries most justly  detest, but of the other intelligible world. To which intelligible world the  most subtle reasoning would never recall souls blinded by the manifold  darkness of error and stained deeply by the slime of body, had not the  most high God, because of a certain compassion for the masses, bent and  submitted the authority of the divine intellect even to the human body  itself. By the precepts as well as deeds of that intellect souls have been  awakened, and were able, without the strife of disputation, to return to  themse_lves and to become conscious again of (or: to regret - resipiscere)  * De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 5,7-8. CSEL 90,9-11: "Corporis autem si quaeri-  mus quid optimum sit, id certa ratio cogit fateri, per quod fit ut sese corpus quam optime  habeat ... Quod si est consequens sicuti est, ut 1ipsum corpus cum ab anima regitur, quae  virtutis compos est, multo et melius regatur et honestius eoque optime sese habeat quo est  optima illa ... id erit hominis optimum quod animam optimam facit, etiamsi hominem  corpus vocemus". This idea occurs also in later texts: De disciplina christiana 4,4. CCL  46,211: "Si animam odit, camrıem quomodo diligit?". Sermo 128,3,5. PL 38,715: "Si autem  odisti anımam tuam, quid tibi prodest quia diligis carnem tuam?". Sermo Lambot 2, in:  Rev. Bened. 46(1934) p. 405: "Corpora pulchra et camem diligis, deus creavit ... Sic dili-  ge ut illum (sc. deum) plus diligas".  3 Soliloquia 11,18,32. CSEL 89,90: "... corpus ... quasi quaedam imago veritatis”.  % De ordine 1:11,32 ss..CCL 29125 ss;  5 Ib. 1,8,26. ib. 101: "... quid rursum, quod ipsorum sensuum invitatione caperetur".  %3 Soliloquia 1,4,9. CSEL 89,16: "Immo sensus in hoc negotio quasi navim sum  expertus". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,20,30. PL 34,211: "Et quoniam necessitate  jam per hos oculos et per has aures de ipsa veritate admonemur ...".SIC dılı-
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55 Soliloquia S  a SEL 89,9056  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from his early statements on“. In this period, Augustine expresses the  value of the body in the following way: "The body is a kind of image of  the truth".  He affirms also the value of the senses by saying that in them  vestiges of the human reason are found”. Moreover, the senses have the  important task of inviting us to grasp the higher and deeper ground of the  things we perceive”. They function as a ship or as an admonitio veritatis  for our intellect®®.  4. Christian aspects in Augustine’s view of the body  Although, according to the Confessions (1X,4,7), Alypius con-  sidered unfitting to mention the name of Christ in the (philosophical!)  Dialogues, there are references to the Mystery of the Incarnation in Augus-  tine’s earliest works. He describes the Incarnation as follows: "For that  philosophy is not of this world which our sacred mysteries most justly  detest, but of the other intelligible world. To which intelligible world the  most subtle reasoning would never recall souls blinded by the manifold  darkness of error and stained deeply by the slime of body, had not the  most high God, because of a certain compassion for the masses, bent and  submitted the authority of the divine intellect even to the human body  itself. By the precepts as well as deeds of that intellect souls have been  awakened, and were able, without the strife of disputation, to return to  themse_lves and to become conscious again of (or: to regret - resipiscere)  * De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 5,7-8. CSEL 90,9-11: "Corporis autem si quaeri-  mus quid optimum sit, id certa ratio cogit fateri, per quod fit ut sese corpus quam optime  habeat ... Quod si est consequens sicuti est, ut 1ipsum corpus cum ab anima regitur, quae  virtutis compos est, multo et melius regatur et honestius eoque optime sese habeat quo est  optima illa ... id erit hominis optimum quod animam optimam facit, etiamsi hominem  corpus vocemus". This idea occurs also in later texts: De disciplina christiana 4,4. CCL  46,211: "Si animam odit, camrıem quomodo diligit?". Sermo 128,3,5. PL 38,715: "Si autem  odisti anımam tuam, quid tibi prodest quia diligis carnem tuam?". Sermo Lambot 2, in:  Rev. Bened. 46(1934) p. 405: "Corpora pulchra et camem diligis, deus creavit ... Sic dili-  ge ut illum (sc. deum) plus diligas".  3 Soliloquia 11,18,32. CSEL 89,90: "... corpus ... quasi quaedam imago veritatis”.  % De ordine 1:11,32 ss..CCL 29125 ss;  5 Ib. 1,8,26. ib. 101: "... quid rursum, quod ipsorum sensuum invitatione caperetur".  %3 Soliloquia 1,4,9. CSEL 89,16: "Immo sensus in hoc negotio quasi navim sum  expertus". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,20,30. PL 34,211: "Et quoniam necessitate  jam per hos oculos et per has aures de ipsa veritate admonemur ...".10)56  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from his early statements on“. In this period, Augustine expresses the  value of the body in the following way: "The body is a kind of image of  the truth".  He affirms also the value of the senses by saying that in them  vestiges of the human reason are found”. Moreover, the senses have the  important task of inviting us to grasp the higher and deeper ground of the  things we perceive”. They function as a ship or as an admonitio veritatis  for our intellect®®.  4. Christian aspects in Augustine’s view of the body  Although, according to the Confessions (1X,4,7), Alypius con-  sidered unfitting to mention the name of Christ in the (philosophical!)  Dialogues, there are references to the Mystery of the Incarnation in Augus-  tine’s earliest works. He describes the Incarnation as follows: "For that  philosophy is not of this world which our sacred mysteries most justly  detest, but of the other intelligible world. To which intelligible world the  most subtle reasoning would never recall souls blinded by the manifold  darkness of error and stained deeply by the slime of body, had not the  most high God, because of a certain compassion for the masses, bent and  submitted the authority of the divine intellect even to the human body  itself. By the precepts as well as deeds of that intellect souls have been  awakened, and were able, without the strife of disputation, to return to  themse_lves and to become conscious again of (or: to regret - resipiscere)  * De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 5,7-8. CSEL 90,9-11: "Corporis autem si quaeri-  mus quid optimum sit, id certa ratio cogit fateri, per quod fit ut sese corpus quam optime  habeat ... Quod si est consequens sicuti est, ut 1ipsum corpus cum ab anima regitur, quae  virtutis compos est, multo et melius regatur et honestius eoque optime sese habeat quo est  optima illa ... id erit hominis optimum quod animam optimam facit, etiamsi hominem  corpus vocemus". This idea occurs also in later texts: De disciplina christiana 4,4. CCL  46,211: "Si animam odit, camrıem quomodo diligit?". Sermo 128,3,5. PL 38,715: "Si autem  odisti anımam tuam, quid tibi prodest quia diligis carnem tuam?". Sermo Lambot 2, in:  Rev. Bened. 46(1934) p. 405: "Corpora pulchra et camem diligis, deus creavit ... Sic dili-  ge ut illum (sc. deum) plus diligas".  3 Soliloquia 11,18,32. CSEL 89,90: "... corpus ... quasi quaedam imago veritatis”.  % De ordine 1:11,32 ss..CCL 29125 ss;  5 Ib. 1,8,26. ib. 101: "... quid rursum, quod ipsorum sensuum invitatione caperetur".  %3 Soliloquia 1,4,9. CSEL 89,16: "Immo sensus in hoc negotio quasi navim sum  expertus". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,20,30. PL 34,211: "Et quoniam necessitate  jam per hos oculos et per has aures de ipsa veritate admonemur ...".quası qua' 1mago veritatıs  LA
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1,8,26. ıb. 10156  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from his early statements on“. In this period, Augustine expresses the  value of the body in the following way: "The body is a kind of image of  the truth".  He affirms also the value of the senses by saying that in them  vestiges of the human reason are found”. Moreover, the senses have the  important task of inviting us to grasp the higher and deeper ground of the  things we perceive”. They function as a ship or as an admonitio veritatis  for our intellect®®.  4. Christian aspects in Augustine’s view of the body  Although, according to the Confessions (1X,4,7), Alypius con-  sidered unfitting to mention the name of Christ in the (philosophical!)  Dialogues, there are references to the Mystery of the Incarnation in Augus-  tine’s earliest works. He describes the Incarnation as follows: "For that  philosophy is not of this world which our sacred mysteries most justly  detest, but of the other intelligible world. To which intelligible world the  most subtle reasoning would never recall souls blinded by the manifold  darkness of error and stained deeply by the slime of body, had not the  most high God, because of a certain compassion for the masses, bent and  submitted the authority of the divine intellect even to the human body  itself. By the precepts as well as deeds of that intellect souls have been  awakened, and were able, without the strife of disputation, to return to  themse_lves and to become conscious again of (or: to regret - resipiscere)  * De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 5,7-8. CSEL 90,9-11: "Corporis autem si quaeri-  mus quid optimum sit, id certa ratio cogit fateri, per quod fit ut sese corpus quam optime  habeat ... Quod si est consequens sicuti est, ut 1ipsum corpus cum ab anima regitur, quae  virtutis compos est, multo et melius regatur et honestius eoque optime sese habeat quo est  optima illa ... id erit hominis optimum quod animam optimam facit, etiamsi hominem  corpus vocemus". This idea occurs also in later texts: De disciplina christiana 4,4. CCL  46,211: "Si animam odit, camrıem quomodo diligit?". Sermo 128,3,5. PL 38,715: "Si autem  odisti anımam tuam, quid tibi prodest quia diligis carnem tuam?". Sermo Lambot 2, in:  Rev. Bened. 46(1934) p. 405: "Corpora pulchra et camem diligis, deus creavit ... Sic dili-  ge ut illum (sc. deum) plus diligas".  3 Soliloquia 11,18,32. CSEL 89,90: "... corpus ... quasi quaedam imago veritatis”.  % De ordine 1:11,32 ss..CCL 29125 ss;  5 Ib. 1,8,26. ib. 101: "... quid rursum, quod ipsorum sensuum invitatione caperetur".  %3 Soliloquia 1,4,9. CSEL 89,16: "Immo sensus in hoc negotio quasi navim sum  expertus". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,20,30. PL 34,211: "Et quoniam necessitate  jam per hos oculos et per has aures de ipsa veritate admonemur ...".quıd’ quod 1PDSorum SCHNSUUM invıtatiıone caperetur”.
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jJam DCI hos OCculos el DCI has Uurecs de 1psa ver]! admonemur56  T.J. VAN BAVEL  from his early statements on“. In this period, Augustine expresses the  value of the body in the following way: "The body is a kind of image of  the truth".  He affirms also the value of the senses by saying that in them  vestiges of the human reason are found”. Moreover, the senses have the  important task of inviting us to grasp the higher and deeper ground of the  things we perceive”. They function as a ship or as an admonitio veritatis  for our intellect®®.  4. Christian aspects in Augustine’s view of the body  Although, according to the Confessions (1X,4,7), Alypius con-  sidered unfitting to mention the name of Christ in the (philosophical!)  Dialogues, there are references to the Mystery of the Incarnation in Augus-  tine’s earliest works. He describes the Incarnation as follows: "For that  philosophy is not of this world which our sacred mysteries most justly  detest, but of the other intelligible world. To which intelligible world the  most subtle reasoning would never recall souls blinded by the manifold  darkness of error and stained deeply by the slime of body, had not the  most high God, because of a certain compassion for the masses, bent and  submitted the authority of the divine intellect even to the human body  itself. By the precepts as well as deeds of that intellect souls have been  awakened, and were able, without the strife of disputation, to return to  themse_lves and to become conscious again of (or: to regret - resipiscere)  * De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 5,7-8. CSEL 90,9-11: "Corporis autem si quaeri-  mus quid optimum sit, id certa ratio cogit fateri, per quod fit ut sese corpus quam optime  habeat ... Quod si est consequens sicuti est, ut 1ipsum corpus cum ab anima regitur, quae  virtutis compos est, multo et melius regatur et honestius eoque optime sese habeat quo est  optima illa ... id erit hominis optimum quod animam optimam facit, etiamsi hominem  corpus vocemus". This idea occurs also in later texts: De disciplina christiana 4,4. CCL  46,211: "Si animam odit, camrıem quomodo diligit?". Sermo 128,3,5. PL 38,715: "Si autem  odisti anımam tuam, quid tibi prodest quia diligis carnem tuam?". Sermo Lambot 2, in:  Rev. Bened. 46(1934) p. 405: "Corpora pulchra et camem diligis, deus creavit ... Sic dili-  ge ut illum (sc. deum) plus diligas".  3 Soliloquia 11,18,32. CSEL 89,90: "... corpus ... quasi quaedam imago veritatis”.  % De ordine 1:11,32 ss..CCL 29125 ss;  5 Ib. 1,8,26. ib. 101: "... quid rursum, quod ipsorum sensuum invitatione caperetur".  %3 Soliloquia 1,4,9. CSEL 89,16: "Immo sensus in hoc negotio quasi navim sum  expertus". De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,20,30. PL 34,211: "Et quoniam necessitate  jam per hos oculos et per has aures de ipsa veritate admonemur ...".
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Ostend1ı el, quO q propter 1DSsum depresserıt"NO ONEEVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  57  their fatherland"”. In his clemency God has for our sake deigned to take  up a body of our kind and to dwell in it”. The divine authority not only  exceeds human power in its sensible signs, but also, as human being, it  shows to what extent it has debased itself. It is fitting that by deeds it  teaches its power, by humility its clemency, and by commandment its  nature. All this is delivered to us by the initiation-sacraments®. The Lord  deigned to assume "the cloud of our flesh'", and poured out most abundant-  1y "the torrent of the holy Gospel”. The word "cloud" has here no negative  meaning for it functions as a symbol of divine fecundity, corresponding to  the water springing up unto eternal life (John 4:14)®. The coming of  Christ in this world (John 16:28) means that Christ appeared to human  beings in a human being when the Word became flesh (John 1:14). The  Incarnation, however, did not involve a change in the nature of God, but  the assumption of the nature of an inferior, that is, a human person. The  ® Contra Academicos 111,19,42. CCL 29,60. Regarding the authority of Christ which  is stronger than that of the Platonici: ib. 111,20,43. ib. 61. O. DU ROY, 0o.c., p. 162-163  holds that it is the Holy Spirit who brings us back to the highest God through the Intel-  lect, his Son. Augustine does not yet link the Incarnation with the mission of the Holy  Spirit. Admonition is here the task of the Holy Spirit, whereas later it becomes the task of  the divine Wisdom. I prefer, however, the christological interpretation of D. DOUCET,  Recherche de Dieu, Incarnation et philosophie: Sol. 1,1,2-6, in: Revue des Etudes Augusti-  niennes 36(1990), 91-119. See also G. REMY, Le Christ mediateur dans l’oeuvre de saint  Augustin. Paris, Librairie H. Champion, 1979, p. 16: "Cette ’admonitio’ ne signifierait-elle  pas plus simplement une incitation ou une motion int&rieures (dont 1l’Esprit n’est pas  exclu), suffisantes pour les ’spirituels’, par opposition au ’doctor’, c’est-A-dire au pedag-  ogue (et non pas ä 1’Intellect incame) dont les charnels ont besoin?".  © De ordine 11,5,16. CCL 29,116: "Quantum autem illud sit, quod hoc etiam nostri  generis corpus, tantus propter nos deus adsumere atque agere dignatus est, quanto videtur  vilius, tanto est clementia plenius et a quadam ingeniosorum superbia longe lateque  remotius".  ® Ib. 1L,9,27. ib. 122: "Illa ergo auctoritas divina dicenda est, quae non solum in  sensibilibus signis transcendit omnem humanam facultatem sed et ipsum hominem agens  Ostendit ei, quo usque se propter ipsum depresserit ... Doceat enim oportet et factis potes-  tatem suam et humilitate clementiam et praeceptione naturam, quae omnia sacris, quibus  initiamur, secretius firmiusque traduntur". Cf. ib. 1,10,29. ib. 103. Also in the first part of  De div. quaestionibus 83, whose dates are uncertain, but may be contemporary to some of  the texts quoted here, the Incamation is presented as a way to the spiritual world and as  an example of how to live rightly: q. 11: "Sapientia ergo et virtus dei, qui dicitur unigeni-  tus filius, homine suscepto liberationem hominis indicavit"; q. 25: "Sapientia dei hominem  ad exemplum quo recte viveremus suscepit"; q. 36,2; q. 43; q. 44. CCL 44/A,18; 31; 56;  64; 65.  ®” De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,5,6. PL_34,199: "Nam propter illam Dominus  noster nubilum carnis dignatus assumere, imbrem sancti Evangelii largissimum infudit,  promittens etiam quod si quis biberit de aqua ejus, rediet ad illum intimum fontem, ut  forinsecus non quaerat pluviam".0Cea| Nım ODPOTTeL el factis CS-
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self-emptying of Christ 1 2T) and h1s un1ıon wıth the Church 4A5 IW  ®] ın
ONC Mesh CL Gen 2+24) AIcC Aase. uDON the Incarnatıon. The Church 15
Orme: from Out of Christ’s plerced s1ıde the CTOss, that 1S, hrough the
faıth in h1s passıon the eucharıst) and in baptism®. Augustine despises
those who ridicule the assumption of the human being by the almıghty,
eternal, changeless Son of h1s bırth of the ırgın, and the other
vels of this STOTY. They compared DOYyS who, S$InCce they SCC paınter
paınting from ther drawıngs 1C he placed ore hım, ınk that
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al in the resurrection 15 also present ın Augustine s earlıest
works. In the V1sıOon of after th1s lıfe, al and hope 111 longer
be there; only love wıll COINC end (CE Cor. 13  OO 13)
oug ın thıs texti of the Soliloquia the resurrection of the body 15 NOTL

explicıtly mentioned, iıt m1g presupposed, because Augustine adds that

63 9  9 ıb. 215721658  T.J. VAN BAVEL  self-emptying of Christ (Phil. 2:7) and his union with the Church as two in  one flesh (cf. Gen. 2:24) are based upon the Incarnation. The Church is  formed from out of Christ’s pierced side on the Cross, that is, through the  faith in his passion (= the eucharist) and in baptism®. Augustine despises  those who ridicule the assumption of the human being by the almighty,  eternal, changeless Son of God, his birth of the Virgin, and the other mar-  vels of this story. They are compared to boys who, since they see a painter  painting from other drawings which he placed before him, think that a  human person cannot be painted unless the painter see another picture“.  He calls Christ the physician and liberator®  Faith in the resurrection is also present in Augustine’s earliest  works. In the vision of God, after this life, faith and hope will no longer  be there; only: love will never‘ come to an end (c£ 1 Cor. 13:8i 13).  Although in this text of the Soliloquia the resurrection of the body is not  explicitly mentioned, it might be presupposed, because Augustine adds that  ® Ib. 11,24,37. ib. 215-216: "... Verbum caro factum est ... Quod ipsum non commuta-  tionem naturae Dei significat, sed susceptionem naturae inferioris personae, id est huma-  nae. Ad hoc valet etiam quod dicitur Semetipsum exinanivit ... Ergo et ipse soporatus est  dormitione passionis, ut ei conjux Ecclesia formaretur  . Formata est ergo ei conjux  Ecclesia de latere ejus, id est de fide passionis et baptismi. Nam percussum latus ejus  lancea, sanguinem et aquam profudit (Joh. 19:34)". The cross is also mentioned ib.  11,22,34. PL _ 34,214: "Manus autem porrectio bene significat crucem, per quam vita aeter-  na recuperatur".  % De quantitate animae 33,76. CSEL 89,225: "Iamvero eos, qui ad exemplum salutis  nostrae ac primitias a filio dei potentissimo, aeterno, incommutabili susceptum hominem  eundemque natum esse de virgine ceteraque huius historiae miracula inrident, sic contem-  nemus tamquam €0os pueros, qui, cum pictorem propositis tabulis, quas intueatur, pingen-  tem viderint, non putent posse hominem pingi, nisi aliam picturam, qui pingit, aspexerit".  The meaning of these last words about painting is not an easy one. The following inter-  pretation seems to me the most plausible: in line with De ordine 11,5,16. CCL 29,116  "non contemnere illa mysteria”, Augustine states that the human life of the incarnate Son  of God does not detract from his immutable divinity, and not should be despised as if it  would destroy the original image. I know only one parallel: De Trinitate 11,1,3. CCL  50,83 where Augustine explains the text "Neque enim potest filius a se facere quidquam  nisi quod viderit patrem facientem"” (Joh. 5:19). This means that the Son’s power to work  is given to Him by the Father, but not that the acts of the Son in the flesh, mentioned in  the Gospel, are as such to be attributed to the Father: "Neque enim alia similiter, sicut  pictor alias tabulas pingit quemadmodum alias ab alio pictas vidit". De moribus ecclesiae  catholicae 7,12. CSEL 90,14-15: "... non deseruerimus viam quam nobis deus et patriar-  charum segregatione et legis vinculo et prophetarum praesagio et suscepti hominis sacra-  mento et apostolorum testimonio et martyrum sanguine et gentium occupatione munivit".  J.K. COYLE, 0.Cc., p. 326-328 stresses the anti-manichaean character of this text, but also  the focal point of the Incarnation in salvation history.  ® De moribus Manichaeorum 11,22. CSEL 90,108. God also is called liberator: De  quantitate animae 34,78. CSEL 89,227.Verbum UTO factum est58  T.J. VAN BAVEL  self-emptying of Christ (Phil. 2:7) and his union with the Church as two in  one flesh (cf. Gen. 2:24) are based upon the Incarnation. The Church is  formed from out of Christ’s pierced side on the Cross, that is, through the  faith in his passion (= the eucharist) and in baptism®. Augustine despises  those who ridicule the assumption of the human being by the almighty,  eternal, changeless Son of God, his birth of the Virgin, and the other mar-  vels of this story. They are compared to boys who, since they see a painter  painting from other drawings which he placed before him, think that a  human person cannot be painted unless the painter see another picture“.  He calls Christ the physician and liberator®  Faith in the resurrection is also present in Augustine’s earliest  works. In the vision of God, after this life, faith and hope will no longer  be there; only: love will never‘ come to an end (c£ 1 Cor. 13:8i 13).  Although in this text of the Soliloquia the resurrection of the body is not  explicitly mentioned, it might be presupposed, because Augustine adds that  ® Ib. 11,24,37. ib. 215-216: "... Verbum caro factum est ... Quod ipsum non commuta-  tionem naturae Dei significat, sed susceptionem naturae inferioris personae, id est huma-  nae. Ad hoc valet etiam quod dicitur Semetipsum exinanivit ... Ergo et ipse soporatus est  dormitione passionis, ut ei conjux Ecclesia formaretur  . Formata est ergo ei conjux  Ecclesia de latere ejus, id est de fide passionis et baptismi. Nam percussum latus ejus  lancea, sanguinem et aquam profudit (Joh. 19:34)". The cross is also mentioned ib.  11,22,34. PL _ 34,214: "Manus autem porrectio bene significat crucem, per quam vita aeter-  na recuperatur".  % De quantitate animae 33,76. CSEL 89,225: "Iamvero eos, qui ad exemplum salutis  nostrae ac primitias a filio dei potentissimo, aeterno, incommutabili susceptum hominem  eundemque natum esse de virgine ceteraque huius historiae miracula inrident, sic contem-  nemus tamquam €0os pueros, qui, cum pictorem propositis tabulis, quas intueatur, pingen-  tem viderint, non putent posse hominem pingi, nisi aliam picturam, qui pingit, aspexerit".  The meaning of these last words about painting is not an easy one. The following inter-  pretation seems to me the most plausible: in line with De ordine 11,5,16. CCL 29,116  "non contemnere illa mysteria”, Augustine states that the human life of the incarnate Son  of God does not detract from his immutable divinity, and not should be despised as if it  would destroy the original image. I know only one parallel: De Trinitate 11,1,3. CCL  50,83 where Augustine explains the text "Neque enim potest filius a se facere quidquam  nisi quod viderit patrem facientem"” (Joh. 5:19). This means that the Son’s power to work  is given to Him by the Father, but not that the acts of the Son in the flesh, mentioned in  the Gospel, are as such to be attributed to the Father: "Neque enim alia similiter, sicut  pictor alias tabulas pingit quemadmodum alias ab alio pictas vidit". De moribus ecclesiae  catholicae 7,12. CSEL 90,14-15: "... non deseruerimus viam quam nobis deus et patriar-  charum segregatione et legis vinculo et prophetarum praesagio et suscepti hominis sacra-  mento et apostolorum testimonio et martyrum sanguine et gentium occupatione munivit".  J.K. COYLE, 0.Cc., p. 326-328 stresses the anti-manichaean character of this text, but also  the focal point of the Incarnation in salvation history.  ® De moribus Manichaeorum 11,22. CSEL 90,108. God also is called liberator: De  quantitate animae 34,78. CSEL 89,227.Quod 1pSsum NONMN COMMULA-
tionem naturae De1l sıgnıfıcat, sed susceptionem naturae inferl10T1s DETSONAC, 1d est huma-
Nac hoc valet etiam quod dicıtur emetipsum exinanıvıt58  T.J. VAN BAVEL  self-emptying of Christ (Phil. 2:7) and his union with the Church as two in  one flesh (cf. Gen. 2:24) are based upon the Incarnation. The Church is  formed from out of Christ’s pierced side on the Cross, that is, through the  faith in his passion (= the eucharist) and in baptism®. Augustine despises  those who ridicule the assumption of the human being by the almighty,  eternal, changeless Son of God, his birth of the Virgin, and the other mar-  vels of this story. They are compared to boys who, since they see a painter  painting from other drawings which he placed before him, think that a  human person cannot be painted unless the painter see another picture“.  He calls Christ the physician and liberator®  Faith in the resurrection is also present in Augustine’s earliest  works. In the vision of God, after this life, faith and hope will no longer  be there; only: love will never‘ come to an end (c£ 1 Cor. 13:8i 13).  Although in this text of the Soliloquia the resurrection of the body is not  explicitly mentioned, it might be presupposed, because Augustine adds that  ® Ib. 11,24,37. ib. 215-216: "... Verbum caro factum est ... Quod ipsum non commuta-  tionem naturae Dei significat, sed susceptionem naturae inferioris personae, id est huma-  nae. Ad hoc valet etiam quod dicitur Semetipsum exinanivit ... Ergo et ipse soporatus est  dormitione passionis, ut ei conjux Ecclesia formaretur  . Formata est ergo ei conjux  Ecclesia de latere ejus, id est de fide passionis et baptismi. Nam percussum latus ejus  lancea, sanguinem et aquam profudit (Joh. 19:34)". The cross is also mentioned ib.  11,22,34. PL _ 34,214: "Manus autem porrectio bene significat crucem, per quam vita aeter-  na recuperatur".  % De quantitate animae 33,76. CSEL 89,225: "Iamvero eos, qui ad exemplum salutis  nostrae ac primitias a filio dei potentissimo, aeterno, incommutabili susceptum hominem  eundemque natum esse de virgine ceteraque huius historiae miracula inrident, sic contem-  nemus tamquam €0os pueros, qui, cum pictorem propositis tabulis, quas intueatur, pingen-  tem viderint, non putent posse hominem pingi, nisi aliam picturam, qui pingit, aspexerit".  The meaning of these last words about painting is not an easy one. The following inter-  pretation seems to me the most plausible: in line with De ordine 11,5,16. CCL 29,116  "non contemnere illa mysteria”, Augustine states that the human life of the incarnate Son  of God does not detract from his immutable divinity, and not should be despised as if it  would destroy the original image. I know only one parallel: De Trinitate 11,1,3. CCL  50,83 where Augustine explains the text "Neque enim potest filius a se facere quidquam  nisi quod viderit patrem facientem"” (Joh. 5:19). This means that the Son’s power to work  is given to Him by the Father, but not that the acts of the Son in the flesh, mentioned in  the Gospel, are as such to be attributed to the Father: "Neque enim alia similiter, sicut  pictor alias tabulas pingit quemadmodum alias ab alio pictas vidit". De moribus ecclesiae  catholicae 7,12. CSEL 90,14-15: "... non deseruerimus viam quam nobis deus et patriar-  charum segregatione et legis vinculo et prophetarum praesagio et suscepti hominis sacra-  mento et apostolorum testimonio et martyrum sanguine et gentium occupatione munivit".  J.K. COYLE, 0.Cc., p. 326-328 stresses the anti-manichaean character of this text, but also  the focal point of the Incarnation in salvation history.  ® De moribus Manichaeorum 11,22. CSEL 90,108. God also is called liberator: De  quantitate animae 34,78. CSEL 89,227.Ergo 1pseu est
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eundemque SSC de virgıne ceieraque hu1lus hıstoriae miracula inrıdent, SIC cContem-
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The meanıng f ese ast words about paınting 18 NnOL Cas OM  ® The followıng inter-
pretatıon SCCIHNS the MOSL plausıble: in 1ine wıth De ordine 9  ’ (1
A  Non cContemnere Ila myster1a”, Augustine that the human ıfe of the incarnate Son
of does NOL from h1is IMMU| dıvıinıty, and NOL should despised 1f it
WONL. es! the orıgınal ımage. know only ON De Irınıtate H13
50,83 where Augustine explaıns the {eXL Neque Nnım fiılıus facere quı1dquam
181 quod viderıt facıentem “ (Joh 5:19) hıs INCAaNs that the on s DOWCI Ork
15 gıven by the. ather, but NOL that the aCTts of the Son in the flesh, mentione: in
the ospel, such attrıbuted the ather: 'Neque Nnım alıa ımılıter, SICUL
piıctor alıas tabulas pıngıt quemadmodum alıas ab alıo pıctas vidıt  LL De moriıbus ecclesiae
ratholicae 12 SEL 90,14-1558  T.J. VAN BAVEL  self-emptying of Christ (Phil. 2:7) and his union with the Church as two in  one flesh (cf. Gen. 2:24) are based upon the Incarnation. The Church is  formed from out of Christ’s pierced side on the Cross, that is, through the  faith in his passion (= the eucharist) and in baptism®. Augustine despises  those who ridicule the assumption of the human being by the almighty,  eternal, changeless Son of God, his birth of the Virgin, and the other mar-  vels of this story. They are compared to boys who, since they see a painter  painting from other drawings which he placed before him, think that a  human person cannot be painted unless the painter see another picture“.  He calls Christ the physician and liberator®  Faith in the resurrection is also present in Augustine’s earliest  works. In the vision of God, after this life, faith and hope will no longer  be there; only: love will never‘ come to an end (c£ 1 Cor. 13:8i 13).  Although in this text of the Soliloquia the resurrection of the body is not  explicitly mentioned, it might be presupposed, because Augustine adds that  ® Ib. 11,24,37. ib. 215-216: "... Verbum caro factum est ... Quod ipsum non commuta-  tionem naturae Dei significat, sed susceptionem naturae inferioris personae, id est huma-  nae. Ad hoc valet etiam quod dicitur Semetipsum exinanivit ... Ergo et ipse soporatus est  dormitione passionis, ut ei conjux Ecclesia formaretur  . Formata est ergo ei conjux  Ecclesia de latere ejus, id est de fide passionis et baptismi. Nam percussum latus ejus  lancea, sanguinem et aquam profudit (Joh. 19:34)". The cross is also mentioned ib.  11,22,34. PL _ 34,214: "Manus autem porrectio bene significat crucem, per quam vita aeter-  na recuperatur".  % De quantitate animae 33,76. CSEL 89,225: "Iamvero eos, qui ad exemplum salutis  nostrae ac primitias a filio dei potentissimo, aeterno, incommutabili susceptum hominem  eundemque natum esse de virgine ceteraque huius historiae miracula inrident, sic contem-  nemus tamquam €0os pueros, qui, cum pictorem propositis tabulis, quas intueatur, pingen-  tem viderint, non putent posse hominem pingi, nisi aliam picturam, qui pingit, aspexerit".  The meaning of these last words about painting is not an easy one. The following inter-  pretation seems to me the most plausible: in line with De ordine 11,5,16. CCL 29,116  "non contemnere illa mysteria”, Augustine states that the human life of the incarnate Son  of God does not detract from his immutable divinity, and not should be despised as if it  would destroy the original image. I know only one parallel: De Trinitate 11,1,3. CCL  50,83 where Augustine explains the text "Neque enim potest filius a se facere quidquam  nisi quod viderit patrem facientem"” (Joh. 5:19). This means that the Son’s power to work  is given to Him by the Father, but not that the acts of the Son in the flesh, mentioned in  the Gospel, are as such to be attributed to the Father: "Neque enim alia similiter, sicut  pictor alias tabulas pingit quemadmodum alias ab alio pictas vidit". De moribus ecclesiae  catholicae 7,12. CSEL 90,14-15: "... non deseruerimus viam quam nobis deus et patriar-  charum segregatione et legis vinculo et prophetarum praesagio et suscepti hominis sacra-  mento et apostolorum testimonio et martyrum sanguine et gentium occupatione munivit".  J.K. COYLE, 0.Cc., p. 326-328 stresses the anti-manichaean character of this text, but also  the focal point of the Incarnation in salvation history.  ® De moribus Manichaeorum 11,22. CSEL 90,108. God also is called liberator: De  quantitate animae 34,78. CSEL 89,227.NON deserueriımus viam quam nobıs deus ei patrıar-
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all bodıily troubles and burdens 11l after death®. Ihe Tst explicıt
mention of the resurrection of the body 18 OUunNn! 1n De quantıiıtate anımae.
When thıs corporeal nature observes the laws of God, SCC great
changes and vicissıtudes in 1t that hold EVECN the resurrection of the
Hesh be certaın d> the MNsıIng of the SUunMn after 1t has sSel. Augustine
refers here the Son of exemplum Salutıs nNOSINrae primitiae, In
1C SCC reference T15 primitiae of the resurrected ONCS ın
Paul Cor. 1520 and 23) But 15 th1ıs NOTL iın Nagrant contradıction wıth
the Neoplatonic sStatement ab hOocC COTDOTE omnimoda Jug2da el elapsio in the
SaJmnec text?®/. The body 15 1ıke bond OI chaın that does NOTL wısh be
taken AWAaY and estroyed, and 1t the soul Dy fear of ea TIhe soul
loves thiıs bond by force of aDıt, and ıt does NnOT realıze that the resurrect1-

and transformatıon of the body 111 Dut the latter under 1ts control,
wıthout burdenıing it and Dy the W and decree of God, ıf the soul uses

Soliloquia 1,7,14 SEL 89,23 117 sperandum est el (SC. anımae) PDOSL OTT|
Oomn1a 1sta incommoda (SC. COTDOTIS) NON utura59  "NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  all bodily troubles and burdens will cease after death®. The first explicit  mention of the resurrection of the body is found in De quantitate animae.  When this corporeal nature observes the laws of God, we see so great  changes and vicissitudes in it that we hold even the resurrection of the  flesh to be as certain as the rising of the sun after it has set. Augustine  refers here to the Son of God as exemplum salutis nostrae ac primitiae, in  which I see a reference to Christ as primitiae of the resurrected ones in  Paul (1 Cor. 15:20 and 23). But is this not in flagrant contradiction with  the Neoplatonic statement ab hoc corpore omnimoda fuga et elapsio in the  same text?”. The body is like a bond or chain that does not wish to be  taken away and destroyed, and it vexes the soul by fear of death. The soul  loves this bond by force of habit, and it does not realize that the resurrecti-  on and transformation of the body will put the latter under its control,  without burdening it and by the power and decree of God, if the soul uses  % Soliloquia 1,7,14. CSEL 89,23: "  sperandum est ei (sc. animae) post mortem  omnia ista incommoda (sc. corporis) non futura ... Sed cum post hanc vitam tota se in  Deum conlegerit, caritas restat, qua ibi teneatur". Concerning the theme that only love  remains in eternity, see ib. 1,6,12-13. ib. 20-22. This idea occurs frequently in Augustine’s  later works; see my article: /! primato dell’amore in Agostino, im: Ripensare Agostino:  Interioritä e intenzionalitä (Atti del IV Sem. internaz. del Centro di Studi Agostiniani di  Perugia). Roma, "Augustinianum", 1993, p. 87-98.  “ De quantitate animae 33,76. CSEL 89,224-225: "Videbimus etiam naturae huius  corporeae tantas conmutationes et vicissitudines, dum divinis legibus servit, ut ipsam  etiam resurrectionem carnis, quae partim tardius, partim omnino non creditur, ita certam  teneamus, ut certius nobis non sit solem, cum occiderit, oriturum". M.R. MILES, 0. C., p.  108: "His thought is ambiguous, if not contradictory". J.K. COYLE, 0.C., p. 372 referring  to De quantitate animae 33,76, contends that Augustine "explicitly says that he does not  understand it”. But Augustine does not say this explicitly; he affirms only his absolute  certainty regarding his belief in the resurrection of the body. COYLE hardens here the  standpoint of R.J. O’CONNELL, 0.C., p. 204: "The Dialogues of Cassiciacum regularly  refer to death as the moment when the soul is liberated from the toils of the body. The  De Quantitate Animae still refers to it as the soul’s ’complete escape and acquittal from  this body’... Little wonder, then, that the same paragraph shows Augustine boggling at the  first mention of the body’s resurrection ... yet he cannot offer a shred of ’understanding’  of it. A study of Augustine’s resurrection theory ... would be far more sharply focused if  it started from the difficulties that belief presented to his Plotinian ’understanding’ of  Christian truth, rather than beginning with the faintly anachronistic assumption that ... he  must have understood the body’s resurrection exactly as we today find it necessary to  understand (however, be it quickly added, that may be)". But does Augustine contradict  himself so flatly, if one lays more stress on the word hoc in the expression ab hoc corpo-  re omnimoda fuga, i.e. the body like it is now with all its toils? Nevertheless, I admit that  Augustine had at this moment no clear idea of the continuity of the body in the resurrec-  ted state.Sed CUIMN DOSL hanc vitam In
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55, ( 4, 44/A,60  T.J. VAN BAVEL  the body well and prudently®. We notice that Augustine quotes in this  book two Pauline texts: "All human beings die in Adam and all will be  resurrected in Christ" (1 Cor. 15:22) and "The body is not meant for forni-  cation, but for the Lord, and the Lord for the body. God, however, raised  the Lord from the dead, and will by his power raise us up too" (1 Cor.  6:13-14)®. In De Genesi contra Manichaeos Augustine speaks of "heav-  enly bodies" in which no acts of the soul are hidden’°. By this he means  not only the bodies of Adam and Eve before the Fall, but also our bodies  in their future resurrected state. Those who hate lying will merit (merebun-  tur) that dwelling and transformation in angelicam formam (cf£. Mt. 22:30)  for there will come a time that everything now hidden will be made mani-  fest (Mt. 10:26). Changing into an angelical form is a description of the  resurrection in the earlier works of Augustine. At this moment, he holds a  too spiritualized cuncept of the resurrected body, for he finds it necessary  to give a more detailed explanation in his Retractationes in order to avoid  any misinterpretation”.  ® De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45-46: "Hoc ergo vinculum ne  concutiatur atque vexetur, laboris et doloris; ne auferatur autem atque perimatur, mortis  terrore animam quatit. Amat enim illud vi consuetudinis, non intelligens, si co bene atque  scienter utatur, resurrectionem reformationemque eius ope ac lege divina sine ulla molesti-  a iuri suo subditam fore". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL_34,188: "De quibus  (sc. concupiscentiis malis) jam nobis praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore  crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15:54)".  ® De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 19,35. 35,78. CSEL 90,40. 83-84.  79 See R.J. O’CONNELL, 0.C., p. 163-166.  7 De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,21,32. PL 34,213: "Neque enim in illis corporibus  coelestibus sic latere posse cogitationes credendum est, quemadmodum in his corporibus  latent ... in illa perspicuitate ac simplicitate coelestium corporum omnes omnino motus  animi latere non arbitror. Itaque illi merebuntur habitationem illam et commutationem in  angelicam formam, qui etiam in hac vita ... mendacia oderunt ...". De div. quaestionibus  83, q. 47. CCL 44/A, 74: "... angelica corpora, qualia nos speramus habituros, lucidissima  atque aetherea esse credendum est ... nullus motus animi latebit, cum totum fuerit corpus  aethereum, in cuius comparatione isti oculi caro sunt". Retract. 1,26. CCL 57,80: "... si  hoc sine membris quae nunc habemus et sine substantia quamvis incorruptibilis tamen  carnis accipiatur, erratur". The expression angelica forma is still found in De Genesi ad  litteram 1X,10,(17) and X11,35,(68). CSEL 28/1,279. 433. See also the remark in Retract.  1,17. CCL 57,53 with regard to De fide et symbolo 10,24. CSEL 41,30, in which he  nuances the expression commutatio in angelicam formam: "... corpus terrenum, quale nunc  habemus, in corpus caeleste resurrectione mutari, ut nec membra ista nec carnis sit futura  substantia, procul dubio corrigendus est". However, in De fide et symbolo 10,23. ib. 29-30  Augustine expresses his belief that this body will be resurrected, but he does not know  how: "et ideo credimus et in carnis resurrectionem ... sed haec etiam visibilis caro, quae  naturaliter est caro ... haec ergo visibilis quae proprie dicitur caro sine dubitatione creden-  da est resurgere. Videtur enim Paulus apostolus cam tamquam digito ostendere, cum dicit:  Oportet corruptibile hoc induere incorruptionem (1 Cor. 15:53)"'. We have here a clearangelıca 10)  9 qualıa 1108 SPCTAIMNUS abıturos, lucıdiıssıma
alque agetherea SSC credendum est60  T.J. VAN BAVEL  the body well and prudently®. We notice that Augustine quotes in this  book two Pauline texts: "All human beings die in Adam and all will be  resurrected in Christ" (1 Cor. 15:22) and "The body is not meant for forni-  cation, but for the Lord, and the Lord for the body. God, however, raised  the Lord from the dead, and will by his power raise us up too" (1 Cor.  6:13-14)®. In De Genesi contra Manichaeos Augustine speaks of "heav-  enly bodies" in which no acts of the soul are hidden’°. By this he means  not only the bodies of Adam and Eve before the Fall, but also our bodies  in their future resurrected state. Those who hate lying will merit (merebun-  tur) that dwelling and transformation in angelicam formam (cf£. Mt. 22:30)  for there will come a time that everything now hidden will be made mani-  fest (Mt. 10:26). Changing into an angelical form is a description of the  resurrection in the earlier works of Augustine. At this moment, he holds a  too spiritualized cuncept of the resurrected body, for he finds it necessary  to give a more detailed explanation in his Retractationes in order to avoid  any misinterpretation”.  ® De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45-46: "Hoc ergo vinculum ne  concutiatur atque vexetur, laboris et doloris; ne auferatur autem atque perimatur, mortis  terrore animam quatit. Amat enim illud vi consuetudinis, non intelligens, si co bene atque  scienter utatur, resurrectionem reformationemque eius ope ac lege divina sine ulla molesti-  a iuri suo subditam fore". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL_34,188: "De quibus  (sc. concupiscentiis malis) jam nobis praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore  crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15:54)".  ® De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 19,35. 35,78. CSEL 90,40. 83-84.  79 See R.J. O’CONNELL, 0.C., p. 163-166.  7 De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,21,32. PL 34,213: "Neque enim in illis corporibus  coelestibus sic latere posse cogitationes credendum est, quemadmodum in his corporibus  latent ... in illa perspicuitate ac simplicitate coelestium corporum omnes omnino motus  animi latere non arbitror. Itaque illi merebuntur habitationem illam et commutationem in  angelicam formam, qui etiam in hac vita ... mendacia oderunt ...". De div. quaestionibus  83, q. 47. CCL 44/A, 74: "... angelica corpora, qualia nos speramus habituros, lucidissima  atque aetherea esse credendum est ... nullus motus animi latebit, cum totum fuerit corpus  aethereum, in cuius comparatione isti oculi caro sunt". Retract. 1,26. CCL 57,80: "... si  hoc sine membris quae nunc habemus et sine substantia quamvis incorruptibilis tamen  carnis accipiatur, erratur". The expression angelica forma is still found in De Genesi ad  litteram 1X,10,(17) and X11,35,(68). CSEL 28/1,279. 433. See also the remark in Retract.  1,17. CCL 57,53 with regard to De fide et symbolo 10,24. CSEL 41,30, in which he  nuances the expression commutatio in angelicam formam: "... corpus terrenum, quale nunc  habemus, in corpus caeleste resurrectione mutari, ut nec membra ista nec carnis sit futura  substantia, procul dubio corrigendus est". However, in De fide et symbolo 10,23. ib. 29-30  Augustine expresses his belief that this body will be resurrected, but he does not know  how: "et ideo credimus et in carnis resurrectionem ... sed haec etiam visibilis caro, quae  naturaliter est caro ... haec ergo visibilis quae proprie dicitur caro sine dubitatione creden-  da est resurgere. Videtur enim Paulus apostolus cam tamquam digito ostendere, cum dicit:  Oportet corruptibile hoc induere incorruptionem (1 Cor. 15:53)"'. We have here a clearnullus anımı atebıt, CUM tum fuerı1t L0)
aethereum, In CU1US comparatıone 1sSt oculı Cal sunt  L4 Retract. L26 EL, 57,80 „ S
NOC SINE membrıs QuaC 1U habemus el sıne ubstantıa quam vıs Incorrupubıilıs Llamen
arnıs accıpıatur, erratur”. TIhe eXpress1o0nN angelica forma 18 still found In De (GJenesi ad
litteram9and 9  „ SEL 28/1,279 433 See also the remark Retract
LIZ CL 5453 wıth regarı De fl el symbolo 10,24 SEL 41,30, In IC he
NUancCces the eXpression ommutatıo In angelicam formam:60  T.J. VAN BAVEL  the body well and prudently®. We notice that Augustine quotes in this  book two Pauline texts: "All human beings die in Adam and all will be  resurrected in Christ" (1 Cor. 15:22) and "The body is not meant for forni-  cation, but for the Lord, and the Lord for the body. God, however, raised  the Lord from the dead, and will by his power raise us up too" (1 Cor.  6:13-14)®. In De Genesi contra Manichaeos Augustine speaks of "heav-  enly bodies" in which no acts of the soul are hidden’°. By this he means  not only the bodies of Adam and Eve before the Fall, but also our bodies  in their future resurrected state. Those who hate lying will merit (merebun-  tur) that dwelling and transformation in angelicam formam (cf£. Mt. 22:30)  for there will come a time that everything now hidden will be made mani-  fest (Mt. 10:26). Changing into an angelical form is a description of the  resurrection in the earlier works of Augustine. At this moment, he holds a  too spiritualized cuncept of the resurrected body, for he finds it necessary  to give a more detailed explanation in his Retractationes in order to avoid  any misinterpretation”.  ® De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 22,40. CSEL 90,45-46: "Hoc ergo vinculum ne  concutiatur atque vexetur, laboris et doloris; ne auferatur autem atque perimatur, mortis  terrore animam quatit. Amat enim illud vi consuetudinis, non intelligens, si co bene atque  scienter utatur, resurrectionem reformationemque eius ope ac lege divina sine ulla molesti-  a iuri suo subditam fore". Cf. De Genesi c. Manichaeos 1,20,31. PL_34,188: "De quibus  (sc. concupiscentiis malis) jam nobis praecipitur, ut eas cum quanto possumus labore  crucifigamus in nobis, donec absorbeatur mors in victoriam (1 Cor. 15:54)".  ® De moribus ecclesiae catholicae 19,35. 35,78. CSEL 90,40. 83-84.  79 See R.J. O’CONNELL, 0.C., p. 163-166.  7 De Genesi contra Manichaeos 11,21,32. PL 34,213: "Neque enim in illis corporibus  coelestibus sic latere posse cogitationes credendum est, quemadmodum in his corporibus  latent ... in illa perspicuitate ac simplicitate coelestium corporum omnes omnino motus  animi latere non arbitror. Itaque illi merebuntur habitationem illam et commutationem in  angelicam formam, qui etiam in hac vita ... mendacia oderunt ...". De div. quaestionibus  83, q. 47. CCL 44/A, 74: "... angelica corpora, qualia nos speramus habituros, lucidissima  atque aetherea esse credendum est ... nullus motus animi latebit, cum totum fuerit corpus  aethereum, in cuius comparatione isti oculi caro sunt". Retract. 1,26. CCL 57,80: "... si  hoc sine membris quae nunc habemus et sine substantia quamvis incorruptibilis tamen  carnis accipiatur, erratur". The expression angelica forma is still found in De Genesi ad  litteram 1X,10,(17) and X11,35,(68). CSEL 28/1,279. 433. See also the remark in Retract.  1,17. CCL 57,53 with regard to De fide et symbolo 10,24. CSEL 41,30, in which he  nuances the expression commutatio in angelicam formam: "... corpus terrenum, quale nunc  habemus, in corpus caeleste resurrectione mutari, ut nec membra ista nec carnis sit futura  substantia, procul dubio corrigendus est". However, in De fide et symbolo 10,23. ib. 29-30  Augustine expresses his belief that this body will be resurrected, but he does not know  how: "et ideo credimus et in carnis resurrectionem ... sed haec etiam visibilis caro, quae  naturaliter est caro ... haec ergo visibilis quae proprie dicitur caro sine dubitatione creden-  da est resurgere. Videtur enim Paulus apostolus cam tamquam digito ostendere, cum dicit:  Oportet corruptibile hoc induere incorruptionem (1 Cor. 15:53)"'. We have here a clearleITeNUM, quale 191018{

habemus, L0) caeleste resurrecthone mutarı, ul NC membra ista arnıs Sl futura
substantıa, procul dubı0 corm1gendus est”.  n However, In De fide symbolo 10,23 ıb 29-3()
Augustine his belhef that thıs all DE resurrected, Dut he does NOL know
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est TCSUTBCIC. Vıdetur Nnım Paulus apostolus lamquam 1g1 Ostendere, CUm dıcıt:
Öportet corrupubile hoc induere InCorruptonem (1 Cor. 3:33). We have ere clear



"NO ONE EVER HATED FLESH" 61

Regardıng love of ne1ghbour, find VE iıntellectualist of
Augustine. He AaSSeEeTTS that he does NOT love h1s en! because they
lıving ings (anımalia), but because they human 1ngs, that 1S,
because they have ratı1onal souls. The better they IN theır rational soul,
the INOIC he loves them Ihey 111 h1s frıends INOTEC intensely when love
of w1ısdom 15 are' In common ® In De Genesi CONnIEra Manichaeos d
ell 4A5 ın De MOFLDUS ecclesiae catholicae, Augustine already
LNOTC intımately w1ısdom wıth love; Can adhere God only hrough
love (dılectione, carıtate), and the four ardınal Virtues nothing
other than forms of love, each wıth 1fs OW character”® In De (enesi
CONILra Manichaeos, he mentlons for the Ist time the double COommand-
ment of love of and of ne1ghbour (Mt. 22:37240)° eferring the
Pauline that charıty 15 the ullness of the Law Rom and that
the human eing wıthout charıty 1$ nothing (COr. 13:2) JTherefore, love
15 the ullness of Knowledge enı  O SCLENLLAE charitas)”. In dam
all rece1ved the cCommandment en]oy the fruits of CVEIY TtTee iın Paradıse,
EXCECDL from the ree of the owledge of and eviıl, because each
Christian bears quıte approprlately the PECISON of NSt, accordıng Je-
SUS sayıng "What YOU dıd ON of the least of miıne, YOU dıd 1t me  LA
(Mt ese pırıtual fruıits charıty, JOY, 9 tolerance, kınd-

affırmatiıon of the identity of earthly body wıth the TESUITEC! See MEUE-
RING, ugustine: De fide el S  olo Introduction, translation, Commentlary. S  T|
Gieben, 1987, 147-:158 Le D: des9 Bıbliotheque Aug 1 Parıs
1952, 728

72 Soliloquia A SEL 89,12. 1,3,8 "Sensu quıdem quod in (SC amıco
NOVI, 1 Lamen alıquıd nOscCItur, el vıle est el satıs eSt. am CIO qua mıhı
amıcus ESL, 1d est 1PDSum anımum, intellectu adsequı Cup10”. 70 ıb E M .a  9 ıb

‚Zo solam propter sapıentiam, era CIO vel adesse miıhı volo vel
deesse t1imeo propier 1DSam vitam, quietem, amıcos”. Wısdom en!| for Augustine
owledge of the hıghest realıty: God and the human soul Moreover, ugustine identifies
the Son of wıth the dıvine Wısdom (1 Cor. 1:24) COYLE, 0}

ROY.  9 . 154-155
73 De (Jenesi CONLra Manıchaeos 12336 ®  FB  B 34.214:215 De

MoOrıbus ecclesiae catholicae B  9 32.1321:1326. See DOIGNON, proble-
matiıque des dans les premers traites de Saint Augustin, ın L' umanesimo dı
Sant' Agostino (Attı del Congresso Internaz Barı 28-3() Ottobre Barl, Levante ed..
1988, 169-191 Already In De iınmortalitate anımae 11,18 SEL ugustine
WTOLE: "anımus verı1ta| dıviıno “19010)0 CON1uncCtus”.

Although Augustine elal  rat! ks al the Samnc tiıme, he publıshed De Gene-
Z Manıcn. before the De ccl cath COYLE, O, 66-76 hıs 18 also the
Opınıon of ABULESZ, Aurelu Augustini De Genesi CONITa Manıchaeos lıhrı duo De
CIO quaestionibus Veter: T estamento 1ssertatıon Uniıiversıität Wiıen, 1972, IL

75 De (Genesi Manıchaeos 17336 11.27,41 9  e 718



BAVEL

)76 One CanNCSS, goodness, faıth, gentleness and continence (Gal Da
COMPAIC the eXpression Christi Ssustiinere wıth the quotation of
Cor. A in De moribus ecclesiae catholicae: "Do yYOU nOT NOW that

177
YOUI bodies members of Trist?...Bear ın YOUT body

In De MOFLDUS ecclesiae catholicae, Augustine investigates LNOTC

closely the meanıng of love for ne1ghbour (vinculum amortLs) for nothing 1s
NeAaTCeT human being than another human being TIo do harm the
ne1ghbour and help hım OT her much AS possıble fOr the recently
baptıse: Augustine A cradle” of the love of God’® thıs MOMeNnLT, the
role of the body IMOTC into prominence, because love of ne1ghbour
ENCOMPASSCS NOTL only Cal‘ fOr the soul of the ne1ghbour but a1sSO for h1s OI

her body. Care for the body Can termed medicina’®, Cal‘ for the soul
disciplina” (ın the of instruction OT educatıon). 10 the Cal‘ for the
body longs anythıng that OT the of the body,
1ıke fOo0d and 3  nk, clothing and shelter, lıberation of the oppressed, DUury-
ing the dead, in short al those things that PTESCIVC the Dody from external
OoOWS OI spills; anythıng that 1t agaınst threats caused by hunger
and thırst, cold and heat, INJUrYy inflicted from wıthout. Persons who
love others thıs WaYy called mercıful, for the e implıes
eart-fe distress VCI the suffering of another®!. Hence, 1t 1$ surprise
that Augustine reproaches the Manıchaeans that they sShow IMNOTC COMDAS-
S10N for cucumber than fOr fellow human being, OI that they INOTC

concerned ahbout the preservatıon of melon than of human DCTSON
ruıned Dy burden of debt®*.

76 ıb 1L23,358 ıb 216 Nam quod accepIt, NOS acgepımus in 11lo, quıa
UNUuSqUISQUE St1anus NON IncCongrue sustinet PCeTSONAM T1S! dıcente 1DSO Domuino:
Quod fecistis Unı MILNLMLS MELS, muihrL fecistis‘.

De MOFLDUS ecclesiae catholicae 3578 SEL 90,84.
I8 26,48-51 ıb BAa
79 Wıth the UsSC of the term medicına Augustine 1s asserting the. basıc goodness of the.

body agaınst Manıchaeısm, which denı:ed the usec of medicıne ıts electi, (COY-
LE, 0} 390-391

De quantitate Aanımae 34,78 SEL "Errantbus CcIO cognatıs anımıs ef

laborantıbus, quanium lıcet S ODC] ferendam S5C SCIAaMUuUSs ıta, ul hOoc
1DSUum, CUMm bene. agıtur, deum DCI 105 e intellegamus”.

81 De MOFrLDUS ecclesiae catholıicae 27,52-54. SEL 90,55-57 "Homo 1gıtur, ut homiını
el, anıma ratiıonalıs est mortalı terrenO 1ens Partım CISO COTDOTIL,
partım CcIO anımae homiınıs benefacıt quı proximum dılıgıt. quod pe:  net,
dıcına nomiınata eSL, ad anımam discıplina . Sr ID 28,56. ıb "Quı1 CI BÜ dılıgıt
proximum, agıt quanium DOLESL salvus 19 salvusque anımo S1IL, sed CUI: COTDOTIS
ad sanıtatem anımı reieren! est  (88,

De MOFrLDUS Manıchaeorum 16,53 17.:62 SEL
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I1 FIRS'T EPH

In De (Grenesi CONIra Manichaeos I1 7 Augustine
CGien 21 hOw God made the from ON of the rnbs of Adam and

the place of the rnb wıth Mesh He "God rıghtly fiılled the
place of the rıb wıth flesh that thıs term m1g CONVECY the affection of
love Dy 1C each ONC loves h1s OW soul and 15 nNOT
despise 1T For each ONC loves that OVeT C he presides  183 es.
rıghtly consıders the words the affection of love by 16 each ONC loves
h1s OW soul” Ist allusion Eph Nobody ECVCTI ate! h1s OW
fl hn texti that Was already famılıar Augustine al that mMoOomMent (the
VYCAaIS for later thıs Oklet he quOlLeS the subsequent VEISCS
Eph 31 3979

Augustine 1imself PO1NTS Ouft that he uUSsScs the term n  „ that fılls
the place of the rnıb the WAaVY 16 the prophet Says that he.  A of

15 taken AaWAY and he.  A of flesh the people (Ezek
Cor He does NOTL SIVC here deeper explanatıon of

what he Dy he.  z of fi hn Dut he does HIS later works
1C he combınes the of Ezekılel and Paul He explaıns there that
heart of he.  A wıthout SCNSIUVI OT feeling, whereas he.  S of
flesh 15 he.  z gıfted wıth SCHSOTY 1ıfe that needed order under-
stand somethıng

But there 15 STl another obscure element thıs texf By ICcCasSson of

83 De (Jenesi Manıiıch {1 205 "Sane OCum ıllıus AMNCM
adımplevıt hOC NOININE 1iNSıNuaAareil dılectionıs fectus quO dılıgıt UNUSQUISQUC ANll-

Suam eft ‚9(0)8| est durus ut quod dılıgıt QUISQUEC CUul Pracesti Non
.111M SIC NOmMınata est Cal SIO 0OCO ut carnalem CONCUDISCCNUAM sıgnıfıcet sed SIiO
MOdo qUO propheta 1C1 auferr1 pDOpulo COT lapıdeum el COT Hoc
MOdo .N11mM 1C1| el apostolus: Non tabulis [apideis, ed ı tabulis COFdLS carnalıbus. A
I1ud est YUJUIDDC TO] 10Cul10, alıu. fıgurata, qualıs 15 est (Juam Tactamus mMmOodo”

4 RJ TESKE Saint Augustine ENESLS} T1wo O00KS €eNeSLS Agaıinst the Manı-
chees and On the Lıteral Interpretation of eNnesSLS: Unfinished 00k Washington
( The Catholic Universıty Press, 1991, 113

X 5 Contra Faustum AV.4 SEL 25719 sed qu1a CONDAaralLoONe lapıdıs,
Quı SINC esL, Calt SCNÜUL, PCTI lapıdıs insensualıtatem sıgniıficatum N COT NON intelle-
SCNS DCT armnıs sensualıtatem sıgnıfıcatum est COT ıntellegens". Ihe Same interpretatıon:
ıb A VL ıb 49723 Quaest. Heptateuchum V, 1:3 CL 372 ‚282 De doctrina cChristiana
{11«. CET: 32, 108- De graliia el libero arbitrio 80R CT De Genesı
ad Iıtt VII 16(22) SEL 28/1 ArS 214 Non mıhı CT £O videtur 1cCtum factus es!t homo

(Gen ZU) 151 qu1a seNUure COTDOTEC



VAN BAVEL

the fact that the word |fl hn less than four Mes In the CON-

text  86 ONe WOU CXPECI ın Augustine’s COMMENTLATY rather the words
"the love Dy 16 each OMNEC loves h1Ss OW fl hn Thıs WOU cCorrespond
better Eph 5:29 Then arl1ses the question: Why does Augustine speak
here of soul, and NOTL of es And how do have interpret the word
"soul"”” CarrozzIl, In h1Ss 1an translatıon, g1ves Aanıma the meanıng of
' oug Augustine 15 acquainted wıth thıs meanıng through the

and the philosophy, Carrozz1ı’s translatıon does nOTt SCCI1N appropriate
It 1s NnOTt in Augustine’s lıne that the human being presides

OVeT ıfe in the StT1CT For thıs 1C4SOINMN Carrozzı1 translates the verb
praeest in the followıng WaY "the human being h1ıs 1f n, though
the TSst meanıng of 1$ nto take the lead, rule ver  n8/ Anıma
CannoTL have the meanıng of carnal lust (concupiscentia carnalis) because
thıs 1s explicıtly en1ed Dy Augustine: Anon enım S1C nomUıNAta est CUAYTO SO
[0CO, Ul carnalem Concupiscentiam signifcet. Seen firom moral point of
VICEW, carnal lust has LOO negatıve meanıng.

Nevertheless, somethıing hıgher that rules VeI somethıng lower
wıthın the human being MUST the 1Ssue at stake, namely the ratiıonal
that rules vVer the anımal 3C 18 rul Correspondıing the distinc-
t10N between rationale and animale®. es belıeves that Augustine a_
volds the word flesh’ and substitutes soul’, Cause Augustine s attıtude
toward the body Was quıte negatıve189 Thıs 1$ NnOTL exclude: have

A ;. NON enım SIC Nnomınata est Cal‘AAaINcIn adımplevıt carnalem CONCUPISCENU-
a  ” A  COr carneum . ÄBULESZ, 0} knows only ONC manuscr1pt which has the
readıng dılıg1t CAarnem WW/ 774 Firenze Bıblıoteca Laurenz1ıana XXVI, XI

K / ÖOpere Sant Agostino IXÄIT. La (Jenesı difesa CONLTro Manıicher. Roma, 1ttäa
Nuova Edıtrıce, 1988, 14564  T.J. VAN BAVEL  the fact that the word "flesh" occurs no less than four times in the con-  text®®, one would expect in Augustine’s commentary rather the words  "the love by which each one loves his own flesh". This would correspond  better to Eph. 5:29. Then arises the question: Why does Augustine speak  here of soul, and not of flesh? And how do we have to interpret the word  "soul"? L. Carrozzi, in his Italian translation, gives anima the meaning of  "Jife". Although Augustine is acquainted with this meaning through the  Bible and the philosophy, Carrozzi’s translation does not seem appropriate  to me. It is not in Augustine’s line to assert that the human being presides  over life in the strict sense. For this reason Carrozzi translates the verb  praeest in the following way: "the human being protects his life", though  the first meaning of praeesse is "to take the lead, to rule over"”. Anima  cannot have the meaning of carnal lust (concupiscentia carnalis) because  this is explicitly denied by Augustine: non enim sic nominata est Caro isto  loco, ut carnalem concupiscentiam significet. Seen from a moral point of  view, carnal lust has too negative a meaning.  Nevertheless, something higher that rules over something lower  within the human being must be the issue at stake, namely the rational part  that rules over the animal part which is ruled, corresponding to the distinc-  tion between rationale and animale*®®. Teske believes that Augustine "a-  voids the word ’flesh’ and substitutes ’soul’, (because) Augustine’s attitude  toward the body was quite negative  189  . This is not excluded as we have  86 n  $#  non enim sic nominata est caro  Ra  carnem adimplevit  >  #  carnalem concupiscenti-  am"; "cor cameum”". P. ABULESZ, 0.C., p. 78 knows only one manuscript which has the  reading diligit carnem suam: Firenze Biblioteca Laurenziana XII, XXVI, saec. XI.  ® Opere di Sant’ Agostino IX/1, La Genesi difesa contro i Manichei. Roma, Cittä  Nuova Editrice, 1988, p. 145: "... il sentimento dell’amore con cui ciascuno ama la prop-  ria vita e non & talmente insensibile da disprezzarla, poich€ ciascuno ama ciö che proteg-  ge". Cf. De beata vita 2,7. CCL 29,69: "Ergo iam scis te constare ex corpore et vita". De  inmortalitate animae 16,25. CSEL 89,127: "Hoc et de irrationali anima vel vita ... dici  potest". See J. PEPIN, a.c., p. 76-80.  8 De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,16. PL 34,205: "  in seipso aliud esse rationale quod  regit, aliud animale quod regitur".  59 R.J. TESKE, 0.c., p. 113, n. 81. However, I wonder whether Augustine excludes  radically love for the body. In Epist. 3,4. CSEL 34/1,8 we read: "Unde constamus? Ex  animo et corpore. Quid horum melius? Videlicet animus ... Animus igitur magis amandus  est quam corpus". Soliloquia 1,9,16. CSEL 89,25: "Amas ergo ... vitam ipsam tuam in hoc  corpore. Fateor, ita est”. ib. IL1,1. ib. 46: "Vivere igitur amas? Fateor". In De Genesi c.  Manich. 1,20,31. PL 34,188 Augustine asserts: when we hold in subjection all the affecti-  ons and emotions of the soul and of the flesh that we have in common with the animals,  and they will be in harmony with our reason, then they are called "gaudia, et amores  sancti, et casti et boni”. Ib. 11,26,38-39. ib.,217 Augustine reproaches the Manichees: "...  etiam corpora sua displicent, non propter poenalem mortalitatem, quam peccando merui-11 sentimento dell’amore CON Cul C1AaSCUNO AIl la DTOD-
ra vıta NOMN talmente insensıbıle 1sprezzarla, poiche C1aSCUNO AI  NX C10 che g-
8  ge ( De eata ıta A ME 29,69 kErgo 1am SCIS CONsLiare vıita  „ De
inmortalitate anımae 16,25 SEL "Hoc ei de. rrationalı anıma vel vıta64  T.J. VAN BAVEL  the fact that the word "flesh" occurs no less than four times in the con-  text®®, one would expect in Augustine’s commentary rather the words  "the love by which each one loves his own flesh". This would correspond  better to Eph. 5:29. Then arises the question: Why does Augustine speak  here of soul, and not of flesh? And how do we have to interpret the word  "soul"? L. Carrozzi, in his Italian translation, gives anima the meaning of  "Jife". Although Augustine is acquainted with this meaning through the  Bible and the philosophy, Carrozzi’s translation does not seem appropriate  to me. It is not in Augustine’s line to assert that the human being presides  over life in the strict sense. For this reason Carrozzi translates the verb  praeest in the following way: "the human being protects his life", though  the first meaning of praeesse is "to take the lead, to rule over"”. Anima  cannot have the meaning of carnal lust (concupiscentia carnalis) because  this is explicitly denied by Augustine: non enim sic nominata est Caro isto  loco, ut carnalem concupiscentiam significet. Seen from a moral point of  view, carnal lust has too negative a meaning.  Nevertheless, something higher that rules over something lower  within the human being must be the issue at stake, namely the rational part  that rules over the animal part which is ruled, corresponding to the distinc-  tion between rationale and animale*®®. Teske believes that Augustine "a-  voids the word ’flesh’ and substitutes ’soul’, (because) Augustine’s attitude  toward the body was quite negative  189  . This is not excluded as we have  86 n  $#  non enim sic nominata est caro  Ra  carnem adimplevit  >  #  carnalem concupiscenti-  am"; "cor cameum”". P. ABULESZ, 0.C., p. 78 knows only one manuscript which has the  reading diligit carnem suam: Firenze Biblioteca Laurenziana XII, XXVI, saec. XI.  ® Opere di Sant’ Agostino IX/1, La Genesi difesa contro i Manichei. Roma, Cittä  Nuova Editrice, 1988, p. 145: "... il sentimento dell’amore con cui ciascuno ama la prop-  ria vita e non & talmente insensibile da disprezzarla, poich€ ciascuno ama ciö che proteg-  ge". Cf. De beata vita 2,7. CCL 29,69: "Ergo iam scis te constare ex corpore et vita". De  inmortalitate animae 16,25. CSEL 89,127: "Hoc et de irrationali anima vel vita ... dici  potest". See J. PEPIN, a.c., p. 76-80.  8 De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,16. PL 34,205: "  in seipso aliud esse rationale quod  regit, aliud animale quod regitur".  59 R.J. TESKE, 0.c., p. 113, n. 81. However, I wonder whether Augustine excludes  radically love for the body. In Epist. 3,4. CSEL 34/1,8 we read: "Unde constamus? Ex  animo et corpore. Quid horum melius? Videlicet animus ... Animus igitur magis amandus  est quam corpus". Soliloquia 1,9,16. CSEL 89,25: "Amas ergo ... vitam ipsam tuam in hoc  corpore. Fateor, ita est”. ib. IL1,1. ib. 46: "Vivere igitur amas? Fateor". In De Genesi c.  Manich. 1,20,31. PL 34,188 Augustine asserts: when we hold in subjection all the affecti-  ons and emotions of the soul and of the flesh that we have in common with the animals,  and they will be in harmony with our reason, then they are called "gaudia, et amores  sancti, et casti et boni”. Ib. 11,26,38-39. ib.,217 Augustine reproaches the Manichees: "...  etiam corpora sua displicent, non propter poenalem mortalitatem, quam peccando merui-dıcı
potest  r See PEPIN, A, 76-80

De (Genesi Man 1L11L16 34,205 iın SE1IPSO 1ud SSC atıonale quod
regıt, alıu: anımale quod regıtur  .

ESKE, O, 113: 81 However, wonder whether Augustine excCcludes
radıcally Ove for the body. In ‚DLS 3, SEL read "Unde constamus? Ex
anımo e COTDOTC. Quıid OTrum melıus? Vıdelıcet anımus64  T.J. VAN BAVEL  the fact that the word "flesh" occurs no less than four times in the con-  text®®, one would expect in Augustine’s commentary rather the words  "the love by which each one loves his own flesh". This would correspond  better to Eph. 5:29. Then arises the question: Why does Augustine speak  here of soul, and not of flesh? And how do we have to interpret the word  "soul"? L. Carrozzi, in his Italian translation, gives anima the meaning of  "Jife". Although Augustine is acquainted with this meaning through the  Bible and the philosophy, Carrozzi’s translation does not seem appropriate  to me. It is not in Augustine’s line to assert that the human being presides  over life in the strict sense. For this reason Carrozzi translates the verb  praeest in the following way: "the human being protects his life", though  the first meaning of praeesse is "to take the lead, to rule over"”. Anima  cannot have the meaning of carnal lust (concupiscentia carnalis) because  this is explicitly denied by Augustine: non enim sic nominata est Caro isto  loco, ut carnalem concupiscentiam significet. Seen from a moral point of  view, carnal lust has too negative a meaning.  Nevertheless, something higher that rules over something lower  within the human being must be the issue at stake, namely the rational part  that rules over the animal part which is ruled, corresponding to the distinc-  tion between rationale and animale*®®. Teske believes that Augustine "a-  voids the word ’flesh’ and substitutes ’soul’, (because) Augustine’s attitude  toward the body was quite negative  189  . This is not excluded as we have  86 n  $#  non enim sic nominata est caro  Ra  carnem adimplevit  >  #  carnalem concupiscenti-  am"; "cor cameum”". P. ABULESZ, 0.C., p. 78 knows only one manuscript which has the  reading diligit carnem suam: Firenze Biblioteca Laurenziana XII, XXVI, saec. XI.  ® Opere di Sant’ Agostino IX/1, La Genesi difesa contro i Manichei. Roma, Cittä  Nuova Editrice, 1988, p. 145: "... il sentimento dell’amore con cui ciascuno ama la prop-  ria vita e non & talmente insensibile da disprezzarla, poich€ ciascuno ama ciö che proteg-  ge". Cf. De beata vita 2,7. CCL 29,69: "Ergo iam scis te constare ex corpore et vita". De  inmortalitate animae 16,25. CSEL 89,127: "Hoc et de irrationali anima vel vita ... dici  potest". See J. PEPIN, a.c., p. 76-80.  8 De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,16. PL 34,205: "  in seipso aliud esse rationale quod  regit, aliud animale quod regitur".  59 R.J. TESKE, 0.c., p. 113, n. 81. However, I wonder whether Augustine excludes  radically love for the body. In Epist. 3,4. CSEL 34/1,8 we read: "Unde constamus? Ex  animo et corpore. Quid horum melius? Videlicet animus ... Animus igitur magis amandus  est quam corpus". Soliloquia 1,9,16. CSEL 89,25: "Amas ergo ... vitam ipsam tuam in hoc  corpore. Fateor, ita est”. ib. IL1,1. ib. 46: "Vivere igitur amas? Fateor". In De Genesi c.  Manich. 1,20,31. PL 34,188 Augustine asserts: when we hold in subjection all the affecti-  ons and emotions of the soul and of the flesh that we have in common with the animals,  and they will be in harmony with our reason, then they are called "gaudia, et amores  sancti, et casti et boni”. Ib. 11,26,38-39. ib.,217 Augustine reproaches the Manichees: "...  etiam corpora sua displicent, non propter poenalem mortalitatem, quam peccando merui-Anımus 1g1tur MAR21LS amandus
est Qquam COTDUuS . Soliloquia 1,9,16. SEL 89,25 "Amas CT RO64  T.J. VAN BAVEL  the fact that the word "flesh" occurs no less than four times in the con-  text®®, one would expect in Augustine’s commentary rather the words  "the love by which each one loves his own flesh". This would correspond  better to Eph. 5:29. Then arises the question: Why does Augustine speak  here of soul, and not of flesh? And how do we have to interpret the word  "soul"? L. Carrozzi, in his Italian translation, gives anima the meaning of  "Jife". Although Augustine is acquainted with this meaning through the  Bible and the philosophy, Carrozzi’s translation does not seem appropriate  to me. It is not in Augustine’s line to assert that the human being presides  over life in the strict sense. For this reason Carrozzi translates the verb  praeest in the following way: "the human being protects his life", though  the first meaning of praeesse is "to take the lead, to rule over"”. Anima  cannot have the meaning of carnal lust (concupiscentia carnalis) because  this is explicitly denied by Augustine: non enim sic nominata est Caro isto  loco, ut carnalem concupiscentiam significet. Seen from a moral point of  view, carnal lust has too negative a meaning.  Nevertheless, something higher that rules over something lower  within the human being must be the issue at stake, namely the rational part  that rules over the animal part which is ruled, corresponding to the distinc-  tion between rationale and animale*®®. Teske believes that Augustine "a-  voids the word ’flesh’ and substitutes ’soul’, (because) Augustine’s attitude  toward the body was quite negative  189  . This is not excluded as we have  86 n  $#  non enim sic nominata est caro  Ra  carnem adimplevit  >  #  carnalem concupiscenti-  am"; "cor cameum”". P. ABULESZ, 0.C., p. 78 knows only one manuscript which has the  reading diligit carnem suam: Firenze Biblioteca Laurenziana XII, XXVI, saec. XI.  ® Opere di Sant’ Agostino IX/1, La Genesi difesa contro i Manichei. Roma, Cittä  Nuova Editrice, 1988, p. 145: "... il sentimento dell’amore con cui ciascuno ama la prop-  ria vita e non & talmente insensibile da disprezzarla, poich€ ciascuno ama ciö che proteg-  ge". Cf. De beata vita 2,7. CCL 29,69: "Ergo iam scis te constare ex corpore et vita". De  inmortalitate animae 16,25. CSEL 89,127: "Hoc et de irrationali anima vel vita ... dici  potest". See J. PEPIN, a.c., p. 76-80.  8 De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,16. PL 34,205: "  in seipso aliud esse rationale quod  regit, aliud animale quod regitur".  59 R.J. TESKE, 0.c., p. 113, n. 81. However, I wonder whether Augustine excludes  radically love for the body. In Epist. 3,4. CSEL 34/1,8 we read: "Unde constamus? Ex  animo et corpore. Quid horum melius? Videlicet animus ... Animus igitur magis amandus  est quam corpus". Soliloquia 1,9,16. CSEL 89,25: "Amas ergo ... vitam ipsam tuam in hoc  corpore. Fateor, ita est”. ib. IL1,1. ib. 46: "Vivere igitur amas? Fateor". In De Genesi c.  Manich. 1,20,31. PL 34,188 Augustine asserts: when we hold in subjection all the affecti-  ons and emotions of the soul and of the flesh that we have in common with the animals,  and they will be in harmony with our reason, then they are called "gaudia, et amores  sancti, et casti et boni”. Ib. 11,26,38-39. ib.,217 Augustine reproaches the Manichees: "...  etiam corpora sua displicent, non propter poenalem mortalitatem, quam peccando merui-vitam 1psam tuam In hOcC
10) OT, ıta est  ” ıb IL1A ıb "Vıvere 1g1tur amas”? ateor  A In De (Jenesi
Manıiıch.9 Augustine when hold in subjection the affecti-
ONSs and emotions of the soul and of the flesh have In COINIMNON wıth the. anımals,
and they ll De in armonYy wıth Ur 9 then they Ca gaudıa, er AINOICS

sanctı, cCastı ei bon1” 8  E Augustine reproaches the Manıiıchees „
et1am dısplıicent, propter poenalem mortalitatem, Ua peccando merTul-



"NO EVER AILD HIS FLES 65

SCCI already. However, 1n that there Can another rCason, namely
the Context itself. TOM chapter 1115 0) Augustine deals wıth the CIC-

atıon of the She 15 made d helper of the INan that she m1g
bring forth spirıtual offspring, that 1S, g00d works, ıle the rules and
che obeys (cf. Cor. 14:3) It 15 nNnOTL enough demonstrate that the soul
has rule OVCT the Dody (ut non solum anıma Corporı dominaretur:
Augustine the subordinatıon of the body something elf-ev1-
dent!), but it has demonstrated that the virıle ICasOnNn ratio)
subject iıtself also 1ts Dar$s animalis, for by the help of thıs anımal
TCAasSonN commands the body”” We have here clearly trıpartite distincti-

ratio, Dars) anımalıs, The Dar$ anımalıs 18 that a 15
nearest the body9l The relatıonshıp between and WOIMNaNn 15

MUS; sed ıta negenNL Deum CS  n COTDOTUM condıtorem"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  65  seen already. However, I think that there can be another reason, namely  the context itself. From chapter 11,15 on, Augustine deals with the cre-  ation of the woman. She is made as helper of the man so that she might  bring forth spiritual offspring, that is, good works, while the man rules and  she obeys (cf. 1 Cor. 11:3). It is not enough to demonstrate that the soul  has to rule over the body (ut non solum anima corpori dominaretur:  Augustine supposes the subordination of the body as something self-evi-  dent!), but it has to be demonstrated that the virile reason (ratio) holds  subject to itself also its pars animalis, for by the help of this animal part  reason commands the body”. We have here clearly a tripartite distincti-  on: ratio, pars animalis, corpus. The pars animalis is that part which is  nearest to the body”. The relationship between man and woman is an  mus; sed ita ut negent Deum esse corporum conditorem ...; cum sibi displicet caro quasi  nuditas sua". In a rather negative sense we read in De moribus eccl. cath. 22,40. CSEL  90,46: "Amat (sc. anima) enim illud (sc. corpus) vi consuetudinis ...". Ib. 24,48. ib. 52-53  Augustine treats the theme of self-love. Moreover, he does not hesitate to use in his  christological texts the words caro and corpus.  ” De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,15. PL 34,204: "Adhuc enim erat quod fieret, ut non solum  anima corpori dominaretur, quia corpus servilem locum obtinet, sed etiam virilis ratio  subjugaret sibi animalem partem suam, per quod adjutorium imperaret corpori. Ad hujus  rei exemplum femina facta est, quam rerum ordo subjugat viro”. Do we find here a  certain influence of the allegorical explanation of Origen (Hom. in Gen. 1,15. S.C. 7bis, p.  66-68) who identifies the male with the higher reason and the female with the soul:  "Interior homo noster ex spiritu et anima constat. Masculus spiritus dicitur, femina potest  anima nuncupari. Haec si concordiam inter se habeant et consensum, convenientia inter se  ipsa crescunt et multiplicantur generantque filios sensus bonos et intellectus vel cogitatio-  nes utiles ... Iam vero si anima coniuncta spiritui atque eius, ut ita dixerim, coniugio  copulata declinet aliquando ad corporeas voluptates sensumque suum delectationi carnis  inclinet ... talis anima velut adulterio corporis maculata neque crescere neque multiplicari  legitime dicitur ..."? H. CROUZEL, Th&ologie de l’image de Dieu chez Origene. Paris, Au-  bier, 1956, p. 152-153 explains that Origen speaks of male and female with regard to the  first creation, and of man and woman with regard to the second. See R.J. TESKE, Origen  and St. Augustine’s First Commentaries on Genesis, in: Origenista Quinta. Leuven, Pee-  ters, 1992, p. 180-186. B. STUDER, Zur Frage des westlichen Origenismus, in: Studia Pa-  tristica IX (Berlin 1966), p. 270-287. Cf. Marius Victorinus, In Ep. Pauli ad Ephesios,  verses 29. 32. PL 8,1288-1289: "Confirmat, quod secundum naturam est hic amor, ut car-  nem nostram diligamus. Si autem caro nostra foemina est, et prima foemina de came viri,  et ... Cum nemo suam carnem Oderit ... debet ergo et uxorem sic diligere, ut suam camem,  sicut et Christus Ecclesiam ... Sed quoniam magnum mysterium dixit altius intelligendum  ... Ego arbitror accipi istud, ut vir et uxor sint sibi invicem juncti spiritus et anima. Hoc  enim Adam et Eva, ut spiritus sit Christus, Ecclesia sit anima".  % Partes animae in Augustine’s writings do not mean two independent realities, but  two different capacities or activities of one and the same reality. See R. FERWERDA, 7wo  Souls. Origen’s and Augustine’s Attitude towards the Two Souls Doctrine. Its Place in  Greek and Christian Philosophy, in: Vigiliae Christianae 37(1983), 360-378, p. 366: "For,CU| sıbı displicet quası
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eNnım Adam Eva, spirıtus sıt Chrıistus, clesı1a S1it anıma .

Yl Partes nıMma2e in ugustine s wriungs do NOL INCAl L[WO independent realıties, but
[WO dıfferent capacıties actıyı1es of ON and the SAamlc realıty. See FERWERDA, T wo
Souls Örigen s and Augustine s Attıtude Owards the 1 wo Souls Doctrine. Its Place ıIn
Greek and Christian Philosophy, in Vigiliae Christianae 166 "FOr.
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1323 el les magnı philosophi, In Revue des tudes Augustiniennes 109-128,
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dent ato, Plotinus and especılally Porphyry, but he nterprets ıf nevertheless In
personal WaY "Les interrogations el les dıstınctions anterieurement etablıes Augustn

reiTrOoOuUuventL donc bıen. Le faıt de consıderer quc la vIe est insuffisant DOUT
ASSUuTrer SOM immortalıte, la vIe DeuUL etre consıderee hıee la partıe inferieure
de ,n quı est transmise les paren(ts, maıs dıstingue de 5  ame ratıonnelle quı
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92 De (Jenesi Man H-A13: 34,204 "Ad uJus re1 exemplum femına facta esL,
Ua ICI UMN Ordo subjugat VITO: ut quod In duobus hominıbus evıdentius apparel, ıd est in
masculo femına, eti1am in uUuNO homine consıderarı pOossıt: ut appettum anımae, DCI
QuCcmMm de. membrıs COTDOTIS, habeat INCNS interl10r (anquam virılıs rallo subjuga-
tum  ‚3, 12,16. ıb 20566  T.J. VAN BAVEL  illustration of a process that takes place in each single human being: the  impulse of the soul (appetitus animae)” which is operating through the  bodily limbs, should be subject to the interior mind (mens interior). In  12,16 Augustine argues that we need perfect wisdom to rule correctly the  pars animalis and should have with it a marital bond, as it were, so that  the flesh does not lust against the spirit (Gal. 5:7)”. In that case, the con-  cupiscentia carnalis ceases to be carnalis by obeying. The marital union  between reason and lower part of the soul is symbolized by the fact that  the woman is made from the rib of the man. In 12,17-13,19 we read that  each one loves his own soul, which is applied in a figurative sense to Gen.  from the meaning the word ’image’ has in his (=Plotinus’) philosophy we may infer that  this does not mean that there are really two independent entities called soul; rather there  is only one soul whose image or reflexion is simply the intermediary between higher and  lower entities which has no existence of its own". According to D. DOUCET, Soliloques II,  13,23 et les magni philosophi, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 39(1993), 109-128,  Augustine’s distinction between anima rationalis and anima irrationalis or vita is depen-  dent on Plato, Plotinus and especially on Porphyry, but he interprets it nevertheless in a  personal way: "Les interrogations et les distinctions anterieurement Etablies par Augustin  se retrouvent donc bien. Le fait de considerer que l’äme apporte la vie est insuffisant pour  assurer son immortalit&, car la vie peut &tre consideree comme liee A la partie inferieure  de l’äme qui est transmise par les parents, mais se distingue de l’äme rationnelle qui  advient de l’exterieur, et dont 1l’union avec le corps r&alise un ’melange total’" (p. 125).  ” De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,15. PL 34,204: "Ad hujus rei exemplum femina facta est,  quam rerum ordo subjugat viro; ut quod in duobus hominibus evidentius apparet, id est in  masculo et femina, etiam in uno homine considerari possit: ut appetitum animae, per  quem de membris corporis operamur, habeat mens interior tanquam virilis ratio subjuga-  tum”. Ib. 12,16. ib. 205: "... ut caro non concupiscat adversus spiritum ... id est concupis-  centia carnalis non adversetur rationi”. Ib. 14,21. ib. 207: "... si autem (sc. cupiditas nos-  tra) mota fuerit, quasi mulieri jJam persuasum erit". I think that the three expressions  appetitum animae, concupiscentia, cupiditas designate the striving function of the soul,  which as such are not negative. See W.S. BABCOCK, Cupiditas and Caritas: The Early  Augustine on Love and Fulfillment, in: Augustine Today, ed. by R.J. Neuhaus, Grand  Rapids (Mich.), Eerdmans, 1993, p. 1-34: "Cupiditas is for Augustine also a form of love;  therefore it is not to be translated as passion, lust or desire". We find the same idea of De  Genesi c. Man. also in De opere monachorum (dating from 401) 32,40. CSEL 41,594:  "Illam quippe significant partem eo ipso, quo mulieres sunt, quae concupiscentialis dici  potest, cui mens dominatur ... Quod ergo est in uno homine mens et concupiscentia ... hoc  in duobus hominibus, viro et muliere, secundum sexum corporis figuratur ... Tanto enim  gloriosius mens ad superiora promovetur, quanto diligentius ab inferioribus concupiscentia  cohibetur; donec totus homo cum ipso etiam mortali nunc et fragili corpore in resurrectio-  ne novissima incorruptione atque immortalitate induatur ...".  ® De Genesi c. Man. 11,12,16. PL_34,205: "Ipsa enim cognitio, qua intelligitur in  nobis aliud esse quod ratione dominetur, aliud quod rationi obtemperet; ipsa ergo cognitio  veluti effectio mulieris est de costa viri, propter conjunctionem significandam. Deinde, ut  quisque huic suae parti recte dominetur, et fiat quasi conjugalis in seipso, ut caro non  concupiscat adversus spiritum, sed spiritui subjugetur ... opus habet perfecta sapientia”.NONMN CONCupPISCAt adversus spırıtum66  T.J. VAN BAVEL  illustration of a process that takes place in each single human being: the  impulse of the soul (appetitus animae)” which is operating through the  bodily limbs, should be subject to the interior mind (mens interior). In  12,16 Augustine argues that we need perfect wisdom to rule correctly the  pars animalis and should have with it a marital bond, as it were, so that  the flesh does not lust against the spirit (Gal. 5:7)”. In that case, the con-  cupiscentia carnalis ceases to be carnalis by obeying. The marital union  between reason and lower part of the soul is symbolized by the fact that  the woman is made from the rib of the man. In 12,17-13,19 we read that  each one loves his own soul, which is applied in a figurative sense to Gen.  from the meaning the word ’image’ has in his (=Plotinus’) philosophy we may infer that  this does not mean that there are really two independent entities called soul; rather there  is only one soul whose image or reflexion is simply the intermediary between higher and  lower entities which has no existence of its own". According to D. DOUCET, Soliloques II,  13,23 et les magni philosophi, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 39(1993), 109-128,  Augustine’s distinction between anima rationalis and anima irrationalis or vita is depen-  dent on Plato, Plotinus and especially on Porphyry, but he interprets it nevertheless in a  personal way: "Les interrogations et les distinctions anterieurement Etablies par Augustin  se retrouvent donc bien. Le fait de considerer que l’äme apporte la vie est insuffisant pour  assurer son immortalit&, car la vie peut &tre consideree comme liee A la partie inferieure  de l’äme qui est transmise par les parents, mais se distingue de l’äme rationnelle qui  advient de l’exterieur, et dont 1l’union avec le corps r&alise un ’melange total’" (p. 125).  ” De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,15. PL 34,204: "Ad hujus rei exemplum femina facta est,  quam rerum ordo subjugat viro; ut quod in duobus hominibus evidentius apparet, id est in  masculo et femina, etiam in uno homine considerari possit: ut appetitum animae, per  quem de membris corporis operamur, habeat mens interior tanquam virilis ratio subjuga-  tum”. Ib. 12,16. ib. 205: "... ut caro non concupiscat adversus spiritum ... id est concupis-  centia carnalis non adversetur rationi”. Ib. 14,21. ib. 207: "... si autem (sc. cupiditas nos-  tra) mota fuerit, quasi mulieri jJam persuasum erit". I think that the three expressions  appetitum animae, concupiscentia, cupiditas designate the striving function of the soul,  which as such are not negative. See W.S. BABCOCK, Cupiditas and Caritas: The Early  Augustine on Love and Fulfillment, in: Augustine Today, ed. by R.J. Neuhaus, Grand  Rapids (Mich.), Eerdmans, 1993, p. 1-34: "Cupiditas is for Augustine also a form of love;  therefore it is not to be translated as passion, lust or desire". We find the same idea of De  Genesi c. Man. also in De opere monachorum (dating from 401) 32,40. CSEL 41,594:  "Illam quippe significant partem eo ipso, quo mulieres sunt, quae concupiscentialis dici  potest, cui mens dominatur ... Quod ergo est in uno homine mens et concupiscentia ... hoc  in duobus hominibus, viro et muliere, secundum sexum corporis figuratur ... Tanto enim  gloriosius mens ad superiora promovetur, quanto diligentius ab inferioribus concupiscentia  cohibetur; donec totus homo cum ipso etiam mortali nunc et fragili corpore in resurrectio-  ne novissima incorruptione atque immortalitate induatur ...".  ® De Genesi c. Man. 11,12,16. PL_34,205: "Ipsa enim cognitio, qua intelligitur in  nobis aliud esse quod ratione dominetur, aliud quod rationi obtemperet; ipsa ergo cognitio  veluti effectio mulieris est de costa viri, propter conjunctionem significandam. Deinde, ut  quisque huic suae parti recte dominetur, et fiat quasi conjugalis in seipso, ut caro non  concupiscat adversus spiritum, sed spiritui subjugetur ... opus habet perfecta sapientia”.ıd est CONCUDIS-
centia carnalıs NOMN adversetur ration1”. 14,21 ıb 20766  T.J. VAN BAVEL  illustration of a process that takes place in each single human being: the  impulse of the soul (appetitus animae)” which is operating through the  bodily limbs, should be subject to the interior mind (mens interior). In  12,16 Augustine argues that we need perfect wisdom to rule correctly the  pars animalis and should have with it a marital bond, as it were, so that  the flesh does not lust against the spirit (Gal. 5:7)”. In that case, the con-  cupiscentia carnalis ceases to be carnalis by obeying. The marital union  between reason and lower part of the soul is symbolized by the fact that  the woman is made from the rib of the man. In 12,17-13,19 we read that  each one loves his own soul, which is applied in a figurative sense to Gen.  from the meaning the word ’image’ has in his (=Plotinus’) philosophy we may infer that  this does not mean that there are really two independent entities called soul; rather there  is only one soul whose image or reflexion is simply the intermediary between higher and  lower entities which has no existence of its own". According to D. DOUCET, Soliloques II,  13,23 et les magni philosophi, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 39(1993), 109-128,  Augustine’s distinction between anima rationalis and anima irrationalis or vita is depen-  dent on Plato, Plotinus and especially on Porphyry, but he interprets it nevertheless in a  personal way: "Les interrogations et les distinctions anterieurement Etablies par Augustin  se retrouvent donc bien. Le fait de considerer que l’äme apporte la vie est insuffisant pour  assurer son immortalit&, car la vie peut &tre consideree comme liee A la partie inferieure  de l’äme qui est transmise par les parents, mais se distingue de l’äme rationnelle qui  advient de l’exterieur, et dont 1l’union avec le corps r&alise un ’melange total’" (p. 125).  ” De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,15. PL 34,204: "Ad hujus rei exemplum femina facta est,  quam rerum ordo subjugat viro; ut quod in duobus hominibus evidentius apparet, id est in  masculo et femina, etiam in uno homine considerari possit: ut appetitum animae, per  quem de membris corporis operamur, habeat mens interior tanquam virilis ratio subjuga-  tum”. Ib. 12,16. ib. 205: "... ut caro non concupiscat adversus spiritum ... id est concupis-  centia carnalis non adversetur rationi”. Ib. 14,21. ib. 207: "... si autem (sc. cupiditas nos-  tra) mota fuerit, quasi mulieri jJam persuasum erit". I think that the three expressions  appetitum animae, concupiscentia, cupiditas designate the striving function of the soul,  which as such are not negative. See W.S. BABCOCK, Cupiditas and Caritas: The Early  Augustine on Love and Fulfillment, in: Augustine Today, ed. by R.J. Neuhaus, Grand  Rapids (Mich.), Eerdmans, 1993, p. 1-34: "Cupiditas is for Augustine also a form of love;  therefore it is not to be translated as passion, lust or desire". We find the same idea of De  Genesi c. Man. also in De opere monachorum (dating from 401) 32,40. CSEL 41,594:  "Illam quippe significant partem eo ipso, quo mulieres sunt, quae concupiscentialis dici  potest, cui mens dominatur ... Quod ergo est in uno homine mens et concupiscentia ... hoc  in duobus hominibus, viro et muliere, secundum sexum corporis figuratur ... Tanto enim  gloriosius mens ad superiora promovetur, quanto diligentius ab inferioribus concupiscentia  cohibetur; donec totus homo cum ipso etiam mortali nunc et fragili corpore in resurrectio-  ne novissima incorruptione atque immortalitate induatur ...".  ® De Genesi c. Man. 11,12,16. PL_34,205: "Ipsa enim cognitio, qua intelligitur in  nobis aliud esse quod ratione dominetur, aliud quod rationi obtemperet; ipsa ergo cognitio  veluti effectio mulieris est de costa viri, propter conjunctionem significandam. Deinde, ut  quisque huic suae parti recte dominetur, et fiat quasi conjugalis in seipso, ut caro non  concupiscat adversus spiritum, sed spiritui subjugetur ... opus habet perfecta sapientia”.SI (SC. Cupıdıtas NOS-
tra) MO fuer1t, quası muher]1 jJam PCETSUASUM erıt  x ınk that the. three CXPreESSIONS
appetitum anımae, CONCUPILSCENLLA, CUpPLdLtAS esıgnate the strıving uUunchon of the soul,
1C. such NOL negatıve. See BABCOCK, Cupiditas and Carıtas: Ihe Larly
ugustiıne Love and Fulfillment, 1in Augustine Today, Dy Neuhaus, Tand
Rapıds (Mich.) kerdmans, 1993, S  s Cupidıtas 18 for Augustine also form of love:;
therefore ıt 18 NOL translated passıon, ust desire”. We fınd the Samll!  CD dea of De
(Jenesi Man also De ID monachorum ng from 401) 32,40 SEL
"Illam quıppe sıgnıfıcant partem 1DSO, quO mulheres SUNL, quac cConcupıscentialıs dıcı
SL, CUul INCNS domiınatur66  T.J. VAN BAVEL  illustration of a process that takes place in each single human being: the  impulse of the soul (appetitus animae)” which is operating through the  bodily limbs, should be subject to the interior mind (mens interior). In  12,16 Augustine argues that we need perfect wisdom to rule correctly the  pars animalis and should have with it a marital bond, as it were, so that  the flesh does not lust against the spirit (Gal. 5:7)”. In that case, the con-  cupiscentia carnalis ceases to be carnalis by obeying. The marital union  between reason and lower part of the soul is symbolized by the fact that  the woman is made from the rib of the man. In 12,17-13,19 we read that  each one loves his own soul, which is applied in a figurative sense to Gen.  from the meaning the word ’image’ has in his (=Plotinus’) philosophy we may infer that  this does not mean that there are really two independent entities called soul; rather there  is only one soul whose image or reflexion is simply the intermediary between higher and  lower entities which has no existence of its own". According to D. DOUCET, Soliloques II,  13,23 et les magni philosophi, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 39(1993), 109-128,  Augustine’s distinction between anima rationalis and anima irrationalis or vita is depen-  dent on Plato, Plotinus and especially on Porphyry, but he interprets it nevertheless in a  personal way: "Les interrogations et les distinctions anterieurement Etablies par Augustin  se retrouvent donc bien. Le fait de considerer que l’äme apporte la vie est insuffisant pour  assurer son immortalit&, car la vie peut &tre consideree comme liee A la partie inferieure  de l’äme qui est transmise par les parents, mais se distingue de l’äme rationnelle qui  advient de l’exterieur, et dont 1l’union avec le corps r&alise un ’melange total’" (p. 125).  ” De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,15. PL 34,204: "Ad hujus rei exemplum femina facta est,  quam rerum ordo subjugat viro; ut quod in duobus hominibus evidentius apparet, id est in  masculo et femina, etiam in uno homine considerari possit: ut appetitum animae, per  quem de membris corporis operamur, habeat mens interior tanquam virilis ratio subjuga-  tum”. Ib. 12,16. ib. 205: "... ut caro non concupiscat adversus spiritum ... id est concupis-  centia carnalis non adversetur rationi”. Ib. 14,21. ib. 207: "... si autem (sc. cupiditas nos-  tra) mota fuerit, quasi mulieri jJam persuasum erit". I think that the three expressions  appetitum animae, concupiscentia, cupiditas designate the striving function of the soul,  which as such are not negative. See W.S. BABCOCK, Cupiditas and Caritas: The Early  Augustine on Love and Fulfillment, in: Augustine Today, ed. by R.J. Neuhaus, Grand  Rapids (Mich.), Eerdmans, 1993, p. 1-34: "Cupiditas is for Augustine also a form of love;  therefore it is not to be translated as passion, lust or desire". We find the same idea of De  Genesi c. Man. also in De opere monachorum (dating from 401) 32,40. CSEL 41,594:  "Illam quippe significant partem eo ipso, quo mulieres sunt, quae concupiscentialis dici  potest, cui mens dominatur ... Quod ergo est in uno homine mens et concupiscentia ... hoc  in duobus hominibus, viro et muliere, secundum sexum corporis figuratur ... Tanto enim  gloriosius mens ad superiora promovetur, quanto diligentius ab inferioribus concupiscentia  cohibetur; donec totus homo cum ipso etiam mortali nunc et fragili corpore in resurrectio-  ne novissima incorruptione atque immortalitate induatur ...".  ® De Genesi c. Man. 11,12,16. PL_34,205: "Ipsa enim cognitio, qua intelligitur in  nobis aliud esse quod ratione dominetur, aliud quod rationi obtemperet; ipsa ergo cognitio  veluti effectio mulieris est de costa viri, propter conjunctionem significandam. Deinde, ut  quisque huic suae parti recte dominetur, et fiat quasi conjugalis in seipso, ut caro non  concupiscat adversus spiritum, sed spiritui subjugetur ... opus habet perfecta sapientia”.Quod ergo est in uUuNO homiıne INCNS el CONCuPISCENtILA66  T.J. VAN BAVEL  illustration of a process that takes place in each single human being: the  impulse of the soul (appetitus animae)” which is operating through the  bodily limbs, should be subject to the interior mind (mens interior). In  12,16 Augustine argues that we need perfect wisdom to rule correctly the  pars animalis and should have with it a marital bond, as it were, so that  the flesh does not lust against the spirit (Gal. 5:7)”. In that case, the con-  cupiscentia carnalis ceases to be carnalis by obeying. The marital union  between reason and lower part of the soul is symbolized by the fact that  the woman is made from the rib of the man. In 12,17-13,19 we read that  each one loves his own soul, which is applied in a figurative sense to Gen.  from the meaning the word ’image’ has in his (=Plotinus’) philosophy we may infer that  this does not mean that there are really two independent entities called soul; rather there  is only one soul whose image or reflexion is simply the intermediary between higher and  lower entities which has no existence of its own". According to D. DOUCET, Soliloques II,  13,23 et les magni philosophi, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 39(1993), 109-128,  Augustine’s distinction between anima rationalis and anima irrationalis or vita is depen-  dent on Plato, Plotinus and especially on Porphyry, but he interprets it nevertheless in a  personal way: "Les interrogations et les distinctions anterieurement Etablies par Augustin  se retrouvent donc bien. Le fait de considerer que l’äme apporte la vie est insuffisant pour  assurer son immortalit&, car la vie peut &tre consideree comme liee A la partie inferieure  de l’äme qui est transmise par les parents, mais se distingue de l’äme rationnelle qui  advient de l’exterieur, et dont 1l’union avec le corps r&alise un ’melange total’" (p. 125).  ” De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,15. PL 34,204: "Ad hujus rei exemplum femina facta est,  quam rerum ordo subjugat viro; ut quod in duobus hominibus evidentius apparet, id est in  masculo et femina, etiam in uno homine considerari possit: ut appetitum animae, per  quem de membris corporis operamur, habeat mens interior tanquam virilis ratio subjuga-  tum”. Ib. 12,16. ib. 205: "... ut caro non concupiscat adversus spiritum ... id est concupis-  centia carnalis non adversetur rationi”. Ib. 14,21. ib. 207: "... si autem (sc. cupiditas nos-  tra) mota fuerit, quasi mulieri jJam persuasum erit". I think that the three expressions  appetitum animae, concupiscentia, cupiditas designate the striving function of the soul,  which as such are not negative. See W.S. BABCOCK, Cupiditas and Caritas: The Early  Augustine on Love and Fulfillment, in: Augustine Today, ed. by R.J. Neuhaus, Grand  Rapids (Mich.), Eerdmans, 1993, p. 1-34: "Cupiditas is for Augustine also a form of love;  therefore it is not to be translated as passion, lust or desire". We find the same idea of De  Genesi c. Man. also in De opere monachorum (dating from 401) 32,40. CSEL 41,594:  "Illam quippe significant partem eo ipso, quo mulieres sunt, quae concupiscentialis dici  potest, cui mens dominatur ... Quod ergo est in uno homine mens et concupiscentia ... hoc  in duobus hominibus, viro et muliere, secundum sexum corporis figuratur ... Tanto enim  gloriosius mens ad superiora promovetur, quanto diligentius ab inferioribus concupiscentia  cohibetur; donec totus homo cum ipso etiam mortali nunc et fragili corpore in resurrectio-  ne novissima incorruptione atque immortalitate induatur ...".  ® De Genesi c. Man. 11,12,16. PL_34,205: "Ipsa enim cognitio, qua intelligitur in  nobis aliud esse quod ratione dominetur, aliud quod rationi obtemperet; ipsa ergo cognitio  veluti effectio mulieris est de costa viri, propter conjunctionem significandam. Deinde, ut  quisque huic suae parti recte dominetur, et fiat quasi conjugalis in seipso, ut caro non  concupiscat adversus spiritum, sed spiritui subjugetur ... opus habet perfecta sapientia”.hoc
In duobus hominıbus, VIrO el mulıere, secundum SCXUMM COTDOTIS fıguratur66  T.J. VAN BAVEL  illustration of a process that takes place in each single human being: the  impulse of the soul (appetitus animae)” which is operating through the  bodily limbs, should be subject to the interior mind (mens interior). In  12,16 Augustine argues that we need perfect wisdom to rule correctly the  pars animalis and should have with it a marital bond, as it were, so that  the flesh does not lust against the spirit (Gal. 5:7)”. In that case, the con-  cupiscentia carnalis ceases to be carnalis by obeying. The marital union  between reason and lower part of the soul is symbolized by the fact that  the woman is made from the rib of the man. In 12,17-13,19 we read that  each one loves his own soul, which is applied in a figurative sense to Gen.  from the meaning the word ’image’ has in his (=Plotinus’) philosophy we may infer that  this does not mean that there are really two independent entities called soul; rather there  is only one soul whose image or reflexion is simply the intermediary between higher and  lower entities which has no existence of its own". According to D. DOUCET, Soliloques II,  13,23 et les magni philosophi, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 39(1993), 109-128,  Augustine’s distinction between anima rationalis and anima irrationalis or vita is depen-  dent on Plato, Plotinus and especially on Porphyry, but he interprets it nevertheless in a  personal way: "Les interrogations et les distinctions anterieurement Etablies par Augustin  se retrouvent donc bien. Le fait de considerer que l’äme apporte la vie est insuffisant pour  assurer son immortalit&, car la vie peut &tre consideree comme liee A la partie inferieure  de l’äme qui est transmise par les parents, mais se distingue de l’äme rationnelle qui  advient de l’exterieur, et dont 1l’union avec le corps r&alise un ’melange total’" (p. 125).  ” De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,15. PL 34,204: "Ad hujus rei exemplum femina facta est,  quam rerum ordo subjugat viro; ut quod in duobus hominibus evidentius apparet, id est in  masculo et femina, etiam in uno homine considerari possit: ut appetitum animae, per  quem de membris corporis operamur, habeat mens interior tanquam virilis ratio subjuga-  tum”. Ib. 12,16. ib. 205: "... ut caro non concupiscat adversus spiritum ... id est concupis-  centia carnalis non adversetur rationi”. Ib. 14,21. ib. 207: "... si autem (sc. cupiditas nos-  tra) mota fuerit, quasi mulieri jJam persuasum erit". I think that the three expressions  appetitum animae, concupiscentia, cupiditas designate the striving function of the soul,  which as such are not negative. See W.S. BABCOCK, Cupiditas and Caritas: The Early  Augustine on Love and Fulfillment, in: Augustine Today, ed. by R.J. Neuhaus, Grand  Rapids (Mich.), Eerdmans, 1993, p. 1-34: "Cupiditas is for Augustine also a form of love;  therefore it is not to be translated as passion, lust or desire". We find the same idea of De  Genesi c. Man. also in De opere monachorum (dating from 401) 32,40. CSEL 41,594:  "Illam quippe significant partem eo ipso, quo mulieres sunt, quae concupiscentialis dici  potest, cui mens dominatur ... Quod ergo est in uno homine mens et concupiscentia ... hoc  in duobus hominibus, viro et muliere, secundum sexum corporis figuratur ... Tanto enim  gloriosius mens ad superiora promovetur, quanto diligentius ab inferioribus concupiscentia  cohibetur; donec totus homo cum ipso etiam mortali nunc et fragili corpore in resurrectio-  ne novissima incorruptione atque immortalitate induatur ...".  ® De Genesi c. Man. 11,12,16. PL_34,205: "Ipsa enim cognitio, qua intelligitur in  nobis aliud esse quod ratione dominetur, aliud quod rationi obtemperet; ipsa ergo cognitio  veluti effectio mulieris est de costa viri, propter conjunctionem significandam. Deinde, ut  quisque huic suae parti recte dominetur, et fiat quasi conjugalis in seipso, ut caro non  concupiscat adversus spiritum, sed spiritui subjugetur ... opus habet perfecta sapientia”.anto Nım
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NOv1ssıma InCorruptonNe alque immortalıtate. nduatur66  T.J. VAN BAVEL  illustration of a process that takes place in each single human being: the  impulse of the soul (appetitus animae)” which is operating through the  bodily limbs, should be subject to the interior mind (mens interior). In  12,16 Augustine argues that we need perfect wisdom to rule correctly the  pars animalis and should have with it a marital bond, as it were, so that  the flesh does not lust against the spirit (Gal. 5:7)”. In that case, the con-  cupiscentia carnalis ceases to be carnalis by obeying. The marital union  between reason and lower part of the soul is symbolized by the fact that  the woman is made from the rib of the man. In 12,17-13,19 we read that  each one loves his own soul, which is applied in a figurative sense to Gen.  from the meaning the word ’image’ has in his (=Plotinus’) philosophy we may infer that  this does not mean that there are really two independent entities called soul; rather there  is only one soul whose image or reflexion is simply the intermediary between higher and  lower entities which has no existence of its own". According to D. DOUCET, Soliloques II,  13,23 et les magni philosophi, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 39(1993), 109-128,  Augustine’s distinction between anima rationalis and anima irrationalis or vita is depen-  dent on Plato, Plotinus and especially on Porphyry, but he interprets it nevertheless in a  personal way: "Les interrogations et les distinctions anterieurement Etablies par Augustin  se retrouvent donc bien. Le fait de considerer que l’äme apporte la vie est insuffisant pour  assurer son immortalit&, car la vie peut &tre consideree comme liee A la partie inferieure  de l’äme qui est transmise par les parents, mais se distingue de l’äme rationnelle qui  advient de l’exterieur, et dont 1l’union avec le corps r&alise un ’melange total’" (p. 125).  ” De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,15. PL 34,204: "Ad hujus rei exemplum femina facta est,  quam rerum ordo subjugat viro; ut quod in duobus hominibus evidentius apparet, id est in  masculo et femina, etiam in uno homine considerari possit: ut appetitum animae, per  quem de membris corporis operamur, habeat mens interior tanquam virilis ratio subjuga-  tum”. Ib. 12,16. ib. 205: "... ut caro non concupiscat adversus spiritum ... id est concupis-  centia carnalis non adversetur rationi”. Ib. 14,21. ib. 207: "... si autem (sc. cupiditas nos-  tra) mota fuerit, quasi mulieri jJam persuasum erit". I think that the three expressions  appetitum animae, concupiscentia, cupiditas designate the striving function of the soul,  which as such are not negative. See W.S. BABCOCK, Cupiditas and Caritas: The Early  Augustine on Love and Fulfillment, in: Augustine Today, ed. by R.J. Neuhaus, Grand  Rapids (Mich.), Eerdmans, 1993, p. 1-34: "Cupiditas is for Augustine also a form of love;  therefore it is not to be translated as passion, lust or desire". We find the same idea of De  Genesi c. Man. also in De opere monachorum (dating from 401) 32,40. CSEL 41,594:  "Illam quippe significant partem eo ipso, quo mulieres sunt, quae concupiscentialis dici  potest, cui mens dominatur ... Quod ergo est in uno homine mens et concupiscentia ... hoc  in duobus hominibus, viro et muliere, secundum sexum corporis figuratur ... Tanto enim  gloriosius mens ad superiora promovetur, quanto diligentius ab inferioribus concupiscentia  cohibetur; donec totus homo cum ipso etiam mortali nunc et fragili corpore in resurrectio-  ne novissima incorruptione atque immortalitate induatur ...".  ® De Genesi c. Man. 11,12,16. PL_34,205: "Ipsa enim cognitio, qua intelligitur in  nobis aliud esse quod ratione dominetur, aliud quod rationi obtemperet; ipsa ergo cognitio  veluti effectio mulieris est de costa viri, propter conjunctionem significandam. Deinde, ut  quisque huic suae parti recte dominetur, et fiat quasi conjugalis in seipso, ut caro non  concupiscat adversus spiritum, sed spiritui subjugetur ... opus habet perfecta sapientia”.93 De (Genesi Man 114246 "Ipsa Nnım COgNIUO, qua intellıgıtur in
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CONCupISCat adversus spırıtum, sed spiırıtul subjugetur66  T.J. VAN BAVEL  illustration of a process that takes place in each single human being: the  impulse of the soul (appetitus animae)” which is operating through the  bodily limbs, should be subject to the interior mind (mens interior). In  12,16 Augustine argues that we need perfect wisdom to rule correctly the  pars animalis and should have with it a marital bond, as it were, so that  the flesh does not lust against the spirit (Gal. 5:7)”. In that case, the con-  cupiscentia carnalis ceases to be carnalis by obeying. The marital union  between reason and lower part of the soul is symbolized by the fact that  the woman is made from the rib of the man. In 12,17-13,19 we read that  each one loves his own soul, which is applied in a figurative sense to Gen.  from the meaning the word ’image’ has in his (=Plotinus’) philosophy we may infer that  this does not mean that there are really two independent entities called soul; rather there  is only one soul whose image or reflexion is simply the intermediary between higher and  lower entities which has no existence of its own". According to D. DOUCET, Soliloques II,  13,23 et les magni philosophi, in: Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 39(1993), 109-128,  Augustine’s distinction between anima rationalis and anima irrationalis or vita is depen-  dent on Plato, Plotinus and especially on Porphyry, but he interprets it nevertheless in a  personal way: "Les interrogations et les distinctions anterieurement Etablies par Augustin  se retrouvent donc bien. Le fait de considerer que l’äme apporte la vie est insuffisant pour  assurer son immortalit&, car la vie peut &tre consideree comme liee A la partie inferieure  de l’äme qui est transmise par les parents, mais se distingue de l’äme rationnelle qui  advient de l’exterieur, et dont 1l’union avec le corps r&alise un ’melange total’" (p. 125).  ” De Genesi c. Man. 11,11,15. PL 34,204: "Ad hujus rei exemplum femina facta est,  quam rerum ordo subjugat viro; ut quod in duobus hominibus evidentius apparet, id est in  masculo et femina, etiam in uno homine considerari possit: ut appetitum animae, per  quem de membris corporis operamur, habeat mens interior tanquam virilis ratio subjuga-  tum”. Ib. 12,16. ib. 205: "... ut caro non concupiscat adversus spiritum ... id est concupis-  centia carnalis non adversetur rationi”. Ib. 14,21. ib. 207: "... si autem (sc. cupiditas nos-  tra) mota fuerit, quasi mulieri jJam persuasum erit". I think that the three expressions  appetitum animae, concupiscentia, cupiditas designate the striving function of the soul,  which as such are not negative. See W.S. BABCOCK, Cupiditas and Caritas: The Early  Augustine on Love and Fulfillment, in: Augustine Today, ed. by R.J. Neuhaus, Grand  Rapids (Mich.), Eerdmans, 1993, p. 1-34: "Cupiditas is for Augustine also a form of love;  therefore it is not to be translated as passion, lust or desire". We find the same idea of De  Genesi c. Man. also in De opere monachorum (dating from 401) 32,40. CSEL 41,594:  "Illam quippe significant partem eo ipso, quo mulieres sunt, quae concupiscentialis dici  potest, cui mens dominatur ... Quod ergo est in uno homine mens et concupiscentia ... hoc  in duobus hominibus, viro et muliere, secundum sexum corporis figuratur ... Tanto enim  gloriosius mens ad superiora promovetur, quanto diligentius ab inferioribus concupiscentia  cohibetur; donec totus homo cum ipso etiam mortali nunc et fragili corpore in resurrectio-  ne novissima incorruptione atque immortalitate induatur ...".  ® De Genesi c. Man. 11,12,16. PL_34,205: "Ipsa enim cognitio, qua intelligitur in  nobis aliud esse quod ratione dominetur, aliud quod rationi obtemperet; ipsa ergo cognitio  veluti effectio mulieris est de costa viri, propter conjunctionem significandam. Deinde, ut  quisque huic suae parti recte dominetur, et fiat quasi conjugalis in seipso, ut caro non  concupiscat adversus spiritum, sed spiritui subjugetur ... opus habet perfecta sapientia”.ODUS habet perfecta sapıentia”.
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SWAr _ propterea muher addıta SE QUaC"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  67  2:23 "Now this is bone from my bones, and flesh from my flesh".  Augustine sees in "bone'" a symbol of fortitude, and in "flesh" a symbol of  temperance which both belong to the lower part of the soul. Notice that  the text of Gen. 2:23 "Bone from my bones, and flesh from my flesh"  occurs also in Eph. 5:30, just as Gen. 2:24 "They will be two in one flesh"  occurs in Eph. 5:31, where they are used to describe the union between  Christ and the Church. The conclusion of this section of De Genesi contra  Manichaeos follows in 14,21. Seen from a moral point of view, the fol-  lowing process takes place in each human being:  a) First there is the bad suggestion through thought or through the bodily  senses, but we are able to resist this suggestion. The serpent functions as  symbol of such suggestions”“.  b) If the desire toward sinning is aroused, it is as if the woman were  already persuaded, but even then the reason can resist sinning. The woman  functions here as symbol.  c) However, if the ratio consents to evil, then there is sin, in the full sense  of the word, by which the human being is expelled from paradise. Here  the man functions as symbol.  In the text dilectionis affectus, quo diligit unusquisque animam  Suam, anima has definitely the meaning of pars animae or animi, term  which elsewhere in De Genesi contra Manichaeos is used still five more  times by Augustine”. The lower part of the soul is the part that can be  tempted and can fall under the spell of carnal joys”°, but it is also that  part which is the basis of our good works. This is the reason why Adam  % Augustine refuses to consider the woman as figura of the senses, for bodily sense  does not express the spiritual equality between male and female; the serpent is a much  more appropriate symbol for bodily sense. See De Trinitate X11,13,20-15,25. CCL 50,373-  380. De Genesi ad litt. 111,20(34) and V1,7(12). CSEL 28/1,88-89. 178. ib. X1,42(58). ib.  377: "propterea mulier addita est, quae ... adhuc fortfasse secundum sensum carnis ... Vive-  ret" is no exception, because it is the description of a possible concrete situation. See T.J.  VAN BAVEL, Woman as the Image of God in Augustine’s "De Trinitate XII", in: Signum  Pietatis, Festgabe für C.P. Mayer. Würzburg, Augustinus-Verlag, 1989, 267-288, and:  Augustine’s View on Women, in: Augustiniana 39(1989), 5-53.  ® De Genesi c. Man. 1,25,43 (here in an implicit way). 1110,14. 1,18,28. 11,19,29. II,  21,31. 11,26,40. PL 34,194. 204. 210. 211. 212. 218. Even before this book Augustine had  used the expression pars animi: C. Academicos 1,2,5. 111,12,28. CCL 29,6. 51. De ordine  11,2,6-2,7. CCL 29,109-110. Soliloquia 1,3,8. CSEL 89,14. Epist. 3,4. CSEL 34/1,8.  %® De Genesi c. Manich. 11,18,28. PL 34,210: "... non posse nos a diabolo tentari, nisi  per illam animalem partem, quae quasi mulieris imaginem vel exemplum in uno ipso  homine ostendit". Augustine observes that this applies also to men.: "Numquid quia viros  non decipit et tentat?". Ib. 11,19,29. ib. 211: "... illa pars animae, quae carnalibus gaudiis  tenetur".adhuc Ortasse secundum SCHSUMM Carnıs"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  67  2:23 "Now this is bone from my bones, and flesh from my flesh".  Augustine sees in "bone'" a symbol of fortitude, and in "flesh" a symbol of  temperance which both belong to the lower part of the soul. Notice that  the text of Gen. 2:23 "Bone from my bones, and flesh from my flesh"  occurs also in Eph. 5:30, just as Gen. 2:24 "They will be two in one flesh"  occurs in Eph. 5:31, where they are used to describe the union between  Christ and the Church. The conclusion of this section of De Genesi contra  Manichaeos follows in 14,21. Seen from a moral point of view, the fol-  lowing process takes place in each human being:  a) First there is the bad suggestion through thought or through the bodily  senses, but we are able to resist this suggestion. The serpent functions as  symbol of such suggestions”“.  b) If the desire toward sinning is aroused, it is as if the woman were  already persuaded, but even then the reason can resist sinning. The woman  functions here as symbol.  c) However, if the ratio consents to evil, then there is sin, in the full sense  of the word, by which the human being is expelled from paradise. Here  the man functions as symbol.  In the text dilectionis affectus, quo diligit unusquisque animam  Suam, anima has definitely the meaning of pars animae or animi, term  which elsewhere in De Genesi contra Manichaeos is used still five more  times by Augustine”. The lower part of the soul is the part that can be  tempted and can fall under the spell of carnal joys”°, but it is also that  part which is the basis of our good works. This is the reason why Adam  % Augustine refuses to consider the woman as figura of the senses, for bodily sense  does not express the spiritual equality between male and female; the serpent is a much  more appropriate symbol for bodily sense. See De Trinitate X11,13,20-15,25. CCL 50,373-  380. De Genesi ad litt. 111,20(34) and V1,7(12). CSEL 28/1,88-89. 178. ib. X1,42(58). ib.  377: "propterea mulier addita est, quae ... adhuc fortfasse secundum sensum carnis ... Vive-  ret" is no exception, because it is the description of a possible concrete situation. See T.J.  VAN BAVEL, Woman as the Image of God in Augustine’s "De Trinitate XII", in: Signum  Pietatis, Festgabe für C.P. Mayer. Würzburg, Augustinus-Verlag, 1989, 267-288, and:  Augustine’s View on Women, in: Augustiniana 39(1989), 5-53.  ® De Genesi c. Man. 1,25,43 (here in an implicit way). 1110,14. 1,18,28. 11,19,29. II,  21,31. 11,26,40. PL 34,194. 204. 210. 211. 212. 218. Even before this book Augustine had  used the expression pars animi: C. Academicos 1,2,5. 111,12,28. CCL 29,6. 51. De ordine  11,2,6-2,7. CCL 29,109-110. Soliloquia 1,3,8. CSEL 89,14. Epist. 3,4. CSEL 34/1,8.  %® De Genesi c. Manich. 11,18,28. PL 34,210: "... non posse nos a diabolo tentari, nisi  per illam animalem partem, quae quasi mulieris imaginem vel exemplum in uno ipso  homine ostendit". Augustine observes that this applies also to men.: "Numquid quia viros  non decipit et tentat?". Ib. 11,19,29. ib. 211: "... illa pars animae, quae carnalibus gaudiis  tenetur".Vive-
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De (Jenesi Manıch. 11,18,28"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  67  2:23 "Now this is bone from my bones, and flesh from my flesh".  Augustine sees in "bone'" a symbol of fortitude, and in "flesh" a symbol of  temperance which both belong to the lower part of the soul. Notice that  the text of Gen. 2:23 "Bone from my bones, and flesh from my flesh"  occurs also in Eph. 5:30, just as Gen. 2:24 "They will be two in one flesh"  occurs in Eph. 5:31, where they are used to describe the union between  Christ and the Church. The conclusion of this section of De Genesi contra  Manichaeos follows in 14,21. Seen from a moral point of view, the fol-  lowing process takes place in each human being:  a) First there is the bad suggestion through thought or through the bodily  senses, but we are able to resist this suggestion. The serpent functions as  symbol of such suggestions”“.  b) If the desire toward sinning is aroused, it is as if the woman were  already persuaded, but even then the reason can resist sinning. The woman  functions here as symbol.  c) However, if the ratio consents to evil, then there is sin, in the full sense  of the word, by which the human being is expelled from paradise. Here  the man functions as symbol.  In the text dilectionis affectus, quo diligit unusquisque animam  Suam, anima has definitely the meaning of pars animae or animi, term  which elsewhere in De Genesi contra Manichaeos is used still five more  times by Augustine”. The lower part of the soul is the part that can be  tempted and can fall under the spell of carnal joys”°, but it is also that  part which is the basis of our good works. This is the reason why Adam  % Augustine refuses to consider the woman as figura of the senses, for bodily sense  does not express the spiritual equality between male and female; the serpent is a much  more appropriate symbol for bodily sense. See De Trinitate X11,13,20-15,25. CCL 50,373-  380. De Genesi ad litt. 111,20(34) and V1,7(12). CSEL 28/1,88-89. 178. ib. X1,42(58). ib.  377: "propterea mulier addita est, quae ... adhuc fortfasse secundum sensum carnis ... Vive-  ret" is no exception, because it is the description of a possible concrete situation. See T.J.  VAN BAVEL, Woman as the Image of God in Augustine’s "De Trinitate XII", in: Signum  Pietatis, Festgabe für C.P. Mayer. Würzburg, Augustinus-Verlag, 1989, 267-288, and:  Augustine’s View on Women, in: Augustiniana 39(1989), 5-53.  ® De Genesi c. Man. 1,25,43 (here in an implicit way). 1110,14. 1,18,28. 11,19,29. II,  21,31. 11,26,40. PL 34,194. 204. 210. 211. 212. 218. Even before this book Augustine had  used the expression pars animi: C. Academicos 1,2,5. 111,12,28. CCL 29,6. 51. De ordine  11,2,6-2,7. CCL 29,109-110. Soliloquia 1,3,8. CSEL 89,14. Epist. 3,4. CSEL 34/1,8.  %® De Genesi c. Manich. 11,18,28. PL 34,210: "... non posse nos a diabolo tentari, nisi  per illam animalem partem, quae quasi mulieris imaginem vel exemplum in uno ipso  homine ostendit". Augustine observes that this applies also to men.: "Numquid quia viros  non decipit et tentat?". Ib. 11,19,29. ib. 211: "... illa pars animae, quae carnalibus gaudiis  tenetur".NOMN DOSSC NOS dıabolo tentarı, 1S1
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NOM decıpıt el ten: 11,19,29 ıb 271"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  67  2:23 "Now this is bone from my bones, and flesh from my flesh".  Augustine sees in "bone'" a symbol of fortitude, and in "flesh" a symbol of  temperance which both belong to the lower part of the soul. Notice that  the text of Gen. 2:23 "Bone from my bones, and flesh from my flesh"  occurs also in Eph. 5:30, just as Gen. 2:24 "They will be two in one flesh"  occurs in Eph. 5:31, where they are used to describe the union between  Christ and the Church. The conclusion of this section of De Genesi contra  Manichaeos follows in 14,21. Seen from a moral point of view, the fol-  lowing process takes place in each human being:  a) First there is the bad suggestion through thought or through the bodily  senses, but we are able to resist this suggestion. The serpent functions as  symbol of such suggestions”“.  b) If the desire toward sinning is aroused, it is as if the woman were  already persuaded, but even then the reason can resist sinning. The woman  functions here as symbol.  c) However, if the ratio consents to evil, then there is sin, in the full sense  of the word, by which the human being is expelled from paradise. Here  the man functions as symbol.  In the text dilectionis affectus, quo diligit unusquisque animam  Suam, anima has definitely the meaning of pars animae or animi, term  which elsewhere in De Genesi contra Manichaeos is used still five more  times by Augustine”. The lower part of the soul is the part that can be  tempted and can fall under the spell of carnal joys”°, but it is also that  part which is the basis of our good works. This is the reason why Adam  % Augustine refuses to consider the woman as figura of the senses, for bodily sense  does not express the spiritual equality between male and female; the serpent is a much  more appropriate symbol for bodily sense. See De Trinitate X11,13,20-15,25. CCL 50,373-  380. De Genesi ad litt. 111,20(34) and V1,7(12). CSEL 28/1,88-89. 178. ib. X1,42(58). ib.  377: "propterea mulier addita est, quae ... adhuc fortfasse secundum sensum carnis ... Vive-  ret" is no exception, because it is the description of a possible concrete situation. See T.J.  VAN BAVEL, Woman as the Image of God in Augustine’s "De Trinitate XII", in: Signum  Pietatis, Festgabe für C.P. Mayer. Würzburg, Augustinus-Verlag, 1989, 267-288, and:  Augustine’s View on Women, in: Augustiniana 39(1989), 5-53.  ® De Genesi c. Man. 1,25,43 (here in an implicit way). 1110,14. 1,18,28. 11,19,29. II,  21,31. 11,26,40. PL 34,194. 204. 210. 211. 212. 218. Even before this book Augustine had  used the expression pars animi: C. Academicos 1,2,5. 111,12,28. CCL 29,6. 51. De ordine  11,2,6-2,7. CCL 29,109-110. Soliloquia 1,3,8. CSEL 89,14. Epist. 3,4. CSEL 34/1,8.  %® De Genesi c. Manich. 11,18,28. PL 34,210: "... non posse nos a diabolo tentari, nisi  per illam animalem partem, quae quasi mulieris imaginem vel exemplum in uno ipso  homine ostendit". Augustine observes that this applies also to men.: "Numquid quia viros  non decipit et tentat?". Ib. 11,19,29. ib. 211: "... illa pars animae, quae carnalibus gaudiis  tenetur".Ila Dars anımae, QUaC arnalıbus gaudı1s
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9’7 B  s ıb 31472 ‘Quem NON MOV! quod DOSL Cal el sententiam
Judıcıs De1l VOCal Adaı  =] mulıerem S11a 1ıtam68  T.J. VAN BAVEL  calls his woman "Life"” and "The mother of the living"”. Thus the  woman is the image of action, an idea that we find also in Augustine’s  later works”®. If we take into account the wish of Augustine to present a  figurative explanation of the book Genesis, we understand better that he  considers the woman as an image of the subordination of the animalis pars  to the virilis ratio as something that takes place within the psyche of each  human being. This does not mean Manichaean dualism, for Augustine  stresses that there must be love for the lower part. Precisely, against the  Manichaeans he maintains that each part of the human person, the body as  well as the pars animalis, has God as its creator; there is no part that is  originating from the power of darkness, and he quotes 1 Cor. 11:7-12: "As  the woman is from the man, so the man is through the woman, but all  things are from God". He rejects the Manichaean question: Why did God  make the woman?; he answers with the words of Paul: The woman is so  great a good that she is called the glory of the man (1 Cor. 11:7)”.  That Eph. 5:29 plays an important part in this whole section  appears from the context, though there is not yet question of a literal cita-  tion. We will examine how Augustine explains Eph. 5:29 in his later  works, paying attention as much as possible to their chronological  order!®,  ” Ib. M,21,31. ib. 212: "Quem autem non moveat, quod post peccatum et sententiam  judicis Dei vocat Adam mulierem suam Vitam ... ? ... Quare ergo non animalis illa pars  nostra, quae tamquam viro debet obtemperare rationi ... appelletur vita et ... mater vivo-  rum vocetur, id est recte factorum?”. Cf. ib. 11,10,14. ib. 204: "... justitia enim ad omnes  partes animae pertinet”.  % Ib. 1,25,43. ib. 194: "... homo ... masculus et femina, id est intellectus et actio, quo-  rum copulatione spiritualis fetus terram impleat, id est carem subjiciat ...". This idea is  elaborated by Augustine in Confessiones X111,32,47 and 34,49. CCL 27,270-272: "... cor-  poraliter feminam, quae haberet quidem in mente rationalis intellegentiae parem naturam,  sexu tamen corporis ita masculino sexui subiceretur, quemadmodum subicitur appetitus  actionis ad concipiendam de ratione mentis recte agendi sollertiam”. In De Trinitate XII,  13,20-15,25 (CCL 50,373-380) he describes the functions of the soul as action and con-  templation, or as science and wisdom. The woman is the symbol of action and science.  ®” De Genesi c. Man. 11,26,40. PL 34,217-218: "Tunc enim potest cognosci non aliam  partem in nobis pertinere ad auctorem Deum, et aliam ad gentem tenebrarum, sicut isti  dicunt, sed potius et illud quod regendi habet potestatem in homine, et illud inferius quod  regendum est, ex Deo esse, sicut dicit apostolus ...". See also 11,28,42. ib. 219: "... quia et  ipsa utique aliquod bonum est, et tantum bonum, ut apostolus eam gloriam viri esse  dicat".  1 R.J. TESKE, Love of Neighbour in St. Augustine, in: Congresso Internaz. su S.  Agostino nel XVI Centenario della Conversione. Atti III. Roma, Instit. Patristicum "Au-  gustinianum", 1987, p. 81-102 has dealt with the following texts: De sermone Domini in  monte, De continentia, De utilitate ieiunii and De doctrina christiana.68  T.J. VAN BAVEL  calls his woman "Life"” and "The mother of the living"”. Thus the  woman is the image of action, an idea that we find also in Augustine’s  later works”®. If we take into account the wish of Augustine to present a  figurative explanation of the book Genesis, we understand better that he  considers the woman as an image of the subordination of the animalis pars  to the virilis ratio as something that takes place within the psyche of each  human being. This does not mean Manichaean dualism, for Augustine  stresses that there must be love for the lower part. Precisely, against the  Manichaeans he maintains that each part of the human person, the body as  well as the pars animalis, has God as its creator; there is no part that is  originating from the power of darkness, and he quotes 1 Cor. 11:7-12: "As  the woman is from the man, so the man is through the woman, but all  things are from God". He rejects the Manichaean question: Why did God  make the woman?; he answers with the words of Paul: The woman is so  great a good that she is called the glory of the man (1 Cor. 11:7)”.  That Eph. 5:29 plays an important part in this whole section  appears from the context, though there is not yet question of a literal cita-  tion. We will examine how Augustine explains Eph. 5:29 in his later  works, paying attention as much as possible to their chronological  order!®,  ” Ib. M,21,31. ib. 212: "Quem autem non moveat, quod post peccatum et sententiam  judicis Dei vocat Adam mulierem suam Vitam ... ? ... Quare ergo non animalis illa pars  nostra, quae tamquam viro debet obtemperare rationi ... appelletur vita et ... mater vivo-  rum vocetur, id est recte factorum?”. Cf. ib. 11,10,14. ib. 204: "... justitia enim ad omnes  partes animae pertinet”.  % Ib. 1,25,43. ib. 194: "... homo ... masculus et femina, id est intellectus et actio, quo-  rum copulatione spiritualis fetus terram impleat, id est carem subjiciat ...". This idea is  elaborated by Augustine in Confessiones X111,32,47 and 34,49. CCL 27,270-272: "... cor-  poraliter feminam, quae haberet quidem in mente rationalis intellegentiae parem naturam,  sexu tamen corporis ita masculino sexui subiceretur, quemadmodum subicitur appetitus  actionis ad concipiendam de ratione mentis recte agendi sollertiam”. In De Trinitate XII,  13,20-15,25 (CCL 50,373-380) he describes the functions of the soul as action and con-  templation, or as science and wisdom. The woman is the symbol of action and science.  ®” De Genesi c. Man. 11,26,40. PL 34,217-218: "Tunc enim potest cognosci non aliam  partem in nobis pertinere ad auctorem Deum, et aliam ad gentem tenebrarum, sicut isti  dicunt, sed potius et illud quod regendi habet potestatem in homine, et illud inferius quod  regendum est, ex Deo esse, sicut dicit apostolus ...". See also 11,28,42. ib. 219: "... quia et  ipsa utique aliquod bonum est, et tantum bonum, ut apostolus eam gloriam viri esse  dicat".  1 R.J. TESKE, Love of Neighbour in St. Augustine, in: Congresso Internaz. su S.  Agostino nel XVI Centenario della Conversione. Atti III. Roma, Instit. Patristicum "Au-  gustinianum", 1987, p. 81-102 has dealt with the following texts: De sermone Domini in  monte, De continentia, De utilitate ieiunii and De doctrina christiana.uare CI RO NOMN anımalıs 1la Dars
„ QUAC Llamquam VITrO debet obtemperare rati1onı68  T.J. VAN BAVEL  calls his woman "Life"” and "The mother of the living"”. Thus the  woman is the image of action, an idea that we find also in Augustine’s  later works”®. If we take into account the wish of Augustine to present a  figurative explanation of the book Genesis, we understand better that he  considers the woman as an image of the subordination of the animalis pars  to the virilis ratio as something that takes place within the psyche of each  human being. This does not mean Manichaean dualism, for Augustine  stresses that there must be love for the lower part. Precisely, against the  Manichaeans he maintains that each part of the human person, the body as  well as the pars animalis, has God as its creator; there is no part that is  originating from the power of darkness, and he quotes 1 Cor. 11:7-12: "As  the woman is from the man, so the man is through the woman, but all  things are from God". He rejects the Manichaean question: Why did God  make the woman?; he answers with the words of Paul: The woman is so  great a good that she is called the glory of the man (1 Cor. 11:7)”.  That Eph. 5:29 plays an important part in this whole section  appears from the context, though there is not yet question of a literal cita-  tion. We will examine how Augustine explains Eph. 5:29 in his later  works, paying attention as much as possible to their chronological  order!®,  ” Ib. M,21,31. ib. 212: "Quem autem non moveat, quod post peccatum et sententiam  judicis Dei vocat Adam mulierem suam Vitam ... ? ... Quare ergo non animalis illa pars  nostra, quae tamquam viro debet obtemperare rationi ... appelletur vita et ... mater vivo-  rum vocetur, id est recte factorum?”. Cf. ib. 11,10,14. ib. 204: "... justitia enim ad omnes  partes animae pertinet”.  % Ib. 1,25,43. ib. 194: "... homo ... masculus et femina, id est intellectus et actio, quo-  rum copulatione spiritualis fetus terram impleat, id est carem subjiciat ...". This idea is  elaborated by Augustine in Confessiones X111,32,47 and 34,49. CCL 27,270-272: "... cor-  poraliter feminam, quae haberet quidem in mente rationalis intellegentiae parem naturam,  sexu tamen corporis ita masculino sexui subiceretur, quemadmodum subicitur appetitus  actionis ad concipiendam de ratione mentis recte agendi sollertiam”. In De Trinitate XII,  13,20-15,25 (CCL 50,373-380) he describes the functions of the soul as action and con-  templation, or as science and wisdom. The woman is the symbol of action and science.  ®” De Genesi c. Man. 11,26,40. PL 34,217-218: "Tunc enim potest cognosci non aliam  partem in nobis pertinere ad auctorem Deum, et aliam ad gentem tenebrarum, sicut isti  dicunt, sed potius et illud quod regendi habet potestatem in homine, et illud inferius quod  regendum est, ex Deo esse, sicut dicit apostolus ...". See also 11,28,42. ib. 219: "... quia et  ipsa utique aliquod bonum est, et tantum bonum, ut apostolus eam gloriam viri esse  dicat".  1 R.J. TESKE, Love of Neighbour in St. Augustine, in: Congresso Internaz. su S.  Agostino nel XVI Centenario della Conversione. Atti III. Roma, Instit. Patristicum "Au-  gustinianum", 1987, p. 81-102 has dealt with the following texts: De sermone Domini in  monte, De continentia, De utilitate ieiunii and De doctrina christiana.appelletur vıta68  T.J. VAN BAVEL  calls his woman "Life"” and "The mother of the living"”. Thus the  woman is the image of action, an idea that we find also in Augustine’s  later works”®. If we take into account the wish of Augustine to present a  figurative explanation of the book Genesis, we understand better that he  considers the woman as an image of the subordination of the animalis pars  to the virilis ratio as something that takes place within the psyche of each  human being. This does not mean Manichaean dualism, for Augustine  stresses that there must be love for the lower part. Precisely, against the  Manichaeans he maintains that each part of the human person, the body as  well as the pars animalis, has God as its creator; there is no part that is  originating from the power of darkness, and he quotes 1 Cor. 11:7-12: "As  the woman is from the man, so the man is through the woman, but all  things are from God". He rejects the Manichaean question: Why did God  make the woman?; he answers with the words of Paul: The woman is so  great a good that she is called the glory of the man (1 Cor. 11:7)”.  That Eph. 5:29 plays an important part in this whole section  appears from the context, though there is not yet question of a literal cita-  tion. We will examine how Augustine explains Eph. 5:29 in his later  works, paying attention as much as possible to their chronological  order!®,  ” Ib. M,21,31. ib. 212: "Quem autem non moveat, quod post peccatum et sententiam  judicis Dei vocat Adam mulierem suam Vitam ... ? ... Quare ergo non animalis illa pars  nostra, quae tamquam viro debet obtemperare rationi ... appelletur vita et ... mater vivo-  rum vocetur, id est recte factorum?”. Cf. ib. 11,10,14. ib. 204: "... justitia enim ad omnes  partes animae pertinet”.  % Ib. 1,25,43. ib. 194: "... homo ... masculus et femina, id est intellectus et actio, quo-  rum copulatione spiritualis fetus terram impleat, id est carem subjiciat ...". This idea is  elaborated by Augustine in Confessiones X111,32,47 and 34,49. CCL 27,270-272: "... cor-  poraliter feminam, quae haberet quidem in mente rationalis intellegentiae parem naturam,  sexu tamen corporis ita masculino sexui subiceretur, quemadmodum subicitur appetitus  actionis ad concipiendam de ratione mentis recte agendi sollertiam”. In De Trinitate XII,  13,20-15,25 (CCL 50,373-380) he describes the functions of the soul as action and con-  templation, or as science and wisdom. The woman is the symbol of action and science.  ®” De Genesi c. Man. 11,26,40. PL 34,217-218: "Tunc enim potest cognosci non aliam  partem in nobis pertinere ad auctorem Deum, et aliam ad gentem tenebrarum, sicut isti  dicunt, sed potius et illud quod regendi habet potestatem in homine, et illud inferius quod  regendum est, ex Deo esse, sicut dicit apostolus ...". See also 11,28,42. ib. 219: "... quia et  ipsa utique aliquod bonum est, et tantum bonum, ut apostolus eam gloriam viri esse  dicat".  1 R.J. TESKE, Love of Neighbour in St. Augustine, in: Congresso Internaz. su S.  Agostino nel XVI Centenario della Conversione. Atti III. Roma, Instit. Patristicum "Au-  gustinianum", 1987, p. 81-102 has dealt with the following texts: De sermone Domini in  monte, De continentia, De utilitate ieiunii and De doctrina christiana.ater V1IVO-
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A ıb. 19468  T.J. VAN BAVEL  calls his woman "Life"” and "The mother of the living"”. Thus the  woman is the image of action, an idea that we find also in Augustine’s  later works”®. If we take into account the wish of Augustine to present a  figurative explanation of the book Genesis, we understand better that he  considers the woman as an image of the subordination of the animalis pars  to the virilis ratio as something that takes place within the psyche of each  human being. This does not mean Manichaean dualism, for Augustine  stresses that there must be love for the lower part. Precisely, against the  Manichaeans he maintains that each part of the human person, the body as  well as the pars animalis, has God as its creator; there is no part that is  originating from the power of darkness, and he quotes 1 Cor. 11:7-12: "As  the woman is from the man, so the man is through the woman, but all  things are from God". He rejects the Manichaean question: Why did God  make the woman?; he answers with the words of Paul: The woman is so  great a good that she is called the glory of the man (1 Cor. 11:7)”.  That Eph. 5:29 plays an important part in this whole section  appears from the context, though there is not yet question of a literal cita-  tion. We will examine how Augustine explains Eph. 5:29 in his later  works, paying attention as much as possible to their chronological  order!®,  ” Ib. M,21,31. ib. 212: "Quem autem non moveat, quod post peccatum et sententiam  judicis Dei vocat Adam mulierem suam Vitam ... ? ... Quare ergo non animalis illa pars  nostra, quae tamquam viro debet obtemperare rationi ... appelletur vita et ... mater vivo-  rum vocetur, id est recte factorum?”. Cf. ib. 11,10,14. ib. 204: "... justitia enim ad omnes  partes animae pertinet”.  % Ib. 1,25,43. ib. 194: "... homo ... masculus et femina, id est intellectus et actio, quo-  rum copulatione spiritualis fetus terram impleat, id est carem subjiciat ...". This idea is  elaborated by Augustine in Confessiones X111,32,47 and 34,49. CCL 27,270-272: "... cor-  poraliter feminam, quae haberet quidem in mente rationalis intellegentiae parem naturam,  sexu tamen corporis ita masculino sexui subiceretur, quemadmodum subicitur appetitus  actionis ad concipiendam de ratione mentis recte agendi sollertiam”. In De Trinitate XII,  13,20-15,25 (CCL 50,373-380) he describes the functions of the soul as action and con-  templation, or as science and wisdom. The woman is the symbol of action and science.  ®” De Genesi c. Man. 11,26,40. PL 34,217-218: "Tunc enim potest cognosci non aliam  partem in nobis pertinere ad auctorem Deum, et aliam ad gentem tenebrarum, sicut isti  dicunt, sed potius et illud quod regendi habet potestatem in homine, et illud inferius quod  regendum est, ex Deo esse, sicut dicit apostolus ...". See also 11,28,42. ib. 219: "... quia et  ipsa utique aliquod bonum est, et tantum bonum, ut apostolus eam gloriam viri esse  dicat".  1 R.J. TESKE, Love of Neighbour in St. Augustine, in: Congresso Internaz. su S.  Agostino nel XVI Centenario della Conversione. Atti III. Roma, Instit. Patristicum "Au-  gustinianum", 1987, p. 81-102 has dealt with the following texts: De sermone Domini in  monte, De continentia, De utilitate ieiunii and De doctrina christiana.OMO68  T.J. VAN BAVEL  calls his woman "Life"” and "The mother of the living"”. Thus the  woman is the image of action, an idea that we find also in Augustine’s  later works”®. If we take into account the wish of Augustine to present a  figurative explanation of the book Genesis, we understand better that he  considers the woman as an image of the subordination of the animalis pars  to the virilis ratio as something that takes place within the psyche of each  human being. This does not mean Manichaean dualism, for Augustine  stresses that there must be love for the lower part. Precisely, against the  Manichaeans he maintains that each part of the human person, the body as  well as the pars animalis, has God as its creator; there is no part that is  originating from the power of darkness, and he quotes 1 Cor. 11:7-12: "As  the woman is from the man, so the man is through the woman, but all  things are from God". He rejects the Manichaean question: Why did God  make the woman?; he answers with the words of Paul: The woman is so  great a good that she is called the glory of the man (1 Cor. 11:7)”.  That Eph. 5:29 plays an important part in this whole section  appears from the context, though there is not yet question of a literal cita-  tion. We will examine how Augustine explains Eph. 5:29 in his later  works, paying attention as much as possible to their chronological  order!®,  ” Ib. M,21,31. ib. 212: "Quem autem non moveat, quod post peccatum et sententiam  judicis Dei vocat Adam mulierem suam Vitam ... ? ... Quare ergo non animalis illa pars  nostra, quae tamquam viro debet obtemperare rationi ... appelletur vita et ... mater vivo-  rum vocetur, id est recte factorum?”. Cf. ib. 11,10,14. ib. 204: "... justitia enim ad omnes  partes animae pertinet”.  % Ib. 1,25,43. ib. 194: "... homo ... masculus et femina, id est intellectus et actio, quo-  rum copulatione spiritualis fetus terram impleat, id est carem subjiciat ...". This idea is  elaborated by Augustine in Confessiones X111,32,47 and 34,49. CCL 27,270-272: "... cor-  poraliter feminam, quae haberet quidem in mente rationalis intellegentiae parem naturam,  sexu tamen corporis ita masculino sexui subiceretur, quemadmodum subicitur appetitus  actionis ad concipiendam de ratione mentis recte agendi sollertiam”. In De Trinitate XII,  13,20-15,25 (CCL 50,373-380) he describes the functions of the soul as action and con-  templation, or as science and wisdom. The woman is the symbol of action and science.  ®” De Genesi c. Man. 11,26,40. PL 34,217-218: "Tunc enim potest cognosci non aliam  partem in nobis pertinere ad auctorem Deum, et aliam ad gentem tenebrarum, sicut isti  dicunt, sed potius et illud quod regendi habet potestatem in homine, et illud inferius quod  regendum est, ex Deo esse, sicut dicit apostolus ...". See also 11,28,42. ib. 219: "... quia et  ipsa utique aliquod bonum est, et tantum bonum, ut apostolus eam gloriam viri esse  dicat".  1 R.J. TESKE, Love of Neighbour in St. Augustine, in: Congresso Internaz. su S.  Agostino nel XVI Centenario della Conversione. Atti III. Roma, Instit. Patristicum "Au-  gustinianum", 1987, p. 81-102 has dealt with the following texts: De sermone Domini in  monte, De continentia, De utilitate ieiunii and De doctrina christiana.masculus 61 femina, 1d est intellectus el actı0, QUO-
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JESKE, Love of Neighbour in St Augustine, Congresso nternaz
Agostino nel XV/ Centenario della (/onversione. Attı 1808 Roma, Nns! Patrısticum nAu_
gustinı1anum”, 1987, S has dealt wıth the followıing XIS' De Domuini in
monte, De continentia, De utilitate LEeLUNL and De doctrina christiana.



NO ONE VER HAT HIS FLESH“”

FIRST LITERAL QUOTATION

The TSt lıteral Cıtatiıon 18 OUnN! ın De SETIMONE Domüini In
written iın between 307 and 396 Eph 5:29 is quoted wıthın the asCcCet1ic
Conftfex{i of fastıng when YOU fast, anoılnt YOUT head and wash YOUT
face  AA (Mt 6:17) Washıng the face Wäas Sst1 aıly CUSItOM in Augustine’s
time, but NOTL the anoınting of the head Thıs 1s ONC of the 1CasOonNnNs why he
g1veSs figurative interpretation of thıs [eEXT Both act1ons, anomting and
washıng, egarded sa1d of the inter10r human being ea
in the TSt place that what 15 the hıghest 1n the Ssoul. What 15 highest
should gulde and all the TeSsSL. Consequently, the flesh should be
held subject, for ıt 15 nNnOT the lh dn of the ole human nature er thıs
Statement, the text takes unexpected {urn Augustine aSSeTTSs that thıs
does NOL INcan that ON has hate ne s OW flesh, for OMNC EeVeCT ate.
h1s OW fAesh 158 he wıshed only the subjection of the flesh, he
needed NOT Eph 5:29 The I1CcCason of the quotation 15 that he
derstands it in the ıteral ttached these words Dy Paul when the
latter cCommands that the husband should love h1s wiıfe. Augustine does NOT
yel speak of love for the OW body as such.

IThıs eal hım ıiımmediately the second meanıng of the word
d”, namely Christ, according the [EXT HA woman’s head 1S
INan has T1S for h1s Hea (r 141:3) 10 find inter10r JOVY iın
fasting AaWAY from the pleasures of thıs WOT. in order be
subject TSt, because the anomintıng of the head cConsısts in that sub-
m1ssion Christ, and thıs makes OUT he.  Z and OUuT love of ne1ghbour

101DUIC

397-401

In 397/398, Augustine contends agaınst the Manıchaean Faustus
that the hıgher thıngs better than the lower 1ngs, but that the lower

also He illustrates thıs wıth the example of the anımals: there 18
anımal, NnOT Ceven the MOSTL insıgnificant anımal, that hates 1ts OW

flesh, Dbut 1t er and cherishes 1t, Q1ves it vitalıty and guldance. In the

101 De SETMONE dominı In MoONITe 11.12.42. CL "Caro en1ım, qua«C ubıiecta SC
debet, nullo MOdoOo est tot1us Natiurae humanae Nemo quıdem UMgUam ((UrNnem SUUAM
di0 habuit, SICUL apostolus dıcıt, CUIMM de ılıgendo praec1pıit; sed mulıeris VIr,
Cul VITrO est Christus” In A  ö ıb 129 Augustne States that ere 18
for grief ıf ere 15 between body and Sspirlt; deplorable onflıct arıses only when
the body resists the law of the spırıt. See also the. continuatiıon of this (eXL In 11,12,43 ıb
134 about the theme authentic love of ne1ghbour shoul NOL be egocentric



i S} BAVEL

Samnec WAY, the soul chastıses 1ts body iın order control the unrestraıned
desıres for thıings (otherwiıse the soul CannotTt acquıre w1sdom), but
ın spıte of thıs 1t loves 1ts flesh ven Manıchaean CannotTt but love his
flesh; he Cares for the health and the ntegrity of h1s DOdy, he avo1ds
OWS, spills and mıshaps 1 Can ınjJure hım Such 15 the law of
nature‘%® bıt er Augustine quOlLe€eS Eph K D "He who loves
h1s wife, loves 1mself. No ONC CVEl hates h1s OW body; the
he ee and cherishes 1t. And that 18 the WAaY Chrıist the urch”
10 csShOow that there has holy love of the IMenNn for theır WI1Vves, Paul
referred the example of lover’s soul. Human 1ngs should dısplay
armonYy wıth their 165 and affection for them by curbing the carnal
ımpulses and Dy submiıtting them the use Dy the ratıo simılar
DITOCCSS takes place iın anımals; they [O0 flee paın and ea they flee the
dıssolution of the un1on between flesh and soul. Thıs 15 the W that the

103rece1ved from 1ts ('reator
In De doctrina christiana mee(l Eph 5:29 wıthın the

Context of morally behavıor, that 1S, ın the CONnIeX T of frul-utl. ere
also Augustine the theme of restraınıng the body by continence. We
chould NnOT love all the thıngs 1C uUSC, but only those 1C the
basıs of certaıin affınıty wıth have relatiıonshıp wıth God such the
human being, OT lıke those thıngs 1C 1n intımate un1on wıth u E need

essing hrough OUuTr mediatıon, lıke the body. Consequently, there
four objects that should love: ourselves, the ne1ghbour, and

Contra Faustum XAXLS5 SEL 25/1,574-575: A  Tumtamen adtendite el mıhı
NUum quamlıbet abilectissımum anımal, ulus anıma Oderıt aInem SUamı, NON potus
nutriat el foveat MOLUqUE vıtalı vegeleLl el el quodam Odo admınıstret DIO Sul1
generI1s ex1gultate quoddam UuN1ıVversum SUUM ad incolumıtatem uendam Quod eNnım
rationalıs anıma castıgat L0) SUUuIM el ervıtul ubicıt, inmoderate adpetitu NO
inpedıiatur percepti0 sapıentiae, tiam SIC ut1que dılıgıt amnem SUanMn), quam) sıbı ad obe-
dıendum legıtıme subdıt ordınat. Postremo VOS 1Ds1 quamVvıs carnalı AINCIN
testem1n1, NON potest1s 181 dılıgere ‚AT DCIMN estiTram e1usque salutı el incolumuitate u-
lere, ICtus el ASus intemperıem, ua laedıtur, devıtare70  T.J. VAN BAVEL  same way, the soul chastises its body in order to control the unrestrained  desires for earthly things (otherwise the soul cannot acquire wisdom), but  in spite of this it loves its flesh. Even a Manichaean cannot but love his  flesh; he cares for the health and the integrity of his body, he avoids  blows, spills and mishaps which can injure him. Such is the law of  nature'®, A bit further Augustine quotes Eph. 5:28-29: "He who loves  his wife, loves himself. No one ever hates his own body; on the contrary  he feeds and cherishes it. And that is the way Christ treats the Church".  To show that there has to be a holy love of the men for their wives, Paul  referred to the example of a lover’s soul. Human beings should display  harmony with their bodies and affection for them by curbing the carnal  impulses and by submitting them to the good use by the ratio. A similar  process takes place in animals; they too flee pain and death, they flee the  dissolution of the union between flesh and soul. This is the power that the  103  creature received from its Creator  .  In De doctrina christiana (397), we meet Eph. 5:29 within the  context of morally good behavior, that is, in the context of frui-uti. There  also Augustine treats the theme of restraining the body by continence. We  should not love all the things which we use, but only those which, on the  basis of a certain affinity with us, have a relationship with God such as the  human being, or like those things which, in intimate union with us, need  God’s blessing through our mediation, like the body. Consequently, there  are four objects that we should love: God, ourselves, the neighbour, and  12 Contra Faustum XX1,5. CSEL 25/1,574-575: "Verumtamen adtendite et date mihi  unum quamlibet abiectissimum animal, cuius anima Oderit carnem suam, ac non potius  nutriat et foveat eam motuque vitali vegetet et regat et quodam modo administret pro sui  generis exiguitate quoddam universum suum ad incolumitatem tuendam  . Quod enim  rationalis anima castigat corpus suum et servituti subicit, ne inmoderate adpetitu terreno  inpediatur perceptio sapientiae, etiam sic utique diligit carıem suam, quam sibi ad obe-  diendum legitime subdit atque ordinat. Postremo vos ipsi quamvis carnali errore carnem  detestemini, non potestis nisi diligere camem vestram eiusque saluti et incolumitate consu-  lere, omnes ictus et casus et intemperiem, qua laeditur, devitare ... ita ostenditis praevalere  naturae legem contra erroris vestri opinionem”.  16 Jp. XX1,7. ib. 575-576: "Apostolus enim cum de sancta dilectione praeciperet,  qualis esse debeat virorum in uxores, ex anima amantis sumpsit exemplum. Qui diligit,  inquit, uxorem suam, se ipsum diligit; nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet, sed  nutrit et fovet eam tamquam Christus ecclesiam. Ecce in conspectu vestro est carnalis  universa substantia! Videte quemadmodum in omne animal sibi ad salutem conciliatum  portendat naturae ista communio, ut diligat carıem suam; neque enim hoc in hominibus  tantum est, qui cum recte vivunt, non solum consulunt saluti carnis suae, verum etiam  carnales motus ad usum rationis edomant et refrenant, sed etiam bestiae fugiunt dolorem,  formidant interitum ... nutrientes etiam ipsae ac foventes carnem suam. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habet ..."ıta Ostenditis praevalere

legem ITOTIS vestr1 opinıonem”.
AA / ıb 5/5-576 "Apostolus Nım CU\  = de ı@lechone praecıperet,

qualıs SSC VITOTUM In UXOTCS, anıma amantıs sumpsıt exemplum. OQul dılıgıt,
Inquıit, UXOTEM UaM, LDSUM diligit; nemÖ nım UMGQUAM GCUrNeEm SUAM di0 habet sed
nutrıt OVei eam CHristus ecclesiam. CcCce in est carnalıs
unıversa substantıa! quemadmodum in INNC anımal sıbı ad salutem concılıatum
DO: naturae 1sta COMMUNIO, ut dılıgat aAINCIN SUamM; HNCYUC nım hOcC in homııinıbus
lantum est, quı CUMm S vivunt, NON solum consulunt salutı Aarnıs SUaC, CIUM eti1am
carnales OLL: SUum rationıs oman el refrenant, sed eti1am ae fugiıunt dolorem,
Ormıdant nterıtum70  T.J. VAN BAVEL  same way, the soul chastises its body in order to control the unrestrained  desires for earthly things (otherwise the soul cannot acquire wisdom), but  in spite of this it loves its flesh. Even a Manichaean cannot but love his  flesh; he cares for the health and the integrity of his body, he avoids  blows, spills and mishaps which can injure him. Such is the law of  nature'®, A bit further Augustine quotes Eph. 5:28-29: "He who loves  his wife, loves himself. No one ever hates his own body; on the contrary  he feeds and cherishes it. And that is the way Christ treats the Church".  To show that there has to be a holy love of the men for their wives, Paul  referred to the example of a lover’s soul. Human beings should display  harmony with their bodies and affection for them by curbing the carnal  impulses and by submitting them to the good use by the ratio. A similar  process takes place in animals; they too flee pain and death, they flee the  dissolution of the union between flesh and soul. This is the power that the  103  creature received from its Creator  .  In De doctrina christiana (397), we meet Eph. 5:29 within the  context of morally good behavior, that is, in the context of frui-uti. There  also Augustine treats the theme of restraining the body by continence. We  should not love all the things which we use, but only those which, on the  basis of a certain affinity with us, have a relationship with God such as the  human being, or like those things which, in intimate union with us, need  God’s blessing through our mediation, like the body. Consequently, there  are four objects that we should love: God, ourselves, the neighbour, and  12 Contra Faustum XX1,5. CSEL 25/1,574-575: "Verumtamen adtendite et date mihi  unum quamlibet abiectissimum animal, cuius anima Oderit carnem suam, ac non potius  nutriat et foveat eam motuque vitali vegetet et regat et quodam modo administret pro sui  generis exiguitate quoddam universum suum ad incolumitatem tuendam  . Quod enim  rationalis anima castigat corpus suum et servituti subicit, ne inmoderate adpetitu terreno  inpediatur perceptio sapientiae, etiam sic utique diligit carıem suam, quam sibi ad obe-  diendum legitime subdit atque ordinat. Postremo vos ipsi quamvis carnali errore carnem  detestemini, non potestis nisi diligere camem vestram eiusque saluti et incolumitate consu-  lere, omnes ictus et casus et intemperiem, qua laeditur, devitare ... ita ostenditis praevalere  naturae legem contra erroris vestri opinionem”.  16 Jp. XX1,7. ib. 575-576: "Apostolus enim cum de sancta dilectione praeciperet,  qualis esse debeat virorum in uxores, ex anima amantis sumpsit exemplum. Qui diligit,  inquit, uxorem suam, se ipsum diligit; nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet, sed  nutrit et fovet eam tamquam Christus ecclesiam. Ecce in conspectu vestro est carnalis  universa substantia! Videte quemadmodum in omne animal sibi ad salutem conciliatum  portendat naturae ista communio, ut diligat carıem suam; neque enim hoc in hominibus  tantum est, qui cum recte vivunt, non solum consulunt saluti carnis suae, verum etiam  carnales motus ad usum rationis edomant et refrenant, sed etiam bestiae fugiunt dolorem,  formidant interitum ... nutrientes etiam ipsae ac foventes carnem suam. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habet ..."nutrientes etiam 1DSsae Oventes arnem SUuam Nemo enım
QUUAM CAanNrnen SUAaAM OdL0 habet
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the body Love of ourselves and of OUT body natural that there 15
need g1ve explicıt cCcCommandments about them  104 No ON hates hım-
self h1s OW body, and the statement "No ON CVer ate! h1s OW body”
15 beyond d1scuss1ı1on. When SOTMNC Sa V that they WOUL. prefer
wıthout body, they decelive themselves profoundly. They do NnOTL hate their
bodies d such, Dbut they hate the Corruptibility and the to1ls of the body.
One Can aın the body and restraın 1t Dy conunence and exertlon, but
those who do this in the rıght WAY, do 1t NOT 1ın order wıthout DOdy,
but have the body subject and ready perform the NECESSATY actıviıtles.
They combat the bad desires, but do NOT kıll themselves: the IIg  9
they Cal‘ for theır health!® DIt further ın thıs DOOK, Augustine draws
the conclusıon: "If YOU understand yourse whole, that 1S, YOUT mınd
and DOdy, and also YOUTI ne1ghbour whole, that 1S, h1s miıind and body
(for the human eing cConsı1ısts of mınd and DOody), NOTL ONC CategOTrYy of
thıngs should love 15 eft Outft in these cCommandments 11106‘

Between 401-403, urıng the Donatist CONLWTOVETSY, Petilian ICDITOA-
ches Augustine that the Catholics seek ypocritic. WAaY hrough
crıme and Augustine responds that theıir 15 ase. Mt 5°43
ve yYOUTr ne1ghbour yourself” and Eph 520 "No ON CVECT ate'
N1Ss OW fl hn But thıs does NOT prevent the flesh usting agaınst the
Sspirıt, and the spiırıt agaınst the Mesh (Gal 5,17) Augustine applıes thıs
last TexXT the conflıict wıth the Donatısts: the restoration of unıty 15
sought Dy that the chastısed body be brought subservience.
However, that what the spirıt does agaınst the body 1S wagıng W, nOT Ouft
ofe but Ouft of love. Human Ings who lıve accordıing the SPINt,

De doctrina chrıistiana 8  g CC 32,18 "Non Omn1a, quıbus utendum
eSL, dılıgenda SUnNtL, sola, UJUaC aut nobiscum socıletate quadam referuntur in deum,
SıCcut est homo, vel angelus, aut ad NOS relata, benefic10 de1 DCI NOS indıgent, SICut est"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  A}  the body. Love of ourselves and of our body are so natural that there is no  need to give explicit commandments about them'“., No one hates him-  self or his own body, and the statement "No one ever hated his own body"  is beyond any discussion. When some say that they would prefer to be  without body, they deceive themselves profoundly. They do not hate their  bodies as such, but they hate the corruptibility and the toils of the body.  One can train the body and restrain it by continence and exertion, but  those who do this in the right way, do it not in order to be without body,  but to have the body subject and ready to perform the necessary activities.  They combat the bad desires, but do not kill themselves; on the contrary,  they care for their health'®. A bit further in this book, Augustine draws  the conclusion: "I£ you understand yourself as a whole, that is, your mind  and body, and also your neighbour as a whole, that is, his mind and body  (for the human being consists of mind and body), not one category of  things we should love is left out in these two commandments  11106'  Between 401-403, during the Donatist controversy, Petilian reproa-  ches Augustine that the Catholics seek peace in a hypocritical way through  crime and war. Augustine responds that their war is based on Mt. 5:43  "Love your neighbour as yourself" and on Eph. 5:29 "No one ever hated  his own flesh”. But this does not prevent the flesh lusting against the  spirit, and the spirit against the flesh (Gal. 5,17). Augustine applies this  last text to the conflict with the Donatists: the restoration of unity is  sought by war, so that the chastised body be brought to subservience.  However, that what the spirit does against the body is waging war, not out  of hatred, but out of love. Human beings who live according to the spirit,  '% De doctrina christiana 1,23,22. CCL 32,18: "Non autem omnia, quibus utendum  est, diligenda sunt, sed ea sola, quae aut nobiscum societate quadam referuntur in deum,  sicut est homo, vel angelus, aut ad nos relata, beneficio dei per nos indigent, sicuti est  corpus ... Cum ergo quattuor sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum quod nos  sumus, tertium quod iuxta nos est, quartum quod infra nos est, de secundo et quarto nulla  praecepta danda erant".  '© Ib. 1,24,24. ib. 19: "Nemo ergo se odit. Et hinc quidem nulla cum aliqua secta  quaestio fuit. Sed neque corpus suum quisquam odit; verum est enim quod ait apostolus:  Nemo umquam carnem suam odio habuit. Et quod nonnulli dicunt, malle se esse sine  corpore omnino, falluntur; non enim corpus suum, sed corruptiones eius et pondus oderunt  ... Quod autem continentia quadam et laboribus quasi persequi videntur corpora sua, qui  hoc recte faciunt, non id agunt, ut non habeant corpus, sed ut habeant subiugatum et  paratum ad opera necessaria. Libidines ... per ipsius corporis laboriosam quandam militi-  am extinguere adfectant. Nam non se interimunt et curam suae valetudinis gerunt". This  text is probably meant as a refutation of some Neoplatonici.  '© Ib. 1,26,27. ib. 21: "Quod si te totum intelligas, id est animum et corpus, et proxi-  mum (totum, id est animum et corpus eius - homo enim ex animo constat et corpore -,  nullum rerum diligendarum genus in his duobus praeceptis praetermissum est".Cum CITBO sınt dılıgenda, 1910000 quod NOS SS terum quod 1105
P IT1um quod 1uxta 110OS eSL, quarium quod infra NOS esL, de SEeCUNdO et quartio Nu.

danda rant  LA
105 8  9 ıb. Nemo CIRO odıt. Et hınc quıdem nulla CU alıqua seCcCIia

quaestio fuıt. \ SUUM qu1squam odıt: CI U est Nım quod alt apostolus:
Nemo UMGgUAM LUNrNnEm WW/ 778 dL0 habuit. Et quod nonnullı dıcunt, alle SSC SINe
COTDOTE OMNINO, falluntur: NON Nnım L0) SUum, sed COrruptioNeESs 1US el pondus Oderunt"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  A}  the body. Love of ourselves and of our body are so natural that there is no  need to give explicit commandments about them'“., No one hates him-  self or his own body, and the statement "No one ever hated his own body"  is beyond any discussion. When some say that they would prefer to be  without body, they deceive themselves profoundly. They do not hate their  bodies as such, but they hate the corruptibility and the toils of the body.  One can train the body and restrain it by continence and exertion, but  those who do this in the right way, do it not in order to be without body,  but to have the body subject and ready to perform the necessary activities.  They combat the bad desires, but do not kill themselves; on the contrary,  they care for their health'®. A bit further in this book, Augustine draws  the conclusion: "I£ you understand yourself as a whole, that is, your mind  and body, and also your neighbour as a whole, that is, his mind and body  (for the human being consists of mind and body), not one category of  things we should love is left out in these two commandments  11106'  Between 401-403, during the Donatist controversy, Petilian reproa-  ches Augustine that the Catholics seek peace in a hypocritical way through  crime and war. Augustine responds that their war is based on Mt. 5:43  "Love your neighbour as yourself" and on Eph. 5:29 "No one ever hated  his own flesh”. But this does not prevent the flesh lusting against the  spirit, and the spirit against the flesh (Gal. 5,17). Augustine applies this  last text to the conflict with the Donatists: the restoration of unity is  sought by war, so that the chastised body be brought to subservience.  However, that what the spirit does against the body is waging war, not out  of hatred, but out of love. Human beings who live according to the spirit,  '% De doctrina christiana 1,23,22. CCL 32,18: "Non autem omnia, quibus utendum  est, diligenda sunt, sed ea sola, quae aut nobiscum societate quadam referuntur in deum,  sicut est homo, vel angelus, aut ad nos relata, beneficio dei per nos indigent, sicuti est  corpus ... Cum ergo quattuor sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum quod nos  sumus, tertium quod iuxta nos est, quartum quod infra nos est, de secundo et quarto nulla  praecepta danda erant".  '© Ib. 1,24,24. ib. 19: "Nemo ergo se odit. Et hinc quidem nulla cum aliqua secta  quaestio fuit. Sed neque corpus suum quisquam odit; verum est enim quod ait apostolus:  Nemo umquam carnem suam odio habuit. Et quod nonnulli dicunt, malle se esse sine  corpore omnino, falluntur; non enim corpus suum, sed corruptiones eius et pondus oderunt  ... Quod autem continentia quadam et laboribus quasi persequi videntur corpora sua, qui  hoc recte faciunt, non id agunt, ut non habeant corpus, sed ut habeant subiugatum et  paratum ad opera necessaria. Libidines ... per ipsius corporis laboriosam quandam militi-  am extinguere adfectant. Nam non se interimunt et curam suae valetudinis gerunt". This  text is probably meant as a refutation of some Neoplatonici.  '© Ib. 1,26,27. ib. 21: "Quod si te totum intelligas, id est animum et corpus, et proxi-  mum (totum, id est animum et corpus eius - homo enim ex animo constat et corpore -,  nullum rerum diligendarum genus in his duobus praeceptis praetermissum est".Quod utem continentia quadam aboribus quası persequı videntur COTDOTA Suäq, quı
hoc TreC) facıunt, NON 1d agunt, uL NON habeant > sed uL habeant subıugatum el
paratum ad ODPCTaA necessarı1a. Laibıidines"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  A}  the body. Love of ourselves and of our body are so natural that there is no  need to give explicit commandments about them'“., No one hates him-  self or his own body, and the statement "No one ever hated his own body"  is beyond any discussion. When some say that they would prefer to be  without body, they deceive themselves profoundly. They do not hate their  bodies as such, but they hate the corruptibility and the toils of the body.  One can train the body and restrain it by continence and exertion, but  those who do this in the right way, do it not in order to be without body,  but to have the body subject and ready to perform the necessary activities.  They combat the bad desires, but do not kill themselves; on the contrary,  they care for their health'®. A bit further in this book, Augustine draws  the conclusion: "I£ you understand yourself as a whole, that is, your mind  and body, and also your neighbour as a whole, that is, his mind and body  (for the human being consists of mind and body), not one category of  things we should love is left out in these two commandments  11106'  Between 401-403, during the Donatist controversy, Petilian reproa-  ches Augustine that the Catholics seek peace in a hypocritical way through  crime and war. Augustine responds that their war is based on Mt. 5:43  "Love your neighbour as yourself" and on Eph. 5:29 "No one ever hated  his own flesh”. But this does not prevent the flesh lusting against the  spirit, and the spirit against the flesh (Gal. 5,17). Augustine applies this  last text to the conflict with the Donatists: the restoration of unity is  sought by war, so that the chastised body be brought to subservience.  However, that what the spirit does against the body is waging war, not out  of hatred, but out of love. Human beings who live according to the spirit,  '% De doctrina christiana 1,23,22. CCL 32,18: "Non autem omnia, quibus utendum  est, diligenda sunt, sed ea sola, quae aut nobiscum societate quadam referuntur in deum,  sicut est homo, vel angelus, aut ad nos relata, beneficio dei per nos indigent, sicuti est  corpus ... Cum ergo quattuor sint diligenda, unum quod supra nos est, alterum quod nos  sumus, tertium quod iuxta nos est, quartum quod infra nos est, de secundo et quarto nulla  praecepta danda erant".  '© Ib. 1,24,24. ib. 19: "Nemo ergo se odit. Et hinc quidem nulla cum aliqua secta  quaestio fuit. Sed neque corpus suum quisquam odit; verum est enim quod ait apostolus:  Nemo umquam carnem suam odio habuit. Et quod nonnulli dicunt, malle se esse sine  corpore omnino, falluntur; non enim corpus suum, sed corruptiones eius et pondus oderunt  ... Quod autem continentia quadam et laboribus quasi persequi videntur corpora sua, qui  hoc recte faciunt, non id agunt, ut non habeant corpus, sed ut habeant subiugatum et  paratum ad opera necessaria. Libidines ... per ipsius corporis laboriosam quandam militi-  am extinguere adfectant. Nam non se interimunt et curam suae valetudinis gerunt". This  text is probably meant as a refutation of some Neoplatonici.  '© Ib. 1,26,27. ib. 21: "Quod si te totum intelligas, id est animum et corpus, et proxi-  mum (totum, id est animum et corpus eius - homo enim ex animo constat et corpore -,  nullum rerum diligendarum genus in his duobus praeceptis praetermissum est".DCT IDSIUS COTDOTIS abor10sam quandam milıti-

extinguere adfectant. Nam NON interiımunt el UTamı SUAaCc valetudınıs gerunt  AA Thıs
leXT 18 probably eant refutatıon of SOMEC Neoplatonicı1.

9 ıb 21 "Quod S1 tium intellıgas, 1d est anımum er L0)  5 el DTOX1-
[NUumM LOLum , ıd esti anımum ef 19) 1US OMO Nnım anımo CONSLAL el
nullum [CIUM dılıgendarum in nMISs duobus praeceptis praeterm1ssum est  e
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do NnOT only WascC agaınst themselves Ouft of love, but also agaınst
others who lıve accordıng the flesh, because all who lıve accordıng
the spırıt love theır ne1g  urs themselves. The of piırıtual PETSONS
1$ admonition inspıred Dy love, and their SWOTrd 15 the Word of

EXIS 406-413

In 406/407, explaınıng the of John 113 AIn NOTL born
Ouf of blood, OT Outft of the desıre of the flesh, OT Ouft of the 11l of
but of imself”, Augustine SdYy> that John used the word „
desıgnate the Because che Was made from the nb of the
dam xclaımed Thıs 1S bone irom bones, and flesh irom fl hn
Gen 2:25) FOor the SdI11C TCcason Paul WrT1tes: '"Who loves h1s wiıfe, loves
1mse for ONC EeVECT hates h1s OW fi hn (Eph 5:28-29). TIThen
Augustine g1ves h1ıs usual f gurative explanatıon: the 1s the ıimage of
the mınd (SDLFLIUS) and the WOTINaN of the flesh (caro) The TSt has

and command, the latter led and SCIVC Otherwise the
108householding wıll upsıde own

In 442. Augustine COMMeENTS Gen 3:15 "TIhe brood of the
chall threaten YOUI head, and YOU chall threaten theır h 1n The

brood of the dIC all who lıve rıghteously. But why dıd SaVy
this the woman? The IcCason for thıs 15 the fact that the human being 15
unstable because of the flesh The flesh 15 OUT inter10r Eve The apostle
Paul Say> loves h1s wife, loves 1mse. and nh  se. "NO
OMNC GVl ate: his OW fl hn (Eph 5:28-29) Like the eV1 WasSs the
of am s Fall hrough the medıiıiation of Eve, the evV1 wishes Fall
hrough the mediation of the ANesh But have the W avo1d

C’ontra 1ıtteras Petilianı 1,68,154 SEL 52,100 "Quodsı CINO CaINecmm SUam Odı10
habet el tamen adversus ATDCIMN CONCUPDISCIL, S06 bello nıtas quaerıtur, ut
ervıtulı subıic1ı1atur. Quod Spirıtus facıt adversus AINCIN NON 0d10, ılectione
bellıgerans, hOC spırıtales aCcıunt adversus carnales, uL, quod Crga SC, agant el CIa
1110s, quıa dılıgunt proX1mos Llamquam 1pSOS .

In Johannıs evangelium 2,14 An 36,18 "Carnem PIO femına pOsult, quıa de
COSIa CUM facta A 1X1 Hoc UNCG de OSSLIDUS MELS, el (CATO de Arn el
apostolus allt: OQul dılıgıt UXOTEM SUd: SseLDSUmM diligit; nım UMqgqUam CUaNnem SUAamM

di0 habet Poniıtur CI BÜ Calt PIO UXQIC, quomodo alıquando spiırıtus DIO marıto. Qua:
re? Quıia ılle regıt, haec regıtur: ılle ımperare debet, 1sta ServVIre. Nam ubı imperat, el

spırıtus SserVIt, PEIVCISA domus est  .
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IN1quIity through Christ!®.
In De utılıtate 1elunll abou 411),; Augustine contends agaınst the

Manıchaeans that ON Cannot conclude from the opposıtion between spirıt
and fAesh that the Aesh d such 15 inımıcal the spirıt though there
WOU ONC Creator of the spirıt and another (reator of the fesh JIhey
base theır opınıon D  - "Ihe flesh desires agaınst the spirıt, and
the spırıt desires agaınst the Nesh” Augustine responds wıth the questlon:
Why do YOU NOT DAaY attention that other text Nobody EVCTI hates h1s
OW fl hn (Eph 5:29), In C 1t WeIC marıtal un1ıon 1$ expressed?
How handle then the opposition between both texts’”? Augustine declares
that he aCCEDIS both, and SCC5S opposıtion between them. We should NOTL
undervalue Eph Z for the attıtude of the feeding and cherishing human
eing towards h1s flesh 18 the image of Christ’s attıtude towards the
Church One Cannot love truly the body, ıf ON cons1ıders ıt prıson

fetter, for CVEITVONC hates chaın OI punıshment. Just 4S there 1S only
ON and the SaImne ('reator of the mınd and of the DOdy, there 15 NOT ON

Father of the Church and another er of T1SET, d the Manıchaeans
believe!® Consequently, ECVETVONC loves h1s Aesh Not only Paul SaVyS
th1s, but also aıly experlence tesufies 1t, for who does NOL close h1s
CYCS when he OT she SCCS blow comıng along In the NexXT section
Augustine iTresSsSES agaın that the Mesh has obey the mınd 1ıke the

the INa  3 But obedience O0€s NOT IC that they do NOT love ONeC

another. evertheless, by renouncing the pleasures of the flesh, OMNC
111aCquıres the JOYS of the spiırıt

En in psalmum 48, s 1 ((( ‘Quare utem vae hOC dıixıt? Quıia DCT
AINCIMN labıtur homo. Eva nobıs Inter10r Cal OStTr: estL. OQul dıligit, INquıit, UXOTeEmM U:
seipsum dılıgit. Quıid est: seipsum? Sequıitur, el 1C1I| Nemo nım UMGUKAM C(UNrNeEm SUamM

dL0 habuıt Quıa CIBO quomodo um homınem DCI Evam supplantavıt, SIC dıabo-
lus DCI ‚AINCIMN vult NOS supplantare; praecepilum est vae ut observet Capul dıaboli, quıa
diabolus calcaneum IDS1US observat”.

110 Ompare thıs idea wıth that in De continentia 9,23 SEL ‘Quıd est CIBO,
quod VOS CId dementia el christianos SSC actatıs"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  78  iniquity through Christ'®®.  In De utilitate ieiunii (about 411), Augustine contends against the  Manichaeans that one cannot conclude from the opposition between spirit  and flesh that the flesh as such is inimical to the spirit as though there  would be one Creator of the spirit and another Creator of the flesh. They  base their opinion on Gal. 5:17: "The flesh desires against the spirit, and  the spirit desires against the flesh". Augustine responds with the question:  Why do you not pay attention to that other text: "Nobody ever hates his  own flesh" (Eph. 5:29), in which as it were a marital union is expressed?  How to handle then the opposition between both texts? Augustine declares  that he accepts both, and sees no opposition between them. We should not  undervalue Eph. 5:29, for the attitude of the feeding and cherishing human  being towards his flesh is the image of Christ’s attitude towards the  Church. One cannot love truly the body, if one considers it as a prison or  a fetter, for everyone hates a chain or a punishment. Just as there is only  one and the same Creator of the mind and of the body, so there is not one  Father of the Church and another Father of Christ, as the Manichaeans  believe!!*. Consequently, everyone loves his flesh. Not only Paul says  this, but also daily experience testifies to it, for who does not close his  eyes when he or she sees a blow coming along. In the next section  Augustine stresses again that the flesh has to obey the mind like the  woman the man. But obedience does not mean that they do not love one  another. Nevertheless, by renouncing the pleasures of the flesh, one  111  acquires the joys of the spirit  .  ® En. in psalmum 48, s.1,6. CCL 38,556: "Quare autem Evae hoc dixit? Quia per  carnem labitur homo. Eva nobis interior caro nostra est. Qui diligit, inquit, uxorem suam,  seipsum diligit. Quid est: seipsum? Sequitur, et dicit: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam  odio habuit. Quia ergo quomodo illum hominem Adam per Evam supplantavit, sic diabo-  lus per carnem vult nos supplantare; praeceptum est Evae ut observet caput diaboli, quia  diabolus calcaneum ipsius observat".  110 Compare this idea with that in De continentia 9,23. CSEL 41,170: "Quid est ergo,  quod vos vera dementia et christianos esse iactatis ... et Christum asserentes in falsa carne  apparuisse mortalibus et ecclesiam in anima ad Christum, in corpore ad diabolum pertine-  re et sexum virilem atque muliebrem diaboli opera esse, non dei et spiritui carnem tam-  quam malam substantiam bonae substantiae cohaerere?".  1 De utilitate ieiunii 4,4-5,6. CCL 46,234-236: "Ne ergo arbitretur dilectio vestra,  quod inimica sit caro spiritui, quasi alter sit auctor carnis, alter sit auctor spiritus ... Utun-  tur autem quasi testimonio apostolico, quod non intelligunt: Caro concupiscit adversus  spiritum, et spiritus adversus carnem. Hoc verum est; sed quare et aliud non adtendis:  Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet; sed nutrit et fovet eam, sicut et Christus  ecclesiam? ... Interim ego ambas (sc. sententias) accipio ... Tu autem ... de illa quid agis?  Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet, sed nutrit et fovet eam, sicut Christus ec-  clesiam ... Compedem putas camem. Quis amat compedem suam? Carcerem putas car-Christum asserentes In 'alsa Camne

apparulsse mortalıbus ecclesiam anıma ad Chrıstum, in ad dıabolum pertine-
el virılem mulıebrem diabolı ID CSSC, NON de1 el spırıtul ‚ATNCIMN

(QuUam malam substantıam bonae substantiae cohaerere?”.
111 De utiılıtate LELUNLL 4.4-5,6. ( 9  S "Ne CISO arbıtretur dılecto vesitra,

quod inımıca sıt Cal‘ spiırıtul, quası er Sıt Carnıs, er SIi[ AauCIiOTr Spirıtus"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  78  iniquity through Christ'®®.  In De utilitate ieiunii (about 411), Augustine contends against the  Manichaeans that one cannot conclude from the opposition between spirit  and flesh that the flesh as such is inimical to the spirit as though there  would be one Creator of the spirit and another Creator of the flesh. They  base their opinion on Gal. 5:17: "The flesh desires against the spirit, and  the spirit desires against the flesh". Augustine responds with the question:  Why do you not pay attention to that other text: "Nobody ever hates his  own flesh" (Eph. 5:29), in which as it were a marital union is expressed?  How to handle then the opposition between both texts? Augustine declares  that he accepts both, and sees no opposition between them. We should not  undervalue Eph. 5:29, for the attitude of the feeding and cherishing human  being towards his flesh is the image of Christ’s attitude towards the  Church. One cannot love truly the body, if one considers it as a prison or  a fetter, for everyone hates a chain or a punishment. Just as there is only  one and the same Creator of the mind and of the body, so there is not one  Father of the Church and another Father of Christ, as the Manichaeans  believe!!*. Consequently, everyone loves his flesh. Not only Paul says  this, but also daily experience testifies to it, for who does not close his  eyes when he or she sees a blow coming along. In the next section  Augustine stresses again that the flesh has to obey the mind like the  woman the man. But obedience does not mean that they do not love one  another. Nevertheless, by renouncing the pleasures of the flesh, one  111  acquires the joys of the spirit  .  ® En. in psalmum 48, s.1,6. CCL 38,556: "Quare autem Evae hoc dixit? Quia per  carnem labitur homo. Eva nobis interior caro nostra est. Qui diligit, inquit, uxorem suam,  seipsum diligit. Quid est: seipsum? Sequitur, et dicit: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam  odio habuit. Quia ergo quomodo illum hominem Adam per Evam supplantavit, sic diabo-  lus per carnem vult nos supplantare; praeceptum est Evae ut observet caput diaboli, quia  diabolus calcaneum ipsius observat".  110 Compare this idea with that in De continentia 9,23. CSEL 41,170: "Quid est ergo,  quod vos vera dementia et christianos esse iactatis ... et Christum asserentes in falsa carne  apparuisse mortalibus et ecclesiam in anima ad Christum, in corpore ad diabolum pertine-  re et sexum virilem atque muliebrem diaboli opera esse, non dei et spiritui carnem tam-  quam malam substantiam bonae substantiae cohaerere?".  1 De utilitate ieiunii 4,4-5,6. CCL 46,234-236: "Ne ergo arbitretur dilectio vestra,  quod inimica sit caro spiritui, quasi alter sit auctor carnis, alter sit auctor spiritus ... Utun-  tur autem quasi testimonio apostolico, quod non intelligunt: Caro concupiscit adversus  spiritum, et spiritus adversus carnem. Hoc verum est; sed quare et aliud non adtendis:  Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet; sed nutrit et fovet eam, sicut et Christus  ecclesiam? ... Interim ego ambas (sc. sententias) accipio ... Tu autem ... de illa quid agis?  Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet, sed nutrit et fovet eam, sicut Christus ec-  clesiam ... Compedem putas camem. Quis amat compedem suam? Carcerem putas car-tun-
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ecclesiam?"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  78  iniquity through Christ'®®.  In De utilitate ieiunii (about 411), Augustine contends against the  Manichaeans that one cannot conclude from the opposition between spirit  and flesh that the flesh as such is inimical to the spirit as though there  would be one Creator of the spirit and another Creator of the flesh. They  base their opinion on Gal. 5:17: "The flesh desires against the spirit, and  the spirit desires against the flesh". Augustine responds with the question:  Why do you not pay attention to that other text: "Nobody ever hates his  own flesh" (Eph. 5:29), in which as it were a marital union is expressed?  How to handle then the opposition between both texts? Augustine declares  that he accepts both, and sees no opposition between them. We should not  undervalue Eph. 5:29, for the attitude of the feeding and cherishing human  being towards his flesh is the image of Christ’s attitude towards the  Church. One cannot love truly the body, if one considers it as a prison or  a fetter, for everyone hates a chain or a punishment. Just as there is only  one and the same Creator of the mind and of the body, so there is not one  Father of the Church and another Father of Christ, as the Manichaeans  believe!!*. Consequently, everyone loves his flesh. Not only Paul says  this, but also daily experience testifies to it, for who does not close his  eyes when he or she sees a blow coming along. In the next section  Augustine stresses again that the flesh has to obey the mind like the  woman the man. But obedience does not mean that they do not love one  another. Nevertheless, by renouncing the pleasures of the flesh, one  111  acquires the joys of the spirit  .  ® En. in psalmum 48, s.1,6. CCL 38,556: "Quare autem Evae hoc dixit? Quia per  carnem labitur homo. Eva nobis interior caro nostra est. Qui diligit, inquit, uxorem suam,  seipsum diligit. Quid est: seipsum? Sequitur, et dicit: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam  odio habuit. Quia ergo quomodo illum hominem Adam per Evam supplantavit, sic diabo-  lus per carnem vult nos supplantare; praeceptum est Evae ut observet caput diaboli, quia  diabolus calcaneum ipsius observat".  110 Compare this idea with that in De continentia 9,23. CSEL 41,170: "Quid est ergo,  quod vos vera dementia et christianos esse iactatis ... et Christum asserentes in falsa carne  apparuisse mortalibus et ecclesiam in anima ad Christum, in corpore ad diabolum pertine-  re et sexum virilem atque muliebrem diaboli opera esse, non dei et spiritui carnem tam-  quam malam substantiam bonae substantiae cohaerere?".  1 De utilitate ieiunii 4,4-5,6. CCL 46,234-236: "Ne ergo arbitretur dilectio vestra,  quod inimica sit caro spiritui, quasi alter sit auctor carnis, alter sit auctor spiritus ... Utun-  tur autem quasi testimonio apostolico, quod non intelligunt: Caro concupiscit adversus  spiritum, et spiritus adversus carnem. Hoc verum est; sed quare et aliud non adtendis:  Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet; sed nutrit et fovet eam, sicut et Christus  ecclesiam? ... Interim ego ambas (sc. sententias) accipio ... Tu autem ... de illa quid agis?  Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet, sed nutrit et fovet eam, sicut Christus ec-  clesiam ... Compedem putas camem. Quis amat compedem suam? Carcerem putas car-erım CZO ambas (SC. sententias) aCC1p10"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  78  iniquity through Christ'®®.  In De utilitate ieiunii (about 411), Augustine contends against the  Manichaeans that one cannot conclude from the opposition between spirit  and flesh that the flesh as such is inimical to the spirit as though there  would be one Creator of the spirit and another Creator of the flesh. They  base their opinion on Gal. 5:17: "The flesh desires against the spirit, and  the spirit desires against the flesh". Augustine responds with the question:  Why do you not pay attention to that other text: "Nobody ever hates his  own flesh" (Eph. 5:29), in which as it were a marital union is expressed?  How to handle then the opposition between both texts? Augustine declares  that he accepts both, and sees no opposition between them. We should not  undervalue Eph. 5:29, for the attitude of the feeding and cherishing human  being towards his flesh is the image of Christ’s attitude towards the  Church. One cannot love truly the body, if one considers it as a prison or  a fetter, for everyone hates a chain or a punishment. Just as there is only  one and the same Creator of the mind and of the body, so there is not one  Father of the Church and another Father of Christ, as the Manichaeans  believe!!*. Consequently, everyone loves his flesh. Not only Paul says  this, but also daily experience testifies to it, for who does not close his  eyes when he or she sees a blow coming along. In the next section  Augustine stresses again that the flesh has to obey the mind like the  woman the man. But obedience does not mean that they do not love one  another. Nevertheless, by renouncing the pleasures of the flesh, one  111  acquires the joys of the spirit  .  ® En. in psalmum 48, s.1,6. CCL 38,556: "Quare autem Evae hoc dixit? Quia per  carnem labitur homo. Eva nobis interior caro nostra est. Qui diligit, inquit, uxorem suam,  seipsum diligit. Quid est: seipsum? Sequitur, et dicit: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam  odio habuit. Quia ergo quomodo illum hominem Adam per Evam supplantavit, sic diabo-  lus per carnem vult nos supplantare; praeceptum est Evae ut observet caput diaboli, quia  diabolus calcaneum ipsius observat".  110 Compare this idea with that in De continentia 9,23. CSEL 41,170: "Quid est ergo,  quod vos vera dementia et christianos esse iactatis ... et Christum asserentes in falsa carne  apparuisse mortalibus et ecclesiam in anima ad Christum, in corpore ad diabolum pertine-  re et sexum virilem atque muliebrem diaboli opera esse, non dei et spiritui carnem tam-  quam malam substantiam bonae substantiae cohaerere?".  1 De utilitate ieiunii 4,4-5,6. CCL 46,234-236: "Ne ergo arbitretur dilectio vestra,  quod inimica sit caro spiritui, quasi alter sit auctor carnis, alter sit auctor spiritus ... Utun-  tur autem quasi testimonio apostolico, quod non intelligunt: Caro concupiscit adversus  spiritum, et spiritus adversus carnem. Hoc verum est; sed quare et aliud non adtendis:  Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet; sed nutrit et fovet eam, sicut et Christus  ecclesiam? ... Interim ego ambas (sc. sententias) accipio ... Tu autem ... de illa quid agis?  Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet, sed nutrit et fovet eam, sicut Christus ec-  clesiam ... Compedem putas camem. Quis amat compedem suam? Carcerem putas car-Iu"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  78  iniquity through Christ'®®.  In De utilitate ieiunii (about 411), Augustine contends against the  Manichaeans that one cannot conclude from the opposition between spirit  and flesh that the flesh as such is inimical to the spirit as though there  would be one Creator of the spirit and another Creator of the flesh. They  base their opinion on Gal. 5:17: "The flesh desires against the spirit, and  the spirit desires against the flesh". Augustine responds with the question:  Why do you not pay attention to that other text: "Nobody ever hates his  own flesh" (Eph. 5:29), in which as it were a marital union is expressed?  How to handle then the opposition between both texts? Augustine declares  that he accepts both, and sees no opposition between them. We should not  undervalue Eph. 5:29, for the attitude of the feeding and cherishing human  being towards his flesh is the image of Christ’s attitude towards the  Church. One cannot love truly the body, if one considers it as a prison or  a fetter, for everyone hates a chain or a punishment. Just as there is only  one and the same Creator of the mind and of the body, so there is not one  Father of the Church and another Father of Christ, as the Manichaeans  believe!!*. Consequently, everyone loves his flesh. Not only Paul says  this, but also daily experience testifies to it, for who does not close his  eyes when he or she sees a blow coming along. In the next section  Augustine stresses again that the flesh has to obey the mind like the  woman the man. But obedience does not mean that they do not love one  another. Nevertheless, by renouncing the pleasures of the flesh, one  111  acquires the joys of the spirit  .  ® En. in psalmum 48, s.1,6. CCL 38,556: "Quare autem Evae hoc dixit? Quia per  carnem labitur homo. Eva nobis interior caro nostra est. Qui diligit, inquit, uxorem suam,  seipsum diligit. Quid est: seipsum? Sequitur, et dicit: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam  odio habuit. Quia ergo quomodo illum hominem Adam per Evam supplantavit, sic diabo-  lus per carnem vult nos supplantare; praeceptum est Evae ut observet caput diaboli, quia  diabolus calcaneum ipsius observat".  110 Compare this idea with that in De continentia 9,23. CSEL 41,170: "Quid est ergo,  quod vos vera dementia et christianos esse iactatis ... et Christum asserentes in falsa carne  apparuisse mortalibus et ecclesiam in anima ad Christum, in corpore ad diabolum pertine-  re et sexum virilem atque muliebrem diaboli opera esse, non dei et spiritui carnem tam-  quam malam substantiam bonae substantiae cohaerere?".  1 De utilitate ieiunii 4,4-5,6. CCL 46,234-236: "Ne ergo arbitretur dilectio vestra,  quod inimica sit caro spiritui, quasi alter sit auctor carnis, alter sit auctor spiritus ... Utun-  tur autem quasi testimonio apostolico, quod non intelligunt: Caro concupiscit adversus  spiritum, et spiritus adversus carnem. Hoc verum est; sed quare et aliud non adtendis:  Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet; sed nutrit et fovet eam, sicut et Christus  ecclesiam? ... Interim ego ambas (sc. sententias) accipio ... Tu autem ... de illa quid agis?  Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet, sed nutrit et fovet eam, sicut Christus ec-  clesiam ... Compedem putas camem. Quis amat compedem suam? Carcerem putas car-de 1la quıd agıs?
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pOn1s Carnı, alıum spiırıtul, 1um DOSItUTUS ecclesıae, alıum hrısto74  T.J. VAN BAVEL  In letter 130, Augustine quotes Paul: "Do not care for the flesh by  lusts” (Rom. 13:14). He interprets the Pauline text as follows: we have to  care for the flesh, but on the condition "as far as the care for our health  urges us to do so", for no one ever hated his own flesh. He refers also to  the example of Paul who advises Timothy to drink a little wine for the  sake of his digestion and his frequent ailments (1 Tim. 5:23)"?.  In another letter, written about 412, Augustine speaks of the fact  that hardly anyone wishes death. He attributes this to the great power of  the sweet union between flesh and soul. Eph. 5:29 is a.proof of this.  Therefore, the soul does not want to be separated from the weakness of  the flesh, not even for a little while, although the soul trusts in God that it  will get back from Him the body without any weakness for eternity.  Though the human being who serves God wishes to die and to be with  Christ (Phil. 1:23), everyone refuses and flees this because of the affection  (sensu) for the flesh‘!®.  In a sermon (preached about 412), Augustine addresses people who  do not believe in the resurrection of the flesh. They feel an aversion to  their bodies in spite of Paul’s assertion that no one ever hated his own  flesh. Augustine wonders what the reason is for that aversion. It is clearly  due to the corruptibility and mortality of the flesh which, however, will be  taken away in the resurrected state; one should trust in God’s promise (1  Cor. 15:42-53). Those who feel an aversion to the coming resurrection of  the body, should, strictly speaking, feel such an aversion already in this  life, but they contradict themselves for they cherish, protect, feed and  nem. Quis amat carcerem suum? Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet. Quis non  oderit vinculum suum? Quis non oderit poenam suam? ... Tu ergo qui alium auctorem  ponis carni, alium auctorem spiritui, alium positurus es ecclesiae, alium Christo ... Diligit  ergo unusquisque carnem suam. Apostolus dicit, et praeter apostoli dictum unusquisque in  se probat ... nescio utrum non claudes oculum, si aliquis ictus immineat ... Est ergo quasi  quoddam coniugium spiritus et carnis ... Numquid ergo odimus, quem nobis cupimus  obedire?".  12 Epist. 130,3,7. CSEL 44,48: "Omnino haec (sc. delicias) in te despice atque con-  temne, ne in his quicquam requiras praeter integram corporis valetudinem ... Nam et ipse  apostolus: Carnis, inquit, providentiam ne feceritis in concupiscentlis, quia gerimus curam  carnis, sed ad necessitatem salutis, Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit".  13 Epist. 140,6,16. CSEL 44,167: "Ideo mortis diem ... omnes aut paene omnes dif-  ferre conantur ... tantam habet vim carnis et animae dulce consortium. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habuit et propterea non vult anima vel ad tempus ab eius etiam  infirmitate discedere, quamvis eam se sine infirmitate in aeternum recepturam esse confi-  dat ... mentis quidem ratione concupiscit homo pius dissolvi et esse cum Christo, sed id  sensu carnis recusat et refugit ...".Dılıgıt
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probat74  T.J. VAN BAVEL  In letter 130, Augustine quotes Paul: "Do not care for the flesh by  lusts” (Rom. 13:14). He interprets the Pauline text as follows: we have to  care for the flesh, but on the condition "as far as the care for our health  urges us to do so", for no one ever hated his own flesh. He refers also to  the example of Paul who advises Timothy to drink a little wine for the  sake of his digestion and his frequent ailments (1 Tim. 5:23)"?.  In another letter, written about 412, Augustine speaks of the fact  that hardly anyone wishes death. He attributes this to the great power of  the sweet union between flesh and soul. Eph. 5:29 is a.proof of this.  Therefore, the soul does not want to be separated from the weakness of  the flesh, not even for a little while, although the soul trusts in God that it  will get back from Him the body without any weakness for eternity.  Though the human being who serves God wishes to die and to be with  Christ (Phil. 1:23), everyone refuses and flees this because of the affection  (sensu) for the flesh‘!®.  In a sermon (preached about 412), Augustine addresses people who  do not believe in the resurrection of the flesh. They feel an aversion to  their bodies in spite of Paul’s assertion that no one ever hated his own  flesh. Augustine wonders what the reason is for that aversion. It is clearly  due to the corruptibility and mortality of the flesh which, however, will be  taken away in the resurrected state; one should trust in God’s promise (1  Cor. 15:42-53). Those who feel an aversion to the coming resurrection of  the body, should, strictly speaking, feel such an aversion already in this  life, but they contradict themselves for they cherish, protect, feed and  nem. Quis amat carcerem suum? Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet. Quis non  oderit vinculum suum? Quis non oderit poenam suam? ... Tu ergo qui alium auctorem  ponis carni, alium auctorem spiritui, alium positurus es ecclesiae, alium Christo ... Diligit  ergo unusquisque carnem suam. Apostolus dicit, et praeter apostoli dictum unusquisque in  se probat ... nescio utrum non claudes oculum, si aliquis ictus immineat ... Est ergo quasi  quoddam coniugium spiritus et carnis ... Numquid ergo odimus, quem nobis cupimus  obedire?".  12 Epist. 130,3,7. CSEL 44,48: "Omnino haec (sc. delicias) in te despice atque con-  temne, ne in his quicquam requiras praeter integram corporis valetudinem ... Nam et ipse  apostolus: Carnis, inquit, providentiam ne feceritis in concupiscentlis, quia gerimus curam  carnis, sed ad necessitatem salutis, Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit".  13 Epist. 140,6,16. CSEL 44,167: "Ideo mortis diem ... omnes aut paene omnes dif-  ferre conantur ... tantam habet vim carnis et animae dulce consortium. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habuit et propterea non vult anima vel ad tempus ab eius etiam  infirmitate discedere, quamvis eam se sine infirmitate in aeternum recepturam esse confi-  dat ... mentis quidem ratione concupiscit homo pius dissolvi et esse cum Christo, sed id  sensu carnis recusat et refugit ...".NnesSCIO UfTru: NON claudes oculum, S1 alıquıs ICtus mmiıneat74  T.J. VAN BAVEL  In letter 130, Augustine quotes Paul: "Do not care for the flesh by  lusts” (Rom. 13:14). He interprets the Pauline text as follows: we have to  care for the flesh, but on the condition "as far as the care for our health  urges us to do so", for no one ever hated his own flesh. He refers also to  the example of Paul who advises Timothy to drink a little wine for the  sake of his digestion and his frequent ailments (1 Tim. 5:23)"?.  In another letter, written about 412, Augustine speaks of the fact  that hardly anyone wishes death. He attributes this to the great power of  the sweet union between flesh and soul. Eph. 5:29 is a.proof of this.  Therefore, the soul does not want to be separated from the weakness of  the flesh, not even for a little while, although the soul trusts in God that it  will get back from Him the body without any weakness for eternity.  Though the human being who serves God wishes to die and to be with  Christ (Phil. 1:23), everyone refuses and flees this because of the affection  (sensu) for the flesh‘!®.  In a sermon (preached about 412), Augustine addresses people who  do not believe in the resurrection of the flesh. They feel an aversion to  their bodies in spite of Paul’s assertion that no one ever hated his own  flesh. Augustine wonders what the reason is for that aversion. It is clearly  due to the corruptibility and mortality of the flesh which, however, will be  taken away in the resurrected state; one should trust in God’s promise (1  Cor. 15:42-53). Those who feel an aversion to the coming resurrection of  the body, should, strictly speaking, feel such an aversion already in this  life, but they contradict themselves for they cherish, protect, feed and  nem. Quis amat carcerem suum? Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet. Quis non  oderit vinculum suum? Quis non oderit poenam suam? ... Tu ergo qui alium auctorem  ponis carni, alium auctorem spiritui, alium positurus es ecclesiae, alium Christo ... Diligit  ergo unusquisque carnem suam. Apostolus dicit, et praeter apostoli dictum unusquisque in  se probat ... nescio utrum non claudes oculum, si aliquis ictus immineat ... Est ergo quasi  quoddam coniugium spiritus et carnis ... Numquid ergo odimus, quem nobis cupimus  obedire?".  12 Epist. 130,3,7. CSEL 44,48: "Omnino haec (sc. delicias) in te despice atque con-  temne, ne in his quicquam requiras praeter integram corporis valetudinem ... Nam et ipse  apostolus: Carnis, inquit, providentiam ne feceritis in concupiscentlis, quia gerimus curam  carnis, sed ad necessitatem salutis, Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit".  13 Epist. 140,6,16. CSEL 44,167: "Ideo mortis diem ... omnes aut paene omnes dif-  ferre conantur ... tantam habet vim carnis et animae dulce consortium. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habuit et propterea non vult anima vel ad tempus ab eius etiam  infirmitate discedere, quamvis eam se sine infirmitate in aeternum recepturam esse confi-  dat ... mentis quidem ratione concupiscit homo pius dissolvi et esse cum Christo, sed id  sensu carnis recusat et refugit ...".Est CI SO quası
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obedire?74  T.J. VAN BAVEL  In letter 130, Augustine quotes Paul: "Do not care for the flesh by  lusts” (Rom. 13:14). He interprets the Pauline text as follows: we have to  care for the flesh, but on the condition "as far as the care for our health  urges us to do so", for no one ever hated his own flesh. He refers also to  the example of Paul who advises Timothy to drink a little wine for the  sake of his digestion and his frequent ailments (1 Tim. 5:23)"?.  In another letter, written about 412, Augustine speaks of the fact  that hardly anyone wishes death. He attributes this to the great power of  the sweet union between flesh and soul. Eph. 5:29 is a.proof of this.  Therefore, the soul does not want to be separated from the weakness of  the flesh, not even for a little while, although the soul trusts in God that it  will get back from Him the body without any weakness for eternity.  Though the human being who serves God wishes to die and to be with  Christ (Phil. 1:23), everyone refuses and flees this because of the affection  (sensu) for the flesh‘!®.  In a sermon (preached about 412), Augustine addresses people who  do not believe in the resurrection of the flesh. They feel an aversion to  their bodies in spite of Paul’s assertion that no one ever hated his own  flesh. Augustine wonders what the reason is for that aversion. It is clearly  due to the corruptibility and mortality of the flesh which, however, will be  taken away in the resurrected state; one should trust in God’s promise (1  Cor. 15:42-53). Those who feel an aversion to the coming resurrection of  the body, should, strictly speaking, feel such an aversion already in this  life, but they contradict themselves for they cherish, protect, feed and  nem. Quis amat carcerem suum? Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet. Quis non  oderit vinculum suum? Quis non oderit poenam suam? ... Tu ergo qui alium auctorem  ponis carni, alium auctorem spiritui, alium positurus es ecclesiae, alium Christo ... Diligit  ergo unusquisque carnem suam. Apostolus dicit, et praeter apostoli dictum unusquisque in  se probat ... nescio utrum non claudes oculum, si aliquis ictus immineat ... Est ergo quasi  quoddam coniugium spiritus et carnis ... Numquid ergo odimus, quem nobis cupimus  obedire?".  12 Epist. 130,3,7. CSEL 44,48: "Omnino haec (sc. delicias) in te despice atque con-  temne, ne in his quicquam requiras praeter integram corporis valetudinem ... Nam et ipse  apostolus: Carnis, inquit, providentiam ne feceritis in concupiscentlis, quia gerimus curam  carnis, sed ad necessitatem salutis, Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit".  13 Epist. 140,6,16. CSEL 44,167: "Ideo mortis diem ... omnes aut paene omnes dif-  ferre conantur ... tantam habet vim carnis et animae dulce consortium. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habuit et propterea non vult anima vel ad tempus ab eius etiam  infirmitate discedere, quamvis eam se sine infirmitate in aeternum recepturam esse confi-  dat ... mentis quidem ratione concupiscit homo pius dissolvi et esse cum Christo, sed id  sensu carnis recusat et refugit ...".112 ‚DIS! (  ja SEL 44 48 "Omniıno haec (SC. delıcıas) In despice COIMN-

' in his quı1cquam requıras praeter integram COTDOTIS valetudınem74  T.J. VAN BAVEL  In letter 130, Augustine quotes Paul: "Do not care for the flesh by  lusts” (Rom. 13:14). He interprets the Pauline text as follows: we have to  care for the flesh, but on the condition "as far as the care for our health  urges us to do so", for no one ever hated his own flesh. He refers also to  the example of Paul who advises Timothy to drink a little wine for the  sake of his digestion and his frequent ailments (1 Tim. 5:23)"?.  In another letter, written about 412, Augustine speaks of the fact  that hardly anyone wishes death. He attributes this to the great power of  the sweet union between flesh and soul. Eph. 5:29 is a.proof of this.  Therefore, the soul does not want to be separated from the weakness of  the flesh, not even for a little while, although the soul trusts in God that it  will get back from Him the body without any weakness for eternity.  Though the human being who serves God wishes to die and to be with  Christ (Phil. 1:23), everyone refuses and flees this because of the affection  (sensu) for the flesh‘!®.  In a sermon (preached about 412), Augustine addresses people who  do not believe in the resurrection of the flesh. They feel an aversion to  their bodies in spite of Paul’s assertion that no one ever hated his own  flesh. Augustine wonders what the reason is for that aversion. It is clearly  due to the corruptibility and mortality of the flesh which, however, will be  taken away in the resurrected state; one should trust in God’s promise (1  Cor. 15:42-53). Those who feel an aversion to the coming resurrection of  the body, should, strictly speaking, feel such an aversion already in this  life, but they contradict themselves for they cherish, protect, feed and  nem. Quis amat carcerem suum? Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet. Quis non  oderit vinculum suum? Quis non oderit poenam suam? ... Tu ergo qui alium auctorem  ponis carni, alium auctorem spiritui, alium positurus es ecclesiae, alium Christo ... Diligit  ergo unusquisque carnem suam. Apostolus dicit, et praeter apostoli dictum unusquisque in  se probat ... nescio utrum non claudes oculum, si aliquis ictus immineat ... Est ergo quasi  quoddam coniugium spiritus et carnis ... Numquid ergo odimus, quem nobis cupimus  obedire?".  12 Epist. 130,3,7. CSEL 44,48: "Omnino haec (sc. delicias) in te despice atque con-  temne, ne in his quicquam requiras praeter integram corporis valetudinem ... Nam et ipse  apostolus: Carnis, inquit, providentiam ne feceritis in concupiscentlis, quia gerimus curam  carnis, sed ad necessitatem salutis, Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit".  13 Epist. 140,6,16. CSEL 44,167: "Ideo mortis diem ... omnes aut paene omnes dif-  ferre conantur ... tantam habet vim carnis et animae dulce consortium. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habuit et propterea non vult anima vel ad tempus ab eius etiam  infirmitate discedere, quamvis eam se sine infirmitate in aeternum recepturam esse confi-  dat ... mentis quidem ratione concupiscit homo pius dissolvi et esse cum Christo, sed id  sensu carnis recusat et refugit ...".Nam ef IpSse
apostolus: Carnıs, Inquıit, providentiam feceritis In CONCUPILSCENILLS, quıa gerımus CUIaIn

Carnıs, sed ad necessitatem salutıs, Nemo enım UMGQUAM CAarnem dio habuıt”
113 ‚DIS) 140,6,16. SEL 44 ,167 Ortis dıem74  T.J. VAN BAVEL  In letter 130, Augustine quotes Paul: "Do not care for the flesh by  lusts” (Rom. 13:14). He interprets the Pauline text as follows: we have to  care for the flesh, but on the condition "as far as the care for our health  urges us to do so", for no one ever hated his own flesh. He refers also to  the example of Paul who advises Timothy to drink a little wine for the  sake of his digestion and his frequent ailments (1 Tim. 5:23)"?.  In another letter, written about 412, Augustine speaks of the fact  that hardly anyone wishes death. He attributes this to the great power of  the sweet union between flesh and soul. Eph. 5:29 is a.proof of this.  Therefore, the soul does not want to be separated from the weakness of  the flesh, not even for a little while, although the soul trusts in God that it  will get back from Him the body without any weakness for eternity.  Though the human being who serves God wishes to die and to be with  Christ (Phil. 1:23), everyone refuses and flees this because of the affection  (sensu) for the flesh‘!®.  In a sermon (preached about 412), Augustine addresses people who  do not believe in the resurrection of the flesh. They feel an aversion to  their bodies in spite of Paul’s assertion that no one ever hated his own  flesh. Augustine wonders what the reason is for that aversion. It is clearly  due to the corruptibility and mortality of the flesh which, however, will be  taken away in the resurrected state; one should trust in God’s promise (1  Cor. 15:42-53). Those who feel an aversion to the coming resurrection of  the body, should, strictly speaking, feel such an aversion already in this  life, but they contradict themselves for they cherish, protect, feed and  nem. Quis amat carcerem suum? Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet. Quis non  oderit vinculum suum? Quis non oderit poenam suam? ... Tu ergo qui alium auctorem  ponis carni, alium auctorem spiritui, alium positurus es ecclesiae, alium Christo ... Diligit  ergo unusquisque carnem suam. Apostolus dicit, et praeter apostoli dictum unusquisque in  se probat ... nescio utrum non claudes oculum, si aliquis ictus immineat ... Est ergo quasi  quoddam coniugium spiritus et carnis ... Numquid ergo odimus, quem nobis cupimus  obedire?".  12 Epist. 130,3,7. CSEL 44,48: "Omnino haec (sc. delicias) in te despice atque con-  temne, ne in his quicquam requiras praeter integram corporis valetudinem ... Nam et ipse  apostolus: Carnis, inquit, providentiam ne feceritis in concupiscentlis, quia gerimus curam  carnis, sed ad necessitatem salutis, Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit".  13 Epist. 140,6,16. CSEL 44,167: "Ideo mortis diem ... omnes aut paene omnes dif-  ferre conantur ... tantam habet vim carnis et animae dulce consortium. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habuit et propterea non vult anima vel ad tempus ab eius etiam  infirmitate discedere, quamvis eam se sine infirmitate in aeternum recepturam esse confi-  dat ... mentis quidem ratione concupiscit homo pius dissolvi et esse cum Christo, sed id  sensu carnis recusat et refugit ...".aut dıf-

ferre CoOoNanilur74  T.J. VAN BAVEL  In letter 130, Augustine quotes Paul: "Do not care for the flesh by  lusts” (Rom. 13:14). He interprets the Pauline text as follows: we have to  care for the flesh, but on the condition "as far as the care for our health  urges us to do so", for no one ever hated his own flesh. He refers also to  the example of Paul who advises Timothy to drink a little wine for the  sake of his digestion and his frequent ailments (1 Tim. 5:23)"?.  In another letter, written about 412, Augustine speaks of the fact  that hardly anyone wishes death. He attributes this to the great power of  the sweet union between flesh and soul. Eph. 5:29 is a.proof of this.  Therefore, the soul does not want to be separated from the weakness of  the flesh, not even for a little while, although the soul trusts in God that it  will get back from Him the body without any weakness for eternity.  Though the human being who serves God wishes to die and to be with  Christ (Phil. 1:23), everyone refuses and flees this because of the affection  (sensu) for the flesh‘!®.  In a sermon (preached about 412), Augustine addresses people who  do not believe in the resurrection of the flesh. They feel an aversion to  their bodies in spite of Paul’s assertion that no one ever hated his own  flesh. Augustine wonders what the reason is for that aversion. It is clearly  due to the corruptibility and mortality of the flesh which, however, will be  taken away in the resurrected state; one should trust in God’s promise (1  Cor. 15:42-53). Those who feel an aversion to the coming resurrection of  the body, should, strictly speaking, feel such an aversion already in this  life, but they contradict themselves for they cherish, protect, feed and  nem. Quis amat carcerem suum? Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet. Quis non  oderit vinculum suum? Quis non oderit poenam suam? ... Tu ergo qui alium auctorem  ponis carni, alium auctorem spiritui, alium positurus es ecclesiae, alium Christo ... Diligit  ergo unusquisque carnem suam. Apostolus dicit, et praeter apostoli dictum unusquisque in  se probat ... nescio utrum non claudes oculum, si aliquis ictus immineat ... Est ergo quasi  quoddam coniugium spiritus et carnis ... Numquid ergo odimus, quem nobis cupimus  obedire?".  12 Epist. 130,3,7. CSEL 44,48: "Omnino haec (sc. delicias) in te despice atque con-  temne, ne in his quicquam requiras praeter integram corporis valetudinem ... Nam et ipse  apostolus: Carnis, inquit, providentiam ne feceritis in concupiscentlis, quia gerimus curam  carnis, sed ad necessitatem salutis, Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit".  13 Epist. 140,6,16. CSEL 44,167: "Ideo mortis diem ... omnes aut paene omnes dif-  ferre conantur ... tantam habet vim carnis et animae dulce consortium. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habuit et propterea non vult anima vel ad tempus ab eius etiam  infirmitate discedere, quamvis eam se sine infirmitate in aeternum recepturam esse confi-  dat ... mentis quidem ratione concupiscit homo pius dissolvi et esse cum Christo, sed id  sensu carnis recusat et refugit ...".habet ViIm Carnıs el anımae dulce consortium. Nemo nım
qQUAM Carnem SLUUIMM dL0 habuıt el NONMN vult anıma vel ad IM ab 1US etj1am
nfırmıtate er6., quamVvIıs Sine nfırmitate in 424e IerNnNum SSC conf{i-
dat74  T.J. VAN BAVEL  In letter 130, Augustine quotes Paul: "Do not care for the flesh by  lusts” (Rom. 13:14). He interprets the Pauline text as follows: we have to  care for the flesh, but on the condition "as far as the care for our health  urges us to do so", for no one ever hated his own flesh. He refers also to  the example of Paul who advises Timothy to drink a little wine for the  sake of his digestion and his frequent ailments (1 Tim. 5:23)"?.  In another letter, written about 412, Augustine speaks of the fact  that hardly anyone wishes death. He attributes this to the great power of  the sweet union between flesh and soul. Eph. 5:29 is a.proof of this.  Therefore, the soul does not want to be separated from the weakness of  the flesh, not even for a little while, although the soul trusts in God that it  will get back from Him the body without any weakness for eternity.  Though the human being who serves God wishes to die and to be with  Christ (Phil. 1:23), everyone refuses and flees this because of the affection  (sensu) for the flesh‘!®.  In a sermon (preached about 412), Augustine addresses people who  do not believe in the resurrection of the flesh. They feel an aversion to  their bodies in spite of Paul’s assertion that no one ever hated his own  flesh. Augustine wonders what the reason is for that aversion. It is clearly  due to the corruptibility and mortality of the flesh which, however, will be  taken away in the resurrected state; one should trust in God’s promise (1  Cor. 15:42-53). Those who feel an aversion to the coming resurrection of  the body, should, strictly speaking, feel such an aversion already in this  life, but they contradict themselves for they cherish, protect, feed and  nem. Quis amat carcerem suum? Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet. Quis non  oderit vinculum suum? Quis non oderit poenam suam? ... Tu ergo qui alium auctorem  ponis carni, alium auctorem spiritui, alium positurus es ecclesiae, alium Christo ... Diligit  ergo unusquisque carnem suam. Apostolus dicit, et praeter apostoli dictum unusquisque in  se probat ... nescio utrum non claudes oculum, si aliquis ictus immineat ... Est ergo quasi  quoddam coniugium spiritus et carnis ... Numquid ergo odimus, quem nobis cupimus  obedire?".  12 Epist. 130,3,7. CSEL 44,48: "Omnino haec (sc. delicias) in te despice atque con-  temne, ne in his quicquam requiras praeter integram corporis valetudinem ... Nam et ipse  apostolus: Carnis, inquit, providentiam ne feceritis in concupiscentlis, quia gerimus curam  carnis, sed ad necessitatem salutis, Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit".  13 Epist. 140,6,16. CSEL 44,167: "Ideo mortis diem ... omnes aut paene omnes dif-  ferre conantur ... tantam habet vim carnis et animae dulce consortium. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habuit et propterea non vult anima vel ad tempus ab eius etiam  infirmitate discedere, quamvis eam se sine infirmitate in aeternum recepturam esse confi-  dat ... mentis quidem ratione concupiscit homo pius dissolvi et esse cum Christo, sed id  sensu carnis recusat et refugit ...".menüus quıdem ratıone CONcupIsCIL homo DIuS dissolvı AA CUÄi Christo, ıd

Carnıs recCcusat el refugıt74  T.J. VAN BAVEL  In letter 130, Augustine quotes Paul: "Do not care for the flesh by  lusts” (Rom. 13:14). He interprets the Pauline text as follows: we have to  care for the flesh, but on the condition "as far as the care for our health  urges us to do so", for no one ever hated his own flesh. He refers also to  the example of Paul who advises Timothy to drink a little wine for the  sake of his digestion and his frequent ailments (1 Tim. 5:23)"?.  In another letter, written about 412, Augustine speaks of the fact  that hardly anyone wishes death. He attributes this to the great power of  the sweet union between flesh and soul. Eph. 5:29 is a.proof of this.  Therefore, the soul does not want to be separated from the weakness of  the flesh, not even for a little while, although the soul trusts in God that it  will get back from Him the body without any weakness for eternity.  Though the human being who serves God wishes to die and to be with  Christ (Phil. 1:23), everyone refuses and flees this because of the affection  (sensu) for the flesh‘!®.  In a sermon (preached about 412), Augustine addresses people who  do not believe in the resurrection of the flesh. They feel an aversion to  their bodies in spite of Paul’s assertion that no one ever hated his own  flesh. Augustine wonders what the reason is for that aversion. It is clearly  due to the corruptibility and mortality of the flesh which, however, will be  taken away in the resurrected state; one should trust in God’s promise (1  Cor. 15:42-53). Those who feel an aversion to the coming resurrection of  the body, should, strictly speaking, feel such an aversion already in this  life, but they contradict themselves for they cherish, protect, feed and  nem. Quis amat carcerem suum? Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habet. Quis non  oderit vinculum suum? Quis non oderit poenam suam? ... Tu ergo qui alium auctorem  ponis carni, alium auctorem spiritui, alium positurus es ecclesiae, alium Christo ... Diligit  ergo unusquisque carnem suam. Apostolus dicit, et praeter apostoli dictum unusquisque in  se probat ... nescio utrum non claudes oculum, si aliquis ictus immineat ... Est ergo quasi  quoddam coniugium spiritus et carnis ... Numquid ergo odimus, quem nobis cupimus  obedire?".  12 Epist. 130,3,7. CSEL 44,48: "Omnino haec (sc. delicias) in te despice atque con-  temne, ne in his quicquam requiras praeter integram corporis valetudinem ... Nam et ipse  apostolus: Carnis, inquit, providentiam ne feceritis in concupiscentlis, quia gerimus curam  carnis, sed ad necessitatem salutis, Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit".  13 Epist. 140,6,16. CSEL 44,167: "Ideo mortis diem ... omnes aut paene omnes dif-  ferre conantur ... tantam habet vim carnis et animae dulce consortium. Nemo enim um-  quam carnem suam odio habuit et propterea non vult anima vel ad tempus ab eius etiam  infirmitate discedere, quamvis eam se sine infirmitate in aeternum recepturam esse confi-  dat ... mentis quidem ratione concupiscit homo pius dissolvi et esse cum Christo, sed id  sensu carnis recusat et refugit ...".



"NO EVE ATED FLESH"” AUGUSIINE

PTESCIVEC the ntegrity of theıir bodies Who WOUuU do all these things for
somethıng he hates?!4

VI CRUCIAL EX'T FRO  — CONTINENTIA

We call this texfi crucı1al because Augustine here theme In
the MOST profoun and extensive WAY. The ate of thıs DOoOK, however, 1$
VE controvers1al. Mostly ıt 15 ate' iın 395, but recent research has
shown that 1t 1$ of much later date, namely the VYCAaIrs 416-41811>
ABICC wıth later date; ıt certamly wriıtten after 417 The DUTDOSC of
thıs treatise 15 ShoOow that continence 15 needed NnOT only wıth regarı
the lower Parts of the body, but also wıth regarı the lihidines of the
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114 ermoOo Maı 87,3 1,329 ‘Quıid en1ım, obsecro . quı NON VIS credere futuram
Carnıs resurrechoNeM, quıd movet? quıd bı 10) dıspliıcet? QuisT Aanem
SUam 0d10 habuıt? 1C1 apostolus"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  75  preserve the integrity of their bodies. Who would do all these things for  something he hates?!!*  VI. A CRUCIAL TEXT FROM DE CONTINENTIA  We call this text crucial because Augustine treats here our theme in  the most profound and extensive way. The date of this book, however, is  very controversial. Mostly it is dated in 395, but recent research has  shown that it is of a much later date, namely the years 416-418”°. I  agree with a later date; it seems certainly written after 412. The purpose of  this treatise is to show that continence is needed not only with regard to  the lower parts of the body, but also with regard to the libidines of the  interior human being, specifically the motus et perturbationes animi. Car-  nalis concupiscentia has a much wider meaning than only the sexual  domain. Besides fornication, impurity, indecency, we find mentioned idol-  atry, sorcery, quarrels, contentious temper, envy, fits of rage, selfish ambi-  tions, dissensions, party intrigues, jealousies, drinking bouts, orgies, and  the like (Gal. 5:19-21)!'°. The peculiar thing about this passage is that  Augustine considers talking about flesh and mind as partes hominis rather  as a theme for philosophical schools; he himself prefers to follow biblical  language in which "flesh" designates the_ whole human being. In Holy  Scripture secundum carnem vivere means: secundum hominem vivere.  14 Sermo Mai 87,3. MA 1,329: "Quid enim, obsecro te, qui non vis credere futuram  carnis resurrectionem, quid te movet? quid tibi in corpore displicet? Quis unquam carnem  suam Oodio habuit? dicit apostolus ... Quid tibi in corpore displicet? Ego dico, corruptio,  mortalitas ... Si displicet tibi resuscitari corpus, displiceat tibi et modo corpus. Quid foves  quod displicet? quid tueris quod displicet? quid nutris quod displicet? cur optas incolume?  An placet?".  ”5 See A. M. LA BONNARDIERE, La date du "De Continentia” de saint Augustin, in:  Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 5(1959), 121-127 adduces good arguments for a later  date than usually accepted. The date circa 426, proposed by D. FAUL, The Date of the De  Continentia of St. Augustine, in: Studia Patristica VI (Berlin, 1962), 374-382 seems to me  exaggerated.  ”6 De continentia 1,2-3,9. CSEL 41,142-151: "Et ne in sola inferiorum partium carnis  libidine continentia necessaria videatur ... Ac per hoc illa, quae in genitalibus membris  pudicitia refrenatis solet maxime ac proprie continentia nominari, nulla transgressione  violatur, si superior continentia, de qua iam diu loquimur, in corde servetur ... audiamus  scribentem ad Galatas et dicentem: manifesta autem sunt opera carnis, quae sunt fornica-  tiones, inmunditiae, luxuriae, idolorum servitus, veneficia, inimicitiae, contentiones, aemu-  lationes, animositates, dissensiones, haereses, invidiae, ebrietates, comessationes et his  similia ...".Qui1d aloJl In dısplıcet? EgO dıco, COTTUDptO,
mortalıtas"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  75  preserve the integrity of their bodies. Who would do all these things for  something he hates?!!*  VI. A CRUCIAL TEXT FROM DE CONTINENTIA  We call this text crucial because Augustine treats here our theme in  the most profound and extensive way. The date of this book, however, is  very controversial. Mostly it is dated in 395, but recent research has  shown that it is of a much later date, namely the years 416-418”°. I  agree with a later date; it seems certainly written after 412. The purpose of  this treatise is to show that continence is needed not only with regard to  the lower parts of the body, but also with regard to the libidines of the  interior human being, specifically the motus et perturbationes animi. Car-  nalis concupiscentia has a much wider meaning than only the sexual  domain. Besides fornication, impurity, indecency, we find mentioned idol-  atry, sorcery, quarrels, contentious temper, envy, fits of rage, selfish ambi-  tions, dissensions, party intrigues, jealousies, drinking bouts, orgies, and  the like (Gal. 5:19-21)!'°. The peculiar thing about this passage is that  Augustine considers talking about flesh and mind as partes hominis rather  as a theme for philosophical schools; he himself prefers to follow biblical  language in which "flesh" designates the_ whole human being. In Holy  Scripture secundum carnem vivere means: secundum hominem vivere.  14 Sermo Mai 87,3. MA 1,329: "Quid enim, obsecro te, qui non vis credere futuram  carnis resurrectionem, quid te movet? quid tibi in corpore displicet? Quis unquam carnem  suam Oodio habuit? dicit apostolus ... Quid tibi in corpore displicet? Ego dico, corruptio,  mortalitas ... Si displicet tibi resuscitari corpus, displiceat tibi et modo corpus. Quid foves  quod displicet? quid tueris quod displicet? quid nutris quod displicet? cur optas incolume?  An placet?".  ”5 See A. M. LA BONNARDIERE, La date du "De Continentia” de saint Augustin, in:  Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 5(1959), 121-127 adduces good arguments for a later  date than usually accepted. The date circa 426, proposed by D. FAUL, The Date of the De  Continentia of St. Augustine, in: Studia Patristica VI (Berlin, 1962), 374-382 seems to me  exaggerated.  ”6 De continentia 1,2-3,9. CSEL 41,142-151: "Et ne in sola inferiorum partium carnis  libidine continentia necessaria videatur ... Ac per hoc illa, quae in genitalibus membris  pudicitia refrenatis solet maxime ac proprie continentia nominari, nulla transgressione  violatur, si superior continentia, de qua iam diu loquimur, in corde servetur ... audiamus  scribentem ad Galatas et dicentem: manifesta autem sunt opera carnis, quae sunt fornica-  tiones, inmunditiae, luxuriae, idolorum servitus, veneficia, inimicitiae, contentiones, aemu-  lationes, animositates, dissensiones, haereses, invidiae, ebrietates, comessationes et his  similia ...".1 dısplicet bı resuscıtarı5 dıspliceat bı el mOodo 10) Quıid foves
quod dıspliıcet? quıd tuer1s quod dısplicet? quıd Nnutrıs quod dısplicet? Oplas incolume?
An placet?”.

115 See BONNARDIERE, La date du "De Continentia” de Saınt Augustin, 1n
Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 5(1959), 89 A adduces g00d arguments for later
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Continentia of St Augustine, Studia Patrıstica VI (Berlın, 1962), 374382
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116 De Ccontinentia 1,2-3,9 SEL s  e "Et sola infer1ı0rum partıum arnıs
ıbıdıne continentia necessarıa videatur"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  75  preserve the integrity of their bodies. Who would do all these things for  something he hates?!!*  VI. A CRUCIAL TEXT FROM DE CONTINENTIA  We call this text crucial because Augustine treats here our theme in  the most profound and extensive way. The date of this book, however, is  very controversial. Mostly it is dated in 395, but recent research has  shown that it is of a much later date, namely the years 416-418”°. I  agree with a later date; it seems certainly written after 412. The purpose of  this treatise is to show that continence is needed not only with regard to  the lower parts of the body, but also with regard to the libidines of the  interior human being, specifically the motus et perturbationes animi. Car-  nalis concupiscentia has a much wider meaning than only the sexual  domain. Besides fornication, impurity, indecency, we find mentioned idol-  atry, sorcery, quarrels, contentious temper, envy, fits of rage, selfish ambi-  tions, dissensions, party intrigues, jealousies, drinking bouts, orgies, and  the like (Gal. 5:19-21)!'°. The peculiar thing about this passage is that  Augustine considers talking about flesh and mind as partes hominis rather  as a theme for philosophical schools; he himself prefers to follow biblical  language in which "flesh" designates the_ whole human being. In Holy  Scripture secundum carnem vivere means: secundum hominem vivere.  14 Sermo Mai 87,3. MA 1,329: "Quid enim, obsecro te, qui non vis credere futuram  carnis resurrectionem, quid te movet? quid tibi in corpore displicet? Quis unquam carnem  suam Oodio habuit? dicit apostolus ... Quid tibi in corpore displicet? Ego dico, corruptio,  mortalitas ... Si displicet tibi resuscitari corpus, displiceat tibi et modo corpus. Quid foves  quod displicet? quid tueris quod displicet? quid nutris quod displicet? cur optas incolume?  An placet?".  ”5 See A. M. LA BONNARDIERE, La date du "De Continentia” de saint Augustin, in:  Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 5(1959), 121-127 adduces good arguments for a later  date than usually accepted. The date circa 426, proposed by D. FAUL, The Date of the De  Continentia of St. Augustine, in: Studia Patristica VI (Berlin, 1962), 374-382 seems to me  exaggerated.  ”6 De continentia 1,2-3,9. CSEL 41,142-151: "Et ne in sola inferiorum partium carnis  libidine continentia necessaria videatur ... Ac per hoc illa, quae in genitalibus membris  pudicitia refrenatis solet maxime ac proprie continentia nominari, nulla transgressione  violatur, si superior continentia, de qua iam diu loquimur, in corde servetur ... audiamus  scribentem ad Galatas et dicentem: manifesta autem sunt opera carnis, quae sunt fornica-  tiones, inmunditiae, luxuriae, idolorum servitus, veneficia, inimicitiae, contentiones, aemu-  lationes, animositates, dissensiones, haereses, invidiae, ebrietates, comessationes et his  similia ...".Ac DCI 137070 ılla, QuUaC ın genıtalıbus membrıs
pudıcıtıa reirenatlıs sole‘ maxıme proprıe continenta nomiınarı, nu. transgressioNe
violatur, S1 super10Tr contunenta, de qua 1am dıu loquımur, In cCOorde"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  75  preserve the integrity of their bodies. Who would do all these things for  something he hates?!!*  VI. A CRUCIAL TEXT FROM DE CONTINENTIA  We call this text crucial because Augustine treats here our theme in  the most profound and extensive way. The date of this book, however, is  very controversial. Mostly it is dated in 395, but recent research has  shown that it is of a much later date, namely the years 416-418”°. I  agree with a later date; it seems certainly written after 412. The purpose of  this treatise is to show that continence is needed not only with regard to  the lower parts of the body, but also with regard to the libidines of the  interior human being, specifically the motus et perturbationes animi. Car-  nalis concupiscentia has a much wider meaning than only the sexual  domain. Besides fornication, impurity, indecency, we find mentioned idol-  atry, sorcery, quarrels, contentious temper, envy, fits of rage, selfish ambi-  tions, dissensions, party intrigues, jealousies, drinking bouts, orgies, and  the like (Gal. 5:19-21)!'°. The peculiar thing about this passage is that  Augustine considers talking about flesh and mind as partes hominis rather  as a theme for philosophical schools; he himself prefers to follow biblical  language in which "flesh" designates the_ whole human being. In Holy  Scripture secundum carnem vivere means: secundum hominem vivere.  14 Sermo Mai 87,3. MA 1,329: "Quid enim, obsecro te, qui non vis credere futuram  carnis resurrectionem, quid te movet? quid tibi in corpore displicet? Quis unquam carnem  suam Oodio habuit? dicit apostolus ... Quid tibi in corpore displicet? Ego dico, corruptio,  mortalitas ... Si displicet tibi resuscitari corpus, displiceat tibi et modo corpus. Quid foves  quod displicet? quid tueris quod displicet? quid nutris quod displicet? cur optas incolume?  An placet?".  ”5 See A. M. LA BONNARDIERE, La date du "De Continentia” de saint Augustin, in:  Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 5(1959), 121-127 adduces good arguments for a later  date than usually accepted. The date circa 426, proposed by D. FAUL, The Date of the De  Continentia of St. Augustine, in: Studia Patristica VI (Berlin, 1962), 374-382 seems to me  exaggerated.  ”6 De continentia 1,2-3,9. CSEL 41,142-151: "Et ne in sola inferiorum partium carnis  libidine continentia necessaria videatur ... Ac per hoc illa, quae in genitalibus membris  pudicitia refrenatis solet maxime ac proprie continentia nominari, nulla transgressione  violatur, si superior continentia, de qua iam diu loquimur, in corde servetur ... audiamus  scribentem ad Galatas et dicentem: manifesta autem sunt opera carnis, quae sunt fornica-  tiones, inmunditiae, luxuriae, idolorum servitus, veneficia, inimicitiae, contentiones, aemu-  lationes, animositates, dissensiones, haereses, invidiae, ebrietates, comessationes et his  similia ...".audıamus
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Therefore, MaYy ame the nature of the esh!’: the flesh
such 15 and it does NnOT lust for somethıing EXCEDL through the
soul !® We ourselves AIC unit of AHesh and Spirlt. At the mMmoOoment of OUT

ea do NOT relinquısh OUuT flesh Dy escapıng from ıt, but bandon
1t in order gel it back Thıs 15 the TCASON why Paul calls h1s Hesh “
N The flesh iıtself be ostıle ecısely Dy resisting the
shortcomings of the fesh love n because then healıng it, and

OMNC GVT hated h1s OW fAlesh It 15 that Paul declares in Rom 78
that he the law of SIN wıth h1s fesh, but thıs does NnOTt 111CaN that he

carnal CONCUPISCENCE; 1t INCcCanls that he experliences ınvoluntary
impulses and desires‘*?. The ension between flesh and spirıt should nNnOTL
be considered ASs ension between [W!  ®] natures orıginated from IW  @ ODDO-
s1iıte princıples, d the Manıchaeans lıeve, but 1t 15 be SCCI1 e_

YJUENCE of SIN Our body 15 dead because of SIN (Rom 85:10) Not ON

sıngle substance 18 bad iın ıtself. Therefore, Paul SaYy> that ONC CVGI

atfe) h1s OW flesh!*9 The Manıchaean of the flesh and their
den1al that the flesh of T1S Was real flesh, al the SaI11lc time the
negatıon of the un1ıon tween Chrıist and the urc for they contend that
the Church longs Chrıst only regards the human souls; as egards

117 4.11 ıb 15215876  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".Cal‘ est infırma el terrena DaIs hom1nıs76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".propier
quod ılle, quı secundum homınem VIvIt, NONMN utique secundum CaINCIMN, sed DOt1us SCCUNMN-

dum partem homiınıs VIVIL, qua homo SS hoc est secundum spırıtum mentis76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".Ve-
haec dısputatio valet Ortassıs alıquıid In cholıs phılosophorum; NOS 1ıbrı

hrıstianı76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".debemus advertere76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".Nolı arnıs quando audıs: S11 UunNn-

dum CUArnem Vixerıt1Ss, MOFLEMUNL. SI1IC Nnım dıci potult76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".SI secundum VOoS Vixert1is,
meminı.

118 8,19 ıb 163 "Caro nım nıhıl 1S1 DCI anımam concupıiscıt”.
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anıma morTı1tur76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".NON fugıenda dımıittitur, sed recıpıenda reponıtur76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".Non Nnım alterum
*0)003100| Dulare debemus INIMICUM, sed vit1um, quO CAalt‘ cConcupiscıt adversus spırıtum76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".Audıamus apostolum, SCILO, Inquit, qula habıtat In HOC est In Urnı bonum76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".Se 1taque dıcıt (SC apostolus) SSC arnem SUam Non CI RO Ipsa est Iinımıca Ta; el
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UUAmM Odi0 ha ıb. 820 ıb76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".i8| hıc 1C1!| (SC. apostolus): CONCUDPLSCENHAS
CAFNLS habuer10s, sed perfeceritis”.
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CONSstaL, uUuNO ımperante, alıo servıente., utique bonum est76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".erum In hac bona
homiınıs Naltur: UIlC bellum est  r ( ıb 9,22 ıb. S "De1inde subıunxIt, quod
1am COMMEMOTrAaVIMUS: Nemo nım UMgUam CANNem SUam di0 habuit, sed nutrıt el fovet
’l SICUE ChHhristus ecclesıam76  T.J. VAN BAVEL  Therefore, we may never blame the nature of the flesh‘'’; the flesh as  such is good and it does not lust for something except through the  soul!!®, We ourselves are a unit of flesh and spirit. At the moment of our  death we do not relinquish our flesh by escaping from it, but we abandon  it in order to get it back. This is the reason why Paul calls his flesh "him-  self”. The flesh itself cannot be hostile to us. Precisely by resisting to the  shortcomings of the flesh we love it, because then we are healing it, and  no one ever hated his own flesh. It is true that Paul declares in Rom. 7:25  that he serves the law of sin with his flesh, but this does not mean that he  consents to carnal concupiscence; it means that he experiences involuntary  impulses and desires!!”*. The tension between flesh and spirit should not  be considered as a tension between two natures originated from two oppo-  site principles, as the Manichaeans believe, but it is to be seen as a conse-  quence of sin. Our body is dead because of sin (Rom. 8:10). Not one  single substance is bad in itself. Therefore, Paul says that no one ever  hated his own flesh'?. The Manichaean contempt of the flesh and their  denial that the flesh of Christ was real flesh, means at the same time the  negation of the union between Christ and the Church, for they contend that  the Church belongs to Christ only as regards the human souls; as regards  17 Ib. 4,11. ib. 152-154: "... caro autem est infirma et terrena pars hominis ... propter  quod ille, qui secundum hominem vivit, non utique secundum carmem, sed potius secun-  dum eam partem hominis vivit, qua homo est, hoc est secundum spiritum mentis ... Ve-  rum haec disputatio valet fortassis aliquid in scholis philosophorum; nos autem ... libri  christiani ... debemus advertere ... Noli carnis accusare naturam, quando audis: si secun-  dum carnem vixeritis, moriemini,. Sic enim dici potuit ...: SI Ssecundum vos vixeritis, mo-  riemini",  18 Tb, 8,19. ib. 163: "Caro enim nihil nisi per animam concupiscit".  19 Ib. 8,19-20. ib. 163-164: "Totum hoc nos sumus. Et caro ipsa, quae discedente  anima moritur ... non fugienda dimittitur, sed recipienda reponitur ... Non enim alterum  eorum putare debemus inimicum, sed vitium, quO caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Audiamus apostolum, scio, inquit, quia non habitat in me, hoc est in carne mea, bonum ...  Se itaque dicit (sc. apostolus) esse carnem suam. Non ergo ipsa est inimica nostra; et  quando eius vitiis resistitur, ipsa amatur, quia ipsa curatur. Nemo enim umquam carnem  suam odio habuit". ib. 8,20. ib. 164: "... neque hic dicit (sc. apostolus): concupiscentias  carnis ne habueritis, sed ne perfeceritis".  120 Ib. 7,18. ib. 161: "Absit, ut credamus, quod Manichaeorum credit insania, duas hic  demonstratas esse naturas ex contrariis inter se principiis confligentes, unam mali, alteram  boni. Prorsus ista duo ambo sunt bona: et spiritus bonum est et caro bonum. Et homo, qui  ex utroque constat, uno imperante, alio serviente, utique bonum est ... Verum in hac bona  hominis  . natura nunc bellum est". Cf. ib. 9,22. ib. 167-168: "Deinde subiunxit, quod  ijam commemoravimus: Nemo enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit et fovet  eam sicut Christus ecclesiam ... quid ad haec dicitis, Manichaei?".quıd ad haec dıicıtıs, Manıiıchae1?"”.
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the human 1€6Ss the Church belongs the devil!#*
Thus, Caln distingu1s three un10ns: that between T1S and the

urc that between INan and WOMAaAanN, and that between spirit and flesh
T1S CaIrecs for the Church, the INan Caics for the and the spiırıt

for the flesh Thıs 15 also in the followıing WAaY the Church 15
the MO and the rule of conduct for T1S 15 the odel for 1091  -

Moreover, the lower thıng, that 1S, the body 15 also rule of conduct for
INC  = they have love their W1VES theır OW bodies (corpora), for the
hıgher thıings ell the lower 1ıngs g0o0od But Paul does NOTL

prescr1ıbe the body 4S rule of conduct for the because che should
ubject the INan lıke the Mesh the spirıt. Why does Paul NO PIC-

scr1be the body the Nesh rule of conduct for the woman? Is there for
her oblıgatıon love her body? Augustine adNlSWETIS thıs question In the
followıing WaY eıther Paul takes 1t for granted that she loves her flesh,
he 0€s nOTL want mention the flesh 4S rule of subservience for the
woman, because the Nesh lusts agaınst the spirıt urıng thıs mortal ıfe
(Gal 5:17) Augustine finds that Paul COu prescr1ıbe somethıing
amb1ıguous as the flesh rule of conduct for the WOINaNn On the other
hand, he prescr1bes the fNesh A rule of conduct for the INan, because the
spirıt 0Ug lust agalınst the Nesh and, in o1ng S Cal‘ for the HNesh
Thıs 15 made possible DYy the fact that the Sspiırıt ell A the flesh, the
virıle SCX as ell the female CX have theır Creator. exualıty 15
NOTL the wOork of the devil!?? oug the CONCupliscence of the flesh ın

Chrıistian 15 NOTL yeLl healed, he e and cherishes nonetheless the Zz0o0d
nature of h1s flesh, for ON GV hates h1s OW ANesh The SdadInle does
T1S for the Church' wıll SdadVC the ole human being, Sspiırıt
and flesh, at the end of time  124

121 10,24 ID 171 De eccles1a quıd dıcıt deceptor homınum in mortifero errore‘?
uod parte anımarum pertineat ad Chrıstum, ad dıabolum  ”

9,23 1D 169 "Vırı debent diligere SUAS SICUL SUd COYTDOTA, quod est ab
inferlore: quı1a el superl10ra el infer107a bona SUnt Oomn1a. Nec Lamen mulıer vel
CaImnNc accepit exemplum, ut 1ta subdıta VITO, SIıCut Spirıtul Cal sed aut CONSCQqUECNILET
apostolus n  eg]1 voluıt, quod dıicere praetermisıt, aut forte quıa Carl CONCUDISCIL adver-
SUS spirıtum in hulus ıtae mortalıtate alque Janguore, deo de 1la noluıt muher1 ‚XCIN-

plum sublecti0on1s adhıbere"”
L1E23 ıb. 17022175 "1unc finem accıpıet OMnNnI1s aeC ugnNa, S  C ambarum

arum erıt Concordia, tunc adeo 191 nulllus erıt carnalıs, ut eti1am
1psa Cal sıt spirıtalıs. Quod CI SO UnNcC agıt CUM Sua quısque secundum Christum
V1vens, CUMmM el CONCUPISCIL adversus 1US malam CONCUDPISCENtIAM, quon1am sanandam
continet, Quam nondum eNeL, el Lamen 1US bonam nutrıt fovetque naturam,
quon1a4m NEMO Aı (C(UNrnem W IO4 0OdL0 habet”
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VII JTEXTS FRO  z PERIOD 4142471

In 414/415, find agaın ascetic lıne of thought Someone who
chastıses hıs body does NOTL necessarıly hate h1s body. Our flesh 1$ int1-
mately unıted wıth us lıke husband wıth h1s wiıfe: YOUI flesh 15 1ke YOUI
wıfe, for Nn OMNC BV hated h1s OW. flesh, but eel and cherishes ıt 1ke
T1S ee: and cherishes the UrcC Nevertheless, the apostle Paul Say>S
elsewhere that the HNesh lusts agaınst the spırıt (Gal 37 Bear YOUT fesh,
educate Ie chastıse 1t; at the end of ıme 1t 111 restored. Because
OMNC GVT ate! h1s OW flesh, ıt, LOO, 11l raısed up

In De patıentia (about 417), Augustine refers the promise of
Jesus the MarTtyrSs that NnOTL haır of their head 111 be lost (Luke
TIhen Augustine quUOTLES Eph 5:29 teach that the behıever should keep
watch VOCI the s1tuation of h1is flesh wıth patiıence rather than wıth 1mpa-
t1ence. Ihus the belıever 11l outweıgh the present sufferings DY the inval-
ua boon of the comıing incorruptibility ”®.

Iso the followıing [EXTI from preached about 415 CON-
CeINs (0)801 The MartyrSs of 118 dıd VC wisely NOTL despise theır
bodies, for for the body 15 of PECTVEISC and profane philos-
ophy of people who do NOT leve in the resurrection of the body. ese
nonbelıevers consıder their bodies pr1sons in 3C theır souls
thrown OoOwn because they have sinned prev10usly elsewhere. Our God,
however, created both Dody and Spirlt, and He 15 the Creator 4S ell the
Re-creator of both Thıs 1S the ICAaSON why the MAartyTS dıd NOTL despise
theır bodies someting inımıcal. Indeed, OMNC BA ate: h1s OW body.

127Ihat what 1s burden NO 11l honour al the resurrection

En in psalmum @& 4B 40,203 7 Numquıd quı castıgat L0)  > Odıt corpus?78  T.J. VAN BAVEL  VII. TEXTS FROM THE PERIOD BETWEEN 414-421  In 414/415, we find again an ascetic line of thought. Someone who  chastises his body does not necessarily hate his body. Our flesh is so inti-  mately united with us like a husband with his wife: your flesh is like your  wife, for no one ever hated his own flesh, but feeds and cherishes it like  Christ feeds and cherishes the Church. Nevertheless, the apostle Paul says  elsewhere that the flesh lusts against the spirit (Gal. 5:17). Bear your flesh,  educate it, chastise it; at the end of time it will be restored. -Because no  one ever hated his own flesh, it, too, will be raised up'”.  In De patientia (about 417), Augustine refers to the promise of  Jesus to the martyrs that not a hair of their head will be lost (Luke 21:18).  Then Augustine quotes Eph. 5:29 to teach that the believer should keep  watch over the situation of his flesh with patience rather than with impa-  tience. Thus the believer will outweigh the present sufferings by the inval-  uable boon of the coming incorruptibility!”®.  Also the following text from a sermon preached about 415 con-  cerns martyrdom. The martyrs of Christ did very wisely not despise their  bodies, for contempt for the body is part of a perverse and profane philos-  ophy of people who do not believe in the resurrection of the body. These  nonbelievers consider their bodies as prisons in which their souls are  thrown down because they have sinned previously elsewhere. Our God,  however, created both body and spirit, and He is the Creator as well as the  Re-creator of both. This is the reason why the martyrs did not despise  their bodies as someting inimical. Indeed, no one ever hated his own body.  127  That what is a burden now, will be a honour at the resurrection  .  '3 En. in psalmum 140,16. CCL 40,2037: "Numquid qui castigat corpus, odit corpus?  ... Si quis verberat filium, odit filium? Et ut aliquid coniunctius eloquamur, caro tamquam  coniux tua est. Hoc ipse apostolus dicit: Nemo umquam carnem suam odio habuit; sed  nutrit et fovet eam, sicut et Christus ecclesiam. Certe caro tamquam coniux est, et nemo  carnem suam Odio habet. Tamen quid alio loco? Caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Non te deponat, non te abrumpat; porta, erudi, castiga; reparabitur in fine. Et quia nemo  umquam carnem suam odio habuit, resurget et caro. Sed quomodo?".  %® De patientia 8,7. CSEL 41,669: "Unde dominus Iesus ad patientiam exhortans  martyres suos etiam ipsius corporis integritatem futuram sine cuiusquam ... membri ... a-  missione promisit ... ut quoniam nemo umquam, Sicut apostolus dicit, carnem suam odio  habuit, magis homo fidelis per patientiam quam per inpatientiam pro stratu suae carnis  invigilet ...".  17 Sermo 277,3,3-4,4. PL 38,1259: "Ergo prudenter martyres Christi non sua corpora  contempserunt. Perversa est ista, et mundana philosophia, eorum qui non credunt corpo-  rum resurrectionem. Videntur enim sibi quasi magni corporis contemptores, quia ipsa  corpora quasi pro carceribus se habere arbritantur, quo detrusas putant animas, quod alibi  ante peccaverunt. Deus autem noster et corpus fecit et spiritum; et utriusque creator est, et1 qu1s verbera| tılıum, Oodıt fiılıum? Et ut alıquıd CON1UNCHUS eloquamur, Calm
CON1UX {ua esL. Hoc 1pse apostolus 1C1| Nemo UMQUAM Carnem AW/ /# Od10 habuit; sed
nutrıt el fovet EUAM, SICUE el CHhristus ecclesiam. erte lamquam CONIUX eSL, ef CIMO
aAINem SUam Od10 habet. Tamen quıd alıo 0C0? C’aro CONCUPILSCH adversus spırıtum78  T.J. VAN BAVEL  VII. TEXTS FROM THE PERIOD BETWEEN 414-421  In 414/415, we find again an ascetic line of thought. Someone who  chastises his body does not necessarily hate his body. Our flesh is so inti-  mately united with us like a husband with his wife: your flesh is like your  wife, for no one ever hated his own flesh, but feeds and cherishes it like  Christ feeds and cherishes the Church. Nevertheless, the apostle Paul says  elsewhere that the flesh lusts against the spirit (Gal. 5:17). Bear your flesh,  educate it, chastise it; at the end of time it will be restored. -Because no  one ever hated his own flesh, it, too, will be raised up'”.  In De patientia (about 417), Augustine refers to the promise of  Jesus to the martyrs that not a hair of their head will be lost (Luke 21:18).  Then Augustine quotes Eph. 5:29 to teach that the believer should keep  watch over the situation of his flesh with patience rather than with impa-  tience. Thus the believer will outweigh the present sufferings by the inval-  uable boon of the coming incorruptibility!”®.  Also the following text from a sermon preached about 415 con-  cerns martyrdom. The martyrs of Christ did very wisely not despise their  bodies, for contempt for the body is part of a perverse and profane philos-  ophy of people who do not believe in the resurrection of the body. These  nonbelievers consider their bodies as prisons in which their souls are  thrown down because they have sinned previously elsewhere. Our God,  however, created both body and spirit, and He is the Creator as well as the  Re-creator of both. This is the reason why the martyrs did not despise  their bodies as someting inimical. Indeed, no one ever hated his own body.  127  That what is a burden now, will be a honour at the resurrection  .  '3 En. in psalmum 140,16. CCL 40,2037: "Numquid qui castigat corpus, odit corpus?  ... Si quis verberat filium, odit filium? Et ut aliquid coniunctius eloquamur, caro tamquam  coniux tua est. Hoc ipse apostolus dicit: Nemo umquam carnem suam odio habuit; sed  nutrit et fovet eam, sicut et Christus ecclesiam. Certe caro tamquam coniux est, et nemo  carnem suam Odio habet. Tamen quid alio loco? Caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Non te deponat, non te abrumpat; porta, erudi, castiga; reparabitur in fine. Et quia nemo  umquam carnem suam odio habuit, resurget et caro. Sed quomodo?".  %® De patientia 8,7. CSEL 41,669: "Unde dominus Iesus ad patientiam exhortans  martyres suos etiam ipsius corporis integritatem futuram sine cuiusquam ... membri ... a-  missione promisit ... ut quoniam nemo umquam, Sicut apostolus dicit, carnem suam odio  habuit, magis homo fidelis per patientiam quam per inpatientiam pro stratu suae carnis  invigilet ...".  17 Sermo 277,3,3-4,4. PL 38,1259: "Ergo prudenter martyres Christi non sua corpora  contempserunt. Perversa est ista, et mundana philosophia, eorum qui non credunt corpo-  rum resurrectionem. Videntur enim sibi quasi magni corporis contemptores, quia ipsa  corpora quasi pro carceribus se habere arbritantur, quo detrusas putant animas, quod alibi  ante peccaverunt. Deus autem noster et corpus fecit et spiritum; et utriusque creator est, etNon deponat, NOMN abrumpat; erudı, castıga; reparabıtur In fine. Et quıa

CUarnem U: di0 habuit, resurgel el Cal Sed quomodo?”,
De patıentia A SEL "Unde domınus lesus ad patıentiam exhortans

T' SUOS$S eti1am 1DS1US COTDOTIS integrıtatem futuram sıne CU1lUSQquam78  T.J. VAN BAVEL  VII. TEXTS FROM THE PERIOD BETWEEN 414-421  In 414/415, we find again an ascetic line of thought. Someone who  chastises his body does not necessarily hate his body. Our flesh is so inti-  mately united with us like a husband with his wife: your flesh is like your  wife, for no one ever hated his own flesh, but feeds and cherishes it like  Christ feeds and cherishes the Church. Nevertheless, the apostle Paul says  elsewhere that the flesh lusts against the spirit (Gal. 5:17). Bear your flesh,  educate it, chastise it; at the end of time it will be restored. -Because no  one ever hated his own flesh, it, too, will be raised up'”.  In De patientia (about 417), Augustine refers to the promise of  Jesus to the martyrs that not a hair of their head will be lost (Luke 21:18).  Then Augustine quotes Eph. 5:29 to teach that the believer should keep  watch over the situation of his flesh with patience rather than with impa-  tience. Thus the believer will outweigh the present sufferings by the inval-  uable boon of the coming incorruptibility!”®.  Also the following text from a sermon preached about 415 con-  cerns martyrdom. The martyrs of Christ did very wisely not despise their  bodies, for contempt for the body is part of a perverse and profane philos-  ophy of people who do not believe in the resurrection of the body. These  nonbelievers consider their bodies as prisons in which their souls are  thrown down because they have sinned previously elsewhere. Our God,  however, created both body and spirit, and He is the Creator as well as the  Re-creator of both. This is the reason why the martyrs did not despise  their bodies as someting inimical. Indeed, no one ever hated his own body.  127  That what is a burden now, will be a honour at the resurrection  .  '3 En. in psalmum 140,16. CCL 40,2037: "Numquid qui castigat corpus, odit corpus?  ... Si quis verberat filium, odit filium? Et ut aliquid coniunctius eloquamur, caro tamquam  coniux tua est. Hoc ipse apostolus dicit: Nemo umquam carnem suam odio habuit; sed  nutrit et fovet eam, sicut et Christus ecclesiam. Certe caro tamquam coniux est, et nemo  carnem suam Odio habet. Tamen quid alio loco? Caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Non te deponat, non te abrumpat; porta, erudi, castiga; reparabitur in fine. Et quia nemo  umquam carnem suam odio habuit, resurget et caro. Sed quomodo?".  %® De patientia 8,7. CSEL 41,669: "Unde dominus Iesus ad patientiam exhortans  martyres suos etiam ipsius corporis integritatem futuram sine cuiusquam ... membri ... a-  missione promisit ... ut quoniam nemo umquam, Sicut apostolus dicit, carnem suam odio  habuit, magis homo fidelis per patientiam quam per inpatientiam pro stratu suae carnis  invigilet ...".  17 Sermo 277,3,3-4,4. PL 38,1259: "Ergo prudenter martyres Christi non sua corpora  contempserunt. Perversa est ista, et mundana philosophia, eorum qui non credunt corpo-  rum resurrectionem. Videntur enim sibi quasi magni corporis contemptores, quia ipsa  corpora quasi pro carceribus se habere arbritantur, quo detrusas putant animas, quod alibi  ante peccaverunt. Deus autem noster et corpus fecit et spiritum; et utriusque creator est, etmembrı d-
m1ssıOnNe promıisıt78  T.J. VAN BAVEL  VII. TEXTS FROM THE PERIOD BETWEEN 414-421  In 414/415, we find again an ascetic line of thought. Someone who  chastises his body does not necessarily hate his body. Our flesh is so inti-  mately united with us like a husband with his wife: your flesh is like your  wife, for no one ever hated his own flesh, but feeds and cherishes it like  Christ feeds and cherishes the Church. Nevertheless, the apostle Paul says  elsewhere that the flesh lusts against the spirit (Gal. 5:17). Bear your flesh,  educate it, chastise it; at the end of time it will be restored. -Because no  one ever hated his own flesh, it, too, will be raised up'”.  In De patientia (about 417), Augustine refers to the promise of  Jesus to the martyrs that not a hair of their head will be lost (Luke 21:18).  Then Augustine quotes Eph. 5:29 to teach that the believer should keep  watch over the situation of his flesh with patience rather than with impa-  tience. Thus the believer will outweigh the present sufferings by the inval-  uable boon of the coming incorruptibility!”®.  Also the following text from a sermon preached about 415 con-  cerns martyrdom. The martyrs of Christ did very wisely not despise their  bodies, for contempt for the body is part of a perverse and profane philos-  ophy of people who do not believe in the resurrection of the body. These  nonbelievers consider their bodies as prisons in which their souls are  thrown down because they have sinned previously elsewhere. Our God,  however, created both body and spirit, and He is the Creator as well as the  Re-creator of both. This is the reason why the martyrs did not despise  their bodies as someting inimical. Indeed, no one ever hated his own body.  127  That what is a burden now, will be a honour at the resurrection  .  '3 En. in psalmum 140,16. CCL 40,2037: "Numquid qui castigat corpus, odit corpus?  ... Si quis verberat filium, odit filium? Et ut aliquid coniunctius eloquamur, caro tamquam  coniux tua est. Hoc ipse apostolus dicit: Nemo umquam carnem suam odio habuit; sed  nutrit et fovet eam, sicut et Christus ecclesiam. Certe caro tamquam coniux est, et nemo  carnem suam Odio habet. Tamen quid alio loco? Caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Non te deponat, non te abrumpat; porta, erudi, castiga; reparabitur in fine. Et quia nemo  umquam carnem suam odio habuit, resurget et caro. Sed quomodo?".  %® De patientia 8,7. CSEL 41,669: "Unde dominus Iesus ad patientiam exhortans  martyres suos etiam ipsius corporis integritatem futuram sine cuiusquam ... membri ... a-  missione promisit ... ut quoniam nemo umquam, Sicut apostolus dicit, carnem suam odio  habuit, magis homo fidelis per patientiam quam per inpatientiam pro stratu suae carnis  invigilet ...".  17 Sermo 277,3,3-4,4. PL 38,1259: "Ergo prudenter martyres Christi non sua corpora  contempserunt. Perversa est ista, et mundana philosophia, eorum qui non credunt corpo-  rum resurrectionem. Videntur enim sibi quasi magni corporis contemptores, quia ipsa  corpora quasi pro carceribus se habere arbritantur, quo detrusas putant animas, quod alibi  ante peccaverunt. Deus autem noster et corpus fecit et spiritum; et utriusque creator est, etut quon1am nNnemO UMGUAM, SIıCut apostolus dıcıt, Carnem Uam 0d1L0
habuıt, magıs homo ıdelıs DCI patıentiam QUamM DCT ınpatıentiam PIO sStratu SUuat arnıs
invıgılet78  T.J. VAN BAVEL  VII. TEXTS FROM THE PERIOD BETWEEN 414-421  In 414/415, we find again an ascetic line of thought. Someone who  chastises his body does not necessarily hate his body. Our flesh is so inti-  mately united with us like a husband with his wife: your flesh is like your  wife, for no one ever hated his own flesh, but feeds and cherishes it like  Christ feeds and cherishes the Church. Nevertheless, the apostle Paul says  elsewhere that the flesh lusts against the spirit (Gal. 5:17). Bear your flesh,  educate it, chastise it; at the end of time it will be restored. -Because no  one ever hated his own flesh, it, too, will be raised up'”.  In De patientia (about 417), Augustine refers to the promise of  Jesus to the martyrs that not a hair of their head will be lost (Luke 21:18).  Then Augustine quotes Eph. 5:29 to teach that the believer should keep  watch over the situation of his flesh with patience rather than with impa-  tience. Thus the believer will outweigh the present sufferings by the inval-  uable boon of the coming incorruptibility!”®.  Also the following text from a sermon preached about 415 con-  cerns martyrdom. The martyrs of Christ did very wisely not despise their  bodies, for contempt for the body is part of a perverse and profane philos-  ophy of people who do not believe in the resurrection of the body. These  nonbelievers consider their bodies as prisons in which their souls are  thrown down because they have sinned previously elsewhere. Our God,  however, created both body and spirit, and He is the Creator as well as the  Re-creator of both. This is the reason why the martyrs did not despise  their bodies as someting inimical. Indeed, no one ever hated his own body.  127  That what is a burden now, will be a honour at the resurrection  .  '3 En. in psalmum 140,16. CCL 40,2037: "Numquid qui castigat corpus, odit corpus?  ... Si quis verberat filium, odit filium? Et ut aliquid coniunctius eloquamur, caro tamquam  coniux tua est. Hoc ipse apostolus dicit: Nemo umquam carnem suam odio habuit; sed  nutrit et fovet eam, sicut et Christus ecclesiam. Certe caro tamquam coniux est, et nemo  carnem suam Odio habet. Tamen quid alio loco? Caro concupiscit adversus spiritum ...  Non te deponat, non te abrumpat; porta, erudi, castiga; reparabitur in fine. Et quia nemo  umquam carnem suam odio habuit, resurget et caro. Sed quomodo?".  %® De patientia 8,7. CSEL 41,669: "Unde dominus Iesus ad patientiam exhortans  martyres suos etiam ipsius corporis integritatem futuram sine cuiusquam ... membri ... a-  missione promisit ... ut quoniam nemo umquam, Sicut apostolus dicit, carnem suam odio  habuit, magis homo fidelis per patientiam quam per inpatientiam pro stratu suae carnis  invigilet ...".  17 Sermo 277,3,3-4,4. PL 38,1259: "Ergo prudenter martyres Christi non sua corpora  contempserunt. Perversa est ista, et mundana philosophia, eorum qui non credunt corpo-  rum resurrectionem. Videntur enim sibi quasi magni corporis contemptores, quia ipsa  corpora quasi pro carceribus se habere arbritantur, quo detrusas putant animas, quod alibi  ante peccaverunt. Deus autem noster et corpus fecit et spiritum; et utriusque creator est, etSermo 277,3,3-4,4 38,1259 Ergo prudenter TE Chrstı NONMN SUua
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body doomed death?”, that there 1s at present mournfulness because of
OUT mortal DOdy, but also that ONEC SCVECT ate' h1s OW flesh We WOU
prefer that OUuT bodies WEIC INETIC lıfe, Dut thıs 15 iımpossible eartrt.
Therefore, let us take Cal‘ that OUT miınd OT soul wWwWe in Hım who 15 Life
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take ea AaWAY and the body 111 be entirely When ea 15 elımın-
ated N OUT last flesh 111 be for CVCI friend, for OMNC
ECVCI ate! h1s OW flesh*?®

bout 418-419 1ın De Civitate Del, Augustine reJects the opınıon of
Plato‘“ that the souls of the deceased begın agaın long for bodies,
because they have forgotten theır PrevI1OUS miıserable sıtuation. The
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1fs weakness the Spirıt, and when they ST1 had restraın theır HNesh How
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utrıusque recCreatior"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  79  In another sermon from 418/419, Augustine argues with reference  to Rom. 7:24 "I, miserable human being! Who will rescue me out of this  body doomed to death?", that there is at present mournfulness because of  our mortal body, but also that no one ever hated his own flesh. We would  prefer that our bodies were mere life, but this is impossible on earth.  Therefore, let us take care that our mind or soul dwell in Him who is Life.  Then, the Holy Spirit will give life to our mortal bodies at the resurrec-  tion, for the resurrection will not take place without the body neither in  another body. It is a human error to think that God wishes that we should  be without body. Though Paul says that our body is dead (Rom. 8:10),  take death away and the body will be entirely good. When death is elimin-  ated as our last enemy, my flesh will be for ever my friend, for no one  ever hated his own flesh!?®.  About 418-419 in De civitate Dei, Augustine rejects the opinion of  Plato'® that the souls of the deceased begin again to long for bodies,  because they have forgotten their previous miserable situation. The  deceased saints, on the contrary, long for their bodies because they re-  member God’s promise. They did not hate their flesh when it resisted in  its weakness the spirit, and when they still had to restrain their flesh. How  much more must they now love it, since itself is to become spiritual and  utriusque recreator ... Non ergo tanquam inimicam, vel contempserunt, vel persecuti sunt  martyres. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Quod nunc est onus, erit ho-  nor". Ib. 8,8. ib. 1261 Augustine says: "et tamen mori nolumus". This text belongs to the  period in which Augustine rejects explicitly the opinion that human souls have fallen or  been cast down from heaven, and thrust into these mortal bodies (carceres) by reason of  their sins committed in a previous life without bodies, as taught by some Neoplatonists,  Origen and Priscillian. See R.J. O’CONNELL, The Origin of the Soul in St. Augustine’ s  Later Works. New York, Fordham University Press, 1987. For Origen see H. CROUZEL,  Origene. Paris-Namur, Lethielleux-Culture et Verite, 1985, p. 267-284. Cf. notes 10 and  143-144.  18 Sermo 155,13,14-14,15. PL 38,848-849: "Quid de illo gemitu, Miser ego homo? .  Remansit tristitia de nostro corpore. Nemo autem carnem suam odio habuit ... Vellem  quidem et corpus meum esset in vita: sed quia non potest, sit vel spiritus meus, sit vel  anima mea. Exspecta, noli esse sollicitus ... Si enim non adderet (sc. apostolus), mortis  hujus, et diceret, Quis me liberabit de corpore? forte suggeretur error cogitationi huma-  nae, et diceretur: Vides quia non vult Deus nos esse cum corpore? ... Mortem tolle, et  bonum est corpus. Detrahatur mors novissima inimica, et erit mihi in aeternum caro mea  amica. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Absit, fratres mei, absit ut spiri-  tus concupiscendo contra carnem oderit carnem. Vitia carnis odit, prudentiam carnis odit,  contentionem mortis odit".  12 Phaedrus 248A ss.Non CI BO Lanquam In1ımicam, vel CONLEMDPSETUNL, vel persecutı SUnNtL
mMarLyres. Nemo nım ((UNNEM SUAM 0dL0 habuit"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  79  In another sermon from 418/419, Augustine argues with reference  to Rom. 7:24 "I, miserable human being! Who will rescue me out of this  body doomed to death?", that there is at present mournfulness because of  our mortal body, but also that no one ever hated his own flesh. We would  prefer that our bodies were mere life, but this is impossible on earth.  Therefore, let us take care that our mind or soul dwell in Him who is Life.  Then, the Holy Spirit will give life to our mortal bodies at the resurrec-  tion, for the resurrection will not take place without the body neither in  another body. It is a human error to think that God wishes that we should  be without body. Though Paul says that our body is dead (Rom. 8:10),  take death away and the body will be entirely good. When death is elimin-  ated as our last enemy, my flesh will be for ever my friend, for no one  ever hated his own flesh!?®.  About 418-419 in De civitate Dei, Augustine rejects the opinion of  Plato'® that the souls of the deceased begin again to long for bodies,  because they have forgotten their previous miserable situation. The  deceased saints, on the contrary, long for their bodies because they re-  member God’s promise. They did not hate their flesh when it resisted in  its weakness the spirit, and when they still had to restrain their flesh. How  much more must they now love it, since itself is to become spiritual and  utriusque recreator ... Non ergo tanquam inimicam, vel contempserunt, vel persecuti sunt  martyres. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Quod nunc est onus, erit ho-  nor". Ib. 8,8. ib. 1261 Augustine says: "et tamen mori nolumus". This text belongs to the  period in which Augustine rejects explicitly the opinion that human souls have fallen or  been cast down from heaven, and thrust into these mortal bodies (carceres) by reason of  their sins committed in a previous life without bodies, as taught by some Neoplatonists,  Origen and Priscillian. See R.J. O’CONNELL, The Origin of the Soul in St. Augustine’ s  Later Works. New York, Fordham University Press, 1987. For Origen see H. CROUZEL,  Origene. Paris-Namur, Lethielleux-Culture et Verite, 1985, p. 267-284. Cf. notes 10 and  143-144.  18 Sermo 155,13,14-14,15. PL 38,848-849: "Quid de illo gemitu, Miser ego homo? .  Remansit tristitia de nostro corpore. Nemo autem carnem suam odio habuit ... Vellem  quidem et corpus meum esset in vita: sed quia non potest, sit vel spiritus meus, sit vel  anima mea. Exspecta, noli esse sollicitus ... Si enim non adderet (sc. apostolus), mortis  hujus, et diceret, Quis me liberabit de corpore? forte suggeretur error cogitationi huma-  nae, et diceretur: Vides quia non vult Deus nos esse cum corpore? ... Mortem tolle, et  bonum est corpus. Detrahatur mors novissima inimica, et erit mihi in aeternum caro mea  amica. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Absit, fratres mei, absit ut spiri-  tus concupiscendo contra carnem oderit carnem. Vitia carnis odit, prudentiam carnis odit,  contentionem mortis odit".  12 Phaedrus 248A ss.Quod NUunN! est ONUS, er1ıt hO-
NOr  n S ıb 1261 ugustine Say> A  et men MOTI nolumus”. nHı1s texXLt belongs the
peT10 1C| Augustine rejects explıcıtly the Op1Inı0N that human souls ave fallen
been Z  Z OWwn from heaven, and thrust INto these mortal bodies (carceres) by of
theır SINS commıtted Drev10uUS ıfe wıthout Dbodies, ug! Dy SOMEC Neoplatonists,
Origen and Priscillıan See RJ U’CO) Ihe Origin of the Soul In St Augustine’ s
Ater Works New Y Oork, Fordham Universıity Press, 1987 For Orıgen CROUZEL,
Origene. Parıs-Namur, Lethielleux-Culture Vente, 1985, 267-284 NOLES and
143- 144

Sermo 1  ’  ’  -  45 "Quid de 1Ilo gemitu, Mıser CO homo?
Remansıt trıstıitia de OSr COTDOTC. Nemo (L(Urnem SUAM dio habuit"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  79  In another sermon from 418/419, Augustine argues with reference  to Rom. 7:24 "I, miserable human being! Who will rescue me out of this  body doomed to death?", that there is at present mournfulness because of  our mortal body, but also that no one ever hated his own flesh. We would  prefer that our bodies were mere life, but this is impossible on earth.  Therefore, let us take care that our mind or soul dwell in Him who is Life.  Then, the Holy Spirit will give life to our mortal bodies at the resurrec-  tion, for the resurrection will not take place without the body neither in  another body. It is a human error to think that God wishes that we should  be without body. Though Paul says that our body is dead (Rom. 8:10),  take death away and the body will be entirely good. When death is elimin-  ated as our last enemy, my flesh will be for ever my friend, for no one  ever hated his own flesh!?®.  About 418-419 in De civitate Dei, Augustine rejects the opinion of  Plato'® that the souls of the deceased begin again to long for bodies,  because they have forgotten their previous miserable situation. The  deceased saints, on the contrary, long for their bodies because they re-  member God’s promise. They did not hate their flesh when it resisted in  its weakness the spirit, and when they still had to restrain their flesh. How  much more must they now love it, since itself is to become spiritual and  utriusque recreator ... Non ergo tanquam inimicam, vel contempserunt, vel persecuti sunt  martyres. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Quod nunc est onus, erit ho-  nor". Ib. 8,8. ib. 1261 Augustine says: "et tamen mori nolumus". This text belongs to the  period in which Augustine rejects explicitly the opinion that human souls have fallen or  been cast down from heaven, and thrust into these mortal bodies (carceres) by reason of  their sins committed in a previous life without bodies, as taught by some Neoplatonists,  Origen and Priscillian. See R.J. O’CONNELL, The Origin of the Soul in St. Augustine’ s  Later Works. New York, Fordham University Press, 1987. For Origen see H. CROUZEL,  Origene. Paris-Namur, Lethielleux-Culture et Verite, 1985, p. 267-284. Cf. notes 10 and  143-144.  18 Sermo 155,13,14-14,15. PL 38,848-849: "Quid de illo gemitu, Miser ego homo? .  Remansit tristitia de nostro corpore. Nemo autem carnem suam odio habuit ... Vellem  quidem et corpus meum esset in vita: sed quia non potest, sit vel spiritus meus, sit vel  anima mea. Exspecta, noli esse sollicitus ... Si enim non adderet (sc. apostolus), mortis  hujus, et diceret, Quis me liberabit de corpore? forte suggeretur error cogitationi huma-  nae, et diceretur: Vides quia non vult Deus nos esse cum corpore? ... Mortem tolle, et  bonum est corpus. Detrahatur mors novissima inimica, et erit mihi in aeternum caro mea  amica. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Absit, fratres mei, absit ut spiri-  tus concupiscendo contra carnem oderit carnem. Vitia carnis odit, prudentiam carnis odit,  contentionem mortis odit".  12 Phaedrus 248A ss.Vellem
quıdem ef INCUM in vıta sed quıa NON DOLESL, SIıt vel Spırıtus INCUS, sıt vel
anıma Exspecta, nolı SCSSC sollıcıtus"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  79  In another sermon from 418/419, Augustine argues with reference  to Rom. 7:24 "I, miserable human being! Who will rescue me out of this  body doomed to death?", that there is at present mournfulness because of  our mortal body, but also that no one ever hated his own flesh. We would  prefer that our bodies were mere life, but this is impossible on earth.  Therefore, let us take care that our mind or soul dwell in Him who is Life.  Then, the Holy Spirit will give life to our mortal bodies at the resurrec-  tion, for the resurrection will not take place without the body neither in  another body. It is a human error to think that God wishes that we should  be without body. Though Paul says that our body is dead (Rom. 8:10),  take death away and the body will be entirely good. When death is elimin-  ated as our last enemy, my flesh will be for ever my friend, for no one  ever hated his own flesh!?®.  About 418-419 in De civitate Dei, Augustine rejects the opinion of  Plato'® that the souls of the deceased begin again to long for bodies,  because they have forgotten their previous miserable situation. The  deceased saints, on the contrary, long for their bodies because they re-  member God’s promise. They did not hate their flesh when it resisted in  its weakness the spirit, and when they still had to restrain their flesh. How  much more must they now love it, since itself is to become spiritual and  utriusque recreator ... Non ergo tanquam inimicam, vel contempserunt, vel persecuti sunt  martyres. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Quod nunc est onus, erit ho-  nor". Ib. 8,8. ib. 1261 Augustine says: "et tamen mori nolumus". This text belongs to the  period in which Augustine rejects explicitly the opinion that human souls have fallen or  been cast down from heaven, and thrust into these mortal bodies (carceres) by reason of  their sins committed in a previous life without bodies, as taught by some Neoplatonists,  Origen and Priscillian. See R.J. O’CONNELL, The Origin of the Soul in St. Augustine’ s  Later Works. New York, Fordham University Press, 1987. For Origen see H. CROUZEL,  Origene. Paris-Namur, Lethielleux-Culture et Verite, 1985, p. 267-284. Cf. notes 10 and  143-144.  18 Sermo 155,13,14-14,15. PL 38,848-849: "Quid de illo gemitu, Miser ego homo? .  Remansit tristitia de nostro corpore. Nemo autem carnem suam odio habuit ... Vellem  quidem et corpus meum esset in vita: sed quia non potest, sit vel spiritus meus, sit vel  anima mea. Exspecta, noli esse sollicitus ... Si enim non adderet (sc. apostolus), mortis  hujus, et diceret, Quis me liberabit de corpore? forte suggeretur error cogitationi huma-  nae, et diceretur: Vides quia non vult Deus nos esse cum corpore? ... Mortem tolle, et  bonum est corpus. Detrahatur mors novissima inimica, et erit mihi in aeternum caro mea  amica. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Absit, fratres mei, absit ut spiri-  tus concupiscendo contra carnem oderit carnem. Vitia carnis odit, prudentiam carnis odit,  contentionem mortis odit".  12 Phaedrus 248A ss.1 enım NON adderet (SC apostolus), MOTFtTLS
AUJuS, el dıceret, ULS lihberabit de corpore? forte suggereliur ITOT cogıtatıonı huma-
NaC, diceretur es quıa NOMN vult eus 1105 SSC CUuUm corpore?"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  79  In another sermon from 418/419, Augustine argues with reference  to Rom. 7:24 "I, miserable human being! Who will rescue me out of this  body doomed to death?", that there is at present mournfulness because of  our mortal body, but also that no one ever hated his own flesh. We would  prefer that our bodies were mere life, but this is impossible on earth.  Therefore, let us take care that our mind or soul dwell in Him who is Life.  Then, the Holy Spirit will give life to our mortal bodies at the resurrec-  tion, for the resurrection will not take place without the body neither in  another body. It is a human error to think that God wishes that we should  be without body. Though Paul says that our body is dead (Rom. 8:10),  take death away and the body will be entirely good. When death is elimin-  ated as our last enemy, my flesh will be for ever my friend, for no one  ever hated his own flesh!?®.  About 418-419 in De civitate Dei, Augustine rejects the opinion of  Plato'® that the souls of the deceased begin again to long for bodies,  because they have forgotten their previous miserable situation. The  deceased saints, on the contrary, long for their bodies because they re-  member God’s promise. They did not hate their flesh when it resisted in  its weakness the spirit, and when they still had to restrain their flesh. How  much more must they now love it, since itself is to become spiritual and  utriusque recreator ... Non ergo tanquam inimicam, vel contempserunt, vel persecuti sunt  martyres. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Quod nunc est onus, erit ho-  nor". Ib. 8,8. ib. 1261 Augustine says: "et tamen mori nolumus". This text belongs to the  period in which Augustine rejects explicitly the opinion that human souls have fallen or  been cast down from heaven, and thrust into these mortal bodies (carceres) by reason of  their sins committed in a previous life without bodies, as taught by some Neoplatonists,  Origen and Priscillian. See R.J. O’CONNELL, The Origin of the Soul in St. Augustine’ s  Later Works. New York, Fordham University Press, 1987. For Origen see H. CROUZEL,  Origene. Paris-Namur, Lethielleux-Culture et Verite, 1985, p. 267-284. Cf. notes 10 and  143-144.  18 Sermo 155,13,14-14,15. PL 38,848-849: "Quid de illo gemitu, Miser ego homo? .  Remansit tristitia de nostro corpore. Nemo autem carnem suam odio habuit ... Vellem  quidem et corpus meum esset in vita: sed quia non potest, sit vel spiritus meus, sit vel  anima mea. Exspecta, noli esse sollicitus ... Si enim non adderet (sc. apostolus), mortis  hujus, et diceret, Quis me liberabit de corpore? forte suggeretur error cogitationi huma-  nae, et diceretur: Vides quia non vult Deus nos esse cum corpore? ... Mortem tolle, et  bonum est corpus. Detrahatur mors novissima inimica, et erit mihi in aeternum caro mea  amica. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Absit, fratres mei, absit ut spiri-  tus concupiscendo contra carnem oderit carnem. Vitia carnis odit, prudentiam carnis odit,  contentionem mortis odit".  12 Phaedrus 248A ss.Mortem olle, el
bonum est 10) Detrahatur INOTS NOv1ssıma In1mı1ca, el erıt mıhı in aeternum Cal
amıca. Nemo nım Carnem \W/ 704 di0 habuit"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  79  In another sermon from 418/419, Augustine argues with reference  to Rom. 7:24 "I, miserable human being! Who will rescue me out of this  body doomed to death?", that there is at present mournfulness because of  our mortal body, but also that no one ever hated his own flesh. We would  prefer that our bodies were mere life, but this is impossible on earth.  Therefore, let us take care that our mind or soul dwell in Him who is Life.  Then, the Holy Spirit will give life to our mortal bodies at the resurrec-  tion, for the resurrection will not take place without the body neither in  another body. It is a human error to think that God wishes that we should  be without body. Though Paul says that our body is dead (Rom. 8:10),  take death away and the body will be entirely good. When death is elimin-  ated as our last enemy, my flesh will be for ever my friend, for no one  ever hated his own flesh!?®.  About 418-419 in De civitate Dei, Augustine rejects the opinion of  Plato'® that the souls of the deceased begin again to long for bodies,  because they have forgotten their previous miserable situation. The  deceased saints, on the contrary, long for their bodies because they re-  member God’s promise. They did not hate their flesh when it resisted in  its weakness the spirit, and when they still had to restrain their flesh. How  much more must they now love it, since itself is to become spiritual and  utriusque recreator ... Non ergo tanquam inimicam, vel contempserunt, vel persecuti sunt  martyres. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Quod nunc est onus, erit ho-  nor". Ib. 8,8. ib. 1261 Augustine says: "et tamen mori nolumus". This text belongs to the  period in which Augustine rejects explicitly the opinion that human souls have fallen or  been cast down from heaven, and thrust into these mortal bodies (carceres) by reason of  their sins committed in a previous life without bodies, as taught by some Neoplatonists,  Origen and Priscillian. See R.J. O’CONNELL, The Origin of the Soul in St. Augustine’ s  Later Works. New York, Fordham University Press, 1987. For Origen see H. CROUZEL,  Origene. Paris-Namur, Lethielleux-Culture et Verite, 1985, p. 267-284. Cf. notes 10 and  143-144.  18 Sermo 155,13,14-14,15. PL 38,848-849: "Quid de illo gemitu, Miser ego homo? .  Remansit tristitia de nostro corpore. Nemo autem carnem suam odio habuit ... Vellem  quidem et corpus meum esset in vita: sed quia non potest, sit vel spiritus meus, sit vel  anima mea. Exspecta, noli esse sollicitus ... Si enim non adderet (sc. apostolus), mortis  hujus, et diceret, Quis me liberabit de corpore? forte suggeretur error cogitationi huma-  nae, et diceretur: Vides quia non vult Deus nos esse cum corpore? ... Mortem tolle, et  bonum est corpus. Detrahatur mors novissima inimica, et erit mihi in aeternum caro mea  amica. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit ... Absit, fratres mei, absit ut spiri-  tus concupiscendo contra carnem oderit carnem. Vitia carnis odit, prudentiam carnis odit,  contentionem mortis odit".  12 Phaedrus 248A ss.sıt, fratres me1l, absıt uL Spirl-
{uUS CONCupISCeNdoO ON(r: armnem Oder1ı ‚AINCIN Vıtıa arnıs odıt, prudentiam arnıs Odıt,
cContentionem mortis Odıt"”
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oblıyıone desıderant, sed pot1us, quıa memiıinerunt (SC. anımae defunctorum)
quıd sıbı ab Ssıt Drom1ssum, quı nemınem fallıt80  T.J. VAN BAVEL  will be better than the bodies of Adam and Eve!*.  In another section of the same work, written after 420, Augustine,  explaining the story of Cain and Abel, repeats the thesis that sin should  not lord it over the human being, that is, the carnal part should be ruled by  the mind. Augustine’s arguments are based on Paul’s description of the  inner struggle in the human being (Gal. 5:17. Rom. 7:17. Rom. 6:13). At  the same time he refers to philosophers who, too, hold that the carnal part  of the soul is depraved and thus should not drag the mind after it, other-  wise one will fall into evil. He reads the words of Gen. 3:16 spoken to  Eve: "And you shall turn yourself to your husband and he shall be your  master" as an image of the subjection of the carnal part. These words are  to be understood in this way: the man, in order to rule his wife, should  resemble the mind that rules the flesh. This is why Paul says: "He who  loves his wife, loves himself. For no one ever hated his own flesh”. We  should cure the faults of the flesh as being our own, and not condemn  131  them as though they were foreign to us  .  During the Pelagian controversy in the years 418/419, Augustine  deals again with the text of Paul "I, miserable human being!" (Rom. 7:24).  Both the mind and the flesh constitute the one human ego, and do not  form two opposite natures. But a human being is more ego in his mind  than in his flesh, because the mind rules and the flesh is ruled. The flesh  is always my flesh. The flesh is not brought about by another substance or  by another principle. It is not true that the soul is created by God, but the  130 De civitate Dei XIM,20. CCL 48,403: "Non enim, sicut Platoni visum est, corpora  oblivione desiderant, sed potius, quia meminerunt (sc. sanctorum animae defunctorum)  quid sibi ab eo sit promissum, qui neminem fallit ... Si enim carnem suam non oderant,  quando eam suae menti infirmitate resistentem spiritali iure cohercebant, quanto magis  eam diligunt etiam ipsam spiritalem futuram! Sicut enim spiritus carni serviens non  incongrue carnalis, ita caro spiritui serviens recte appellabitur spiritalis, non quia in spiri-  tum convertetur, sicut nonnulli putant ... Non solum enim non erit tale, quale nunc est ...  sed nec tale quidem, quale fuit in primis hominibus ante peccatum ...".  131 Ip, XV,7. ib. 461-462: "Cum enim commota fuerit pars ipsa carnalis, quam pecca-  tum appellat apostolus, ubi dicit: Non ego operor illud, sed quod habitat in me peccatum  (quam partem animi etiam philosophi dicunt esse vitiosam, non quae mentem debeat tra-  here, sed cui mens debeat imperare eamque ab inlicitis operibus ratione cohibere) ... ad  mentem domita et victa convertitur, ut subditae ratio dominetur ... Quod dictum est ad  Cain de peccato vel de vitiosa carnis concupiscentia, hoc isto loco de peccatrice femina;  ubi intellegendum est virum ad regendam uxorem animo camem regenti similem esse  oportere. Propter quod dicit apostolus: Qui diligit uxorem suam, se ipsum diligit; nemo  enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit. Sananda sunt enim haec sicut nostra, non sicut  aliena damnanda”.1 Nım CAarnem SUUAaM non oderant,
quando SUaC men n{irmıtate resistentem spırıtalı i1ure cohercebant, 10 magıs

ılıgunt etiam 1psam spırıtalem futuram! 1ICU! enım Spiırıtus Carnı Sserviens NOMN

INCONZTUC carnalıs, ıta spirıtul serviens rec appellabıtur spırıtalıs, NONMN quıa in Sspirl-
LuUum CONvertelur, SiıCut nonnullı pulant80  T.J. VAN BAVEL  will be better than the bodies of Adam and Eve!*.  In another section of the same work, written after 420, Augustine,  explaining the story of Cain and Abel, repeats the thesis that sin should  not lord it over the human being, that is, the carnal part should be ruled by  the mind. Augustine’s arguments are based on Paul’s description of the  inner struggle in the human being (Gal. 5:17. Rom. 7:17. Rom. 6:13). At  the same time he refers to philosophers who, too, hold that the carnal part  of the soul is depraved and thus should not drag the mind after it, other-  wise one will fall into evil. He reads the words of Gen. 3:16 spoken to  Eve: "And you shall turn yourself to your husband and he shall be your  master" as an image of the subjection of the carnal part. These words are  to be understood in this way: the man, in order to rule his wife, should  resemble the mind that rules the flesh. This is why Paul says: "He who  loves his wife, loves himself. For no one ever hated his own flesh”. We  should cure the faults of the flesh as being our own, and not condemn  131  them as though they were foreign to us  .  During the Pelagian controversy in the years 418/419, Augustine  deals again with the text of Paul "I, miserable human being!" (Rom. 7:24).  Both the mind and the flesh constitute the one human ego, and do not  form two opposite natures. But a human being is more ego in his mind  than in his flesh, because the mind rules and the flesh is ruled. The flesh  is always my flesh. The flesh is not brought about by another substance or  by another principle. It is not true that the soul is created by God, but the  130 De civitate Dei XIM,20. CCL 48,403: "Non enim, sicut Platoni visum est, corpora  oblivione desiderant, sed potius, quia meminerunt (sc. sanctorum animae defunctorum)  quid sibi ab eo sit promissum, qui neminem fallit ... Si enim carnem suam non oderant,  quando eam suae menti infirmitate resistentem spiritali iure cohercebant, quanto magis  eam diligunt etiam ipsam spiritalem futuram! Sicut enim spiritus carni serviens non  incongrue carnalis, ita caro spiritui serviens recte appellabitur spiritalis, non quia in spiri-  tum convertetur, sicut nonnulli putant ... Non solum enim non erit tale, quale nunc est ...  sed nec tale quidem, quale fuit in primis hominibus ante peccatum ...".  131 Ip, XV,7. ib. 461-462: "Cum enim commota fuerit pars ipsa carnalis, quam pecca-  tum appellat apostolus, ubi dicit: Non ego operor illud, sed quod habitat in me peccatum  (quam partem animi etiam philosophi dicunt esse vitiosam, non quae mentem debeat tra-  here, sed cui mens debeat imperare eamque ab inlicitis operibus ratione cohibere) ... ad  mentem domita et victa convertitur, ut subditae ratio dominetur ... Quod dictum est ad  Cain de peccato vel de vitiosa carnis concupiscentia, hoc isto loco de peccatrice femina;  ubi intellegendum est virum ad regendam uxorem animo camem regenti similem esse  oportere. Propter quod dicit apostolus: Qui diligit uxorem suam, se ipsum diligit; nemo  enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit. Sananda sunt enim haec sicut nostra, non sicut  aliena damnanda”.Non solum nım NOMN erıt tale, quale UunNnCcC est80  T.J. VAN BAVEL  will be better than the bodies of Adam and Eve!*.  In another section of the same work, written after 420, Augustine,  explaining the story of Cain and Abel, repeats the thesis that sin should  not lord it over the human being, that is, the carnal part should be ruled by  the mind. Augustine’s arguments are based on Paul’s description of the  inner struggle in the human being (Gal. 5:17. Rom. 7:17. Rom. 6:13). At  the same time he refers to philosophers who, too, hold that the carnal part  of the soul is depraved and thus should not drag the mind after it, other-  wise one will fall into evil. He reads the words of Gen. 3:16 spoken to  Eve: "And you shall turn yourself to your husband and he shall be your  master" as an image of the subjection of the carnal part. These words are  to be understood in this way: the man, in order to rule his wife, should  resemble the mind that rules the flesh. This is why Paul says: "He who  loves his wife, loves himself. For no one ever hated his own flesh”. We  should cure the faults of the flesh as being our own, and not condemn  131  them as though they were foreign to us  .  During the Pelagian controversy in the years 418/419, Augustine  deals again with the text of Paul "I, miserable human being!" (Rom. 7:24).  Both the mind and the flesh constitute the one human ego, and do not  form two opposite natures. But a human being is more ego in his mind  than in his flesh, because the mind rules and the flesh is ruled. The flesh  is always my flesh. The flesh is not brought about by another substance or  by another principle. It is not true that the soul is created by God, but the  130 De civitate Dei XIM,20. CCL 48,403: "Non enim, sicut Platoni visum est, corpora  oblivione desiderant, sed potius, quia meminerunt (sc. sanctorum animae defunctorum)  quid sibi ab eo sit promissum, qui neminem fallit ... Si enim carnem suam non oderant,  quando eam suae menti infirmitate resistentem spiritali iure cohercebant, quanto magis  eam diligunt etiam ipsam spiritalem futuram! Sicut enim spiritus carni serviens non  incongrue carnalis, ita caro spiritui serviens recte appellabitur spiritalis, non quia in spiri-  tum convertetur, sicut nonnulli putant ... Non solum enim non erit tale, quale nunc est ...  sed nec tale quidem, quale fuit in primis hominibus ante peccatum ...".  131 Ip, XV,7. ib. 461-462: "Cum enim commota fuerit pars ipsa carnalis, quam pecca-  tum appellat apostolus, ubi dicit: Non ego operor illud, sed quod habitat in me peccatum  (quam partem animi etiam philosophi dicunt esse vitiosam, non quae mentem debeat tra-  here, sed cui mens debeat imperare eamque ab inlicitis operibus ratione cohibere) ... ad  mentem domita et victa convertitur, ut subditae ratio dominetur ... Quod dictum est ad  Cain de peccato vel de vitiosa carnis concupiscentia, hoc isto loco de peccatrice femina;  ubi intellegendum est virum ad regendam uxorem animo camem regenti similem esse  oportere. Propter quod dicit apostolus: Qui diligit uxorem suam, se ipsum diligit; nemo  enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit. Sananda sunt enim haec sicut nostra, non sicut  aliena damnanda”.sed tale quıdem, quale fult In Dr1M1S hominıbus ante DeCCalum80  T.J. VAN BAVEL  will be better than the bodies of Adam and Eve!*.  In another section of the same work, written after 420, Augustine,  explaining the story of Cain and Abel, repeats the thesis that sin should  not lord it over the human being, that is, the carnal part should be ruled by  the mind. Augustine’s arguments are based on Paul’s description of the  inner struggle in the human being (Gal. 5:17. Rom. 7:17. Rom. 6:13). At  the same time he refers to philosophers who, too, hold that the carnal part  of the soul is depraved and thus should not drag the mind after it, other-  wise one will fall into evil. He reads the words of Gen. 3:16 spoken to  Eve: "And you shall turn yourself to your husband and he shall be your  master" as an image of the subjection of the carnal part. These words are  to be understood in this way: the man, in order to rule his wife, should  resemble the mind that rules the flesh. This is why Paul says: "He who  loves his wife, loves himself. For no one ever hated his own flesh”. We  should cure the faults of the flesh as being our own, and not condemn  131  them as though they were foreign to us  .  During the Pelagian controversy in the years 418/419, Augustine  deals again with the text of Paul "I, miserable human being!" (Rom. 7:24).  Both the mind and the flesh constitute the one human ego, and do not  form two opposite natures. But a human being is more ego in his mind  than in his flesh, because the mind rules and the flesh is ruled. The flesh  is always my flesh. The flesh is not brought about by another substance or  by another principle. It is not true that the soul is created by God, but the  130 De civitate Dei XIM,20. CCL 48,403: "Non enim, sicut Platoni visum est, corpora  oblivione desiderant, sed potius, quia meminerunt (sc. sanctorum animae defunctorum)  quid sibi ab eo sit promissum, qui neminem fallit ... Si enim carnem suam non oderant,  quando eam suae menti infirmitate resistentem spiritali iure cohercebant, quanto magis  eam diligunt etiam ipsam spiritalem futuram! Sicut enim spiritus carni serviens non  incongrue carnalis, ita caro spiritui serviens recte appellabitur spiritalis, non quia in spiri-  tum convertetur, sicut nonnulli putant ... Non solum enim non erit tale, quale nunc est ...  sed nec tale quidem, quale fuit in primis hominibus ante peccatum ...".  131 Ip, XV,7. ib. 461-462: "Cum enim commota fuerit pars ipsa carnalis, quam pecca-  tum appellat apostolus, ubi dicit: Non ego operor illud, sed quod habitat in me peccatum  (quam partem animi etiam philosophi dicunt esse vitiosam, non quae mentem debeat tra-  here, sed cui mens debeat imperare eamque ab inlicitis operibus ratione cohibere) ... ad  mentem domita et victa convertitur, ut subditae ratio dominetur ... Quod dictum est ad  Cain de peccato vel de vitiosa carnis concupiscentia, hoc isto loco de peccatrice femina;  ubi intellegendum est virum ad regendam uxorem animo camem regenti similem esse  oportere. Propter quod dicit apostolus: Qui diligit uxorem suam, se ipsum diligit; nemo  enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit. Sananda sunt enim haec sicut nostra, non sicut  aliena damnanda”.131 XANVAL ıb. "Cum nım cCOomMMmMO fuerıt 1Dsa carnalıs, (QuUamı PDCCCA-
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here, sed Cul INCMNS debeat ımperare ab inlıcıtıs oper1ıbus ratıone CO!  1  Te80  T.J. VAN BAVEL  will be better than the bodies of Adam and Eve!*.  In another section of the same work, written after 420, Augustine,  explaining the story of Cain and Abel, repeats the thesis that sin should  not lord it over the human being, that is, the carnal part should be ruled by  the mind. Augustine’s arguments are based on Paul’s description of the  inner struggle in the human being (Gal. 5:17. Rom. 7:17. Rom. 6:13). At  the same time he refers to philosophers who, too, hold that the carnal part  of the soul is depraved and thus should not drag the mind after it, other-  wise one will fall into evil. He reads the words of Gen. 3:16 spoken to  Eve: "And you shall turn yourself to your husband and he shall be your  master" as an image of the subjection of the carnal part. These words are  to be understood in this way: the man, in order to rule his wife, should  resemble the mind that rules the flesh. This is why Paul says: "He who  loves his wife, loves himself. For no one ever hated his own flesh”. We  should cure the faults of the flesh as being our own, and not condemn  131  them as though they were foreign to us  .  During the Pelagian controversy in the years 418/419, Augustine  deals again with the text of Paul "I, miserable human being!" (Rom. 7:24).  Both the mind and the flesh constitute the one human ego, and do not  form two opposite natures. But a human being is more ego in his mind  than in his flesh, because the mind rules and the flesh is ruled. The flesh  is always my flesh. The flesh is not brought about by another substance or  by another principle. It is not true that the soul is created by God, but the  130 De civitate Dei XIM,20. CCL 48,403: "Non enim, sicut Platoni visum est, corpora  oblivione desiderant, sed potius, quia meminerunt (sc. sanctorum animae defunctorum)  quid sibi ab eo sit promissum, qui neminem fallit ... Si enim carnem suam non oderant,  quando eam suae menti infirmitate resistentem spiritali iure cohercebant, quanto magis  eam diligunt etiam ipsam spiritalem futuram! Sicut enim spiritus carni serviens non  incongrue carnalis, ita caro spiritui serviens recte appellabitur spiritalis, non quia in spiri-  tum convertetur, sicut nonnulli putant ... Non solum enim non erit tale, quale nunc est ...  sed nec tale quidem, quale fuit in primis hominibus ante peccatum ...".  131 Ip, XV,7. ib. 461-462: "Cum enim commota fuerit pars ipsa carnalis, quam pecca-  tum appellat apostolus, ubi dicit: Non ego operor illud, sed quod habitat in me peccatum  (quam partem animi etiam philosophi dicunt esse vitiosam, non quae mentem debeat tra-  here, sed cui mens debeat imperare eamque ab inlicitis operibus ratione cohibere) ... ad  mentem domita et victa convertitur, ut subditae ratio dominetur ... Quod dictum est ad  Cain de peccato vel de vitiosa carnis concupiscentia, hoc isto loco de peccatrice femina;  ubi intellegendum est virum ad regendam uxorem animo camem regenti similem esse  oportere. Propter quod dicit apostolus: Qui diligit uxorem suam, se ipsum diligit; nemo  enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit. Sananda sunt enim haec sicut nostra, non sicut  aliena damnanda”.ad
mentem OM1| Vvicta convertitur, ul subdıtae rallo Oomınetur80  T.J. VAN BAVEL  will be better than the bodies of Adam and Eve!*.  In another section of the same work, written after 420, Augustine,  explaining the story of Cain and Abel, repeats the thesis that sin should  not lord it over the human being, that is, the carnal part should be ruled by  the mind. Augustine’s arguments are based on Paul’s description of the  inner struggle in the human being (Gal. 5:17. Rom. 7:17. Rom. 6:13). At  the same time he refers to philosophers who, too, hold that the carnal part  of the soul is depraved and thus should not drag the mind after it, other-  wise one will fall into evil. He reads the words of Gen. 3:16 spoken to  Eve: "And you shall turn yourself to your husband and he shall be your  master" as an image of the subjection of the carnal part. These words are  to be understood in this way: the man, in order to rule his wife, should  resemble the mind that rules the flesh. This is why Paul says: "He who  loves his wife, loves himself. For no one ever hated his own flesh”. We  should cure the faults of the flesh as being our own, and not condemn  131  them as though they were foreign to us  .  During the Pelagian controversy in the years 418/419, Augustine  deals again with the text of Paul "I, miserable human being!" (Rom. 7:24).  Both the mind and the flesh constitute the one human ego, and do not  form two opposite natures. But a human being is more ego in his mind  than in his flesh, because the mind rules and the flesh is ruled. The flesh  is always my flesh. The flesh is not brought about by another substance or  by another principle. It is not true that the soul is created by God, but the  130 De civitate Dei XIM,20. CCL 48,403: "Non enim, sicut Platoni visum est, corpora  oblivione desiderant, sed potius, quia meminerunt (sc. sanctorum animae defunctorum)  quid sibi ab eo sit promissum, qui neminem fallit ... Si enim carnem suam non oderant,  quando eam suae menti infirmitate resistentem spiritali iure cohercebant, quanto magis  eam diligunt etiam ipsam spiritalem futuram! Sicut enim spiritus carni serviens non  incongrue carnalis, ita caro spiritui serviens recte appellabitur spiritalis, non quia in spiri-  tum convertetur, sicut nonnulli putant ... Non solum enim non erit tale, quale nunc est ...  sed nec tale quidem, quale fuit in primis hominibus ante peccatum ...".  131 Ip, XV,7. ib. 461-462: "Cum enim commota fuerit pars ipsa carnalis, quam pecca-  tum appellat apostolus, ubi dicit: Non ego operor illud, sed quod habitat in me peccatum  (quam partem animi etiam philosophi dicunt esse vitiosam, non quae mentem debeat tra-  here, sed cui mens debeat imperare eamque ab inlicitis operibus ratione cohibere) ... ad  mentem domita et victa convertitur, ut subditae ratio dominetur ... Quod dictum est ad  Cain de peccato vel de vitiosa carnis concupiscentia, hoc isto loco de peccatrice femina;  ubi intellegendum est virum ad regendam uxorem animo camem regenti similem esse  oportere. Propter quod dicit apostolus: Qui diligit uxorem suam, se ipsum diligit; nemo  enim umquam carnem suam odio habuit. Sananda sunt enim haec sicut nostra, non sicut  aliena damnanda”.Quod dıctum est ad
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In his wrıting the CaIc for the ur1a. of the deceased (424/425),
Augustine that thıis Cal 15 ase! natural love (affectus) for OUuT

OW body. Because of the love IC makes that ON BVr hates h1s
OW flesh, people sad when they know that somethıng 1C 15

132 Sermo 154,7,9-9,12. eNon Nnım CDO ins el 1US in CaInc"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  81  flesh by the powers of darkness  132  . Even though Paul is not miserable in  his mind, he is miserable in his flesh. However, we should not think that  Paul was a human being only in his mind and not in his flesh. One cannot  split up the human being in this way, for "whoever hated his own flesh?".  Although Paul sighs "I, miserable human being! Who will rescue me out  of this body doomed to death?" he does not at all wish to be without his  body. These considerations of Augustine form an introduction to the theme  of the resurrection, in which he emphasizes that each one will get back his  body, either as punishment or as eternal bliss  133  .  In 421, the Pelagian Julian of Eclanum uses the text "No one ever  hated his own flesh" against the proposition found in Gal. 5:17 that the  flesh lusts against the spirit, a viewpoint fully subscribed to by Augustine.  Julian thinks to gain an advantage from the fact that no one ever hated his  own flesh, for his opinion that human nature in itself is good. But  Augustine responds: "Who is denying this? But even you are asserting that  the flesh should be kept under control by hard discipline. Again you tell  the truth, but you do not wish to listen to yourself". Even after baptism  control of the flesh is necessary for the faithful, according to Augustine.  By this answer he intends to undermine the Pelagian thesis of the natural  goodness of the human being!“*.  VIII. TEXTS FROM AUGUSTINE’S LAST YEARS OF LIFE  In his writing on the care for the burial of the deceased (424/425),  Augustine argues that this care is based on natural love (affectus) for our  own body. Because of the love which makes that no one ever hates his  own flesh, people are sad when they know that something which is  132 Sermo 154,7,9-9,12. PL_38,837-839: "Non enim ego in mente, et alius in carne ...  Non enim duae naturae contrariae, sed ex utraque unus homo: quia unus Deus, a quo fac-  tus est homo ... Sed quia ego sum in carne, ego sum in mente; sed magis ego sum in  mente, quam in carne ... mens enim regit, caro regitur ... Non enim caro non mea, aut de  alia substantia caro, aut de alio principio caro, aut anima ex Deo, et caro de gente tene-  brarum”'.  13 Tb. 10,15. PL_38,839: "Miser ego homo: etsi non in mente, tamen in carne miser  homo. Non enim in mente homo, et in carne non homo. Quis enim unquam carnem suam  odio habuit?". Cf. ib. 12,17. ib. 840: "Habebis (sc. corpus), sed jam non mortis hujus.  Ipsum erit, sed non ipsum erit. Ipsum erit, quia ipsa caro erit: non ipsum erit, quia morta-  le non erit".  1# Contra Julianum V1.15,47. PL _ 44,849: "Iterum dicis: quod carnem suam nullus  oderit. Quis enim hoc negat? Sed tamen disciplinae rigore asseris conterendam. Iterum  ergo pro veritate loqueris, et audire te non vis. Cur enim caro conteritur a fidelibus, si  nihil remansit in baptismo quod adversus spiritum concupiscat?”".Non nNnım uae natiurae contrarlae, sed utlraque NUu$s homo: quıa NUs Deus, quO fac-
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ante MoOortem Suls corpor1ıbus ımen82  T.J. VAN BAVEL  required by the ceremony of burial will lack to their bodies. Love of the  own body is natural, although the martyrs overcame this love'”. Burying  the dead is a praiseworthy work; it is a work of mercy. The hearts of those  who show compassion, are deeply impressed and deplore it, when they see  bad things done to dead bodies of others; things that they do not wish to  happen to their own bodies, for no one ever hates his own body'. Al  that one spends on the burial of a body, is no aid to obtain salvation, but it  is a duty of humanity, corresponding to the state of mind through which  no one ever hates his own body. This is especially true of persons who  believe in the resurrection of the flesh and bear witness to their faith in  137  .  this way  In a sermon that is to be dated in 428 at earliest, Augustine dis-  cusses at length the resurrection of the body with references to 2 Cor. 5:1-  4 and John 5:28-29. After having dealt with Jesus’ fear of death at Gethse-  mane (Mt. 26:39), he addresses the faithful in the following way: "I know  it: you want to live, you do not want to die...It is the soul itself that wants  and desires this; how, I do not know. Because the soul loves life, it hates  death. And because of the fact that it does not hate its flesh, it does not  want that happens to the flesh what it hates, for no one ever hated his own  flesh". This text shows clearly how natural human love for the body  .  1s  138.  A last quotationihat has to be mentioned, occurs in the Retractati-  ones (about 427). Augustine corrects there a text from De diversis quaesti-  '3 De cura pro mortuis gerenda 7,9. CSEL 41,634-636: "Et tamen ex illo humani  cordis affectu, quo nemo umquam carnem suam odio habet, si cognoscant homines aliquid  post mortem suam suis corporibus defuturum, quod in sua cuiusque gente vel patria poscit  sollemnitas sepulturae, contristantur ut homines et quod ad eos post mortem non pertinet,  ante mortem suis corporibus timent ... ex hoc igitur, quod carnem suam quisque naturali-  ter diligit ...".  136 Tb. 9,11. ib. 639: "... cur ergo illi, qui Saulem et filium eius sepelierunt, misericor-  diam fecisse dicuntur ... nisi quia bene afficiuntur corda miserantium, quando ea dolent in  mortuorum corporibus alienis, quae illo affectu, quo nemo umquam carnem suam odio ha-  bet, nolunt fieri post mortem suam corporibus suis”.  17 Jb. 18,22. ib. 658-659: "Corpori autem humando quidquid inpenditur, non est  praesidium salutis, sed humanitatis officium secundum affectum, quo nemo umquam  carnem suam odio habet ... Et si haec faciunt, qui carnis resurrectionem non credunt,  quanto magis debent facere qui credunt ...".  13 Sermo 344,3-4. PL _ 39,1513-1514: "Et ipse tibi Salvator tuus, quamvis in carne  Deus, quamvis cum carne Deus, humanum tamen demonstravit affectum, ubi ait: Pater, si  possibile est, transeat a me calix iste ... Sci0, vivere amas, mori non vis ... Hoc velles,  hoc habet humanus affectus; hoc ipsa anima nescio quo modo habet in voluntate et cupi-  ditate. Quoniam diligendo vitam, odit mortem: et quoniam carnem suam non odit, nec ipsi  vult accidere quod odit. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit".NOC ıg1tur, quod ‚AINCIMN SUam quısque naturalı-
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dıam fec1ısse dıcuntur82  T.J. VAN BAVEL  required by the ceremony of burial will lack to their bodies. Love of the  own body is natural, although the martyrs overcame this love'”. Burying  the dead is a praiseworthy work; it is a work of mercy. The hearts of those  who show compassion, are deeply impressed and deplore it, when they see  bad things done to dead bodies of others; things that they do not wish to  happen to their own bodies, for no one ever hates his own body'. Al  that one spends on the burial of a body, is no aid to obtain salvation, but it  is a duty of humanity, corresponding to the state of mind through which  no one ever hates his own body. This is especially true of persons who  believe in the resurrection of the flesh and bear witness to their faith in  137  .  this way  In a sermon that is to be dated in 428 at earliest, Augustine dis-  cusses at length the resurrection of the body with references to 2 Cor. 5:1-  4 and John 5:28-29. After having dealt with Jesus’ fear of death at Gethse-  mane (Mt. 26:39), he addresses the faithful in the following way: "I know  it: you want to live, you do not want to die...It is the soul itself that wants  and desires this; how, I do not know. Because the soul loves life, it hates  death. And because of the fact that it does not hate its flesh, it does not  want that happens to the flesh what it hates, for no one ever hated his own  flesh". This text shows clearly how natural human love for the body  .  1s  138.  A last quotationihat has to be mentioned, occurs in the Retractati-  ones (about 427). Augustine corrects there a text from De diversis quaesti-  '3 De cura pro mortuis gerenda 7,9. CSEL 41,634-636: "Et tamen ex illo humani  cordis affectu, quo nemo umquam carnem suam odio habet, si cognoscant homines aliquid  post mortem suam suis corporibus defuturum, quod in sua cuiusque gente vel patria poscit  sollemnitas sepulturae, contristantur ut homines et quod ad eos post mortem non pertinet,  ante mortem suis corporibus timent ... ex hoc igitur, quod carnem suam quisque naturali-  ter diligit ...".  136 Tb. 9,11. ib. 639: "... cur ergo illi, qui Saulem et filium eius sepelierunt, misericor-  diam fecisse dicuntur ... nisi quia bene afficiuntur corda miserantium, quando ea dolent in  mortuorum corporibus alienis, quae illo affectu, quo nemo umquam carnem suam odio ha-  bet, nolunt fieri post mortem suam corporibus suis”.  17 Jb. 18,22. ib. 658-659: "Corpori autem humando quidquid inpenditur, non est  praesidium salutis, sed humanitatis officium secundum affectum, quo nemo umquam  carnem suam odio habet ... Et si haec faciunt, qui carnis resurrectionem non credunt,  quanto magis debent facere qui credunt ...".  13 Sermo 344,3-4. PL _ 39,1513-1514: "Et ipse tibi Salvator tuus, quamvis in carne  Deus, quamvis cum carne Deus, humanum tamen demonstravit affectum, ubi ait: Pater, si  possibile est, transeat a me calix iste ... Sci0, vivere amas, mori non vis ... Hoc velles,  hoc habet humanus affectus; hoc ipsa anima nescio quo modo habet in voluntate et cupi-  ditate. Quoniam diligendo vitam, odit mortem: et quoniam carnem suam non odit, nec ipsi  vult accidere quod odit. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit".1S1 qula bene affıcıuntur corda mı1ıserantıum, quando dolent In
OTrLtuUuOrum corporıbus alıen1s, QuaC 1lo affectu, quUO NE MO UMGUAM Camnem Uam di0 ha-
bet, nolunt fer1 DOSL SUam corporıbus Su1s”.

137 18,22 ıb 658-659 "CorporIi autem humando quıidquıd inpenditur, NOMN est

praesıdıum salutus. sed humanıtatıs offic1ıum secundum fectum, quO NEMO
(C(Urnem UUM di0 habet82  T.J. VAN BAVEL  required by the ceremony of burial will lack to their bodies. Love of the  own body is natural, although the martyrs overcame this love'”. Burying  the dead is a praiseworthy work; it is a work of mercy. The hearts of those  who show compassion, are deeply impressed and deplore it, when they see  bad things done to dead bodies of others; things that they do not wish to  happen to their own bodies, for no one ever hates his own body'. Al  that one spends on the burial of a body, is no aid to obtain salvation, but it  is a duty of humanity, corresponding to the state of mind through which  no one ever hates his own body. This is especially true of persons who  believe in the resurrection of the flesh and bear witness to their faith in  137  .  this way  In a sermon that is to be dated in 428 at earliest, Augustine dis-  cusses at length the resurrection of the body with references to 2 Cor. 5:1-  4 and John 5:28-29. After having dealt with Jesus’ fear of death at Gethse-  mane (Mt. 26:39), he addresses the faithful in the following way: "I know  it: you want to live, you do not want to die...It is the soul itself that wants  and desires this; how, I do not know. Because the soul loves life, it hates  death. And because of the fact that it does not hate its flesh, it does not  want that happens to the flesh what it hates, for no one ever hated his own  flesh". This text shows clearly how natural human love for the body  .  1s  138.  A last quotationihat has to be mentioned, occurs in the Retractati-  ones (about 427). Augustine corrects there a text from De diversis quaesti-  '3 De cura pro mortuis gerenda 7,9. CSEL 41,634-636: "Et tamen ex illo humani  cordis affectu, quo nemo umquam carnem suam odio habet, si cognoscant homines aliquid  post mortem suam suis corporibus defuturum, quod in sua cuiusque gente vel patria poscit  sollemnitas sepulturae, contristantur ut homines et quod ad eos post mortem non pertinet,  ante mortem suis corporibus timent ... ex hoc igitur, quod carnem suam quisque naturali-  ter diligit ...".  136 Tb. 9,11. ib. 639: "... cur ergo illi, qui Saulem et filium eius sepelierunt, misericor-  diam fecisse dicuntur ... nisi quia bene afficiuntur corda miserantium, quando ea dolent in  mortuorum corporibus alienis, quae illo affectu, quo nemo umquam carnem suam odio ha-  bet, nolunt fieri post mortem suam corporibus suis”.  17 Jb. 18,22. ib. 658-659: "Corpori autem humando quidquid inpenditur, non est  praesidium salutis, sed humanitatis officium secundum affectum, quo nemo umquam  carnem suam odio habet ... Et si haec faciunt, qui carnis resurrectionem non credunt,  quanto magis debent facere qui credunt ...".  13 Sermo 344,3-4. PL _ 39,1513-1514: "Et ipse tibi Salvator tuus, quamvis in carne  Deus, quamvis cum carne Deus, humanum tamen demonstravit affectum, ubi ait: Pater, si  possibile est, transeat a me calix iste ... Sci0, vivere amas, mori non vis ... Hoc velles,  hoc habet humanus affectus; hoc ipsa anima nescio quo modo habet in voluntate et cupi-  ditate. Quoniam diligendo vitam, odit mortem: et quoniam carnem suam non odit, nec ipsi  vult accidere quod odit. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit".Et S1 haec facıunt, quı arnıs resurrecthonem NON credunt,

magıs facere quı credunt
] 38 ermoOo 344 ,3-4 39,1513-1514: "Et 1pse tıbı Salvator [UUS, quamVvıs CaInNnec

Deus, quamVvıs C  = Deus, humanum tamen emMONsStravı) affectum, ubı alt. 'ater, SZ
posstbile ST., calıx ıste82  T.J. VAN BAVEL  required by the ceremony of burial will lack to their bodies. Love of the  own body is natural, although the martyrs overcame this love'”. Burying  the dead is a praiseworthy work; it is a work of mercy. The hearts of those  who show compassion, are deeply impressed and deplore it, when they see  bad things done to dead bodies of others; things that they do not wish to  happen to their own bodies, for no one ever hates his own body'. Al  that one spends on the burial of a body, is no aid to obtain salvation, but it  is a duty of humanity, corresponding to the state of mind through which  no one ever hates his own body. This is especially true of persons who  believe in the resurrection of the flesh and bear witness to their faith in  137  .  this way  In a sermon that is to be dated in 428 at earliest, Augustine dis-  cusses at length the resurrection of the body with references to 2 Cor. 5:1-  4 and John 5:28-29. After having dealt with Jesus’ fear of death at Gethse-  mane (Mt. 26:39), he addresses the faithful in the following way: "I know  it: you want to live, you do not want to die...It is the soul itself that wants  and desires this; how, I do not know. Because the soul loves life, it hates  death. And because of the fact that it does not hate its flesh, it does not  want that happens to the flesh what it hates, for no one ever hated his own  flesh". This text shows clearly how natural human love for the body  .  1s  138.  A last quotationihat has to be mentioned, occurs in the Retractati-  ones (about 427). Augustine corrects there a text from De diversis quaesti-  '3 De cura pro mortuis gerenda 7,9. CSEL 41,634-636: "Et tamen ex illo humani  cordis affectu, quo nemo umquam carnem suam odio habet, si cognoscant homines aliquid  post mortem suam suis corporibus defuturum, quod in sua cuiusque gente vel patria poscit  sollemnitas sepulturae, contristantur ut homines et quod ad eos post mortem non pertinet,  ante mortem suis corporibus timent ... ex hoc igitur, quod carnem suam quisque naturali-  ter diligit ...".  136 Tb. 9,11. ib. 639: "... cur ergo illi, qui Saulem et filium eius sepelierunt, misericor-  diam fecisse dicuntur ... nisi quia bene afficiuntur corda miserantium, quando ea dolent in  mortuorum corporibus alienis, quae illo affectu, quo nemo umquam carnem suam odio ha-  bet, nolunt fieri post mortem suam corporibus suis”.  17 Jb. 18,22. ib. 658-659: "Corpori autem humando quidquid inpenditur, non est  praesidium salutis, sed humanitatis officium secundum affectum, quo nemo umquam  carnem suam odio habet ... Et si haec faciunt, qui carnis resurrectionem non credunt,  quanto magis debent facere qui credunt ...".  13 Sermo 344,3-4. PL _ 39,1513-1514: "Et ipse tibi Salvator tuus, quamvis in carne  Deus, quamvis cum carne Deus, humanum tamen demonstravit affectum, ubi ait: Pater, si  possibile est, transeat a me calix iste ... Sci0, vivere amas, mori non vis ... Hoc velles,  hoc habet humanus affectus; hoc ipsa anima nescio quo modo habet in voluntate et cupi-  ditate. Quoniam diligendo vitam, odit mortem: et quoniam carnem suam non odit, nec ipsi  vult accidere quod odit. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit".SCIO, vivere mMoOorT1 NONMN VIS82  T.J. VAN BAVEL  required by the ceremony of burial will lack to their bodies. Love of the  own body is natural, although the martyrs overcame this love'”. Burying  the dead is a praiseworthy work; it is a work of mercy. The hearts of those  who show compassion, are deeply impressed and deplore it, when they see  bad things done to dead bodies of others; things that they do not wish to  happen to their own bodies, for no one ever hates his own body'. Al  that one spends on the burial of a body, is no aid to obtain salvation, but it  is a duty of humanity, corresponding to the state of mind through which  no one ever hates his own body. This is especially true of persons who  believe in the resurrection of the flesh and bear witness to their faith in  137  .  this way  In a sermon that is to be dated in 428 at earliest, Augustine dis-  cusses at length the resurrection of the body with references to 2 Cor. 5:1-  4 and John 5:28-29. After having dealt with Jesus’ fear of death at Gethse-  mane (Mt. 26:39), he addresses the faithful in the following way: "I know  it: you want to live, you do not want to die...It is the soul itself that wants  and desires this; how, I do not know. Because the soul loves life, it hates  death. And because of the fact that it does not hate its flesh, it does not  want that happens to the flesh what it hates, for no one ever hated his own  flesh". This text shows clearly how natural human love for the body  .  1s  138.  A last quotationihat has to be mentioned, occurs in the Retractati-  ones (about 427). Augustine corrects there a text from De diversis quaesti-  '3 De cura pro mortuis gerenda 7,9. CSEL 41,634-636: "Et tamen ex illo humani  cordis affectu, quo nemo umquam carnem suam odio habet, si cognoscant homines aliquid  post mortem suam suis corporibus defuturum, quod in sua cuiusque gente vel patria poscit  sollemnitas sepulturae, contristantur ut homines et quod ad eos post mortem non pertinet,  ante mortem suis corporibus timent ... ex hoc igitur, quod carnem suam quisque naturali-  ter diligit ...".  136 Tb. 9,11. ib. 639: "... cur ergo illi, qui Saulem et filium eius sepelierunt, misericor-  diam fecisse dicuntur ... nisi quia bene afficiuntur corda miserantium, quando ea dolent in  mortuorum corporibus alienis, quae illo affectu, quo nemo umquam carnem suam odio ha-  bet, nolunt fieri post mortem suam corporibus suis”.  17 Jb. 18,22. ib. 658-659: "Corpori autem humando quidquid inpenditur, non est  praesidium salutis, sed humanitatis officium secundum affectum, quo nemo umquam  carnem suam odio habet ... Et si haec faciunt, qui carnis resurrectionem non credunt,  quanto magis debent facere qui credunt ...".  13 Sermo 344,3-4. PL _ 39,1513-1514: "Et ipse tibi Salvator tuus, quamvis in carne  Deus, quamvis cum carne Deus, humanum tamen demonstravit affectum, ubi ait: Pater, si  possibile est, transeat a me calix iste ... Sci0, vivere amas, mori non vis ... Hoc velles,  hoc habet humanus affectus; hoc ipsa anima nescio quo modo habet in voluntate et cupi-  ditate. Quoniam diligendo vitam, odit mortem: et quoniam carnem suam non odit, nec ipsi  vult accidere quod odit. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit".Hoc velles,
hOoc abe humanus affectus: hOoc 1DSsa anıma NnesSCIO QuO mOodo abe! in voluntate CUpPI-
dıtate. Quoni1am ılıgendo vitam, Odıt mMortitem el quon1am arnem SUuamn NON odıt, 1psı
vult accıdere quod Oodıt. Nemo nım GQUdi Carnem UUMM Odi0 habuıt”
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ONLDUS 53, 36,1 in 1C he pointed Ouft that love (caritas-dilectio)
cConsısts 1n lovıng those 1Ings IC OMNC should NnOTL value infer10r7 than
the DCTSON}N who loves. In that Case only eternal objects remaın objects of
OUuT love, namely (10d and the human mınd hrough i{ able
love the eternal God If love nothing else than these L[WO, OUT love Can

be called otally PUIC and perfect in the of the wWwoTd. But ın h1s
Retractationes he makes the followıng remark: qu thıs WEIC ue, how
the apostle Paul SayY ’NO ON 6EVECT ate' his OW es (Eph 5:29),; Dy
1 the apostle exhorts usbands love theıir w1ıves?". Consequently,
there ILNOTC objects that 0Ug love. Augustine Justifies 1mself
Dy sayıng that he had A  iın the of the WOT V for ONe has
love the OW flesh, Dut nOT for 1fs OW sake; OMNC should love the flesh for
the sake of the soul 316 1t 15 submıiıtted and Dy C ıt 15 used.
Moreover, 1t 15 consıder the auty of the flesh A somethıng
independent; 1ts beauty has SCCM In relatıon the SOUTITCE of all
auty, that 1S,

CONCLUSION: ROM SUBJECTION LO

Augustine’s evolution 15 sOomet1imes desceribed N havıng taken place
especlally ın [W  ®] In h1ıs earliest wrıtings Augustine held that
beatıtude 1s 1ın principle access1ible for the human being In thıs hıfe. and
that thıs beatıtude consIıists ın the realızatıon of w1ısdom. Later he bandons
these VIEWS: ongıng for beatıtude Can only be satıshed after thıs lıfe, and
1t 15 achleved NOTL ın dısembodied mental but also iın resurrected
body However, Augustine’s evolution has LNOIC facets:; also wıth rEeESDECT

OUT tOp1C find undenı1able evolution In Augustine’s attıtude
towards the sensıble and corporeal realıty. WOU 1ıke descer1be thıs
evolution decrease of ’concrete dualısm . Dualısm 1s VE compli-
cated nOUON. Olscher mentons less than e1g meanıngs of dua-
lism  140 cons1iıder dualıty NOTL identical wıth dualısm Dualıty orıgınates
from the W of discernment of the human mınd and 15 of the STCAL-

139 Retract 1,26 CC 57,78 Quod S1 CIUM SSL. quomodo CIZO apostolus alt Nemo
((UTNNeEemMmMm UAam dio ULl, el NOC admonet ul ılıgantur uxores? ideo

diıctum est proprıe dılectio dicitur, quon1am CAalt dılıg1itur quıdem, NEC Lamen propriıe sed
propier anımam CUul subiacet ad SUuMm Nam el S1 Dropier 1psam videtur dılıgı, CUM
nolumus SSC deformem, ad 1ud referendum est decus e1us, ad illud scilıcet quO decora
Sunt Oomnı1a”.

HÖLSCHER, O.' 321. NT, Dualısme, In Encyclopedia Unit-
versalıs Corpus 6, Parıs 1984, She does NOL consıder Augustine dualıst in
the Sstrict



BAVEL

NN of the human being On the CONTTaTY, dualısm certaın
exclusıvıty and hostilıty between [WO princıples. egardıng Augustine’s
1e6W the relationshıp between soul and body, ONec nMnNgs ontol-
og1cal, epistemologıic and moral dualısm. Wıth reSDECT, however,

ontologıcal dualısm between soul and body, ECVETIYONC 111 aAaBTCcC that
th1ıs CannotTt ttrıbuted Augustine in the of Manıchaean dualısm
One dıspute about he question whether Augustine’s CONCEDL of the
un1on between soul and body 15 qualified 4S accCıdenta1141 v sem1-
accıdental substantıal, but OMNC ıng 15 certaıin: from the VE ginnıng

of h1s writings, he descr1bes the human being consisting ın soul and
body, CVOCI though h1s insıghts nNnOT compared wıth OUuT modern
NecsSs In an Y WAaY h1s hought thıs theme has undergone important
development. pass jJudgement h1s dualısm ın the epistemologı1-
cal sphere; th1ıs WONUL. requıre study ıIn ıtself, but 1t 1$ quıte poss1ıble that

1472here, ( COMC ACTOSS certaın development Augustine’s evolution
ın the moral sphere 15 much LNOIC clear. Not wıthout 1Cason he Sa  <

resemblance between the Neoplatonic and the C(Chrıstian hought the
Nonetheless, SCC here T'dualıty of soul and body.

Christlanization of h1is earlıer ideas that lıke describe as evolution
from subjection love. Subjection of the body remaıns always NCCCSSAIY,
but 1t 1s less and less based philosophıcal and IMNOIC and

141 Person-LExegese und Christologie hei Augustinus. Zur Herkunft der
Formel uUund DETSONdG. ıden, Brıill, 1986, 117 WTrTI1tes: AB seinem Frühwerk lehrt Ch; WwI1IeE
dargestellt, ıne (neuplatonısch gründete akzıdentelle Einheit VON Leıb und Seele im
enschen. Vor dem Jahre 411 1st den Werken Augustins keıine nachzuweılsen,
dıe dieser Auffassung widersprechen ürde. Mıt dem S 411 SEIZT dıe zweıte er 1Im
anthropologischen Denken Augustins eın  " thınk that thıs evolutiıon took place earlhıer.

problema del D In Agostino Roma, Orla, 1989, Ar and 218 al-
butes VEn nıhılıstic CONCECDL of the Augustine "La riduzione dell’essenzıalıtäa
ell uomo all’anıma fa SI che J COTDO NON s1a 1sSto OIMNC parte costitutiva dell ’essenza
dell’uomoT.J. VAN BAVEL  84  ness of the human being. On the contrary, dualism supposes a certain  exclusivity and hostility between two principles. Regarding Augustine’s  view on the relationship between soul and body, one brings up an ontol-  ogical, an epistemological and a moral dualism. With respect, however, to  an ontological dualism between soul and body, everyone will agree that  this cannot be attributed to Augustine in the sense of Manichaean dualism.  One can dispute about he question whether Augustine’s concept of the  union between soul and body is to be qualified as accidenta  1141  , semi-  accidental or substantial, but one thing is certain: from the very beginning  on of his writings, he describes the human being as consisting in soul and  body, even though his insights are not to be compared with our modern  ones. In any way his thought on this theme has undergone an important  development. I cannot pass judgement on his dualism in the epistemologi-  cal sphere; this would require a study in itself, but it is quite possible that  142  here, too, we come across a certain development  . Augustine’s evolution  in the moral sphere is much more clear. Not without reason he saw a  resemblance between the Neoplatonic and the Christian thought on the  Nonetheless,  we  sec here a  strong  duality of soul  and body.  Christianization of his earlier ideas that I like to describe as an evolution  from subjection to love. Subjection of the body remains always necessary,  but it is less and less based on philosophical arguments and more and  14 H.R. DROBNER, Person-Exegese und Christologie bei Augustinus. Zur Herkunft der  Formel una persona. Leiden, Brill, 1986, p. 117 writes: "In seinem Frühwerk lehrt er, wie  dargestellt, eine (neuplatonisch begründete) akzidentelle Einheit von Leib und Seele im  Menschen. Vor dem Jahre 411 ist in den Werken Augustins keine Stelle nachzuweisen,  die dieser Auffassung widersprechen würde. Mit dem Jahr 411 setzt die zweite Periode im  anthropologischen Denken Augustins ein". I think that this evolution took place earlier. E.  MASUTII, {l problema del corpo in S. Agostino. Roma, Borla, 1989, p. 213 and 218 at-  tributes even a nihilistic concept of the body to Augustine: "La riduzione dell’essenzialitä  dell’uomo all’anima fa si che il corpo non sia visto come parte costitutiva dell’essenza  dell’uomo ... La strumentalitä del corpo, cosi come @& stata elaborata da Agostino, rivela  una concezione del corpo prettamente nichilista". For a diverging view, see J. PEPIN, /dees  grecques sur l’homme et sur Dieu. Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1971, p. 65-69. 183, n. 4.  198.  142 . HÖLSCHER, 0.c., p. 270-271, n. 210 thinks that Augustine rejected in the begin-  ning any witness of the senses, but that he changed his mind since De Genesi ad litt. See  also his exposition about sense-perception, p. 91-103. C.P. MAYER, Die Zeichen in der  geistigen Entwicklung und in der Theologie des jungen Augustinus 1-II. Würzburg, Augus-  tinus-Verlag, 1969. 1974. J. PEPIN, Une curieuse declaration idealiste du "De Genesi ad  litteram” (X1L,10,21) de saint Augustin, et ses origines plotiniennes ("Enneade" 5,3,1 et 5,  5,1-2), in: Ex Platonicorum persona (0.c.), p. 183-210, esp. 191-199, shows the strong  influence of Plotinus on Augustine. Cf. G. VERBEKE, L’&volution de la doctrine du pneu-  ma du stoicisme ä s. Augustin. Paris, Descl&e De Brouwer - Louvain, Inst. Sup. de Philo-  sophie, 1945, p. 489-510.strumental: de]l COTDO, COsi OINC SLa| Agostino, vela
una cCOoncez10ne del COTDO nıchılısta”. For A dıverging VIEW, Idees
ZFECQUES SUr I” homme SUr Dıieu. Parıs, Les es ©S; 1971, 65-69 183,
198

142 HÖLSCHER, 270-271, 210 1n that Augustne rejected In the begın-
nıng WwIıtness of the SCHNSCS, but he chang! his mınd SInNCEe De Genesi ad lıitt. See
also h1is exposition about sense-perception, MATYER, Die Zeichen In der
geistigen Entwicklung und iın der Theologie des Jungen AUugustinus 1 ürzburg, ugus-
tinus- Verlag, 1969 1974 PEPIN. Une CUFrLEUSE declaratıon iıdealıste du ”"De (Jenesi
litteram” X LUZE) de aınt Augustıin, AYAAN orıgines plotiniennes ("Enneade"” 533 el S
5.:1°23. Ex Platonıiıcorum ETrSOoNd C} 183-210, CSD. 191-199, ShOws the
inftluence of Plotinus Augustine Ci. L’evolution de la doctrine du DNEU-

du SiOLCLSME Augustin. Parıs, Descle Brouwer Louvaın, Inst. Sup de 110-
sophıe, 1945, 489-510
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INOTC Christian, especılally Paulıne, ideas.
1agona. eadıng of the elated Eph 5:29 ylelds the

followıng analysıs. In Order NOT repeal myself [OO0 much, refer the
quotatiıons of the ın the

The human eing2 ONE Unıt

In h1s earhest works Augustine emphasızes strongly the dıstınction
between mınd and body, ECVeCN wıth dualıstic terms such d ia
n 35) and also the necessity break AaWAaVY from sens1ıble and bodiıly
realıty. He talks about 1Sta sensıbilia gienda Jong ın thıs
body (n 41 42) But later he 111 SaYy that leave flesh al the
mMOMmMenT of ea Non gienda (n 119) and that the wısh wıthout
body 15 nothing other than self-deception n 105 128) TOmM 307 the
dıchotomy between mınd and body 1s taken ın the of the
ONCNECSS of the human eing mınd and body form OM unıit, ON mM;
ourselves that unıt of mınd and body, for OUT CO ConsIists In fesh and
mınd n 106 119 132 133) Ihe expression "tO love onese 15 CVECN
used demonstrate that bad desires OUurTr OW and NOTL foreign
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Alıqui dıxerunt CaIiCcCerem 1istum el speluncam hOocC SSC"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  85  more on Christian, especially Pauline, ideas.  A diagonal reading of the texts related to Eph. 5:29 yields the  following analysis. In order not to repeat myself too much, I refer to the  quotations of the texts in the notes.  1) The human being as one unit  In his earliest works Augustine emphasizes strongly the distinction  between mind and body, even with dualistic terms such as alia creatura  (n. 35), and also the necessity to break away from sensible and bodily  reality. He talks about ista sensibilia fugienda so long as we are in this  body (n. 41. 42). But later he will say that we leave our flesh at the  moment of death non fugienda (n. 119) and that the wish to be without  body is nothing other than self-deception (n. 105. 128). From 397 on, the  dichotomy between mind and body is taken up in the awareness of the  oneness of the human being: mind and body form one unit, one totum; we  ourselves are that unit of mind and body, for our ego consists in flesh and  mind (n. 106. 119. 132. 133). The expression "to love oneself” is even  used to demonstrate that bad desires are our own and are not foreign to us.  Talking about the flesh as pars hominis is, according to Augustine, fit for  philosophers (n. 117), although he, after 420, still appeals to the philo-  sophical distinction of partes hominis in order to support his conviction  that the mind has to rule the lower part of the human being (n. 131). Nei-  ther in his earlier nor in his later works, Augustine considers the body as  carcer. He avoids this Manichaean term always'®. Where he speaks of  the body as a carcer, he does not mean the body as such, but ignorantiae  tenebrae, umbra mortis, and corruptio corporis‘“*. In the beginning he  1 See P. COURCELLE, Gefängnis (der Seele), in: Reallexikon f. Antike u. Christentum  IX (1973), 294-318. ID., Connais-toi toi-meme de Socrate ä saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes  Augustiniennes, 1975, p. 345-370. Carcer occurs only in the mouth of Licentius in C.  Academicos 1,3,9. CCL 29,8. That the body is not a carcer as the result of a sin commit-  ted by the soul in another life, is stressed in: Sermo 240,4,4. 165,5,6. PL _ 38, 1132. 905-  906. Epist. 164,7,20. 166,9,27. CSEL 44,539. 583. See other references in R.J. O’CONn-  NELL, The Origin of the Soul in St. Augustine’s Later Works, 0.c.  '# Epist. 164,5,16. CSEL 44,535. De civitate dei XIV,3,2. CCL 47,417. En. in psal-  mum 141,17-19. CCL 40,2057-2058, commenting on the verse of ps. 141(142),8 "Educ de  carcere anımam meam  n: n.  .. id est, de laboribus et de pressuris huius saeculi. Non enim  caro quam tu fecisti, sed corruptela carnis, et pressurae, et tentationes carcer mihi sunt.  Aliqui autem dixerunt carcerem istum et speluncam corpus hoc esse ... Sed et iste intel-  lectus vacillat aliquantum  . Posset dici et corpus nostrum carcer, non quia carcer est  quod fecit Deus, sed quia poenale et mortale ... Ergo si caro tibi carcer est, non corpus est  carcer tuus, sed corruptio corporis tui ... Si sic intellegamus, non est blasphemia". There-  fore, Augustine prefers the explanation: "Educ ab angustia”. Sermo 256,2. PL 38,1191-  1192: "Alius dicit: Corpus mortis hujus non ad me pertinet: carcer meus est ad tempus,el iste intel-
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quod fecıt Deus, sed quıa poenale el ortale"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  85  more on Christian, especially Pauline, ideas.  A diagonal reading of the texts related to Eph. 5:29 yields the  following analysis. In order not to repeat myself too much, I refer to the  quotations of the texts in the notes.  1) The human being as one unit  In his earliest works Augustine emphasizes strongly the distinction  between mind and body, even with dualistic terms such as alia creatura  (n. 35), and also the necessity to break away from sensible and bodily  reality. He talks about ista sensibilia fugienda so long as we are in this  body (n. 41. 42). But later he will say that we leave our flesh at the  moment of death non fugienda (n. 119) and that the wish to be without  body is nothing other than self-deception (n. 105. 128). From 397 on, the  dichotomy between mind and body is taken up in the awareness of the  oneness of the human being: mind and body form one unit, one totum; we  ourselves are that unit of mind and body, for our ego consists in flesh and  mind (n. 106. 119. 132. 133). The expression "to love oneself” is even  used to demonstrate that bad desires are our own and are not foreign to us.  Talking about the flesh as pars hominis is, according to Augustine, fit for  philosophers (n. 117), although he, after 420, still appeals to the philo-  sophical distinction of partes hominis in order to support his conviction  that the mind has to rule the lower part of the human being (n. 131). Nei-  ther in his earlier nor in his later works, Augustine considers the body as  carcer. He avoids this Manichaean term always'®. Where he speaks of  the body as a carcer, he does not mean the body as such, but ignorantiae  tenebrae, umbra mortis, and corruptio corporis‘“*. In the beginning he  1 See P. COURCELLE, Gefängnis (der Seele), in: Reallexikon f. Antike u. Christentum  IX (1973), 294-318. ID., Connais-toi toi-meme de Socrate ä saint Bernard. Paris, Etudes  Augustiniennes, 1975, p. 345-370. Carcer occurs only in the mouth of Licentius in C.  Academicos 1,3,9. CCL 29,8. That the body is not a carcer as the result of a sin commit-  ted by the soul in another life, is stressed in: Sermo 240,4,4. 165,5,6. PL _ 38, 1132. 905-  906. Epist. 164,7,20. 166,9,27. CSEL 44,539. 583. See other references in R.J. O’CONn-  NELL, The Origin of the Soul in St. Augustine’s Later Works, 0.c.  '# Epist. 164,5,16. CSEL 44,535. De civitate dei XIV,3,2. CCL 47,417. En. in psal-  mum 141,17-19. CCL 40,2057-2058, commenting on the verse of ps. 141(142),8 "Educ de  carcere anımam meam  n: n.  .. id est, de laboribus et de pressuris huius saeculi. Non enim  caro quam tu fecisti, sed corruptela carnis, et pressurae, et tentationes carcer mihi sunt.  Aliqui autem dixerunt carcerem istum et speluncam corpus hoc esse ... Sed et iste intel-  lectus vacillat aliquantum  . Posset dici et corpus nostrum carcer, non quia carcer est  quod fecit Deus, sed quia poenale et mortale ... Ergo si caro tibi carcer est, non corpus est  carcer tuus, sed corruptio corporis tui ... Si sic intellegamus, non est blasphemia". There-  fore, Augustine prefers the explanation: "Educ ab angustia”. Sermo 256,2. PL 38,1191-  1192: "Alius dicit: Corpus mortis hujus non ad me pertinet: carcer meus est ad tempus,Ergo S1 Cal‘ Uubı SL, NON 9) est
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catena est ad LeMPUS: {0) Ort1s SU!  - C8RU, NON 10)  u Ort1ıs CZO86  T.J. VAN BAVEL  considered the body as gravissimum vinculum (n. 43. 68); later, with refer-  ence to Eph. 5:29, he rejects that the body would be a compes, vinculum  or carcer (n. 111. 127), in which the soul would be shut up because of a  sin committed elsewhere (n. 127).  2) The subjection of the body in a moral-ascetic context  From his earliest works on, Augustine states that the body must be subject  to the mind. Even though already there a certain influence of Pauline texts  is undeniable (n. 39-41), this statement gets from 392 on a strong Christi-  an character, in particular there where Augustine speaks about the Christi-  an practices of fasting and continence (n. 101. 111. 116). Since subjection  of the flesh is also an element of Christian ethics, we find till the end of  Augustine’s life terms like belligerans (n. 107: the only quotation of Eph.  145  5:29 in an anti-donatist context)  ‚ edomare, refrenare (n. 103), castiga-  re (n. 125), cohercere (n. 130), conterere (n. 134), cohibere, domare (n.  131  3) The body is not created by the powers of darkness  It has been always Augustine’s conviction, after having left the Mani-  chaean sect, that the body is created by God and that it is beautiful (n. 48.  49). From 388/389 on, we find passages in which he rejects the Mani-  chaean opinion that the higher part of the human being is created by God,  but the lower part by the race of darkness (n. 89). This theme is repeated  regularly (n. 111. 120. 127. 132). Moreover, Augustine points out the  pernicious  CONSEQqUENCES  of  this  Manichaean  standpoint  for  the  ecclesiology: he denies explicitly that the Father of the Church is another  than the Father of Christ (n. 111) and that the souls of the faithful within  the Church belong to Christ, but their bodies to the devil (n. 110. 121).  catena mea est ad tempus: in corpore mortis sum ego; non corpus mortis sum ego ... Non  sum ego caro, sed spiritus sum. In carcere meo gemo: quando fuerit hoc vinculum et hoc  ergastulum dissolutum, ego liber abscedo ... Sed non es tu ipse corpus mortis hujus? .  Redeo quidem ad corpus, sed jam non mortis hujus ... Non quia aliud erit corpus, sed  quia oportet corruptibile hoc induere incorruptionem ... Non, inquit (sc.Paulus), pono  corpus terrenum, et accipio corpus aereum, aut accipio corpus aethereum. Ipsum accipio,  sed non jam mortis hujus". Already in De Genesi c. Man. 11,7,8. PL _34,200 Augustine  made a distinction between corpus de limo and corpus mortalitatis: "... potuit ab omnipo-  tente artifice tale fieri, ut nulla molestia, nulla indigentia cruciaret hominem ante pecca-  tum, et nulla corruptione tabesceret".  145 Bellum as indicating the inner war within the human person occurs in n. 120, and  later e.g. in En. in ps. 75,4. CCL 39,1039-1040: "Adhuc enim habes adversum te bellum”.Non
SU CO Cal sed spiırıtus SUIIL In CaIiCceIc SCINO quando fuerıt hoc vinculum el hoc
ergastulum dissolutum, CO ıber abscedo86  T.J. VAN BAVEL  considered the body as gravissimum vinculum (n. 43. 68); later, with refer-  ence to Eph. 5:29, he rejects that the body would be a compes, vinculum  or carcer (n. 111. 127), in which the soul would be shut up because of a  sin committed elsewhere (n. 127).  2) The subjection of the body in a moral-ascetic context  From his earliest works on, Augustine states that the body must be subject  to the mind. Even though already there a certain influence of Pauline texts  is undeniable (n. 39-41), this statement gets from 392 on a strong Christi-  an character, in particular there where Augustine speaks about the Christi-  an practices of fasting and continence (n. 101. 111. 116). Since subjection  of the flesh is also an element of Christian ethics, we find till the end of  Augustine’s life terms like belligerans (n. 107: the only quotation of Eph.  145  5:29 in an anti-donatist context)  ‚ edomare, refrenare (n. 103), castiga-  re (n. 125), cohercere (n. 130), conterere (n. 134), cohibere, domare (n.  131  3) The body is not created by the powers of darkness  It has been always Augustine’s conviction, after having left the Mani-  chaean sect, that the body is created by God and that it is beautiful (n. 48.  49). From 388/389 on, we find passages in which he rejects the Mani-  chaean opinion that the higher part of the human being is created by God,  but the lower part by the race of darkness (n. 89). This theme is repeated  regularly (n. 111. 120. 127. 132). Moreover, Augustine points out the  pernicious  CONSEQqUENCES  of  this  Manichaean  standpoint  for  the  ecclesiology: he denies explicitly that the Father of the Church is another  than the Father of Christ (n. 111) and that the souls of the faithful within  the Church belong to Christ, but their bodies to the devil (n. 110. 121).  catena mea est ad tempus: in corpore mortis sum ego; non corpus mortis sum ego ... Non  sum ego caro, sed spiritus sum. In carcere meo gemo: quando fuerit hoc vinculum et hoc  ergastulum dissolutum, ego liber abscedo ... Sed non es tu ipse corpus mortis hujus? .  Redeo quidem ad corpus, sed jam non mortis hujus ... Non quia aliud erit corpus, sed  quia oportet corruptibile hoc induere incorruptionem ... Non, inquit (sc.Paulus), pono  corpus terrenum, et accipio corpus aereum, aut accipio corpus aethereum. Ipsum accipio,  sed non jam mortis hujus". Already in De Genesi c. Man. 11,7,8. PL _34,200 Augustine  made a distinction between corpus de limo and corpus mortalitatis: "... potuit ab omnipo-  tente artifice tale fieri, ut nulla molestia, nulla indigentia cruciaret hominem ante pecca-  tum, et nulla corruptione tabesceret".  145 Bellum as indicating the inner war within the human person occurs in n. 120, and  later e.g. in En. in ps. 75,4. CCL 39,1039-1040: "Adhuc enim habes adversum te bellum”.Sed NOMN 1pse 10) Ort1s hujus?
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ade distınchon between COTDUS de lımo and D mortalitatis:86  T.J. VAN BAVEL  considered the body as gravissimum vinculum (n. 43. 68); later, with refer-  ence to Eph. 5:29, he rejects that the body would be a compes, vinculum  or carcer (n. 111. 127), in which the soul would be shut up because of a  sin committed elsewhere (n. 127).  2) The subjection of the body in a moral-ascetic context  From his earliest works on, Augustine states that the body must be subject  to the mind. Even though already there a certain influence of Pauline texts  is undeniable (n. 39-41), this statement gets from 392 on a strong Christi-  an character, in particular there where Augustine speaks about the Christi-  an practices of fasting and continence (n. 101. 111. 116). Since subjection  of the flesh is also an element of Christian ethics, we find till the end of  Augustine’s life terms like belligerans (n. 107: the only quotation of Eph.  145  5:29 in an anti-donatist context)  ‚ edomare, refrenare (n. 103), castiga-  re (n. 125), cohercere (n. 130), conterere (n. 134), cohibere, domare (n.  131  3) The body is not created by the powers of darkness  It has been always Augustine’s conviction, after having left the Mani-  chaean sect, that the body is created by God and that it is beautiful (n. 48.  49). From 388/389 on, we find passages in which he rejects the Mani-  chaean opinion that the higher part of the human being is created by God,  but the lower part by the race of darkness (n. 89). This theme is repeated  regularly (n. 111. 120. 127. 132). Moreover, Augustine points out the  pernicious  CONSEQqUENCES  of  this  Manichaean  standpoint  for  the  ecclesiology: he denies explicitly that the Father of the Church is another  than the Father of Christ (n. 111) and that the souls of the faithful within  the Church belong to Christ, but their bodies to the devil (n. 110. 121).  catena mea est ad tempus: in corpore mortis sum ego; non corpus mortis sum ego ... Non  sum ego caro, sed spiritus sum. In carcere meo gemo: quando fuerit hoc vinculum et hoc  ergastulum dissolutum, ego liber abscedo ... Sed non es tu ipse corpus mortis hujus? .  Redeo quidem ad corpus, sed jam non mortis hujus ... Non quia aliud erit corpus, sed  quia oportet corruptibile hoc induere incorruptionem ... Non, inquit (sc.Paulus), pono  corpus terrenum, et accipio corpus aereum, aut accipio corpus aethereum. Ipsum accipio,  sed non jam mortis hujus". Already in De Genesi c. Man. 11,7,8. PL _34,200 Augustine  made a distinction between corpus de limo and corpus mortalitatis: "... potuit ab omnipo-  tente artifice tale fieri, ut nulla molestia, nulla indigentia cruciaret hominem ante pecca-  tum, et nulla corruptione tabesceret".  145 Bellum as indicating the inner war within the human person occurs in n. 120, and  later e.g. in En. in ps. 75,4. CCL 39,1039-1040: "Adhuc enim habes adversum te bellum”.potult ab OMN1DO-

artıfiıce tale fıer1, nulla molestia, nulla indıgentia cruc1laret homınem ante DCCCA-
[um, el nulla Corruptione tabesceret  ALA

145 Bellum indıcatıng the inner wıthın the human PCISON 120, and
ater In En In DS. 75,4. CC 4: 39,1039-1040 "Adhuc nım habes adversum um  18
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OVe for ONne’Ss OW, flesh love of the for his wife
Augustine usecs in his earliest wrıtings the relatiıonshıp between and

iın figuratiıve It 15 ımage of the rulıng 1C4SONMN V1S-Ä-VIS
the lower of the human being Nonetheless, lıve in un1ı1on and the
Conluncho between INan and 15 image of the un1ıon between the
TC4aSON and the lower functions of the mınd (n 93) But, shortly after the
YCal 392, Augustine reads Eph 5:29 explicıt cCommandment that the
husband oug love h1s wife n 101), oug thıs idea Was already
present implıicıtly ın De MoOribus ecclesiae catholicae 30,63 TOM 307 OI},

SCC that Augustine adds kph 5:2% '"Who loves h1s wiıfe, loves imse
Eph \ 7U (n 103 108 109 131) adıcal Statement 1ıke concubıtum

giendum (n 45) 15 longer oun 1ın Augustine’s later works.

5) OVE for the OW flesh natural phenomenon
In Augustine s earlhıest wrıitngs Cal‘ for the OW body (n 55) and for
the bodies of others n 81) mentioned few mes oug Cal‘

for the bDody 15 in iıtself aSspect of love for the body, 1t 15 only from 30’7
that Augustine speaks explicıtly of love for the OW DOdy OT fAesh n

102 104) He CcCons1ıders thıs love natural phenomenon that 1$ also
OUunNn! ın anımals n FIÜ2 133) TIhe example he g1ves of such natural
love, 15 the fact that CVEIVONC tTIes avo1d Dblow miıshap n 102
141 ven the in of Concupiscentiae, understood In negatıve

15 somethıng "natural” (n 119) Because nature in iıtself 15 SOMNC-

ıng g00d, ON should ACCUSC the fAesh of evıl (n I4} L2Z3)
Eph 5:29 In the CONLeXT ofea and resurrection

Whereas Augustine 1ın h1is earlıest treatlses consiıdered the absence of fear
of ea en (n 31): he changed h1s mınd about the
yYCaIl 30’7 after SOIINIC t1imıd affırmations in 87/388 n 31 68) and Was

convınced, from then 0) that fear of €ea| 15 natural feeling®. Anı-

For ater [E XS H.- SURMUND, "Factus eram LDSE mihL MASNdAd quaestio”
on IV ,4) Untersuchungen Erfahrung des es heı Augustinus, besonderer
Berücksichtigung des Problems der "MOrS iımmatura”. Münster 1977, 362-383
REBILLARD, detresse du OUranil valeur dans les Sermons de saınt ugustin,
Revue des Etudes Latınes 147-165 s GIRARD, La MOTt hez Saint Augustin.
(ırandes lignes de ” evolution pensee, telle qu elle apparaıt dans Ses ralites. Fr1-
bourg S, Universıitaires, 199 In Recherches SUr Ia christologıie de saınt Aug2us-
in TT  urg S Ed Unıuversıtaures, 1954, 13l thought that thıs evolutiıon regardıng
the fear of death took place about 415, but SC 1N1OW it happened uch earlıer. Ihe

(eXTi 1s found In De CLvitate del X16 C Y  Quapropter quod adtınet ad
COTDOTIS ıd est separatıonem anımae [9)  , CUIMM patıuntur, quı morıilentes
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mals, LOO, do nNnOTL want dıe n 103). TOM 4A17 ‚0) he repeCalts often that
ONec wıshes ea n 113 138, wıth reference Christ’s agony) Ihe

ea of the MaAarTTtyTS 15 NnOTL be alıgned wıth for theır bodies (n
127)

Belief in the resurrection of the flesh 18 eady expressed in the
earlıer works (n 6-7 But thıs theme Was NOT yel elaborated there
Augustine had nNOL yel eflected uDON the question how the Nesh WOUuU
MSE Thıs 15 NnOTL surpr1sıng, for EVCnN ın h1s later works he confesses hH1s

147 In h1s later he for-1gnorance about the how of the resurrection
mulates [W'  ®] insıghts: the Hesh 111 restored without loss of 1fs
1mM n 125 126); and wıll gel back Nesh wıthout an Yy weak-
NCSS, that 1S, wıthout corruptibility and mortalıty n 113 114 128), for the
struggle between Spirıt and Mesh 111 Ver n 123) Consequently,
have affırm LW  } things regardıng the resurrection of the body 1t 15 the
SadI1Nle body that wıll resurrected, and al the SAdI11lc time ıt 1S nNnOTt the Sam1llc

body The resurrected body wıll longer need an y and longer
mortal, and thus 1t 111 better than the body of Adam and Eve in DaTrd-
dıse (n 133 130) TIhe philosophy of th1ıs WOT. does NnOTL leve in the
resurrection of the DOody n 127): but the Christians do, and because of
the1ır faıth they take LNOTC Cal‘ for the deceased n 1L3/)

The Coming of Christ ın the body
'TIhe earlıer of Augustine regardıng the Incarnatıon situated wıthın

Contexti that has been called r  iıntellectual oralism  n148 hınk that
thıs eXpress1o0n has be nuanced. It 15 that Augustine emphasızes
particularly the uthorıty and the example of the incarnate T1S T1S
teaches uSs hrough h1s words and eel the moral WaY attaın (Giod hım-
self. One should, however, NnOT underestimate Jesus’ authorıty neıither h1s
example. er reproaches that 1 in artıcle the humanıty of
T1S d Iac parvulorum and VIG, Start from Augustine’s early chrıstolo-

A genuiıne Chrıistian, C does NOT 10w aNyMOIC clarıfy the

appellantur, nullı bona esL. abet Nım SCHNSUM el CONLTa VIS 1DSa, qua
dıvellıtur, quod fuerat vivente CON1uNcCtumM ONSserLum, quamdıu INOTA-

[UT, donec OMnı1s adımatur SCHNSUS, quı 1DSO erat anımae Carnısque complexu”.
147 Sermo 27733.183 Quales erımus, SCIEmMuUS CUMM fuerımus. quam

SIMUS, temerTarıı NOMN SIMUS, Ilud NON SIMUS”. ermoO 3622527 39,.1630: "Jam
CI9U, fratres, CINO quaeral subtıilıtate cuJusmodı fıgura er1ıt [0) in ITESUIMTICC-

tiıone OrTtu0orum88  T.J. VAN BAVEL  mals, too, do not want to die (n. 103). From 412 on, he repeats often that  no one wishes death (n. 113. 138, with a reference to Christ’s agony). The  death of the martyrs is not to be aligned with contempt for their bodies (n.  127).  Belief in the resurrection of the flesh is already expressed in the  earlier works (n. 66-71). But this theme was not yet elaborated there.  Augustine had not yet reflected upon the question how the flesh would  rise. This is not surprising, for even in his later works he confesses his  147  . In his later texts he for-  ignorance about the how of the resurrection  mulates two insights: a) the flesh will be restored without any loss of its  limbs (n. 125. 126); and b) we will get back our flesh without any weak-  ness, that is, without corruptibility and mortality (n. 113. 114. 128), for the  struggle between spirit and flesh will be over (n. 123). Consequently, we  have to affirm two things regarding the resurrection of the body: it is the  same body that will be resurrected, and at the same time it is not the same  body. The resurrected body will no longer need any food and no longer be  mortal, and thus it will be better than the body of Adam and Eve in para-  dise (n. 133. 130). The philosophy of this world does not believe in the  resurrection of the body (n. 127), but the Christians do, and because of  their faith they take more care for the deceased (n. 137).  7) The coming of Christ in the body  The earlier texts of Augustine regarding the Incarnation are situated within  a context that has been called an "intellectual moralism'!%®, I think that  this expression has to be nuanced. It is true that Augustine emphasizes  particularly the authority and the example of the incarnate Christ. Christ  teaches us through his words and deeds the moral way to attain God him-  self. One should, however, not underestimate Jesus’ authority neither his  example. C. Walter reproaches me, that I, in my article on the humanity of  Christ as lac parvulorum and as via, start from Augustine’s early christolo-  gy as genuine Christian, which does not allow me anymore to clarify the  appellantur, nulli bona est. Habet enim asperum sensum et contra naturam vis ipsa, qua  utrumque divellitur, quod fuerat in vivente coniunctum atque consertum, quamdiu mora-  tur, donec omnis adimatur sensus, qui ex ipso inerat animae carnisque complexu".  147 Sermo 277,13,13. PL 38,1264: "Quales erimus, sciemus cum fuerimus. Antequam  simus, temerarii non simus, ne illud non simus". Sermo 362,25,27. PL _ 39,1630: "Jam  ergo, fratres, nemo quaerat perversa subtilitate cujusmodi figura erit corporum in resurrec-  tione mortuorum ...". See also De civitate dei XX11,30 en 21. CCL 48,862. 841.  148 J._A. BECKAERT, Un moralisme intellectualiste, in Bibl. August. 10, Paris 1952, p.  704See also De CLVLtate del XX1I1,30 71 CCL 841
; Un moralısme intellectualıste, in ıbl UQ2USi 10, Parıs 1952,
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pos1tıve infÄuence of the phılosophical tradition ” But Ceven NO after
fOrty YCars of CNOTINOUS PTOSTECSS in Neoplatonic studies, lıeve that
Augustine’s early christology 18 orthodox It 15 remember that
Augustine, shortly ore h1s Convers1on, belıeved that T1S Was only

of extraordınary w1sdom who by o carıng for seemed
have merıted such greal authorıity 4S teacher on ,  ’ Is thıs
ST1 the Case in h1s earlıest works”? on't hınk ccording du
ROY, after h1s CONversion Augustine hırmly the realıty of the
Incarnatıon:; the dıvinıty of Christ sent us Dy the Father:; the Father
4S orıgın of the Son who 15 the truth and w1ısdom born from Hım, and also
the Father A or1ıgın of things; the dıvinıty of the Holy Spirıt
admonıition for us  150 Ihat Augustine Was Convınced of the diıvinıty of
T1S at that MOMENLT, 15 also the opınıon of O’Connell, Dut he finds that
Augustine does NOT NOW how CODC wıth hrist’s humanılty: "The INan
Jesus falls readıly into the Plotinian matrıx, and substantially under the
indıctments leveled 1ın the Confessions  1151 According thıs author,
Augustine makes Plotinian dıstinction between Christ divine
wısdom and Christ INan; the authorıity of Jesus transcends the wısdom
of other people only hrough greater partıcıpation 1n v w1ısdom and
has only provısıonal character. Authority 18 here INOTC than er-
nal admonition.

1n nevertheless, that for Augustine Jesus’ authority 15 the
110 accordıng C he Judges h1s Neoplatonic insiıghts. He aSSEITS
clearly: nIn order learn there 15 ofold fOorce, that of authorıity and
that of TCcCason L, therefore, resolved 1n nothıng whatever depart from
the authorıty of Christ, for do NOTL find Sstronger authority  ul$2_ utANOr-
1ty 15 partly divıine and partly human, Dbut divine authorıty 15 the Tue, the
firm and the highest  153 When Augustine COMPAaTES the incarnate Christ
wıth CIOU! he calls the Gospel MOST bundant tOrTENT imber) distinct

149 Der Ertrag der Auseinandersetzung mıit den Manichäern für das
hermeneutische Problem hei Augustin. Inaugural-Dissertation. München, Schön, 1972,
LIZ: (Otherwise VC) study) Cr .L' Humanite du Christ COMMe

1(1957), 245781
"IacC paryulorum”" el COMMe 09  VıiIa  d dans Ia spirıtualıte de SaLnt Augustin, In Augustiniana

150 ROY, O. H243
151 RJ NNELL, A Augustine s karly Theory"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  89  positive influence of the philosophical tradition!*. But even now, after  forty years of enormous progress in Neoplatonic studies, I believe that  Augustine’s early christology is orthodox. It is good to remember that  Augustine, shortly before his conversion, believed that Christ was only a  man of an extraordinary wisdom who by God’s caring for us seemed to  have merited such a great authority as teacher (Conf. VIL.19,25). Is this  still the case in his earliest works? I don’t think so. According to O. du  Roy, after his conversion Augustine holds firmly: a) the reality of the  Incarnation; b) the divinity of Christ sent to us by the Father; c) the Father  as origin of the Son who is the truth and wisdom born from Him, and also  the Father as origin of all things; d) the divinity of the Holy Spirit as  admonition for us'”. That Augustine was convinced of the divinity of  Christ at that moment, is also the opinion of O’Connell, but he finds that  Augustine does not know how to cope with Christ’s humanity: "The man  Jesus falls readily into the Plotinian matrix, and substantially under the  indictments leveled in the Confessions"“  According to this author,  Augustine makes a Plotinian distinction between Christ as divine truth or  wisdom and Christ as man; the authority of Jesus transcends the wisdom  of other people only through a greater participation in God’s wisdom and  has only a provisional character. Authority is here no more than an exter-  nal admonition.  I think, nevertheless, that for Augustine Jesus’ authority is the  norm according to which he judges his Neoplatonic insights. He asserts  clearly: "In order to learn there is a twofold force, that of authority and  that of reason. I, therefore, am resolved in nothing whatever to depart from  the authority of Christ, for I do not find a stronger authority"!”. Author-  ity is partly divine and partly human, but divine authority is the true, the  firm and the highest'”. When Augustine compares the incarnate Christ  with a cloud, he calls the Gospel a most abundant torrent (imber) distinct  ‘9 C. WALTER, Der Ertrag der Auseinandersetzung mit den Manichäern für das  hermeneutische Problem bei Augustin. Inaugural-Dissertation. München, Schön, 1972..p.  112, n. 13. (Otherwise a very good study). T.J. VAN BAVEL, L’Humanite du Christ comme  7(1957), 245-281.  "lac parvulorum” et comme "via” dans la spiritualit& de saint Augustin, in: Augustiniana  .0:DU ROY/0£. p 112-113:  *” R.J. O’CONNELL, St. Augustine’s Early Theory ... 0.C., p. 267.  ‘” Contra Academicos 111,20,43. CCL 29,60-61. See G. MADEC, Une lecture de  Confessions ... a.C., p. 123-130.  '3 De ordine 11,9,27. CCL 29,122: "... sed vera firma summa ea est, quae divina  nominatur".9} 267
152 Contra Academıicos 111,.20,43 C See Une ecture de

Confessions"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  89  positive influence of the philosophical tradition!*. But even now, after  forty years of enormous progress in Neoplatonic studies, I believe that  Augustine’s early christology is orthodox. It is good to remember that  Augustine, shortly before his conversion, believed that Christ was only a  man of an extraordinary wisdom who by God’s caring for us seemed to  have merited such a great authority as teacher (Conf. VIL.19,25). Is this  still the case in his earliest works? I don’t think so. According to O. du  Roy, after his conversion Augustine holds firmly: a) the reality of the  Incarnation; b) the divinity of Christ sent to us by the Father; c) the Father  as origin of the Son who is the truth and wisdom born from Him, and also  the Father as origin of all things; d) the divinity of the Holy Spirit as  admonition for us'”. That Augustine was convinced of the divinity of  Christ at that moment, is also the opinion of O’Connell, but he finds that  Augustine does not know how to cope with Christ’s humanity: "The man  Jesus falls readily into the Plotinian matrix, and substantially under the  indictments leveled in the Confessions"“  According to this author,  Augustine makes a Plotinian distinction between Christ as divine truth or  wisdom and Christ as man; the authority of Jesus transcends the wisdom  of other people only through a greater participation in God’s wisdom and  has only a provisional character. Authority is here no more than an exter-  nal admonition.  I think, nevertheless, that for Augustine Jesus’ authority is the  norm according to which he judges his Neoplatonic insights. He asserts  clearly: "In order to learn there is a twofold force, that of authority and  that of reason. I, therefore, am resolved in nothing whatever to depart from  the authority of Christ, for I do not find a stronger authority"!”. Author-  ity is partly divine and partly human, but divine authority is the true, the  firm and the highest'”. When Augustine compares the incarnate Christ  with a cloud, he calls the Gospel a most abundant torrent (imber) distinct  ‘9 C. WALTER, Der Ertrag der Auseinandersetzung mit den Manichäern für das  hermeneutische Problem bei Augustin. Inaugural-Dissertation. München, Schön, 1972..p.  112, n. 13. (Otherwise a very good study). T.J. VAN BAVEL, L’Humanite du Christ comme  7(1957), 245-281.  "lac parvulorum” et comme "via” dans la spiritualit& de saint Augustin, in: Augustiniana  .0:DU ROY/0£. p 112-113:  *” R.J. O’CONNELL, St. Augustine’s Early Theory ... 0.C., p. 267.  ‘” Contra Academicos 111,20,43. CCL 29,60-61. See G. MADEC, Une lecture de  Confessions ... a.C., p. 123-130.  '3 De ordine 11,9,27. CCL 29,122: "... sed vera firma summa ea est, quae divina  nominatur".d. 123-130
153 De ordine 9.  g (1"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  89  positive influence of the philosophical tradition!*. But even now, after  forty years of enormous progress in Neoplatonic studies, I believe that  Augustine’s early christology is orthodox. It is good to remember that  Augustine, shortly before his conversion, believed that Christ was only a  man of an extraordinary wisdom who by God’s caring for us seemed to  have merited such a great authority as teacher (Conf. VIL.19,25). Is this  still the case in his earliest works? I don’t think so. According to O. du  Roy, after his conversion Augustine holds firmly: a) the reality of the  Incarnation; b) the divinity of Christ sent to us by the Father; c) the Father  as origin of the Son who is the truth and wisdom born from Him, and also  the Father as origin of all things; d) the divinity of the Holy Spirit as  admonition for us'”. That Augustine was convinced of the divinity of  Christ at that moment, is also the opinion of O’Connell, but he finds that  Augustine does not know how to cope with Christ’s humanity: "The man  Jesus falls readily into the Plotinian matrix, and substantially under the  indictments leveled in the Confessions"“  According to this author,  Augustine makes a Plotinian distinction between Christ as divine truth or  wisdom and Christ as man; the authority of Jesus transcends the wisdom  of other people only through a greater participation in God’s wisdom and  has only a provisional character. Authority is here no more than an exter-  nal admonition.  I think, nevertheless, that for Augustine Jesus’ authority is the  norm according to which he judges his Neoplatonic insights. He asserts  clearly: "In order to learn there is a twofold force, that of authority and  that of reason. I, therefore, am resolved in nothing whatever to depart from  the authority of Christ, for I do not find a stronger authority"!”. Author-  ity is partly divine and partly human, but divine authority is the true, the  firm and the highest'”. When Augustine compares the incarnate Christ  with a cloud, he calls the Gospel a most abundant torrent (imber) distinct  ‘9 C. WALTER, Der Ertrag der Auseinandersetzung mit den Manichäern für das  hermeneutische Problem bei Augustin. Inaugural-Dissertation. München, Schön, 1972..p.  112, n. 13. (Otherwise a very good study). T.J. VAN BAVEL, L’Humanite du Christ comme  7(1957), 245-281.  "lac parvulorum” et comme "via” dans la spiritualit& de saint Augustin, in: Augustiniana  .0:DU ROY/0£. p 112-113:  *” R.J. O’CONNELL, St. Augustine’s Early Theory ... 0.C., p. 267.  ‘” Contra Academicos 111,20,43. CCL 29,60-61. See G. MADEC, Une lecture de  Confessions ... a.C., p. 123-130.  '3 De ordine 11,9,27. CCL 29,122: "... sed vera firma summa ea est, quae divina  nominatur".sed CIa fiırma SSL, Juac dıyına

nomınatur".



3 VAN BAVEL

from human teaching that 1S only 1ıke raın (pluvia)‘*. IThe MOSstT subtle
reason1ıng, that 15, the Neoplatonic philosophy, WOUu recall the
blinded souls of the Masses the spiırıtual WOT. ıf had NOTL ent the

155uthorıty of the dıvıne Intellect the human body
The eXpression popuları quadam clementia of the last texti eal

Augustine’s sStatement that the Incarnatıon 18 NECECSSATY for the
nNnes (parvuli), because philosophy frees carcely VE few; therefore, 1t

15618 nNnOL permitted despise the Chriıstian myster1es TOmM thıs it
aAappCaI>s that Augustine st1ill belıeves that small elıte 18 able SCC the
dıivine Word Consequently, he explaıns the words 'He emptied himse
1 Z7) ın the that the Word of dıd nNOTL 1ın h1s divine
dıgniıty, but treated courteously (blandiıens) the weakness of those who dıd
NOL yel have clean he.  z whereby they m1g CC the Word!>” Once
SCC the TIruth, 111 realıze hOW full of truth the thıngs COIM-

man: lıeve, NOW excellently and healthy WeIC nourıshed Dy
other Church, and hOow valuable 18 that A  lkn 16 Paul declared he
SaVC A Z  nk the parvuli Cor. 3 2)158 €es. rghtly draws n_

t10Nn the fact that pDarvulus 1s te‘: of endearment  159 It looses LNOTEC

and INOTC 1ts intellectual in Augustine’s writings. But ECVCNMN iın h1s
earlıest Augustine admıts that the intellegentes, Ü need SOIIIC faıth

d long they in thıs body, and bıt later he declares that
nO Sa Y wıth certaınty whether NnOL he longs the intellegen-
tes  160 erwards, SCC that Augustine COUNfSs hıimself INOIC and INOTC

De (Jenesi Man 156 34, 199 "Nam propiter ıllam Domuinus nOoster nubı-
lum Carmnıs nOstLrae dıgnatus imbrem sanctı Evangelu 'g1ssıMUmM infudıit,
promıttens eti1am quod S1 Qquı1s bıberıt de aq ua eJus, redie: ad um intımum fontem, ut
fOrINSeCUSs NON quaerTat pluviam .

155 Academıiıcos 111,19,42. See L[EXL, NO| ROY, 0} 117-119
156 De ordine 9  5 (1 29,1 «x  ılosophıa ratıonem promittit el VIX DauCc1SSımoOs

lıberat, qUuUOS Lamen NON mMmOodo NON Contemnere illa mysterı1aT.J. VAN BAVEL  90  from human teaching that is only like rain (pluvia)‘“*. The most subtle  reasoning, that is, the Neoplatonic philosophy, would never recall the  blinded souls of the masses to the spiritual world, if God had not bent the  135  .  authority of the divine Intellect to the human body  The expression populari quadam clementia of the last text leads us  to Augustine’s statement that the Incarnation is necessary for the little  ones (parvuli), because philosophy frees scarcely a very few; therefore, it  156  is not permitted to despise the Christian mysteries  From this it  appears that Augustine still believes that a small elite is able to see the  divine Word. Consequently, he explains the words "He emptied himself”  (Phil. 2:7) in the sense that the Word of God did not appear in his divine  dignity, but treated courteously (blandiens) the weakness of those who did  not yet have a clean heart whereby they might see the Word'”. Once we  see the Truth, we will realize how full of truth are the things we are com-  manded to believe, how excellently and healthy we were nourished by  Mother Church, and how valuable is that "milk" which Paul declared he  gave as drink to the parvuli (1 Cor. 3:2)'®, R. Teske rightly draws atten-  tion to the fact that parvulus is a term of endearment‘”. It looses more  and more its intellectual overtones in Augustine’s writings. But even in his  earliest texts Augustine admits that the intellegentes, too, need some faith  (fides) as long as they are in this body, and a bit later he declares that  nobody can say with certainty whether or not he belongs to the intellegen-  tes!®. Afterwards, we see that Augustine counts himself more and more  14 De Genesi c. Man. 11,5,6. PL 34, 199: "Nam propter illam Dominus noster nubi-  lum camis nostrae dignatus assumere, imbrem sancti Evangelii largissimum infudit,  promittens etiam quod si quis biberit de aqua ejus, rediet ad illum intimum fontem, ut  forinsecus non quaerat pluviam”.  155 ©_ Academicos 111,19,42. See text, note 59. O. DU ROY, 0.c., p. 117-119.  16 De ordine 11,5,16. CCL 29,115: "Philosophia rationem promittit et vix paucissimos  liberat, quos tamen non modo non contemnere illa mysteria ... Cogit ... veneranda myste-  ria, quae fide sincera et inconcussa populos liberant ...".  157 See text, note 63, and A. VERWILGHEN, Christologie et spiritualit& selon saint  Augustin. L’hymne aux Philippiens. Paris, Beauchesne, 1985, p. 253.  153 De quantitate animae 33,76. CSEL 89,224.  1 R_ J. TESKE, A Decisive Admonition for St. Augustine?, in: Augustinian Studies 19  (1988), 85-92. ID., Spirituals and Spiritual Interpretation in Augustine, in: ib. 15(1984),  65-81. He corrects my opinion (L’humanit& du Christ ..., a.c., p.267-276) that stulti is  replaced by parvuli from 391 on. Indeed, one finds parvuli already in 388: De quantitate  animae 33,76 and De Genesi c. Manichaeos 1,23,40. I agree also with J. DOIGNON, Etat  des questions  . a.C., p. 75-76 that I did not enough stress the Incarnation as giving  access to the intelligible world through the true philosophy.  160 Sofiloquia 1,7,14. CSEL 89,22. De utilitate credendi 10,24. CSEL 25/1,29-31.cCogıtT.J. VAN BAVEL  90  from human teaching that is only like rain (pluvia)‘“*. The most subtle  reasoning, that is, the Neoplatonic philosophy, would never recall the  blinded souls of the masses to the spiritual world, if God had not bent the  135  .  authority of the divine Intellect to the human body  The expression populari quadam clementia of the last text leads us  to Augustine’s statement that the Incarnation is necessary for the little  ones (parvuli), because philosophy frees scarcely a very few; therefore, it  156  is not permitted to despise the Christian mysteries  From this it  appears that Augustine still believes that a small elite is able to see the  divine Word. Consequently, he explains the words "He emptied himself”  (Phil. 2:7) in the sense that the Word of God did not appear in his divine  dignity, but treated courteously (blandiens) the weakness of those who did  not yet have a clean heart whereby they might see the Word'”. Once we  see the Truth, we will realize how full of truth are the things we are com-  manded to believe, how excellently and healthy we were nourished by  Mother Church, and how valuable is that "milk" which Paul declared he  gave as drink to the parvuli (1 Cor. 3:2)'®, R. Teske rightly draws atten-  tion to the fact that parvulus is a term of endearment‘”. It looses more  and more its intellectual overtones in Augustine’s writings. But even in his  earliest texts Augustine admits that the intellegentes, too, need some faith  (fides) as long as they are in this body, and a bit later he declares that  nobody can say with certainty whether or not he belongs to the intellegen-  tes!®. Afterwards, we see that Augustine counts himself more and more  14 De Genesi c. Man. 11,5,6. PL 34, 199: "Nam propter illam Dominus noster nubi-  lum camis nostrae dignatus assumere, imbrem sancti Evangelii largissimum infudit,  promittens etiam quod si quis biberit de aqua ejus, rediet ad illum intimum fontem, ut  forinsecus non quaerat pluviam”.  155 ©_ Academicos 111,19,42. See text, note 59. O. DU ROY, 0.c., p. 117-119.  16 De ordine 11,5,16. CCL 29,115: "Philosophia rationem promittit et vix paucissimos  liberat, quos tamen non modo non contemnere illa mysteria ... Cogit ... veneranda myste-  ria, quae fide sincera et inconcussa populos liberant ...".  157 See text, note 63, and A. VERWILGHEN, Christologie et spiritualit& selon saint  Augustin. L’hymne aux Philippiens. Paris, Beauchesne, 1985, p. 253.  153 De quantitate animae 33,76. CSEL 89,224.  1 R_ J. TESKE, A Decisive Admonition for St. Augustine?, in: Augustinian Studies 19  (1988), 85-92. ID., Spirituals and Spiritual Interpretation in Augustine, in: ib. 15(1984),  65-81. He corrects my opinion (L’humanit& du Christ ..., a.c., p.267-276) that stulti is  replaced by parvuli from 391 on. Indeed, one finds parvuli already in 388: De quantitate  animae 33,76 and De Genesi c. Manichaeos 1,23,40. I agree also with J. DOIGNON, Etat  des questions  . a.C., p. 75-76 that I did not enough stress the Incarnation as giving  access to the intelligible world through the true philosophy.  160 Sofiloquia 1,7,14. CSEL 89,22. De utilitate credendi 10,24. CSEL 25/1,29-31.veneranda MYySLE-
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172 De (Jenesi Manıcn.aT.J. VAN BAVEL  92  Incarnation!®. Perhaps the same idea lies behind Augustine’s statement,  speaking about baptism, that the believers have been washed clean, and  sanctified, and justified through the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by  the Spirit of our God (1 Cor. 6:11)'”. A clearer reference to the activity  of the man Jesus is found in the following text: the meekness of the Lord  Jesus Christ has ’put on’ the evil of death from which he wished to ’strip’  us!'® Finally, two references to the cross should be mentioned: eternal  life is recovered by the cross!®; Christ was put to sleep by the sleep of  the Passion in order that the Church might be formed as his wife  170  .  Therefore, if one asserts that for Augustine Jesus is ’only’ an  ı7  example, as E. Dinkler does  ‚ one gives easily a false impression of  Augustine’s thought. Seen in the light of faith, according to Augustine, the  Lord is the visible apparition of the Invisible Truth'””. It is true that  Augustine maintaus a transcendental distinction between God and the  world, between Christ as the Truth and Wisdom of God and Christ as a  human being. But does modern theology not do the same? I admit also  without difficulty that the early reflections of Augustine on the man Jesus  take place within the Plotinian scheme of the fall and the return of the  soul. But is this not also an essential aspect of the Christian doctrine of  salvation? Even in his later works, Augustine maintains that Jesus is lac et  via humilitatis, and when we have attained the vision facie ad faciem, we  do not need anymore the milk and the way. The visible apparition of Jesus  is referring and temporary, for his words and deeds refer to God himself,  to his and our Father. This is in itself not in contradiction with Christian  doctrine; the transcendence of God and the Christian eschatological hope  form the background of Augustine’s theological view. To be sure, this  view is elaborated with the help of the Neoplatonic philosophy, just as our  modern theological reflections are based upon modern philosophical and  cultural insights. No wonder, then, that also Augustine’s texts reflect his  ontology, his gnoseology, and his conception of language and of the world  of the senses. One can call the christology of his earliest works one-sided.  1 De moribus ecclesiae cath. 19,36. CSEL 90,40.  *7.1b.:35,78: ıb 83  16 Ip. 2,3. ib. 6. J.K. COYLE, 0.c., p. 307-308 has some doubts about the authenticity  of this passage, but his only argument is that it fits badly into the context.  19 De Genesi c. Manich. 11,22,34. PL 34,214.  *79Ib. 1:24,37:4b. 216:  171 E, DINKLER, Die Anthropologie Augustins. Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, 1934, p. 176.  172 De Genesi c. Manich. 1,25,43. PL 34,194: "... propter quam fidem Dominus visibi-  liter apparere dignatus est". Ib. 11,24,37. ib. 215: "Non 10co reliquit, quia Deus loco non  continetur ... sed apparendo hominibus in homine, cum Verbum caro factum est”.propter (Quam fiıdem Dominus visıbi-
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NO EVE ATED FLESH“”

Indeed, themes 1ke hrist OUT brother, 4S physıcılan, mediator, prlest,
those of the personal un1ıty of the dıvıne and the human iın Christ‘ . of
Justification and salvatıon NOTL yel worked Ouf The er development
of Augustine s christology WeEesS certamnly, other factors, his
hıgher appreclatiıon of the body, AaPPCATSs from h1is explanatiıon of Eph
5:29 It 15 also obvı1o0us that the Incarnatıon drew h1s attention INOTC and

1/4INOTIC the value of the body

Leuven Tarsıclus Jan AVEL OS

1/3 NGS, O.' 18 Opposed interpretation of the eXDresSsION homi-
nem description of the Incarnatıon: ıf shoul: sımply translated: C  st
uman being” But VE In thıs WaYy consıder it escnbing the Incarnatıon, for it
makes that human 10) speaks „  as human being  LL When Jesus speaks
A  as human being”, ıt ndıcates that he 18 INOTC than merely uman COrpus
about ten times in Augustine s earlıer WwOrKSs, and VE De praedestinatione SANCLIOrum
LESE 44 ,985, from the 472% 429, he. writes: Elegıt Dominus) CIRO C0S de
mundo CUMM nN1IC agerelt carnem . One translate these dıfficult Oormulatıons wıth

"lıving INn the flesh the Ah but ON should NOL forget its lıtteral meanıng: "actıva-
ting the flesh the body”

1 /4 Love of Neighbour in W3 Augustine, A, 7} My suggestion 18
that Augustine Ca realıze that the authorıty of Hrıst demanded much INOTC posıti-

16.W of the"NO ONE EVER HATED HIS OWN FLESH" IN AUGUSTINE  93  Indeed, themes like Christ as our brother, as physician, mediator, priest, or  those of the personal unity of the divine and the human in Christ!”, of  justification and salvation are not yet worked out. The further development  of Augustine’s christology owes certainly, among other factors, to his  higher appreciation of the body, as appears from his explanation of Eph.  5:29. It is also obvious that the Incarnation drew his attention more and  174  more to the value of the body  .  Leuven  Tarsicius Jan VAN BAVEL O.S.A.  > W. GEERLINGS, 0.C., p. 84 is opposed to my interpretation of the expression homi-  nem agere as a description of the Incarnation; it should simply be translated: "Christ as  human being". But even in this way I consider it as describing the Incarnation, for it  makes no sense to say that a human person speaks "as human being". When Jesus speaks  "as human being", it indicates that he is more than merely human. Corpus agere 0ccurs  about ten times in Augustine’s earlier works, and even in De praedestinatione sanctorum  17,34. PL 44,985, from the year 428 or 429, he writes: "Elegit (sc. Dominus) ergo eos de  mundo cum hic ageret carnem". One can translate these difficult formulations with agere  as "living in the flesh or the body", but one should not forget its litteral meaning: "activa-  ting the flesh or the body".  ”4 R, J. TESKE, Love of Neighbour in St. Augustine, a.c., p. 98: "My suggestion is  that Augustine came to realize that the authority of Christ demanded a much more positi-  ve view of the body ... Specifically, I want to suggest that it may have been his reading  of Eph. 5,29 that triggered the change of mind and heart".Specıufically, want Ssuggest that it INAaYy have been hıs readıng
of Eph 5,29 that trıggered the change of mınd and”
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AUGUST  78
WITH PHILOSOPHERS

ITHE RESURRECTION THE BODY

INTRODUCTION

In thıs artıcle attempt sShow NOw Augustine reconcıles the
teaching of the philosophers, eclectically put together, the resurrection
of the body wıth that of the Christians

()’Meara has publıshed LW  ®) excellent works 16 pertinent
the theme of OUT investigatlion. In OFDNYFY S Philosophy from Oracles

In Augustine he entify Porphyry  S Philosophy from Oracles
and h1s De anımae, 1C work(s), whether taken ON SCD-
arately, Augustine in enCOUuUNTter wıth the Platonists of h1ıs time
wıth TeESPECL the question of the resurrection of the body. In Augustine
and Neo-Platonısm “ ()’Meara g1ves ın scheme lıst of the pOo1Nts of
Contact between Augustine and OTpNAYTY.

We lımıt OUT held of ınvestigatıon the ollowing works of AN-
gustine: Sermones 240-247 and De (’ivitate Del 10.24,30.31,32:; LZZE:
13,.16:17.18.19.20: and 22,25-28 We cons1ıder only these works
relevant OUTr PUurpOSc.

DISCUSSION WITH PHILOSOPHE ERMONES 240-247

In thıs section attempt: (1) identify the phılosopher OppONECNLIS
of the resurrection of the body ın Sermones 240-242; 11) ShOw the
sımilarıty and the continulty of the discussions ın the three Sermones; and

ShOw the po1ints of conflict and of reconcılıation between Augustine
and the phılosophers.

Sermo 240), and The argument from the Incarnation of
CHhrist, Dy 1C He hecame the Mediator hetween (G(G0d and MEN,
bolsters the arz2ument JOr the resurrection and the transformation
of the body
In Sermo 240,4 and D, wrıtten between 405 and 410, Augustine

g1Vves clear indıcations that the phılosophers wıth whom he dıffers



ALFECHE

the question of resurrection and transformatıon of the body ollowers
both of ato and OTPNYTY, although these Names NnOL mentioned. In
Sermo 240,4 he descr1bes them d holdıng the followıng views!: (1) there
18 SOTT of afterlıfe; thıs 1s proved by the ımmortalıty of the soul; 11) the
souls in bodies 4S in pr1sons, CONSCQHUCNCE of sınnıng in the prev1-
OUuSs lıfe: 111 the souls of the un]ust, when they leave the body, immediate-
1y other 16S, and suffer Dy bearıng these bodies:; 1V) the souls
of the Just, when they leave the body, retiurn theır respective SLars and
Stay there for long time:; however, after havıng forgotten the miıserles of
the past lıfe, they delıght in reassumıng bodies and agaın undergo Su1ITe-
Mngs. ese doctrines clearly what ato teaches both iın Timaeus and
in Aedrus ato aSCT1bes the immortalıty 1f the soul combıned work
Dy and the deities“. The soul 1s SOWIN by seed; and
an 1t the deities for them ıt wıth mortal body. Thus, the
immortal element of Creatures from whereas the mortal ele-
MentT and the work of weavıng both the immortal and mortal consttuents
COINC from and 15 one Dy the deities?. ato also teaches that souls
imprisoned ın bodies 4S CONSCYHUCNCE of SOTIIC miıshap; because of thıs
they sınk neath the urden of theır forgetfulness and wrongdoing; and
thus they lose theıir WINgs and fall earth“ In the first fall they do NnOtL
ASSUTIIC bodies of beasts:;: they however, into bodies of infants wıth
dıfferent categorıes of potentialities”. ese dıfferences depend theır
egree of V1S1ON of realıty theıir Prev10uUS Journey regıon above the

"Philosophı saeculı hulus, quı magnı erun! el doct1, el caeter1s melı0res, anımam
humanam mortalem F“  R seNnserunt: solum SCNSECTUNLK, sed quantıs DOLUuCTUNLK arg U-
mentatıiıonıbus defenderunt, el 1DSas defensiones SUud! CONscrıptas poster1s relıquerunt96  M. ALFECHE  the question of resurrection and transformation of the body are followers  both of Plato and Porphyry, although these names are not mentioned. In  Sermo 240,4 he describes them as holding the following views‘: (i) there  is a sort of afterlife; this is proved by the immortality of the soul; (ii) the  souls are in bodies as in prisons, as a consequence of sinning in the previ-  ous life; (iii) the souls of the unjust, when they leave the body, immediate-  1y return to other bodies, and suffer by bearing these bodies; (iv) the souls  of the just, when they leave the body, return to their respective stars and  stay there for a long time; however, after having forgotten the miseries of  the past life, they delight in reassuming bodies and again undergo suffe-  rings. These doctrines are clearly what Plato teaches both in Timaeus and  in Phaedrus. Plato ascribes the immortality if the soul to a combined work  by God and the deities”. The soul is sown by God as a seed; and God  hands it to the deities for them to weave it with a mortal body. Thus, the  immortal element of creatures comes from God, whereas the mortal ele-  ment and the work of weaving both the immortal and mortal constituents  come from and is done by the deities’. Plato also teaches that souls are  imprisoned in bodies as a consequence of some mishap; because of this  they sink beneath the burden of their forgetfulness and wrongdoing; and  thus they lose their wings and fall to earth“. In the first fall they do not  assume bodies of beasts; they enter, however, into bodies of infants with  different categories of potentialities”. These differences depend on their  degree of vision of reality in their previous journey to a region above the  ! "Philosophi saeculi huius, qui magni fuerunt et docti, et caeteris meliores, anımam  humanam immortalem esse senserunt: nec solum senserunt, sed quantis potuerunt argu-  mentationibus defenderunt, et ipsas defensiones suas conscriptas posteris reliquerunt ... Hi  ergo qui senserunt atque dixerunt animas humanes immortales, de malis hominum, de  aerumnis erroribusque mortalium quaesierunt causas, quantum homines potuerunt; et  dixerunt, sicut potuerunt, praecessisse nescio quae in alia vita peccata, quorum peccatorum  merito ista corpora velut carcerem animae mererentur ... Et hic contriverunt ingenia sua;  et laboraverunt, quantum potuerunt, reddere hominibus rationem, vel sibi, vel aliis: et  dixerunt, animas hominum male viventium immundas pessimis moribus, cum exierint de  corporibus, rursus continuo revolvi ad alia corpora, et poenas hic luere quas videmus; eas  vero animas quae bene vixerunt, cum exierint de corporibus, ire ad superna coelorum,  requiescere ibi in stellis et luminibus istis conspicuis, vel quibuscumque coelestibus  abditisque secretis, obliviscı omnium praeteritorum malorum, et rursus delectari redire ad  corpora, et venire iterum ad ista patienda”. Sermo 240,4, PL 38,1132.  ? See PLATO, Timaeus 41b, Platon, Oeuvres completes, (A. RIVAUD, ed.), Paris, 1956,  p.156.  ? PLATO, Timaeus 41c-d, p. 157.  * See PLATO, Phaedrus 248a-b, Platon, Oeuvres completes, (L. ROBIN, ed.), Paris,  1954, p. 39-40.  5 PLATO, Phaedrus 248a-b, p. 39-40.Hı
CTRO quı Nserunt alque dixerunt anımas humanes immortales, de alıs homınum, de
aerumnıs errorıbusque mortalıum quaesierun Causas, quantium homiınes DOLUeCTUNK; el
dıxerunt, SICuUL pOtuerunt, praecess1isse NeSCIO QJuaC iın alıa vıta peccala, (0) DECCalLorum
mer1to 1sta 10) velut anımae ererentur96  M. ALFECHE  the question of resurrection and transformation of the body are followers  both of Plato and Porphyry, although these names are not mentioned. In  Sermo 240,4 he describes them as holding the following views‘: (i) there  is a sort of afterlife; this is proved by the immortality of the soul; (ii) the  souls are in bodies as in prisons, as a consequence of sinning in the previ-  ous life; (iii) the souls of the unjust, when they leave the body, immediate-  1y return to other bodies, and suffer by bearing these bodies; (iv) the souls  of the just, when they leave the body, return to their respective stars and  stay there for a long time; however, after having forgotten the miseries of  the past life, they delight in reassuming bodies and again undergo suffe-  rings. These doctrines are clearly what Plato teaches both in Timaeus and  in Phaedrus. Plato ascribes the immortality if the soul to a combined work  by God and the deities”. The soul is sown by God as a seed; and God  hands it to the deities for them to weave it with a mortal body. Thus, the  immortal element of creatures comes from God, whereas the mortal ele-  ment and the work of weaving both the immortal and mortal constituents  come from and is done by the deities’. Plato also teaches that souls are  imprisoned in bodies as a consequence of some mishap; because of this  they sink beneath the burden of their forgetfulness and wrongdoing; and  thus they lose their wings and fall to earth“. In the first fall they do not  assume bodies of beasts; they enter, however, into bodies of infants with  different categories of potentialities”. These differences depend on their  degree of vision of reality in their previous journey to a region above the  ! "Philosophi saeculi huius, qui magni fuerunt et docti, et caeteris meliores, anımam  humanam immortalem esse senserunt: nec solum senserunt, sed quantis potuerunt argu-  mentationibus defenderunt, et ipsas defensiones suas conscriptas posteris reliquerunt ... Hi  ergo qui senserunt atque dixerunt animas humanes immortales, de malis hominum, de  aerumnis erroribusque mortalium quaesierunt causas, quantum homines potuerunt; et  dixerunt, sicut potuerunt, praecessisse nescio quae in alia vita peccata, quorum peccatorum  merito ista corpora velut carcerem animae mererentur ... Et hic contriverunt ingenia sua;  et laboraverunt, quantum potuerunt, reddere hominibus rationem, vel sibi, vel aliis: et  dixerunt, animas hominum male viventium immundas pessimis moribus, cum exierint de  corporibus, rursus continuo revolvi ad alia corpora, et poenas hic luere quas videmus; eas  vero animas quae bene vixerunt, cum exierint de corporibus, ire ad superna coelorum,  requiescere ibi in stellis et luminibus istis conspicuis, vel quibuscumque coelestibus  abditisque secretis, obliviscı omnium praeteritorum malorum, et rursus delectari redire ad  corpora, et venire iterum ad ista patienda”. Sermo 240,4, PL 38,1132.  ? See PLATO, Timaeus 41b, Platon, Oeuvres completes, (A. RIVAUD, ed.), Paris, 1956,  p.156.  ? PLATO, Timaeus 41c-d, p. 157.  * See PLATO, Phaedrus 248a-b, Platon, Oeuvres completes, (L. ROBIN, ed.), Paris,  1954, p. 39-40.  5 PLATO, Phaedrus 248a-b, p. 39-40.hic contrıverunt ingen1a SUuäxa,

raverun quanium DOLueTUNL, eddere homminıbus ratıonem, vel Sıb1, vel 115 el

dıxerunt, anımas homınum male viventium immundas pessSIm1Ss mor1bus, CUIMN exierint de
Corpor1bus, [UISUS continuo revolvı ad alıa5 ei DOCNHAS hıc luere quas videmus:;
VC)] Nnımas qua«c bene vixerunt, CUMM exiermint de corpor1ıbus, ad coelorum,
requlescere 1bı in tellıs eit lumınıbus SUus CONSDICUIS, vel quıbuscumque coeles!|  us
abdıtısque secrets, oblıvıscı Omnıum praeter1torum malorum, ef IUISUuS elec! redıre ad
(0)  5 el veniıre 1terum ad i1sta patıenda . ermoOo 240.4, 38,1132.

See PLA' I ımaeus 41b, Platon CUVFreSs completes, RIVAUD, e4.),; Parıs, 1956,
p.156.

PLATO, I ıiımaeus 41c-d, 157
See PLATO. Phaedrus 248a-b Platon, euvres completes, OBIN, ed.) Parıs,

1954, 30 -40
PLATO, Phaedrus a- 390-40



UGUSTINE’S RESURRECTION

skıes IC 15 the abode of realıty.Only knowledge 15 concerned wıth
th1ıs realıty and only the intellect, 16 18 the pılo of the soul, TC-
hend 1t The hirst STOUD, namely, those who WEIC MOSTL perceptive of that
realıty in the TSt Journey, destined become seekers of w1sdom,
followers of Muses and lovers; the second MOoOST perceptive become
law-abıdıng monarchs, WAaTrTIOTS commanders:; the hırd become
IMEeN of alrs, of households, financiers: the (0211
lovers of physıcal actıviıties, OT traıners, physıcı1ans; the fıfth,
soothsayers officıals of mysterles; the SIXth, become pDOelS, practi-
1oners of SOINIC other imıtatıve artl; the seventh destined artısans

farmers:; the e1g popular teachers OT demagogues; and the
nınth become In the second incarnatıon, however, the PAYyS1-
cal form that souls AdSSUumMe depends the goodness and the badness of
their prev10us ife thıs time human souls IMNAaYy into bodıies of
beasts; and souls 16 or1ginally WEIC human IMNaYy change from beasts
back into men ato teaches that the into bodies 15 punishment”.
For the phılosophers ıt involves undergoing sSlow and paınfull PIOCCSS of
growing wings"” 1n order reach NC INOTC the height of wisdom}!!.
For those who AdSSUIMNC bodies of beasts 1t WOU. INC. being deprived of
see1ng truth again “

OTrpAYyTY ollows several of Plato’s doctrines. He rejected, how-
CVET, Plato’s teachiıng of the bodies of beasts, and taught the

other Ne human bodies instead .
In Sermo 240,5 Augustine g1ves uSs LIOIC information about the

posıtion of these phılosophers They deny Christ the mediator
between and LIIC)  = Augustine reaCts thıs enl He ca them
A ıle acknowledging them WI1ISse al the Sdalllc time. ccording-
1y he consıders 1t PIODCI appIiy them the words of the apostle in
Cor 1,20 nGod has made foolısh the w1ısdom of thıs world” He does thıs
In order put them in COoONnfTtrast T1S who 15 truly the w1isdom of
In oıng thıs and Dy further eferring the followıng VEISCS, namely J1

PLATO, Phaedrus 241cC,
PLATO, Phaedrus 248e, 41
PEATO,. Phaedrus 249b, 41
PLATO, Phaedrus 2506: PLATO teaches that the reiurn the 18 A deprIi-

vlatıon of the DUTC lıght enjoyed al the beatıfic VISION In the. first Journey by followıing
eus. Ihe body 1s walkıng sepulchre ıch bound lıke 1ts

PLATO, Phaedrus e-  a, 41
Ihid.
PLATO, T ıimaeus 42C, 158

13 See De (/ivıtate DeL 13,19, SEL 40/1,



ALFECHE

24, he NOT only the conflict between Paul and the Jews and the
Gentiles, but also introduces revolutionary Cristian teaching that WONUL.
bring those phılosophers acknowledge that the incarnate T1sS 15 equal

the Father wıth respecCt dıvıne that Christ Hıs cruciıhx1ion
showed mself be the W and the w1ısdom of

"TIhe phılosophers saıd much about thıs The phılosophers of this WOT'!
of whom (OUT Scripture ays  (0] has made foolısh the WI1  om of thıs world’
(1 Cor 1,20) cCould NOL discover something NO  A than thıs (G0d has made
foolısh the wısdom of this WOT! HNOw much INO has he made foolısh fool-
ishness? wisdom of the world ıs foolıshness God’s CYCS, HNOw far from
G0od 15 the real foolishness of thıs world? There 1S, hNOowever, certaiın oolish-
NESS of thıs WOT! which eaches of which the Apostle SaySs “Since in the
wiısdom of God, the dıd NOTL kKNOW (G0d OuUg! W1sdom, it pleased God
through the LOLLy of what SadVC those who belıeve). And he
adds "Since the Jews ask for S1gNsS, the Tee| seeck W1ISdOom; however,
preach Christ crucified, stumbling-block the Jews, foolıshness the
Gentiles; but those who AaIc called, Jews and TE themselves, Christ 18 the
DOWCT of and the wiısdom of G0d’ (1 Cor 1.21:24) 8

The Statement "There 1S, however, certaıin foolıshness of thıs WOT.
1C reaches Godnls, } cClearly refers Christ, 15 made iın OppOSsI-
t1on the denı1al of Christ d the Mediator Dy «the phılosophers. It 15
assert10on of belief.

oug iın thıs paragraph Augustine does nOTLt DeC1LYy further
whom the phılosophers WeEeTIC ollowing, 1t 18 clear enough that he 1S refer-
nng them N followers of orphyry. ’”Meara WOU. aAaBICC wıth thıs
In h1s work, OFrDNYFY'S Philosophy from Oracles INn Augustine, he pO1Nts
Ouf that Porphyry  S maın attacks agaınst Christianity the following
points”®: (1) the equalıty of T1S wıth the Father: 11) the resurrection of
Christ’s body; 111 Christ’s truthfulness 1n prophesyıng the belief of Inen
in Hım and the resurrection of the DOdy; and 1V) the resurrectlon of all

"Hoc dixerunt valde magnı phılosophıi. Isto plus Invenıre hıl DOWweTUNL phılosophiı
undı huJus, de quıbus dıcıt Scriptura Stultam fecit Deus sapıentiam AUJUS mundl.
1 sapıentiam, magıs stultıam? 1 sapıentia mundı stultıtıa est apud Deum, CIa
stultitia mundı quam onge est Deo? Est tamen quaedam tultıtıa mundı huJus, JuaC
pervenıt ad Deum, de 1C1 postolus Quoniam In sapıentia De1 CO2NovIt MuN-
dus Der sapıentiam Deum, placutt Deo DeET stultıtiam praedicationis Salvos facere creden-
les. Et dıicıt ‘Quoni1am Judaeı sıgna peLunt, el Giraecı sapıentiam quaeTunt: NOS praedıca-
INUS Christum crucıfixum: Judaeıs quıdem scandalum, Gentbus stultıtıam: 1DSIS
vocatıs Judaeıs TAaeCISs Christum De1 virtutem er De1ı sapıentiam ” (1 Cor. 1,20-24)
ermoO 240,5, 38.1132-1133

15 Lamen quaeı tultıtıa mundı huJus, ua pervenıt ad Deum ” ermoO 240,5,
38,1 132
16 J.O’MEARA, Porphyry's Phılosophy from Oracles in ugustine, Parıs, 1959, AB

83
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bodies These four pOo1Nts NnOT distinctly put ın Sermo 240 However,
they DutL clearly iın De (ivitate De: 222528 and there ıt 15 expressly
sa1ld that they held by followers of OTPNAYTY. Thus, ın the 1g of De
(ivitate Del 22,25-28 We INAaY Sa Y that ın Sermo 240, and those phıl-
osophers who reject the teachıng that T1S 18 the Mediator between God
and IMnNenNn followers of Porphyry

By asserting that T1S 15 the Mediator between and INCN,
Augustine also asserts the equalıty of T1S wıth the Father. And
aCCOount of thıs he also AaSSEeTTS the truthfulness of what hrıst declares!’.
Therefore, what T1S declares wıth reSPECI 1e in Hım and Order-
ıng of ıfe accordıng thıs belief, and what he declares wıth
respecCt the resurrection of the body of the bellıevers and theıir transform-
at10n better chould consequently

"Ihe ord Christ, who 15 the w1sdom Of God, Came. Heaven sounds:; let the
ITrOogs keep ılent! What the truth SdYS 18 What He sald, that 1S, that the
human TacCce 18 in the condiıtion f SIN, 18 clear. But he who has belıeved In the
ediator, who 18 the intercessor een God and INCeMN (between the rnghteous
(j0od and the sinful INCN, INterceSSOTY holy 1901 assumıng humanıty from
below and holiness from above, and ereiore he 18 the ediator; from above
He 18 unıted wıth the ather, from below He 18 unıte' wıth usS, S1INCEe 1f He
WEIC wholly from there, He WOU. completely only there; and 1f He WE

wholly from here, He would completely here yıng down miserably]
lıving wıth uS, and ereiore could 19{011 Mediator); he, therefore, who has
believed ın the ediator, and has lıved Taıthfully and righteously, he wıll
surely eave behind h1is Dody and wıll attaın resLi. However, ater he wıll
eceive his DOdy, NOL In Order that It wıll for hım SOUTCE of suffering, but

+ 1%SOUTCC of beauty, and he will lıve wıth God foreve

ermo0 2414 Aato mMAaLntalns that ıf 15 hbecause ofm that
the Souls take delight In 20in hack the bodies INn order suffer
In Sermo 241,4 Augustine contends that instead of makıng forget-

ulness the for the souls’ the bodies, aftfo in fact makes
the Plato’s followers, in Augustine s explanatıon, descr1be

"Quod dixıt ver1ltas, hOcC est erum  AA ermo 240,5, 38,1133
18 "Venıiıt Domuiinus Chrıstus, sapıentia De1 coelum (ONaLl; Tallac Ceant. Quod X 1t

verıtas, hOC est CIUIMM uod dıxıt, in ala quidem SSC humanım ‚Ausa peccatı,
manıfestum esL. Sed quı credıiderıt ediatorem, quı constitutus est medius inter Deum
er homines (inter Deum Justum el homines inJustos, medius homo Justus, humanıtatem
NS de ImoO, Justitiam de' el deo medius: 1NC UuNumMm), el nde uUuNum, quıa S1

inde, ıbl SI ulrumque hınc, nobiscum Jaceret, ef medius NON esset) quı
CI RO credıiderıt In ediatorem, er fidelıter bene vixerI1t, exıiet quıdem de L0)  „ ef erıt
in requle; Vvivet CU]  = Deo ageternum . Sermo 240,5, 38.1 133
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theıir positiıon in the followıing MaAanneT.: the souls, after long reSsLT, forget
past miserles; A result they agaın begın long be unıted wıth bodies.

they SaY that after ong per10d of time, and OMNCEC they have forgotten
the miıserl1es of the DPrev10OuS lıfe, the souls begin long reiurn
bodiesL

In Augustine s interpretation thıs Platonic teaching WOU Mcan that
the souls COMNC back precisely suffer agaın in the bodies, forget

blaspheme agalnst hım and struggle agaınst lust ato WOUu attrıbute
the of th1ıs desıire, accordıng Augustine, the souls’ orgetful-
es5 Augustine, however, rejects thıs explanatıon the grounds that 1f
the souls forget past miserles, they 111 surely forget the desıre of the
Aesh*. However, 1t 15 ell known that Augustine consıders the desires of
the flesh eviıl. ato maılintaıns the same'  21 Thus, ıf ato condemns
the desires of the fMesh well, he WOU surely have ondemned the idea
that 1t 15 the of the desıres of the Nesh 3 @ induces the souls
COMMIC back the bodies. But in fact he 0€Ss nNOL, by sayıng that the souls
take delıght in comıng back bodies.

"An! it wıll delıght the SOulSs COM back, and agaiın they wiıll COIMINEC back
bear the 165 suffer mi1iserles, orge! God, and agalnst
God, follow the desires of the body, and truggle against lust TOom
whnere and for what do they COMIMMEC back those miseries? ell Wwhy.
It 15 because they forget. they forget all eviıls, let them also forget the desire

n22of the flesh. They emember only thıs evıl, Dy which they have en

In the statement CYV remember only thıs evil, Dy 3C they have
fallen“" Augustine clearly CXPTICSSCS h1s interpretation that fOor ato and
hH1S followers it 18 none ther than IN of elıghts that Causcs the souls

delıght ın coming back bodies.

19 inquıunt, DOSL onga LCMDOTA, facta penıtus oblıyıone mıserl1arum,
Incıpıunt velle revertı in 4}  corpora Sermo 241.,4, 3 5 1135

"Ol Oomnı1a ala oblıvıscuntur, oblıvıscantur el delectatıonem arnıs'. ermoO 241,4,
811535
21 See PLATO, T imaeus 42D, 158 as! of desıres ould lead lıfe:

subjection them would ead wıicked lıfe.
"Et delectabıt venıre, el IUISUS venıunt ad i1sta patıenda, ad ista oOleranda, ad

obliviscendum Deum, blasphemandum Deum, ad sequendas COTDOTIS voluptates, ad

as 1dınes. venıunt ad 1stas miserl1as, unde, quo'  W Dic mıhl, quare? Quıia
oblıyıscuntur. 1 Omnı1a mala oblıvyıscun(ur, oblıvıscantur et delectatıonem Carnıs. Hoc
solum malo SUO memi1nerunt, unde ruerunt”. ermo 241.4,; 38,1135

"Hoc solum malo SUO meminerunt, unde ruerunt .  x Sermo 241,4, 38.11355
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eYy COIMNC back Why? It 15 because it 15 delight dwell ıIn the bodies
ere does that delıght COMME from, EXCEDL from IN because they fOr-
merly lıved there in the bodies?"2

Sermo 2415 The souls of the Just In heaven CAaNNnOLT he TULYy
appDY if the teaching of the followers ofAto 15 he accepted
Augustine that SV the souls of the Just Cannot be truly

appY after 1ıfe if the philosophers’ teaching 15 accepted. He sShows
thıs, TSst Dy appealıng the STatement of Vırgıl Plato’s teachıng the

of the soul. In the Judgement of Vırgıl the Platonists’ teaching
WOUu iInNncan that the souls desıire what 15 miıiserable: "tam dıra cupido  25n
Second, he sSshows that, 1f ONEC has analyze the philosophers’ teaching, 1t
WOUuU ımposs1ıble maıntaın that the souls of the Just really
appY. Why? No matter whether the souls remember do NOTL remember
their past miserl1es eıther because of of forgetfulness, they 111
surely suffer NCC hey COINC back AdSSUuMec bodies. In eıther WAaY they
CannotTLt be appY. For ıf they know, hOow COUu. they be free irom WOTTIES
when they 1in of theıir future miserles”? Worries reflect insecurity“®. ÖOr,
1T they do nNnOT KNOW, hOow they De re appYy,; SINCEe they
dece1ved, for 1n fact they 111 agaın suffer misery“'. 1To have enjJoyment
hrough mistake, accordıng Augustine, 1 NOTL re. happy“.

en, ask YOU, do these SOuls In heaven KNOW OT NOL that they wıll agaln
suffer the m1iseres of this 111e choose what YOU WOUL.AUGUSTINE’S DISCUSSIONS ON THE RESURRECTION  101  "They come back. Why? It is because it is a delight to dwell in the bodies.  Where does that delight come from, except from memory, because they for-  merly lived there in the bodies?"?,  C. Sermo 241,5: The souls of the just in heaven cannot be truly  happy if the teaching of the followers of Plato is to be accepted  Augustine argues that even the souls of the just cannot be truly  happy after life if the philosophers’ teaching is to be accepted. He shows  this, first by appealing to the statement of Virgil on Plato’s teaching on the  return of the soul. In the judgement of Virgil the Platonists’ teaching  would mean that the souls desire what is miserable: "tam dira cupido”".  Second, he shows that, if one has to analyze the philosophers’ teaching, it  would be impossible to maintain that the souls of the just can really be  happy. Why? No matter whether the souls remember or do not remember  their past miseries either because of memory or of forgetfulness, they will  surely suffer once they come back to assume bodies. In either way they  cannot be happy. For if they know, how could they be free from worries  when they think of their future miseries? Worries reflect insecurity”®. Or,  if they do not know, how can they be really happy, since they are  deceived, for in fact they will again suffer misery”. To have enjoyment  through a mistake, according to Augustine, is not to be really happy”.  "Then, I ask you, do these souls in heaven know or not that they will again  suffer the miseries of this life? choose what you would ... If they know that  they will suffer such great misery, how are they happy worrying about their  future misery? How are they happy there where they are without security? If  they do not know, and therefore do not think that they will sufffer, then they  are happy by mistake, for they shall suffer, although they think that they shall  % "Veniunt: quare? Quia delectat, nisi per memoriam, quia ibi aliquando habitave-  runt?". Sermo 241,4, PL 38,1135.  3 "O pater, anne aliquas ad caelum hinc ire putandum est sublimes animas iterumque  ad tarda reverti corpora? quae lucis miseris tam dira cupido?". VIRGIL, Aeneid 6,719-721,  (H.Goelzer, ed. & A.Bellesort, transl.), Tome I, Paris, 1970, p. 190-191. Quoted by AU-  GUSTINE in Sermo 240,5, PL 38,1136.  2 "Si sciunt se passuras esse tantas miserias, quomodo sunt beatae, miserias suas  futuras cogitantes? quomodo sunt beatae, ubi sunt sine securitate?". Sermo 241,5, PL  38,1136.  27 "Si nesciunt, et non se putant esse passuras, errando sunt beatae”. Sermo 241,5, PL  38.1136.  % v"Erunt ergo errore felices; erunt beatae; non aeternitate, sed falsitate". Sermo 241,5,  PL 38.1136.they KNOW that
they wıll suffer such MISETY, NOw aIc they WOITYINg aDOut their
future misery? How ATIc they there whnere hey dIC wıthout secunty? If
they do NOL KNOW, and therefore do 19(0)1 thınk that they 111 sufffer, then they
aAIic DYy mistake, for they chall suffer, although they thıink that they shall

"Veniunt: quare”? Quıa delectat, 1S1 DCI memorT1am, quıa 1Dı alıquando habıtave-
nt‘?” ermo 241,4, 381135

} paler, NNC alıquas ad caelum 1INC ıre putandum est Su:  1mes anımas ıterumque
ad revert1 corpora? Qqua«C luc1s miser1ıs dıra cup1do?”, VIRGIL, Aenetid 6,719-721,
(H.Goelzer, A.Bellesort, transl.), ome L Parıs, 1970, 190-191 uoted Dy AU-

in ermoO 240,5, 38,1136.
"S1 scC1unt aSSuras SSC miserias. quomodo Sunt beatae, mi1ser1as SUuas

futuras cogıtantes quomodo Sunt Cal  B, ubı SUunt sSıne securıtate?". Sermo 241,5.
38,.1136

27 AL nesc1unt, el NON SSC DaSSuras, errando SUnt beatae” ermoOo 241,5,
8,1136

"Erunt CIBO felıces: Tunt beatae; NONMN aeternıtate, sed falsı: Sermo 241,5,
38,1136
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noTt su{ffer. What 18 thınk wrongly Dut eIT? They wıll, ereIOre,
129through CITOTI, they wıll appY,; nNnOL eternally but falsely

In opposıition the philosopher s CONCEDL of happiness, C ın
h1ıs analysıs 1$ NnOTL re. happıness, Augustine pOsI1ts happıness in
being Tate' from falsehood and in pOosSsessing the Thıs 15
chlıeved hrough hrıst’s work of redemption.

ay the 1berate us in Order that truly because the
words of OUT edeemerT NOL ineffectıve “ar the SOn WOU. sel YOU GE
then yOu wıll De truly appY FOr He Hımself has Sal \a YOU remaın In
words, YOU wiıll ruly IN Y discıples; yYOU wiıll KNOW the truth, and the truth
11l sel YOU free  > (Jo 8,306, 31, 323°

Thıs reference T1S5 aASs the Redeemer and aSs the Iruth, 15 of paramount
ımportance Augustine s point. : It AaSSEeTTS h1s 16 in T1S as equal
wıth the Father, and 1n the truthfulness of Hıs sStatements agalınst the
denıials of orphyry Accordingly, the philosophers whom Augustine 1$
confronting a1so followers of OTpNAYTY. Thus, 1ıle in paragraph four
Augustine’s description of the hefs of these philosophers demonstrates
that they followers of ato, although Plato’s Namlece 18 NOT expressly
mentloned, In paragraph five h1is descr1ption of the SAadInNec philosophers’
other belıef cShoOows that they 1kewı1se followers of OTDPNYTY, although
the Namnle of OTrpAYyTY 1$ NOTL mentioned. Thıs ShOws that ermo 241,4 and

1s doublet of Sermo 240,4 and
That these philosophers indeed followers of ato and al the

Samle time of Porphyry 15 expressly indıcated in paragraph Here a_
goras’ Namle 1$ NCIude! Thıs inclusıon g1ves evıdence of the infÄuence of
Pythagoras the later philosophers. It 15 noted that ato Was much
infÄuenced Dy the Pythagoreans and Dy the iCS, especlally wıth reSspecCL

the fall of the souls and theır reincarnation”.

eiınde, rogo O, SC1unt stae anımae In coelo, PDAaSSuras SSC [UISUS hujJus vitae
miser1as, nesciunt? Elıge quod voluer1s. 1 sc1unt aSSUuras SS5C tantlas miser1as,
quomodo Sunt beatae, miser1as SUl: futuras cogitantes? quomodo SUunt beatae, ubı Sunt

sıne securıtate‘?102  M. ALFECHE  not suffer. What is to think wrongly but to err? They will, therefore, be happy  29  through error; they will be happy, not eternally but falsely  .  In opposition to the philosopher’s concept of happiness, which in  his analysis is not really happiness, Augustine posits true happiness in  being liberated from falsehood and in possessing the truth. This is  achieved through Christ’s work of redemption.  "May the truth liberate us in order that we can truly be happy because the  words of our Redeemer are not ineffective: ‘if the Son would set you free,  then you will be truly happy’. For He Himself has said: ‘If you remain in my  words, you will truly be my disciples; you will know the truth, and the truth  will set you free’" (Jo. 8,36, 31, 32)”.  This reference to Christ as the Redeemer and as the Truth, is of paramount  importance to Augustine’s point.-It asserts his belief in Christ as equal  with the Father, and in the truthfulness of His statements against the  denials of Porphyry. Accordingly, the philosophers whom Augustine is  confronting are also followers of Porphyry. Thus, while in paragraph four  Augustine’s description of the beliefs of these philosophers demonstrates  that they are followers of Plato, although Plato’s name is not expressly  mentioned, in paragraph five his description of the same philosophers’  other belief shows that they are likewise followers of Porphyry, although  the name of Porphyry is not mentioned. This shows that Sermo 241,4 and  5 is a doublet of Sermo 240,4 and 5.  That these philosophers are indeed followers of Plato and at the  same time of Porphyry is expressly indicated in paragraph 6. Here Pytha-  goras’ name is included. This inclusion gives evidence of the influence of  Pythagoras on the later philosophers. It is to be noted that Plato was much  influenced by the Pythagoreans and by the Orphics, especially with respect  to the fall of the souls and their reincarnation*'.  29 “Deinde, rogo te, sciunt se istae animae in coelo, passuras esse rursus hujus vitae  miserias, an nesciunt? Elige quod volueris. Si sciunt se passuras esse tantas miserias,  quomodo sunt beatae, miserias suas futuras cogitantes? quomodo sunt beatae, ubi sunt  sine securitate? ... Si nesciunt, et non se putant esse passuras, errando sunt beatae. Quod  enim passurae sunt, putant se non passuras: quod falsum putare, quid est aliud quam  errare? Erunt ergo errore felices; erunt beatae; non aeternitate, sed falsitate". Sermo 241,5,  PL.:38; 4136:  30 "I iberet nos veritas, ut vere beati esse possimus: quoniam non vacat sermo Re-  demptoris nostri, Si vos Filius liberaverit, tunc vere liberi eritis. Ipse enim dixit: Si man-  seritis in verbo meo, vere discipuli mei eritis; et cognoscetis veritatem, et veritas liberabit  vos". Sermo 241,5, PL 38,1136.  31 See note 1 in D. LEE, (ed.), Plato, Phaedrus & Letters VII & VIII, Harmondsworth,  1981, p. 54.1 nescıunt, el NON Dutant I  Z DaSSuTas, errando Sunt beatae. Quod
Nnım DAaSSuUTaC SUNL, putant NON DassSuras. quod falsum Dulare, quıd est 1ud (quam
errare? Trunt CIBO elıces:; ITuUunt beatae; NOMN aeterniıtate, sed alsıtate  x ermoO 241,5,

38, 1136
"L.beret NOS ver1tas, ut ( beatı SS5C DOSSIMUS: quon1am NON vacat SCITNO Re-

demptorI1s nostr1, \ VOS Fılius lıberaverilt, IuncC ere lıber. erıtis. Ipse nım dixıt: SI N-

SEerLtLSs ıIn verbo ere discipull mel er1it1s; el COgNOSCENS verıtatem, verıtas lıherabıt
VoOoS  xr ermoO 241.,3., 38,.1136.

41 See note LEE, (ed.) alto, Phaedrus Letters VITI VUIII, Harmondsworth,
1981
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ermo 24106 The teaching of the philosophers hope for
AappDY life Involves contradıction

In paragraph Augustine becomes EVECN INOITC agressive and sharp
agaınst the phılosophers He invıtes his lısteners chare the Samne attıtude
wıth hım towards them Ih lısten another point 1C 15
another poılint s10) about, OI, rather ridiculed"*.

Why does Augustine SaV thıs? He explaıns that for these philos-
ophers, for example, Pythagoras, ato, OTPNAYTY, and any  Y else of
theıir kınd, seek w1ısdom 15 seek appY life® In jJudgement thıs
points certaın Casurec of gnosticısm these philosophers
appYy lıfe, however, Can INOTEC ulLy attaıned when Just soul leaves
behind 1ts body eart. Why? Because eart 1ıle bear bodies
bear 1serles. Yet; they 5SdY, here eart there 15 hope for appY
ıfe happıness 1ın heaven, b{ 15 reached after the soul leaves 1n
the body 1t had assumed. It 18 thıs point that Augustine TeAaCIS. For
he already pointed Out ın paragraph S, ın analysıs of the teachıngs of
the phılosophers, Eeven the souls of the Just IC have departed from the
bodies Can NnOTL truly appY. hether they know 1t 0)8 NOL, these souls
111 surely eıther WO) about theır future m1Ssery else when they In
heaven, and Can presumed be appY, but in fact, unhappy, Since
they aATe happy there Dy mistake errando), these souls 111 eventually
COTMNNC back ASSUTMNC bodies and lıve in mMI1SeTY. Thıs WOUL 1091 that the
Just souls here eart. hope for 1ife happıer than the ıfe itself ope
for Dy the SdaI11c souls already in heaven.

You who dIC W1Se here, YOU who aATic phılosopher here, that 18 SqY,
earth for example Pythagoras, ato, Porphyry, and ybody else of theır
ın why do YOU philosophize? He SaVYS, in Order ODtaın DDY lıfe
When ll YOU have thıs appY lıfe? When leave thıs body behind
he anSWeIS Now, indeed, ead m1serable lıfe; Dut there 18 hope IOr
appY ıfe There (ın the heavens) \JOY lıfe; Dut there 18 hope for

mi1iserable lıfe TIhus, the hope OUT unhap
the hope In OUT appY 1$ unhapppY  34 condıtion 1S apDY; and

"Deinde audıte alıud DEeJUS, alıud olendum vel potius ırmdendum”. ermoO 241,6,
38,1136
33 UJUaIC phiılosopharıs? op! vitam, INquıit, beatam ”“ ermoOo 241,6, 38,1136

"Hıc sapıens, h1ic phılosophe, hoc SSl {eITa verbı oratıa, Pythagoras, Plato,
Porphyrıius, el NeSCIO quı1s 1US 1DSOrum), Quare phılosopharıs? opter vitam, INquItL,
beatam Quando habebıs istam vıiıtam beatam? (Cum hOC L0)  > Inquıt, relıquero teITA.
Modi CTSO miıisera vıta gerıitur, sed SDCS est beatae vıtae: 1ıbı beata vıta geritur, sed SDCS est
miserae ı1tae Ergo SCS nOsrae infehrcıtatıs est ellX, el felıcıtatıs intel1x”. ermo 241,6,

38,1 137
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the end of paragraph Augustine TCCXDTCSSCS both h1s riıdicule
and for the posıtion of the philosophers; riıdicule, because ıt 15
incorrect””:; ITOW, because theır teachıngs esteemed Dy mMan Yy and
mislead them  36 He sShows CONCECIN for other’s welfare. Yet he pınpoinNts
theır absurdıtles, and persuades h1s lısteners reject the position of the
phılosophers outrıght. In Augustine s interpretation the hope of the Just
souls, accordıng the teaching of the phılosophers, 18 in the last analysıs
nouriıshed Dy love for baseness.

us reject these; and eıther let us SCO al it because they INCOTrrTeCth; ÖT,
let us SO for them, SINCE they esteemed greal. Sisters and brothers,
these remarkable absurdities of and earn people. How much better
do gard the great mysteri1es f the sSaın! They Sa Y that the purified
souls, cleansed, and WISEe, Out of love for the 16S. wıll reiu
them; they SaYy that the purı souls, Out of love for bodies, wıll reiurn
ASSUMNIC bodies Does purified soul, therefore, love in thıs manner Is this
love NnOL grealt basenessyn

ermo 24108 Not all of hodies AYre hunned

Augustine s discussion in paragraph 18 1mıted the
"Corpus est 00191 fugıiendum . Thıs statement 18 attrıbuted orphyry
and AaDDCAaIS here S1X times. Augustine consıders OTrphAYTY a the bıtterest

of the Christian al "Nde1 chrıistianae aCEeITIMUS In1m1CusS”'). Yet,
he (teMpeCTS this portrayal Dy sayıng that OrphYTY, sıdes havıng been
embarassed Dy the absurdities of h1s predecessors, Was certaın exient
corrected Dy SOIMNC Christian teachings: Porphyrıius, fide1 christianae ACeT-
MUS IN1IMICUS, quı 1am christianıs temporıbus fult; sed tamen ab 1PS1S
deliramentis erubescendo, Christlanıs 1qua parte COorreptus . The
word here INOTC the idea of DE Cal in dıs-
CusSs10N and consequently "corrected” than sSımply 'be: Ca Thıs 15
borne Out by Porphyry’'s partı denıal of Plato’s harsh CONCEDL of reinCar-
natıon, enl 1C partıally favors Christian teaching.

35 A ve]l rideamus quıa falsa Sunt, vel doleamus quıa Maygna existimantur”. Sermo
241,6, 38,1 137

11M. ALFECHE  104  At the end of paragraph 6 Augustine reexpresses both his ridicule  and sorrow for the position of the philosophers; ridicule, because it is  incorrect””; sorrow, because their teachings are esteemed by many and  mislead them*. He shows concern for other’s welfare. Yet he pinpoints  their absurdities, and persuades his listeners to reject the position of the  philosophers outright. In Augustine’s interpretation the hope of the just  souls, according to the teaching of the philosophers, is in the last analysis  nourished by a love for baseness.  "Let us reject these; and either let us scoff at it because they are incorrect; Or,  let us be sorry for them, since they are esteemed great. Sisters and brothers,  these are remarkable absurdities of great and leamed people. How much better  do we regard the great mysteries of the great saints? They say that the purified  souls, cleansed, and wise, out of love for the bodies, will return to assume  them; they say that the purified souls, out of love for bodies, will retum to  assume bodies. Does a purified soul, therefore, love in this manner? Is this  love not a great baseness  ?v137  E. Sermo 241,7: Not all sorts of bodies are shunned  Augustine’s discussion in paragraph 7 is limited to the statement:  "Corpus est omne fugiendum"”. This statement is attributed to Porphyry  and appears here six times. Augustine considers Porphyry as the bitterest  enemy of the Christian faith ("fidei christianae acerrimus inimicus"). Yet,  he tempers this portrayal by saying that Porphyry, besides having been  embarassed by the absurdities of his predecessors, was to a certain extent  corrected by some Christian teachings: "Porphyrius, fidei christianae acer-  rimus inimicus, qui iam christianis temporibus fuit; sed tamen ab ipsis  deliramentis erubescendo, a Christianis ex aliqua parte correptus". The  word correptus here suggests more the idea of "being caught" in a dis-  cussion and consequently "corrected" than simply "being caught". This is  borne out by Porphyry’s partial denial of Plato’s harsh concept of reincar-  nation, a denial which partially favors Christian teaching.  3a5 «  vel rideamus quia falsa sunt, vel doleamus quia magna existimantur". Sermo  241,6, PE 38,1137.  36 n  ... doleamus quia magna existimantur". Sermo 241,6, PL 38,1137.  37 "Abjiciamus haec, et vel rideamus quia falsa sunt, vel doleamus quia magna existi-  mantur. Sunt enim ista, fratres mei, magna magnorum deliramenta doctorum. Quanto  melius tenemus magna magnorum sacramenta sanctorum? Amore corporum dicunt redire  animus purgatas, mundatas, sapientes, purgatas animas amore corporum redire ad corpora.  Ergo anima purgata sic amat? Nonne amor iste magnae sunt sordes?". Sermo 241,6, PL  38.1137:doleamus qulia MAaghna existimantur”. Sermo 241,6, 38,.1137.
"Abyiıcıamus haec, er ve]l rıdeamus quıa falsa SUNL, vel doleamus quıa INagha ex1isl-

Aantur. Sunt nım 1sta, fratres mel, 14 MAagNOTUM elıramen OCIOorum Quanto
melıus tenemus T: MAagNOTUM Ccramenta sanctorum? Amore 10) dıcunt redire
anımus purgalas, mundatas, sapıentes, purgalas Nımas 10) ad COTDOTA.
Ergo anıma ur  1a SIC amat? Nonne 490(0)8 ıste ‚] SUuntL sordes‘?”. ermoO 241,6,
38,1 137
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Oorphyry reaCts agaınst ato by postulatıng the statement NY
kınd of body should fled from, for soul app  LA But Augustine
TeEAaCTISs agalnst thıs statement and CNSASCS iın discussions Orphyry himself
and the philosophers who follow OTrphAYTY. We present their d1iscus-
S10NS in scheme:

AUGUSTINE

DIiscussion DIiscussion
All 1€6S$ should shunned. Not all kınd of bodies

hunnend
eA4sS0ONReason

All bodies AICc 1ıke chaın for souls ('hrıstıan faıth and GOod imself
praise bodies”?

Discussion DIiscussion H
TIhere aTe C4SONS praise 16SThere 18 TCASON praise bodies”®

Reason Reasons
Bodies f misery“. uman 1eS, CVEOIl in physıcal

;tature, have dignity, although
1ts weakness as CO!  C

of SIN such that ıt we1ghs uDON the
soul Wis 0:15)%

Human bodies wıll Tans{fOr-
med at the resurrechonN nto 1MMOT-

Incorruptible, agıle, 1eS, and
they will have facılıty In INOVC-

ment“.

"Omne 1X1L, quası OMIMNEC vinculum sıt anımae Sermo 241;7.
38,1137

"Deo docente fides au COTDUS ; bıd
"S1ıne ausa miıhı laudas COTDUS ; bıd
A  Qualecumque sıt5 S1 vul  —— *  © anıma, u: est OMNE fugıendum ‘;

bıd
‘Quıa ef COTDUS quod habemus, quamVI1s habeamus hiınc de DECCALO, el

[0)  u quod COrrumpitur, aggravel anımam (Sap. 9,15); men habet ID istud specıem
SUam, dısposıt1ionem membrorum, stincthonem SCHSUUM, staturam, el caelera

Qua«C bene consıderantes stupent”; bıd.
43 "Verumtamen OMN1NO incorrupubile, OMNINO iımmortale, OMNINO ad OVeEeN-

dum agıle el facıle er1ıt ;  x bıd
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DIiscussion IlDIiIscussion 474
For soul DDY, 1t should soul of Just wiıll happıer
eave anYy kınd of body. after it has been unıted wıth hIs

body“|N.B ere Porphyry 15 represented
by the philosophers““].
Reason Reasons
Augustine does nNOL spec1fy the [CA- As it 15 the of the soul
SOM given by the philosophers; IL the pri1or element (praedicatum)

ın IN it always seeks for SOMIMNEC-that he mplies the 1TCasSOIMN

given previo0usly in paragraph thıng (subditum) ubject it, and
wıth the body bear the MI1SeTYy of thıs 15 the bod  y  ‚40
ife here earth OU, philosophers, eaC| that the

world 1s anımal Its soul 1$ Jup1-
tier OT Hecates Thıs soul 18 Ways
and wıll Ways unıted wıth the
WOT/|! thus the world wiıll have
end Since th1s 15 yOUI jef, then
NnOL 168 0)4 cshould Ned
from OÖtherwise, let Jupiter abandon
the world“”.

"Sed aıt Porphyrıius: S1ine ausa mıhı au'! (0)  uS;, qualecumque Sıt COTIDUS, S1
vult 414  D anıma, U: est IMNNEC fugıendum. Hoc dicunt phılosophı: sed eITanl, sed
delırant  LA bıd Escatologia antıplatonismo dı 'ant  ‚I Agostino, in Augustinia-
n um (1978) underlınes the conflicting CONCCDL of Porphyry and
h1is followers and Augustine death and resurrection. FOor Porphyry and hıs followers
death which 1$ the separatıon of the soul from the 18 Zz00d. Resurrection whiıich ll
result the un10n of the soul wıth the body 18 evıl For Augustine death Can DUN-
shment for S1IN. Resurrection 18 it 1s the last VICtOTY OVOI evıl

45 ‚ZO dico anımas incorruptibilia [0) habıturas”. ermoO 241,/,
38.1137-1138

46 "Duo Nnım SUnNntL Invicem sıbı CONNOCXA, praedıcata el SU! Superat mnıa Deus:
Uu1CcC CuUl Sunt subdıta. Et anıma S1 habet alıquem honorem apud Deum, debet Te
alıquıid subdıtum  LA ıbıd., 38,1137

"lotum hOC, unıvyversumque [0)  5 quod hıs elementis Omnıbus CONSLaL, dicıtis
SSC anımal MAagNnumM, 1d SL, re anımam SUaM, sed SCIHISUS COTDOTIS NON re; quıa
EeXIMNSECUS nıhıl est quod sentirı possıt re tamen intellectum, haerere Deo el 1psam
anımam mundı vOoCcCarı Jovem, vel VvOCarı Hecatem, ıd esL, quası anımam unıvyversalem INUN-

dum regeniem, el Num quoddam anımal facıentem. Eumdemque mundum SSC

dic1Us, futurum, finem NONMN habıturum 1 CIBO aeternus est mundus, el SINE fine
anel mundus, el anımal est mundus:; anıma ista SCHILDCI 9 mundo: certe L0)
est INNC fugıiendum? Quid est quod dıcebas, Orpus est OINNEC fugiendum? Eg0 diıco bea-

anımas incorruptibilıa COTDOTA SC DET abıturas. Iu quı dıcıs, Orpus est IN fugıen-
dum, occıde mundum. Iu dıcıs ut fugıam de fugıat Jupıiuter [UUS de caelo el

terra”. ıbıd., 38,.1137-1138
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ermoO 241,8 Porphyry's Siatement 15 refuted Dy Plato’s e_
the Constitution of the WOTr.|

In paragraph Augustine continues h1is treatement of Porphyry  S
statement Corpus est INNEC uglendum . He refutes thıs wıth argu-

deduced irom Plato’s aCCOuntT of the constitution of the unıverse. It
18 noted that the force of Augustine s argument CeNieErs not only
theıir Content but a1sSO the authorıity of ato hımself. He refers ato

the magister 1storum omnl1um, tıtle 1C g1ves ato precedence ın
authorıity OVCT all philosophers ECVEOIN VeT OTPNYTY hımself. fact
Augustine nOT only corroborates but 6EVECI Justihes Paul’s statement ın
Cor. 5,40-42 the basıs of Plato’s statements The first argument 15
deıties and eavenly bodies have physıca! bodies. Therefore, NOTL all bodies

hunned.
"What do find but that ato se. the aster of all these, In certaiın
book of NIS the constitution of the unıverse, SayS that God, the maker of
deıities, makes these heavenliy deıties, the the sull and the 199(070)81 He,
therefore, Says that (0d 1s the maker of all the ecavenly de1ities He SayS that
the STAa themselves have intelligent souls that comprehen God; they have
visıble 1eSs which actually tell yYOUu in Order that YOU INaYy under-
stand the SUumNn tself, which yOUu SCC, would NnOL SCCI1 unless it had dy;
thıs 18 ITU!  O Any SE  S OT the INOON WOU. NOL © unless 1t had body; this
15 LTU!  ® There{fore, alsoO the postle SayS ere celestial 1e6$ and
errestrial 1e6s And he continues ‘the glory f the celest1 168 and the
glory of the erTrestr1. dıfferent And agaın speakıng of the glory of these
heavenly 1eS, the apostle CONUNUES wıth the words "The Sl0ry of the >
and the glory of the MOOI, and the glory of the STars dıfferent. For star
dıffers In glory from another Star; ıf 1s al the resurrection f the a.d’“(]
Cor. 15.40:42) 5

oug Augustine does NOTL mention here C of ato he 15
referring (O, 1t 18 certamly Timaeus 38c-38e, where afto speaks of the
ITrucCture and the role of the planets and of the eavenly bodies. Here ato
SayS that made the SUull, the S and the five planets in order

4® "Quıid quod Inven1us eumdem atonem, magıstrum 1Storum OmnNnıum, TO QquO-
dam SUO quem scr1psit de constitutone mundl, inducere Deum fabriıcatorem deorum,
facıentem SC1ilcE| deos coelestes, s solem el lunam? ICI CTgO Deum opıfı-
C  = deorum coelestium: dıcıt 1DSas stellas re anımas intellectuales, QuaC intellıgunt
Deum, el 0) visıbılıa Qqua«C CErNUNLUT. Dico, ut ıntellıgates: SOl 1ste quem videts, NON

videretur, 1S1 COTDUS hoc CI UM esL. ulla vel una NOMN videretur, 1S1
essel: CI UM c Ideo C1t el Apostolus: Et COFTDOTAa coelestia, COTDOTaA terrestria.Et
sequıtur: Iıa gloria coelestium, ia el terrestrium. Eit [UTISUS dıiıcens de glorıa coelestium
L0) Apostolus adjunxıt, el aıt: Iıa glorıa Solis, Iıa gloria lunae, Iıa gloria stella-
’ U Stella nım ab stella diıffert iın glor1ıa; SL1C el resurrectLio (1 Cor. 14 40-
” Sermo 241.7. 38,1138
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ne and PTECSCIVC the CasSsSurcs of time SaVC physıca. body
each of them and placed the eavenly bodies ın the orbıts of
the cırcle of the Dıiıfferent the text quoted above 1t 15 ımportant nOTfe
that Paul’s statement the dıfference 1n glory and the nature of bodies
18 made under the infÄuence of Platonıic hought For thı1ıs ICcCason Augustine
ıimself, who Was a1sSO greal exient oya ollower of Paul;, Was S$1M1-
Jarly greatly infÄiluenced Dy ato wıth respecCTt the dıfference of the glory
of the resurrection-lıfe bodies Thıs shows in h1s hought that glorıes of the
resurrection-lıfe bodies ıll Vary accordiıng the egree of merit earned
here.

"YOou SCC that glorificatiıon has been prom1se the f the Saınts; and
there aATec different degrees of glorifications, S$INCE there varyıng egrees of

n49.merTIits for charıty
It DCATS, however, that wıth the Hirst argument Augustine does

NnOTL Convınce h1s phiılosopher-opponents: what do they say?!' 'Thiıs
question indicates theır reluctance, in Augustine’s CYCS, admıt h1s poilnt.
In fact they present another dıfficulty 16 makes the STatus of the heav-enly bodies exception.

"But what do they say? These STAars 1C. yOUu SCC aTre, indee: 1eS; but
1r 50they have intelligent souls:; and they gods

The phrase n have intellıgent souls” apparently 1s the maın ICcCason ın
CONILra presented by the phiılosophers Augustine dismisses thıs argument,
and takes interest iın makıng rebutal°!. Instead, he proceeds gıve
the second argument In CONILINAa. oug the Timaeus (ps. 0-4 15 NOTL

expressly mentlioned, thıs time he uses Plato’s statements the constitu-
t10Nn of the gods, explaııng 1ts connotatiıons and implıcations. He aIT1ves al
the conclusıon that in Plato’s aCCOuntTL has wılled the soul NnOT leave
the bodily WOT': 1n Thıs second argument 1s thus argument from
the 111 and omn1potence of

In Plato’s ACCOUNLTL gods WEIC made Dy wıth corporeal and
incorporeal substances. eing created, gods NOTL immortal and indissol-
uble 'Thıs that accordıng ato cComposed both of corporeal
and incorporeal substances and have ginnıng 15 mortal But in
Plato’s AaCCOUNT thıs mortalıty 15 He explaıins th1ıs 1ın the follow-

49 1det1s quıa prom1ssa est SAanCLOrum corporıbus clarıtas, dıversa specles clarıta-
S, quıa dıversa SuUunt erıta tatıs” ermoO 241,7, 38,1138

1Ilı quıd dıicunt? Stellae stae (Quas videtis, quıdem SUNL, sed nt
SUas anımas intellectuales, Sunt dı Sermo N 38,1138

nNterım de corpor1ıbus, quıa COTDOTA Sun(, CIUM ICUN!| nt anımas
SuUAaSs, utquıd discuuo?”. ermoOo 2447 38,1138
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ıng addresses the de1ities 1n order make them CONSCIOUS of
theıir dissoluble constutution. At th1s they shıver in fear, for they do NOTL
want dıe but immortal. however, AdSSUTeS them that they 111
NO per1s. He W1 that they should nOL dıe Thıs 18 NO the Casc wıth
these gods The 111 of has gıven them the securıty of remaınıng
immortal because Hıs 11l 15 sStronger and INOTC sovereıgn bond than
those wıth Y they Oun at bırth In Augustine’s interpretation of
Plato’s aCCOountT ıt 18 wıthın the 111 of free these gods from ssol-
ut10n. In fact has wiılled that the soul 11l not leave the physıcal
WOT. 1n Thıs DIOVCS that NOT all SOTTS of bodies should shunned

us COMEC NO  < the poılnt. ato sSe'| imagınes God addressing the
gods, whom He has made from COTrpDO and incorporeal ubstances: An oNg
other ings He SayS them Sınce YOU WE  z created, yYOuU CannoL immortal
and indissoluble At thıs utlterance they COUu. tremble in fear. Why? Because
they wished be mmortal; and they dıd nNnot wısh dıe Therefore, in Order

TEINOVC theır fear he SOCS add the words:‘ But YOU wıll disinte-
g  9 NOT wiıll disasters of death fall uDON YOU, they wiıll NOL sStronger

will, which 18 SITONgeT bond for YOUT perpetulty than those wıth which
YOU AT bound’ See, God g1ves securıty the gods He has made. He g1ves
them the SeCurıty of iımmortality; He g1ves them the securıty that they wiıll NOL
eave the hysıiıcal asses of theıir Is it really Imue that CVETIY kınd of
body should cshunned?">2

At the end of Sermo 2A48 Augustine consıders the objection of the phılos-
ophers swered, theır contentions Aa defeated?°: NOL, however,
CVECIY reSpeCT SINCE he prom1ses take u the rest of the objections in the
following He does th1is in ermoOo 242,7-10

52 Modo venlamus ad ICI Inducıtur Deus Platone IDSO alloquı deos, quOS fecıt de
corporalı el de Incorporalı substantıa, inter caeitera dicere Ihs Quon1i1am estis Ort1,
immortales SSC el indıssolubiles NON potestls . Jam ad 1stam OCeMmM 1Ilı intremiscere
Trant. Quare? Quia MMO  es SSC cuplebant, ei MOTI, nolebant. Ergo e1Is auferret t1mo-
rem, SECULUS adjunxıt alque alt "Non tamen dıssolvemın1, NCQUC VOS ulla Ort1is fata
perıment, erunt valentiora quam consılıum meum, quod majJus est vinculum ad
uıtatem qUam Ila quıbus collıgatı SUus  K Ecce eus dat securıtatem dı1s
ac! ecurıtatem ıllıs dat mortalıtatis securıtatem ıllıs quod NON relınquant g10  S
COTDOTUM Certeu est INNC fugiendum?” Sermo 2417 38,1 138

573 Quantum exX1stimo, ‚DU] est ıllıs, SıCut ıntellıgere potesus: Sıcut ei NOS 10quı
DOSSUMUS, an hora sermoOon1s permittit, quanium capacıtas SINIL, ‚DO! est
e1s  . Sermo 241.7. 38,1138
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Sermo 24247 It 15 within the ll of (J04 ralıse hodies

The phılosophers contend that 16S$ made of eart CannoTL ex1st ın
heaven“. Here Augustine 0€5$S NnOT g1ve explicıtly the 1C4aSONMN why for
these philosophers 168 made of eart. CannotTt exXx1ist iın heaven. However,
iın the followın£ paragraph, he g1VvES weight Aas TCasSsOoN; and another ICca-

SOrn 1S the irrevers1ıbilıty of the order of the four elements of the un1verse,
namely, earth, alr and fire Meanwhıle in paragraph Augustine
continues refute them the basıs of W and will, Ü ( @d
these phiılosophers themselves acCcKnowledge. Thıs argument 15 INOTC

than repetition of the argument gıven 1n the DreVIOUS homily, although
this time thıs argument from 111 1S applıed dıfferent problem
In Sermo 241,8 Augustine applıes the argument the wellıng of the
souls of the gods 1n the physıcal eavenly bodies in aCcCcordance wıth Pla-
tO s teaching. Here he applıes the SadIlle argument the W of
make SOl1! bodies MSEeE

"RBut they Sa V that body made of earth CannoL ex1ist In heaven. z  at if G0od
WEeEeTC wıll 7 Contradıct God, and SaYyY ‘G0d Cannot do ıB It 18 NOL that YOU
Just 4S CVEIY Hagall Sa Y that (0d 18 omn1potent? Is it NOTL that ıIn book of
ato, N demonstrated yesterday, OIIC reads that the uncreated God saıd
the gods He made “SIince YOU have been created, YOU certamly
mmortal and ınd1issoluble But YOU wıll 9(0)1 dısıntegrate NOT wıll disasters of
death fall uDONJN YOU, they wıll NOL than wıll, which 15

bond those wıth 1C. YOU aAIc bound’” (J0d has Drought CVETY-
thıng under Hıs wıll He 1$ able do CVECMN what apparently 1$ impossible. For
what does it MC YOU mmortal, but | m  a 1t possible that YOU
111 NOTL dıe, CXCECDL that a poss1ıble Cven what apparently
done?"

Augustine’s question, what does 1t IMCcan, YOU CannotTL be 1M -
mortal, but make 1t poss1ible that you 111 NOT die, CXCEDL that make
possıble CVECEN what apparently CannotTt be done?”, indıcates that from Pla-

Al Sed ON CSL, Inquıunt, SSC errenum In coelo”. ermoO 2027 38,
1141

55 "Sed NON esL, Inquıunt, CSSC ertrenum 10)  U: In coelo. Quid, S1 hOC velıt Deus?
Responde Deum, e1 dıc Non Deus. Nonne eit quıicumque pPaganus, dıcıs
Oomnıpotentem Deum? in TO Platonıis, quod hesterno dıe demonstravı, legıtur
dix1isse eus NON factus 118 aCUHs Quoni1am ests Ort1, MmMO:  es quıdem SSC el
indıssolubiles NOoN potests; NON men dıssolvemiın1, ' ulla VOS Ortıs fata perıment;
HCL ITunt valentiora (QUamMı consılıum INCUM, qoud majus est vinculum ad perpetultatem
vestTram, quam 1la quıbus SS collıgatı?” Ootum ad voluntatem SUda!l redegıt Deus, quı
DOLESL el quod ımpossıbıle eSL. Nam quıd est alıud, NONM potest1s N  Z iımmortales, sed ul
NON morlamını CRO faCI10; N1ISL, quod fıerı NON CBO facıo0?” Sermo 97 M
38,1 141
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tO s ACCOUNT ıt be deduced that ıt 1s Dy the 111 of that bodies
made MSsSeE He bolsters thıs argument in the following paragraphs

Sermo 242,85-10 Weight 15 noL argument agalnst the yes-
urrection of the body
In paragrap x-10) Augustine demonstrates how bodies, although

made of eartt. and Sso1 Can Mse u He g1veEs the following examples:
block of ses the surface of the water”®, CONCAVE vesse]l
made of ead Can float”” By g1ving these examples, ıt 15 apparently hıis
intention ODDOSC the eOTY of the phılosophers of the SC of ato
that the order of the four elements in the physıca unıverse 15 1ITever-
sible°® We wonder, however, whether ato himself, when peakıng of
the order of the elements of the unıverse, INCans appIly ıt also partıcu-
lar Ssubstances 1ın the un1ıverse. In Timaeus ato speaks vaguely of the
sufferings of the souls iın theır aSSOC1at1on wıth the four elements, but there
15 mention whatsoever of the inabılıty of bodies MSeE u because of
theıir aSSOC1at1on wıth the four elements. In fact In Timaeus 49cC ato
admıts PTOCCSS of cyclıcal transformation of the four elements. Because
of this transformatıon ato hesitates call an Y of these elements Dy
fixed Namle For example, solıdıhes into and and 1t
EVaporTales and dissolves Into wınd and It INAaY therefore be saı1ld that
the iıdea of the impossibilıty of particular SOI substances MSE INAaY
poss1ibly have been conceived only Dy those other phiılosophers. Augustine
refutes thıs iın paragrap Dy COomparıson, INanYy others, between

thın but sıckly INan and robust but healthy INa  > TIhe former, although
thın, Can hardly LNOVC because of ıll-health; the latter, althoug eaVy, Can

easıly and wiftly LIMOVEC because of good-health. Thıs PIOVCS that
ea 15 the I1CcCAason for acılıty 1n TOM thıs he concludes that
I here g00d facılıtates then after resurrection immortal-
lty 111 facılıtate ıt Eeven IMNOTE Ihıs deduction po1ints Augustine’s
CONCEDL of the qualıity of the transformed resurrection-l1ıfe bodies, although
thıs CONCEDL 15 NOTL explicıtly mentioned here.

"Which body INOTEC easıly”? Whiıch body IUNs faster? Is it the OC wıth
heavier DOdy, ÖT, the OC wıth lıghter body” on verybody the
lıghter? For lıghter 1e6$ INOVEC easıly; they aCct INOTC quickly; heavıer 165
INOVE wıth INOTEC dıfficulty; they act INOTC slowly. YOou rghtly 11x the NO
You have reckoned 1t ell indeed, and after avıng consıdered all aASDECIS YOU

56 11Quare lıgnum natat SUDCT aquam”?”, Sermo 242,8, 38,1141
"Alıquid Vas COMNCAaVUM, et natat plumbum SUDET aquam . Sermo 242,9, 38,1 142
See I ımaeus fr
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answered that lıghter 1€6S$ IMOVEC IN0O easıly and act INOTC quickly than
heavıler 168 Yes, yOUu SayY. sSswer then Why 18 it that the lıghtest
spıder S1ow, and heavıer horse IUuNSs as wıll speak about INeN

themselves: wıth bıgger ul 15 heavIler; and wıth shorter
ul 1S lıghter. Thıs 18 normally the CasSC, Dut only when OMEONEC else Carrıes
them But ıf each DEISONM CarTıes hıs OW body, the bıgger and healthıer Tuns,
whıle the shorter, unhealthy INan hardly walks e1g thın and TODUS

the thın and unhealthy weighs hardly few pounds; the robust and
ealthy INan weighs INa pounds wıth h1is flesh. ICINOVC from the
wel scale Ihe CaVY ONEC 15 the healthy; the 1ghter OMNC 1s thın Take
aWaY the ONeC who Carrıes them; let them walk:; eave them themselves; let
them IMNOVEC their 168 that the thın OC makes SteD; whereas
SCC the ealthy and robust ONEe runnıng. If health achleve thıs, hOw much
INOTC wıll immortality do Sor)va9

I1 WIT HILOSOPHER. (IVITATE DEI

In De (ivıtate DeL 2225 Augustine specihes h1s maın point of
conflict wıth the phılosophers.

"NOw there 1S dıspute between us and the well-known philosophers about
the blessings that the soul wıll en]JOY In perfect elicıty after thıs ıfe But they
quarrel wıth us about the resurrecthon of the body; in fact they strenuously
deny 1t  n60

In thıs section attempt CXDOSC the several discussions
between Augustine and those philosophers 1ın detaıl, OUuUnNn! in De (ivi-
falte Dei We however, go1ng xclude SOTIIIC points i D ]Judge

59 "Qui facılıus MOVvEeLuUr, quıd velocıus agıtatur, gTav1us [0)  , levius? Quıis NON

respondeat, Levıus? Levıora Nnım [9) acılıus MOVENLUTL, velocıus graviora
dıfficılıus tardıus. erte regulam f1x1St1, certe consıderastı, et CIrcumsSpeCUSs omnıbus
respondiıstı quıa aCılıus Oventur velocıus (0) leviora, quam gravıora.
esL, dıcıs. Responde CT SO miıhr Quare levissıma ATrall! tarde mOveLl, ei gTaVIS QUU:
velocıter currıt? IDSIS homıinıbus Jo0quar: majus L0) homı1nıs gTaVIuS eSL; brevius
10) quod MINUS habet ponderıSs, levius eSsL. ecIO eSL, sed S1 alıus DOTrteL. 1
1pse homo [0)  u SUUM pOTTEeL, valıdus Currı1t, Janguore V1IX ambulat. Appende
INAaCTUM ei robustum homınem; ıllum anguore VIX u lıbellas appendentem, iıllum
salubrıtate COTDOTIS mul pondo in CamInc tenta ambos ollere; gTaVIS est

valıdus, levis est macılentus. eCEel DOTTAlOT, appareatl ambulator; 1DSOS dımıtte sıb1,
agant COTDOTA Suäq, video VI1IX assum VI  ® video valıdum robustumque
Currentem. 1 hOC valet sanıtas, mmortalıtas quıd valebıt?” Sermo s  P 38,1 142
See also De (ıyıtate Deı 13,18, SEL sımılar examples g1ven.

6() "Verum de anımı bon1s, quıbus DOSL hanc 1tam beatıssımus perfruetur, NON nobıs
dissentiunt phılosophı nobıles de Carnıs resurrectione contendunt, hanc Lum DOSSunL
negant”. De (/ıyvıtate Deu 2225 SEL TAns. by City of (G0d,

1076
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only remotely connected wıth the maın theme of resurrection 0)4

transformatıon of the body. For OUT PurpOSC lımıt ourselves the fol-
lowıng books and chapters: Book 10.24.29.30.31:32; Boo 13.16:17.:18:19,
2U: Book 22,25-28

Book I0, and 29 orphyry's re helieve In the UrFX-

rection of the body orıginates from his re acknowledge
Christ the "principle”
In Boo 10.235. 1C 15 introductory chapter the discussions

1n chapters and 2 E} Augustine h1s discussion wıth OTrph3AyTY
the question of purification. Ihe maın question tackled 15 Who
ffects puriıfication in us? Porphyry’s rep1y thıs in the AaCCOUNLTL of
Augustine 1s NOT the in1ıt1atory tes of the SUun and the IN0O but the
"principles”. Porphyry’'s motivatıon iın g1ving this accordıng
Augustine, 15 "t0 prevent the 1e in the effic1enCcy of the tes of an Yy

6111other god, amon$s the crowd of divinıtıes
In Augustine s interpretation, the e "principles” ın orphyry

refers the Father and the Son, whom he (Porphyry calls ın
TeE the Intellect OT Mınd of the Father®® Augustine bases h1ıs interpre-
tatıon Porphyry’s eing Platonist. TOM thıs basıs he proceeds
explaın why OTrpAYTY 0€S nOL make anı y statement al least clear
statement about the Holy Sparıt Porphyry disagrees wıth Plotinus
the Cale gOTY of the soul. OTrpNYyTYy inters from Plotinus’ discussıon the
"princıpal substances” that the 1N ent1ity 1s the natural substance of the
soul, and thıs soul OCCupleSs the position hetween the Father
and the Son, but NnOT position ECLOW them 1C Plotinus TESCIVCS5

for the soul. Augustine claıms that the question and nature of the 1N
entity in the Trmıty Oorphyry refers exactly OUuI 1e concerning the
nature of the Holy pırı the Holy pırı 1S NOTL only the Spirıt of the
Father only the Spirıt of the Son, Dut of both®

61 "Den1ique eodem 1C1! Oraculo CXDTCSSUM princıpla POSSC urgarc, forte,
dıiıctum NON urgäarl solıs el lunae, alıcuus alterıus de1 de turba valere ad
purgandum teletae crederentur” . De 1vıtate De:i 10,23 SEL 40(1),484. See also
IN, Agostino orfirıo  \ in 5.Agostino le grandı rorrenti filosofia CON-

lemporane4a, olenuno (1956) 376-382, 381
"Quae AuU! 1Ca! ESSC princıpla Lamque NICUS, NOVIMUS. 1C1 enım Deum

em el eum Fılıum, quem TaecCe appellat paternum intellectum vel MeN-

tem  ” De (ivitate Del 10.23. SEL 40/1.484
"Postponit quıppe Plotinus anıma LerN| intellectul; ste utem CU)  = dicıt

medıum, NOMN postponıit, interponıt. Et Nımırum HOC dixIit, uL potui S1Vve ul voluıt, quod
1NOS sSancium Spirıtum, NEC Patrıs NnIium Fılhn tantum, sed utrıusque Spirıtum dıcı-
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TOM the discussıon 1n chapter 23 the nature of the "three prın-
cıples” Augustine continues in chapter sShow how these three COUu

taken only ASs ONC, "the princıple ”, when speak of G0od. He does thıs
hrough [W!  ®] illustrations. First, he. points Outft that when speak of

do nNnOT speak of [W!  ®] 0)8 three princıples do NOT spea. of [WO OT

three gods, although ın akıng each of them 4S Person, acknowledge
that each of them 1$ Second, he (UT CONCEDL of the Irınıty
wıth that of the 1ans The Sabelhans dentify the Father and the Son
We, however, lieve that the Father 1S the Father of the S50n, the Son 1s
the SOn of the Father, and the Holy pırı 15 the Spirıt of both the Father
and the Son, but the Holy pırı 15 NOT identical wıth eıther. Ihus the three
COUu taken ON princıple.

Further ın chapter Augustine g1Vves the T1CAasSson why OTDNAYTY
refuses admıt T1S the princıple: OTPAYTY 15 ubject "env1o0ous
pOowers’ "(Invidis potestatibus); he 1s ashamed of h1s subjection; yel he 15
TAal! contradıct these eNVIOUS POWETIS. 1S dıfficult understand here
what Augustine 1ın h1ıs rendering of Porphyry  S attıtude towards
NSt; Augustine 0€S nOT g1ve anı y er explanatıon. However, 1n
Adversus Libros el Julianı Cyrıl of Alexandrıa (* refers

Porphyry’s CONCEPL, followıng ato, of the three princıples of the
Trınıty, Oun! ın the fourth of Porphyry  S Philosophicae Historiae:
the substance of 1SSUeSs from three subs1ıstences: the Supreme
being the NnexXT Hım 1S the Creator; and In the 1V place 15 the
soul of the OT In the Trmity of Neoplatonısm the Creator 15 -
sented DYy the Demuiurge. (anven thıs VIEW and representation ıt NO

becomes understand: why Augustine SaVy>S that OTrph3hyTYy WädsS shamed
of being in subjection these "envi10ous powers” because of the of
Demiurge; and yel OTPNYTY W das afraıd contradıct them. Insofar
Porphyry belıeves that puriıficatıon 1s eitfecte: by the princıples, and 1N-
sofar Christians, 4S Augustine claıms, Nieve that Christ, Dy virtue
of h1s ONeNCSss 1ın dıvıne natiure wıth the Father, 15 the Son of whereas
Porphyry does NOL, 1t 185 ogıical that OTPAYTY denıies TI1S' the pr1ın-
cıple Dy whose incarnatıon purıfed. For the Samnlce ITCason OTrpNAYTY
despises T15 because He appeared iın Hıs flesh

"But Porphyry, being subject the eNVIOUS POWCTS, Decause of which he Wäas
ashame: and al the Samlec time Tal contradıct them openly, refused

mMus De (ivitate DeLl 10,23, SEL 40/1.484
CYRILLUS AL  S, Adversus Libros thel Julianı 6.27/1. 9.
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acknowledge the Oord Christ the principle Dy whose iIncarnatıon
aATIc purified. In fact he espIse Hım iın Hıs ADDCATANCC the flesh"®.

Augustine ebukes OTrphYyTYy for faılıng SCC T1S as the prın-
cıple In Augustine’s teachiıng 1t 15 nOTt the MNesh of 8 1C 15 the
princıple thıs 18 what OTPNAYTY thınks that Christians hold 9(0)8 the
human soul, Dut the Word hrough whom everythıng Was created. The
fMesh does NOTL PUur1I y Dy tself:; it purifies hrough the Word that
became incarnate.

18 Platonist dıd NOL KNOW Hım (Christ) the principle; otherwı1ise he
would KNOW hım 4S INCAals Of purification. FOor 1t 1S nNOL the HNesh OT the
human soul that 1S the princıple, Dut the Word ug whom everything Was
created. It 18 ereiore nOoTt that the Nesh purifies us Dy itself: 1t purifies us

roug! the Word Dy which ıt has been assumed, hen "Ihe Word became
fesh and dwelt AI ONS us  DAl (Jo 1,14)

In chapter Augustine ecalls h1s discussiıon wıth OTpPNAYTY ın
chapter 24; and he ınterchanges OTrp3AYyTY hımself wıth the Platonists wıth
whom he Was discussıing, thus identifyıng these Platonists’ teaching wıth
that of OTrpNAYyTY wıth reSpECL the subject of purıfication. Augustine
STarts Dy indıcatıng point of ımılarıty between these Platonists and
Christianity. He illustrates that 1ın asserting wıth OTPNAYTY the ruth of the
Trinıty evecn when thıs does NnOT correspond exactly the teaching of
Christianity, because of the IN of ımregular terminology (“ets1 verbıs 1N-
dıscıplınatıs utiımını ' ), they have Certaıiın intul1t1on of the goal Christianity
MuUSsSt strıve for. Yet they devlate from the WAaY that Christianıity 'ollows®”.
Augustine Drıing these Platonists the ackowledgement of
Christ’s incarnatıon and 1fs effect of purıhication. At the Samllle time, he

prevent the audience who them 1n hıgh esteem for theır
love of w1ısdom from being miısled Therefore he explo1ts further another
point of sımılarıty. IThe nexXt point he nmngs Out 1s the fact that Porphyry
ackowledges the ex1istence of STACE and 1fs being granted few reach

65 "Sed ubdıtus Porphyrıius invıdıs potestatıbus, de quıbus el erubescebat, el lıbere
edarguere formıdabat, noluıt intellegere Omınum Christum CSSC princıpium, CU1uUSs INCAar-
natıone Uur| Eum qu1ppe in 1Dsa CaInNc contemsıt  AA De (ivitate Dei 10,24, SEL
40/1 485

"Hunc lle 'atONICUS NON COgNOvIt C®  D principium; COgNOscCerel purgatorium.
eque enım Calt prIncCIıp1um est aut anıma humana, sed Verbum PCT quod facta s
Omnı1a8. Non CT£O DEr 1psam MUuUn! sed DCT Verbum quO Ssuscepla est CUM

Verbum Arı factum esit LtaVvL in nobıs”. De (/ivitate Dei 10.24., SEL 40/1,486.
6 / "Itaque videtis ul  u  , eis1ı de 1ong1Nquo, fsı C1ı1e calıgante, patrıam In quäa

manendum SL, sed viam qua eundem est NON tenetis”. De (ivitate DeLi 10,29, SEL
40/
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Dy ırtue of theıir intelligence®®. Augustine focuses the attention of
the Platonists this particular point 1ın theır teaching and 1n Porphyry’s
SIACC 1s granted’ eSSE CONCESSUM). For Augustine thıs CONCeptL 15 of key
importance; 1t 1$ confession also, from the of the Platonists, of the
STACEC of and of the insufficC1enNCy of man  69 Further, this shows that
for the Platonists the STACC of makes possible the fulfillment OT the
perfection of the ıfe of w1ısdom, Since they lıeve, in followıing Plato’®,
that the ıfe of w1ısdom 15 NOT perfectly attaınable here but only iın the af-
erlıfe

"Nevertheless yYyOUu acknowledge the existence f, hen yYyOUu Sd Y that it
has been granted few reach G0od TOu the virtue Of their intellıgence.
FOor YOU do NOL Sa y 1t has pleased few, OT few ave wished 1t. But hen YOU
SdYy "ıt has been granted’, wıthout (0111 YOU acknowledge the STACE of God
and the INSuIficCIeNCYy of You also usec thıs word gTal NO  D openly,
when, ollowıng Plato’s Op1In10N, YOU yourself NOL Ou that ın
WaY in thıs ife reaches the perfect1on of W1SdOom; nevertheless that 18
wanting granted for their en! Dy the providence and of

171God after thıis lıfe those who lıve accordıng theır intellıgence
It 1s ın cConnection wıth the poıint of imılarıty In the CONCEeDL of

STACC that Augustine Mngs into h1is eology of resurrection the role of
hrist’s incarnatıon ın all 1ts aspectSs, namely, Hıs love expressed in medi-
atıon, Hıs bırth from vırgın, and finally Hıs death and resurrection.
Augustine Ca the incarnatıon of T1S "the SUPTCMEC instance of grace”
(summum exemplum gratiae). 'Ihe STACC of shown LIOTC

clearly than 1ın the mediation ÖT the only Son of hrough incarnatlon.
Incarnatıon SaVC IMenNn the hope of love spem dilectionis), Dy 1C INEN

WOU COMNC through T1S The Son of ımplant: in OUT

"Confiteris lamen gratiam, quando quıdem ad Deum DCT virtutem intellegentiae
pervenıre paucıs dicıs SSC concessum”. De 1Vıitate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1,496.

"Sed CUMmM dicıs SN CONCESSUMN, PrOCU: dubıi0 De1l gratiam, 1970)4| homınıs sufficıenti-
confıter1s . De (/ıvyıtate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1,496

See PLATO, Phaedrus 249e-250a, 42-453 ato speaks of those pOsses by the.
dıvıine. De (iviıtate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496.

A  Confıiterıis men gratiam, quando quiıdem ad Deum PCT virtutem ıntellegentae
pervenıre Daucıs dic1s CSSC CONCECSSUMmM Non enım dıicıs: Paucıs placuıt, vel Paucı volue-
runt; sed CUM dıcıs wvb  e CONCESSUM, procul 10 De1 gratiam, NON homiınıs sufficıentiam
confiter1s ter1s et1am hOoc verbo apertius, ubı Platonıiıs sententiam SCQYUCHS NeCC IDSEe dubıi-

In hac vıta homınem Nu. modo ad perfectionem sapıentlae pervenıre, secundum
intellectum tamen viventibus OMNE quod deest provıdentia De1 er gratia DOSL hanc vitam
PDOSSC conpler1”. De (’ivitate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1.496
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nature the desire for blessedness and immortality”“. By Hıs sufferings and
ea T1S taught look yon OUT OW sufferings.

nIf only YOU had recognized the STACE f God through ESUSs TI1S! OUT Lord
and Hıs incarnatıon ıtself, in which he assumed human Ssoul and body! If
only yOUu could SOr the SUDTEME nstance of grace!AUGUSTINE’S DISCUSSIONS ON THE RESURRECTION  117  nature the desire for blessedness and immortality’””. By His sufferings and  death Christ taught us to look beyond our own sufferings.  "If only you had recognized the grace of God through Jesus Christ our Lord  and His incarnation itself, in which he assumed a human soul and body! If  only you could see the supreme instance of grace! ... The grace of God could  not be more gratefully emphasized than when the only Son of God himself,  while remaining unchangeable Himself, clothed Himself in humanity and gave  the hope of His love to men by the mediation of a man, so that by his hope of  love they would come to him, who was formerly so far from mortals in His  immortality, far from the changeable in His unchangelessness, far from the  wicked in His righteousness, far from the wretched in his blessedness. And  because He has implanted in us the desire to be happy and immortal, He  assumed a mortal [sc. flesh], while remaining in his blessedness, in order to  give us what we love; and by suffering He taught us to look beyond what we  dread"”®,  Augustine does not consider that the birth of Christ from a virgin  poses a great difficulty to the Platonists. He does not discuss it with them;  he simply justifies it by saying:"a wonderful being was born in a wonder-  ful way"“. The case, however, is different with the death, resurrection,  and the transformation of the body of Christ. This was the main difficulty  for the Platonists; and Augustine discusses this with them critically. The  discussion of Augustine with the platonists on the death, resurrection, and  transformation of the body of Christ, centers on resolving the difficulty of  the Platonists in accepting resurrection and transformation of the body of  Christ, which, as Augustine points out is possibly (fortasse) influenced by  Porphyry’s theory: "one must escape any kind of body in order for the  7? "Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati inmortalesque esse cupiamus...". De Civi-  tate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496.  3 "O si cognovisses Dei gratiam per Iesum Christum dominum nostrum ipsamque  eius incarnationem, qua hominis animam corpusque suscepit, summum esse exemplum  gratiae videre potuisse ... Gratia Dei non potuit gratius commendari, quam ut ipse unicus  Dei Filius in se incommutabiliter manens indueretur hominem et spem dilectionis suae  daret hominibus homine medio, qua ad illum ab hominibus veniretur, qui tam longe erat  immortalis a mortalibus, incommutabilis a commutabilibus, iustus ab inpiis, beatus a  miseris. Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati immortalesque esse cupiamus, manens  beatus suscipiensque mortalem, ut nobis tribueret quod amamus, perpetiendo docuit con-  temnere quod timemus". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496-497.  74 ”_ mirabilis mirabiliter natus est". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,498.TIhe of G0d COU.
NOL INOTC grate emphasızed when the only SOn of God himself,
whıiıle remaınıng unchangeable Hımself, clothed Hımself humanıty and BaVC
the hope of His love INenN Dy the medıiatiıon of I that by his hope of
love they would COMEC hım, who Wäas formerly far from mortals in Hıs
immortality, far from the changeable ıIn Hıs unchangelessness, far from the
wıcked in Hıs rıghteousness, far from the wreiche‘ hıs blessedness. And
Dbecause He has implante In us the desıre appDY and immortal, He
assumed mortal SC flesh], ıle remaınıng ın AIs blessedness, in Order
gıve us hat love; and by suffering He taught us lo00k beyond hat
dread“" >

Augustine does NOTL cCons1ıder that the bırth of Christ from virgın
great dıfficulty the Platonists. He does NOL discuss ıt wıth them:;

he sSımply JustiNes 1t Dy sayıng: 'a WONndeTTU being Was born ın wonder-
ful mm4  way The CasSC, however, 1s eren wıth the ea resurrection,
and the transformatıion of the Dody of T1S Thıs Wäas the maın dıfficulty
fOor the Platonists:; and Augustine discusses thıs wıth them critically. Ihe
discussion of Augustine wıth the platonısts the ca resurrectlon, and
transformatıon of the body of rist, Centers resolving the dıfficulty of
the Platonists 1n acceptung resurrection and transformatıon of the body of
Christ, IC 4S Augustine points Ouft 15 poss1ıbly (fortasse) infÄluenced Dy
Porphyry  S eOory A  one mMust CSCaDC an Yy kınd of body in order for the

T2 "KEt quıa naturalıter indıdıt nObı1s, uL beatı ınmortalesque 6S  Q CUPIaMus...” De (/ivi-
[alte Dei 10,29, SEL 40/1,4906.

73 S1 COZNOVISSES De1l gratiam DCT lesum Christum domınum 1psamque
1US incarnatıonem, qua hOom1ınıs anımam COTDUSGUC uscepIit, SUTNIMNUM Q exemplum
gratiae videre pOtulsseAUGUSTINE’S DISCUSSIONS ON THE RESURRECTION  117  nature the desire for blessedness and immortality’””. By His sufferings and  death Christ taught us to look beyond our own sufferings.  "If only you had recognized the grace of God through Jesus Christ our Lord  and His incarnation itself, in which he assumed a human soul and body! If  only you could see the supreme instance of grace! ... The grace of God could  not be more gratefully emphasized than when the only Son of God himself,  while remaining unchangeable Himself, clothed Himself in humanity and gave  the hope of His love to men by the mediation of a man, so that by his hope of  love they would come to him, who was formerly so far from mortals in His  immortality, far from the changeable in His unchangelessness, far from the  wicked in His righteousness, far from the wretched in his blessedness. And  because He has implanted in us the desire to be happy and immortal, He  assumed a mortal [sc. flesh], while remaining in his blessedness, in order to  give us what we love; and by suffering He taught us to look beyond what we  dread"”®,  Augustine does not consider that the birth of Christ from a virgin  poses a great difficulty to the Platonists. He does not discuss it with them;  he simply justifies it by saying:"a wonderful being was born in a wonder-  ful way"“. The case, however, is different with the death, resurrection,  and the transformation of the body of Christ. This was the main difficulty  for the Platonists; and Augustine discusses this with them critically. The  discussion of Augustine with the platonists on the death, resurrection, and  transformation of the body of Christ, centers on resolving the difficulty of  the Platonists in accepting resurrection and transformation of the body of  Christ, which, as Augustine points out is possibly (fortasse) influenced by  Porphyry’s theory: "one must escape any kind of body in order for the  7? "Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati inmortalesque esse cupiamus...". De Civi-  tate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496.  3 "O si cognovisses Dei gratiam per Iesum Christum dominum nostrum ipsamque  eius incarnationem, qua hominis animam corpusque suscepit, summum esse exemplum  gratiae videre potuisse ... Gratia Dei non potuit gratius commendari, quam ut ipse unicus  Dei Filius in se incommutabiliter manens indueretur hominem et spem dilectionis suae  daret hominibus homine medio, qua ad illum ab hominibus veniretur, qui tam longe erat  immortalis a mortalibus, incommutabilis a commutabilibus, iustus ab inpiis, beatus a  miseris. Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati immortalesque esse cupiamus, manens  beatus suscipiensque mortalem, ut nobis tribueret quod amamus, perpetiendo docuit con-  temnere quod timemus". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496-497.  74 ”_ mirabilis mirabiliter natus est". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,498.Gratia De1l NON potult gratius commendarı, Quam ul 1pse UNICUS
Deı Fıllus in incommutabılıter indueretur homınem el SDCI dılecthonIs SUac

homıinıbus homıne medio, ua ad ıllum abh homiıinıbus venıretur, quı onge erat
immortalis MO}  1Dus, incommutabılıs commutabılıbus, 1ustus abh INnDUS, Deatus
mI1SserIs. Et quıa naturalıter indıdıt nobıs, beatı ımmortalesque CSSC Cuplamus,
eatus SuscC1pı1eNSquE mortalem, ul nobıs trıbueret quod amMmamus, perpetiendo docuıt CON-
emnere quod timemus”. De (ivitate De1 10,29, SEL 40/1,496-497

74AUGUSTINE’S DISCUSSIONS ON THE RESURRECTION  117  nature the desire for blessedness and immortality’””. By His sufferings and  death Christ taught us to look beyond our own sufferings.  "If only you had recognized the grace of God through Jesus Christ our Lord  and His incarnation itself, in which he assumed a human soul and body! If  only you could see the supreme instance of grace! ... The grace of God could  not be more gratefully emphasized than when the only Son of God himself,  while remaining unchangeable Himself, clothed Himself in humanity and gave  the hope of His love to men by the mediation of a man, so that by his hope of  love they would come to him, who was formerly so far from mortals in His  immortality, far from the changeable in His unchangelessness, far from the  wicked in His righteousness, far from the wretched in his blessedness. And  because He has implanted in us the desire to be happy and immortal, He  assumed a mortal [sc. flesh], while remaining in his blessedness, in order to  give us what we love; and by suffering He taught us to look beyond what we  dread"”®,  Augustine does not consider that the birth of Christ from a virgin  poses a great difficulty to the Platonists. He does not discuss it with them;  he simply justifies it by saying:"a wonderful being was born in a wonder-  ful way"“. The case, however, is different with the death, resurrection,  and the transformation of the body of Christ. This was the main difficulty  for the Platonists; and Augustine discusses this with them critically. The  discussion of Augustine with the platonists on the death, resurrection, and  transformation of the body of Christ, centers on resolving the difficulty of  the Platonists in accepting resurrection and transformation of the body of  Christ, which, as Augustine points out is possibly (fortasse) influenced by  Porphyry’s theory: "one must escape any kind of body in order for the  7? "Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati inmortalesque esse cupiamus...". De Civi-  tate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496.  3 "O si cognovisses Dei gratiam per Iesum Christum dominum nostrum ipsamque  eius incarnationem, qua hominis animam corpusque suscepit, summum esse exemplum  gratiae videre potuisse ... Gratia Dei non potuit gratius commendari, quam ut ipse unicus  Dei Filius in se incommutabiliter manens indueretur hominem et spem dilectionis suae  daret hominibus homine medio, qua ad illum ab hominibus veniretur, qui tam longe erat  immortalis a mortalibus, incommutabilis a commutabilibus, iustus ab inpiis, beatus a  miseris. Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati immortalesque esse cupiamus, manens  beatus suscipiensque mortalem, ut nobis tribueret quod amamus, perpetiendo docuit con-  temnere quod timemus". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496-497.  74 ”_ mirabilis mirabiliter natus est". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,498.mirabılis miırabiılıter Nnatius est  Ia De ('ivitate De 10,29, SEL 40/1,498.
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soul wWwe. wıth 1ın blessedness  m75 It 15 from thıs point that
Augustine g1ns h1is discussıon wıth the Platonists.

First he contends that Porphyry’s eOTYy has corrected. Can

corrected Dy 1116cAanls of the Platonists’ eOTY, 1C Augustine calls
"incredıble notlon”, taken from ato, concerning the soul of the visıble
WOT. ato teaches that the WOT'! 18 lıving eing; ıt has soul. The
WOT. 15 the appıes lıving being‘®. And the Platonists wısh 1t efeT-
nal This WONUL. INC. that for these Platonists the soul of the WOT.
(0] from the physıcal constitution of the WOT| yel 1t 1S VE appYy.
According Augustine, thı1ıs SOCS the Platonists’ eOTY, and
for that mafttierU Porphyry  S COTY, that an Yy kınd of body cshould

abandoned 1ın order that the soul IMNAaYy appY.
"But he himself Porphyry], by holding thiıs Op1n10n, STOO! ın need of COITSEC-
107 particularly In VIEW of the quıte incredıble notion of this vast COrpore
Z  N which YOU share wıth hım cConceming the soul of thıs world For YOU
5SdY, the authorıity of ato, that the WOT| 15 lıving being and V
appYy 1ving being, which yOu wısh eternal HOow, therefore, the OMNC
hand the soul departs from the DOdy, and the other hand always
enJOys happıness, if for the soul appY CVEIY Dody 18 shunned?"””

In the second place Augustine confronts the Platonists wıth theır
OW 16 that the SUT and planets bodies:; these lıving beings of

blessedness:;: and they AI eternal in theır corporeal forms.
"You also confess ın YOUT books that this SUulIl and other planets 168
1N! ]Jo1n and COMNCUT wıth YOU In this CONVICtION. Oreover wıth
Ofty nkıng, ds YOU thınk, YOU Consıder these living Ings VeC. appY
and eternally unıted wıth theır Corpore: forms  n78

ye- An CIO quod 1psum MO deposıtum el In melıus resurrecCtione
1am incorruptibile qu' ortale subvexIıit, hOcC SsSE credere recusatıs intu-
entes Porphyrıum In his 1DSIS hıbrıs, quıbus ulta DOSUL, (qUuUOS de TCRTCSSU anımae
ScCrpsıt, crebro praecıpere OINNEC Ol 6S  © fugıendum, anıma DOSSI! beata PCITMNA-
NCIC CUMmMm Deo?” De (/ivitate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1,498.

See PLA' Timaeus 3,
"Sed 19 pDOUUS ista sentiens corrıgendus fult, praesertim CUMmM de anıma undı

hu1lus visıbıilıs el ingent1s COTDOTCAC molıs CUl  = iıllo incredıbilıa sapıatıs. Platone
quıppe Aauctiore anımal SSC dicıtıs mundum el anımal beatıssımum, quod vultıs e}  8 eti1am
semplıternum. Quo mMOdo CT ZO NEC umdquam solvetur L0)  , NC q carebut
beatıtudıne, S1, ul beata Sıt Nnıma, 19) Sıt INNEC fugiendum?”, De (ıvitate DeL 10,29,
SEL 40/1,498

78 "Solem stum eft sıdera NON solum In hıbrıs vestrIis [0) 6S!  D fate-
mi1n1, quod vobıiscum homiınes el conspıcere NOMN CUuNnCcClLaniur el dıcere; CIUM etiam
altıore, ut putatıs, perıtia haec SSC anımalıa beatıssıma perhıbets el CU:  = his Orpor1bus
sempiıterna . De ( ivitate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1,498
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Thıs WOUu AISUuC agalnst the Platonists themselves:;: and Augustine tIes
bring thıs the attention of the Platonists, who, he thıinks, pretend nNOTL
have knowledge of theır usual WaY of discussıng of theıir usual teaching;
OT else they sımply forget, when presented wıth the Chrıistian teaching OI

the resurrection and the transformatıon of the body.
Whny, ereIioTe, 18 1t that when the Christian faıth 18 urge: uUDO! YOU, at OMNCEC

yYOUu forget, ÖT YOU pre nOoL kNOW YOUIT usual argument and teaching?"””
er confronting the Platonists wıth theır OW teachings Augustine

claıms that discussıon the question of resurrection 15 only wıthıin the
CompelenCe of those who well-instructed in the Scriptures””. He does
nNOL g1ve here the T1ECA4ASON for thıs claım. In Boo ZZLZ5 however, he insınu-
ates that these Platonists consıder scr1ıptural evidence nonsense®!.
Agaınnst thıs background Augustine, IMNay SuSpectl, the
truth of Holy Scriptures; and 1t 15 because of thıs that he makes thıs claım,
nNOTL only 1ın order the authorıty of Christianıty establısh
the doctrine of the resurrection of the DOdy, but also ın order persuade
the Platonists aCCEDL humbly Chrıiıstian teachıng. For the second aım,
that 1S, ın order persuade the Platonists, Augustine repeatedly MNgSs
theır notice theıir prou attıtude 1n NOL acknowledging Christ®. For the
TSt aım, that 18, establısh the resurrection of the DOdy, he
appeals the fact of Chrıist’s resurrectl1on, IC he takes 4S the example
1 demonstrated the truth of Chrıstian teachiıng the future TESUITCEC-

t10N and transformatıon of ()UT bodies. But ECVEOIN thıs Christian teaching has
1fs parallel, Augustine points OuL, in the teaching of the Platonists
the of immortal 1€6Ss ın the celestial sphere where they
MMO  y happy”. Ihus, ASs Augustine 5SdYy>, there 1$ basıs for them

SaYy that ON has flee from anı Y kınd of body in order that one’s soul
INaY appY.

"What the qualities of the of the saınts at the resurrection wıll
De discussed ın IMNOTEC detaıl „ A0010)0824 those who aTrc INO learmed In the Chris-

79 "Quıid CIBO SsL. quod, CUM vobıs fıdes Christiana suadetur, Iunc oblıvıscımı, aut

1gnorare VOS fingıtıs, quıd dısputare aut docere soleatıs?"”. De (/ivıtate Den 10,29, SEL
40/1 ‚498

80 "Qualia SANCLOTrUM [0) in resurrectione futura Sınt, DOLESL alıquanto Scrupulosıus
inter ristianorum scrıpturarem doctissımos dısputarı  ” De (ivitate DeL 10,29, CSEL
40/1 ‚498

X 1 "S1 Väll: dixerunt SSC conscripta”. De (ivitate Deu ÜT d R SEL 40/2,650.
"Qui1d Causac SSL. quur propter Opınıones ves_wras, quas vos IpDSIS obpugnatıs, TISU-

anı SSC nolıtıs, 181 quı1a Chrıistus humıilıter venıt el VOS superbı estis?”". De (ıvitate De1
10,29 SEL 40/1,498

X4 See Iımaeus 3()-34 and 41, 142-147 and S6157
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ti1an crıptures (M thıs, however, ave (0111 the future resurrected
1e! wıll etern theır qualities will lıke that example hıch Christ
BaVC al his OWIl resurrection. But, whatever the qualities of those 1€' IMaYy
be’ the fact 18 that when Christian eachıng 18 that these 1e will 1INCOT-
ruptible, and wıll 9(0)1 obstacle contemplatıon Dy the soul, in which it
15 fixed God, yOUu also Say that In the heavens there ATC immortal 1e6S$ Of
the immortally blessed. What then 18 the asıs of YOUT nkıng that for us

be should shun CVETY kınd of DOdy, that yOUu SCC} shun d4s it
i rat1ıonally the Christian faı  - . if YOU have 1s 1t NOL what
repeatedly Say T1S 15 humble, whereas YOUu proud? Or 15 It possibly
because YOU ashame! of being corrected? And thıis 1S VICce of NOMNC other
than the proud"®,

Chapter ends wıth direct quotation of John 1,1- nIn the be-
ınnıng Was the Word and the Word Was wıth and Was the
Word Thıs Was wıth God 1ın the ginnıng. things WEeIC created
hrough Hım: and nothıng that Was created Camne into being wıthout Hım
In Hım Was lıfe; and that ıfe Wäas the 1g of IC  - The 1g shines 1ın
darkness, and the darkness nNnOT overwhelm f“ Augustine C1Ites thıs IeX!

NOTL only emphasıze the humilıty of the Son of A  who Dy Hıs pırı
taught fisherman [John] w1ısdom ın order NOW and A  Say the words
cıted above, but also and foremost ın rde bring their knowledge that
1n fact In Chrıistian 161 Chrıst 1$ the princıple. Thıs princıple, wıth Hıs
lıfe, sufferings, ea resurrection and ascens10n, all taken interconnected,
ffects 1n rıghteous belıevers all that pertaıns and ea towards theır
resurrection and transformatıon for the tter.

Book 10,50 Plato teaching suffers from flaws. Porphyry CO -

them

ere several points in the teachings of ato 1C Porphyry
does nNnOTL AaBTCcC wıth TIhe first i< after eal the souls of INEN

earth, and into the bodies EVEOIN of beasts®. Thıis 18 also held Dy Plo-

"Qualıia NCLILOTUM [0) resurrectione utura Ssınt, DOLESL alıquanto scrupulos1us
inter Christianarum scrıpturarum doctissımos disputarı; futura iamen sempiıterna mınıme
dubıtamus, el talıa futura, quale SUua resurrectone Christus demonstravı exemplum. Sed
qualiacumque Sınt, CUMmM incorruptubilıa TOTSUS el inmortalıa nıhıloque anımae contemplatı-
ONCIN, in Deo fugıtur, ınpedıientia praedicentur VOSquC etiam dicatıs Kn  Q ın caelestbus
inmortalıa COTDOTA inmortalıter beatorum quıd est quod beata SIMUS, INNC {ugıen-
dum CSSC opinamın1, uL em Christianam quası ratiıonabılı fugere videamını, 1S1 quıa

esL, quod iterum diıco Chrıistus est humılıs, VOS superbi? forte CoOMm1g1 pudet? Et
hOoc vil1um NOMN 1S1 superborum est  x De (ıivitate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1,498-499

85 See PLATO, Phaedrus 249b, 41: Republic 10,619d-620b, 121-122; Timaeus 42,
158
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tinus®®. The second 15 Just the dead Came from the lıving, the lıv-
ing Ways COINC from the dead®”. TIhe 1n 15 Ouf of forgetfulness of
past mi1serl1es the souls take delıght In comiıing back eart In order
A4SSUIMNC bodies®. The OUu 15 there 15 kınd of inevıtable cycle of de-

from evıl ollowed Dy eviıl.
Augustine States that OTrph3AYyTYy refuses aCCEDL the first pOo1nt; and

OTpPNAYTY, A Augustine does thıs quıite rıghtly. In Augustine’s
supposıition Porphyry  S 1Cason 15 thıs he Was ashamed hold Plato’s
teaching because "he fears that mother miıght COMNNC back 4S mule and

en Dy her SsSon  1189! For thıs 1C4SONMN orphyry another the-
human souls 1Nnto men ’s bodies, but 9(0)! into the Samne bodies

16 they have eft 1ın they COINC back ASSUINE other Ne  < human
168 Augustine CNtC1IZES thı1ıs eOTY. For, Augustine po1nts Ou(l, ıt
WOU in accordance wıth Porphyry  S eOTYy that mother WOU.

gırl and poss1ibly her OW SsSon
vaf after ato has Ssaı1d somethıing It would thought mproper it,
then why dıd Porphyry offer COrrecti1ons SOM and NOL IeW, points? For
1t 15 VE Certam that ato that after death the souls of INeN even

1€6S$ of Dbeasts ven Plotinus, the eacher of Porphyry, held thıs Opinion.
However, Porphyry Ng dıd NOL Calt for it He thought that souls of Men

1Into the 1€e6$ of INCN, NOL, however, their OWTI), 1C| they have aban-
0ONe! Dut nto Ne'  < It clearly made hım us believe i lest
mother who pOss1bly turned into mule would en DYy her SON,; however,
1t dıd nNnOTL make hım us belıeve thıs mother who has turned nto
daughter WOU. possibly IMNa her S()I1n9l.

Wıth thıs (eX{i Augustine renders Porphyry  S eOTYy nmdiculous,
althoug: he po1lnts Ouf 1ts 19 COITTECINESS, LE., that souls 111

PLOTINUS, Enneades 3:4,2;: LOTIN, Enneades I, BREHIER, ed.), Parıs, p.65
PLATO, Phaedrus cf De ( ıyiıtate Dei 10,30, SEL 40/1,501
PLATO, Phaedrus 249a, 41° Republıic 10,619£., 120f.; also VIRGIL, Aeneıd

6.751: Parıs, Les Belles Lettres, 192 Ihe ({eX[ from IRGIL 18 quo dırectly In De
(ivitate De:i 2226 SEL 40/2,653.

"Puduit scılıcet ıllud credere, fortasse fılıum in ulam evoluta vecClia-
ret.  ” De (ivitate Dei 10,30, SEL

20 11AUGUSTINE’S DISCUSSIONS ON THE RESURRECTION  121  tinus®, The second is: just as the dead came from the living, so the liv-  ing always come from the dead”. The third is: out of forgetfulness of  past miseries the souls take delight in coming back to earth in order to  assume bodies®®. The fourth is: there is a kind of inevitable cycle of de-  parture from evil followed by return to evil.  Augustine states that Porphyry refuses to accept the first point; and  Porphyry, as Augustine comments, does this quite rightly. In Augustine’s  supposition Porphyry’s reason is this: he was ashamed to hold Plato’s  teaching because "he fears that a mother might come back as a mule and  be ridden by her son"®! For this reason Porphyry proposes another the-  ory: human souls return into men’s bodies, but not into the same bodies  which they have left behind; they come back to assume other new human  bodies. Augustine criticizes this theory. For, as Augustine points out, it  would be in accordance with Porphyry’s theory that a mother would return  as a girl and possibly marry her own son”,  "If after Plato has said something it would be thought improper to correct it,  then why did Porphyry offer corrections on some, and not a few, points? For  it is very certain that Plato wrote that after death the souls of men retum even  to bodies of beasts. Even Plotinus, the teacher of Porphyry, held this opinion.  However, Porphyry rightly did not care for it. He thought that souls of men  return into the bodies of men, not, however, their own, which they have aban-  doned, but into new bodies. It clearly made him blush to believe it, lest a  mother who possibly turned into a mule would be ridden by her son; however,  it did not make him blush to believe this: a mother who has turned into a  daughter would possibly marry her son  n91.  With this text Augustine renders Porphyry’s theory ridiculous,  although he points out its partial correctness, i.e., that souls will return  8 PLOTINUS, Enneades 3:4,2; PLOTIN, Enneades III, (E. BREHIER, ed.), Paris, p.65.  37 PLATO, Phaedrus 70c f.; cf. De Civitate Dei 10,30, CSEL 40/1,501.  3 PLATO, Phaedrus 249a, p. 41; Republic 10,619f£., p. 120£.; see also VIRGIL, Aeneid  6,751, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, p. 192. The text from VIRGIL is quoted directly in De  Civitate Dei 22,26, CSEL 40/2,653.  89 "Pyuduit scilicet illud credere, ne mater fortasse filium in mulam revoluta vecta-  ret...". De Civitate Dei 10,30, CSEL 40/1,500.  90 n  ... et non puduit hoc credere, ubi revoluta mater in puellam filio forsitan nuberet".  De Civitate Dei 10,30, CSEL 40/1,500.  % "Si post Platonem aliquid emendare existimatur indignum, quur ipse Porphyrius  nonnulla et non parva emendavit? Nam Platonem animas hominum post mortem revolvi  usque ad corpora bestiarum scripsisse certissimum est. Hanc sententiam Porphyrii doctor  tenuit et Plotinus; Porphyrio tamen iure displicuit. In hominum sane non sua quae dimise-  rant, sed alia nova corpora redire humanas animas arbitratus est. Puduit scilicet illud  credere, ne mater fortasse filium in mulam revoluta vectaret; et non puduit hoc credere,  ubi revoluta mater in puellam filio forsitan nuberet". De Civitate Dei 10,30, CSEL 40/1,  500.el NON pudur hOC credere, ubı evoluta ater In puellam filıo forsıtan nubere'
De (ivitate DeL1 10,30, SEL 40/1,500

Yl "S1 DOSL Platonem alıquıd emendare ex1istimatur indıgnum, (Quur IDSe Porphyrıius
nonnulla el NONMN emendavıt? Nam Platonem anımas homınum DOSL revolvı
16 | ad COTDOTA bestiarum SCT1PSISSE certissımum esL. Hanc sententiam Porphyru doctor
tenuıt el Plotinus: Porphyrıo tamen 1ure dısplicuuit. In hommmum Sall! NON SUua qua«c dımıse-
ranti, sed alıa OVa L0) redire humanas anımas arbıtratus BST. Puduıit scılıcet
credere, mater se fiılıum in mulam revoluta ©L el NON puduılt hOcC credere,
ubı evoluta In puellam filıo forsıtan nuberet  bl De ( /ıvitate DeL 10,30 SEL 40/1,
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only into human bodies”* Wıth thıs he 1kewıse pralıses the Christian doc-
trıne taught Dy the prophets: "Ihe belief that souls only NC

theıir OW 16S$ 1S LNOIC honorable than that they time and agaın
dıfferent bodies"”>.

Wıth reSpECL the second point in Plato’s teaching, Wit, Just
the dead Camle from the ving the 1ving Ways COMNNC from the dead,
OTpPNAYyTY SayS that has placed the soul in thıs WOT. ın order that 1t
IMNay realıze the evıls of materı1al WOT. and from here back the
Father, agaın drawn back into CONTLACT wıth evıl For OTPNAYTY
the souls of the thoroughly purıNe« do nOTt COIMNC back ASSUule bodies.
Augustine, however, SCS iNnCOrrectness in thıs eOTY of orphyry For
Augustine the soul 1s gıven the body in order do Evıl 1S only
recognized Dy when he does

"Porphyry also SayS that God had gıven soul the WOT! for thıis
In Order that the soul, realızıng the evıls of the material world, WOU. hurry
the ather and would longer held back OMNCEC agaın Dy the pollution of
such eviıls Here, ughn, Porphyry 18 inconsistent wıth the aCcts; for the soul 1S
given the body in Order that 1t May do g00d; it WOU. NOL know evıl f 1t
dıd NOL do evıl Nevertheless in thıs theory he cCorrected the opinıon of other
Platonıists, and he dıd important question. because he admıtte: that
the soul after ıt has been puriıfied irom evıls and has been establıshe' wıth
the ather wıll suffer the evıls of thıs WOT! Wıth thıs oOpinıon he dıd
AWAY wıth nncıpal Platonic COTY iCc stated that Just d the dead COINC
from the lıving the lıyıng COMNC always irom the dead'"

On the 1r point, namely, Ouf of forgetfulness of past miserles the
soul takes delıght ın comıing back 4SSUIMNC DOdy, Augustine COITECIS

Porphyry  S position Dy reference Virgil’s poetic description of the JOyS
of the blessed after theıir puriıfication:

- Verum L(amen, uL dix1, ] parte est hac opınıone Porphyrıius, ut
saltem solos homınes humanas anımas praecıpıitarı PDOSSC sentret, beluınos utem CailCe-

ICS mıinıme dubitaret” De (ıyvıtate DeLi 10,30, SEL 40/1,500.
Quanto, Inquam, honestius credıitur revertI anımas semel ad proprıa Ua

reverti totlens ad dıversa ”! De (ivitate DeL 10,30, SEL 40/1,500.
"Diıcıt ad hOcC Deum anımam mundo dedısse, materıi1ae COBNOSCCHS mala ad

em reCurrerei 1NCC alıquando 1am talıum DO1uU! contagıone UÜbı tsı 1quu!
inconvenıenter Sapı! (magıs enım est COTDOTIL, uL bona faceret; NOMN nım mala dısce-
rel, SI NONMN faceret), In men alıorum Platonıcorum opınıonem el NON ıIn Dar V ANCN-

davıt, quod MUnN! aD omnıbus alıs anımam CU  = Patre constitutam 1am
mala mundı Nulus CSSC confessus esL. Qua sententa profecto abstulıt, quod SSC

Platoniıcum maxıme perhıbetur, ut VIVIS, ı1ta V1VOS mortuls SCINDECI fıer1  x De
('iviıtate De1 10,30, SEL 40/1,500-501.
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"SO that, orgetful, they MAaYy seek agaın Ihe vau. of heaven, and ONCE INO  -
esire 10 a mortal body"9

Vırgıl, followıng ato, describes that after theır purification, the souls
sent the Elysıan Fields and called the vVer of Lethe, 1C

that they ummoned forgetfulness of the past such that they
agaın desıre back mortal bodies”®. Augustine sShows
wıth Porphyry’s refusal aCCEepL thıs idea of Vıirgil Just Augustine
0€Ss NnOTL aCCept the or1gıinal version of ato for thıs theory, he rejects
that of ırgl Here ın chapter he h1s argument gıven 1ın Sermo
240,5 and

hyry rghtly dıd NOoL lıke thıs, S1INCE 1t 1s really absurd lieve that from
that other lıfe, which could nNnOoL completely appY unless there WeIC COM-

plete of 1ts eternity, the SOulSs WOU. desıire the taınt of COrruptible
bodies and reiu ence those 1685 It 1S d ıf final purıfication 15
achieved ın Order that the soul MAaV long for enewed defilement. For ı1, hen
they arec perfectly purıfled, the result 1s that they forget evil,; the forge:  Ness
of ev1ils nevertheless produces ongıng for the 1eS, In which the souls wıll
agaın implicated ın evıls, 1t follows that SUDTEIMME elicıty 1S the of
elıcıty, the perfection of wısdom 15 the of folly, and perfec cleansıng
1s the of ncleanness there the however long it INAaYy SLay, wıll
NOL be happy the asıs of truth, SINCE 1t 1S in whnhere it MUuStT De
deceived in Order be For it wıll NOL DDY unless it has SecurIity;
however, ın Order have SECUTNLY, it wiıll belıeve that it 11l always DPDY;
but thıs 1S false, SINCE sometimes it wiıll COMMEC CVCN MI1SETY. how then wıll it
eN]JOYy In tru when 1ts JOY wiıll depend false Dbeheve‘? Porphyry Sa  < thıs,
and for thıs ICasSsOM he saıld that after it has been purified the soul Turn:! the
ather that it IMay 19(0)1 at SUOMMNC stage held back IN0O  - DYy the pollu-497t107 of these EeV1IIS

Augustine {[urns the OUu: point, that 1S, that there 15 evıtable
cycle of departure from evıl 1C 15 ollowe!l Dy evıl. In order

95 Scıilıcet inmemores uL CONVCXa revisant uUrsus el IncC1pılanNt COTIDOTA ve
reverti”. IRGIL, Aeneid 6,750 .. p.192 Ihıs 18 dırectly quo! In De (ivitate DeL 10.30.
SEL 40/1,501

96 Ibıd.
” Merı1to dısplıcuıt hOC Porphyrıo, quon1am ecIa credere est illa vıta,

UJUaC beatıssıma CSSC ‚9(0)9! poter1ı 1S1 de SUua uer! aetern1ı cerussıma, esıiderare anımas
corruptibilıum COTDOTUIM abem el inde ad ista TeIMCcAIC, Lamquam hoc agal purgatı-
U, Inquıinatıo requıratur. SI enım quod perfecte Mun: hOC efficıt, Oomnıum oblı-
viscantur, ubı I[UISUS inplıcentur malıs: profecto er1t infelıcıtatıs eliciıtas el
stultıtiae perfect10 sapıentiae ST inmundıtıae ‚aAusa MuUn! Nec verıtate Ibı
beata erıt anıma, quamdıucumque erit. ubı fallatur, ut beata SIL. Non nNnım
erıt NIsı SCCUTA,; uL SCCUTa S1IL, falso putabıt fore, quon1am alıquan-
do er1ıt el miısera. Cu1l CI gaudendı ‚aAusa falsıtas er1t, quO mOdo de verıtate. gaudebıt?

hoc Porphyrıius Dur: anımam ob hOocC revert1 1X1!| ad atrem, alıquando
1am malorum pollu contagıone tur” De (ivitate DeL1 10,30, SEL 40/1,501
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reject false thıis COTY of ato, he apphıes Porphyry  S COTY that
perfectly purıfied souls do nOTLt bodies”®.

Book TZ2L Augustine refutes hoth AaLo and Porphyry
In Boo LZZT7 Augustine becomes ECVCnNMN INOTC SCVECEIC wıth the Pla-

tonısts. Whereas in Boo 10,29 and he CXDICSSCS fear concerning the
infÄuence C the Platonıists had Man Yy who WeTiIC attracted theır
search for w1ısdom, here in Boo 12227 he takes aggress1ıve position
agaınst those Platonists, commandıng them STOP threatening wıth theır
teachings and randıng theıir Op1In10ns N entirely alse (falsıssımum).

ere [WO points agaınst 1C Augustine TEACTIS strongly. The
ırst 15 the teaching of ato that the lesser gods, who themselves WEIC

created Dy the 5ı Jreme the makers of other lıvıng cCreatures
ese gods, however, took the soul from and what they dıd Was Just

ashıon the physıca frame”?. The second point 1s the eOTYy of Por-
phyry that souls should fee from al nds of bodies 1ın order
purıNed However, OTphYyTY wıth afto that those who 1ved
unrıghteous 1ıfe TeIuUrn A4SSUMMC bodies punıshment, although Por-
phyry FeICCIS the idea of bodies of beasts, and admıts that of

only He human bodies. Augustine concludes from these [WO

Op1n10ns that the hınkers AIC in fact asserting that theır gods
makers of OUuT chaıns and pr1son ce. instead of being OUT a_
Dbros conpedum NOSLTOTrUM, NC institutores’). Let uüs take note
of Augustine ’s words in the descr1ıption. The words
NOSTWTOTUM, NECC institutores” sal! NOTL only In order ACCUSEC the Platon-
1Sts of teaching negatıve conception of the bodies, Dbut a1sSO ın order
deny their 1e in gods Ihıs second intentlion 1s of ıimportance OUuT

understandıng of Augustine s T reacti1on. In Book 12.25 he Say>S that
these phılosophers NOTL only worshı1ıp these godsloo but also acCtive in
draggıng others worshiıp them together wiıth them. It 1$ thus because of
both fear fOor infÄuence others and for the negatıve Conception of bodies
that he cCcCommands them SLOP In theıir 1ie and in draggıing others
worshı1p their gods wıth them

"Vıdıt hoc Porphyrius urgalamque nımam ob hoc revert] dixıt ad Patrem,
alıquando malorum pollu contagıone eNneatur. Falso 1g1tur quıbusdam est Platoni-
C1S credıitus quası NeCESSAarlus orbıs ılle ab eısdem abeundı el ad eadem revertend1“. De
(ivitate DeL 10,,30, SEL 40/1,501

09 See PLA' I ımaeus 41c, 157
Augustine identifies ese gods wıth angels. See De ( 'ıyıtate DeL 12 23. SEL

40/1
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"TIhe Platonists shoul| e1  er CCascC threatening us wıth punıshmen! for souls
COMIMMN£ from these 1€6S$ 0)4 they should NOL preach us worshiıp those
gods whıle urgıng us flee irom and shun d much poss1ble their
handwork |SC the Dody] us Both fact entirely falseulol

The Statement "Both fact entirely false 15 NOTL Just emn of the
L[W!  ®) pOS1U10NS mentioned above namely, DOodıies AIcC fetters and Jul ce
and gods be worshipped It rather of showing the of
the CONLTAaTrYy statements Chrıstian teaching (1) souls do nNnOTL
C bodies for punıshment and 11) there only One Creator of
lıving thıngs eıther heaven eart He who created heaven and
earth

Or 1l 15 NOT that souls EXPIale for theıir punıshment when they sSeNLT
back AaNCW thıs earthly lıfe:; and there 15 other Creator of lıying
1ngs, eıther heaven OT earth, CEXCEDL the One who made heaven and
earth‘!%2

ese [WO Statements SCIVC demonstrate Augustine double intenduon
The first demonstrates that ECVECNMN the basıs of ato OD1INION that
the WOT.| COUu only have eached the hıghest auty and worth Dy being

wıth lıving ings of all nds that wıth immortal and mortal
103111Ings v} claım that 1f 15 NnOTL punıshment Tefiurn Dodies

OUT eing created eVcCn though WEIC made mortal gıft of
G0od The second cShow that EVCnNn the Dasıs of ato teaching,
that eternal understandıng the form of the ole unNnl-

1041nand also the forms of a ll lıyıng creatures Can conclude that
all lıving Creatures wıthout EXCEDLON WEIC created by and that
therefore they We SaYy GV above because 1l that
ato imself OI the Platonists the interpretation of Augustine SCCTINMN
uUuNawWwaTre of theıir INCONSISLIENCY, namely, ıle the ONe hand he they
teach that the WOTL. 16 the princıpal Creafture for them COUu only
have eached the highest auty and worth Dy being by all kınd of
lıving CTreatures both mortal and immortal the other hand they Ta-

101 "Aut CISO desinant Platonıicı DOCNAS SUus COrpor1ıbus COINIMIMINATN aut
COS nobıs deos cColendos NON praedıcent qQUOTUM nobıs Operatliıonem ut DOSSU-
INUS fug1amus el evadamıus hortantur Lamen SIl ulrumque falsıssımum" De (‚ ivitate
De1 SEL 40/1 612 613

"Nam NCQUE Iuunt DOCNAS CUM ad 1sSLam Vv1ilam denuo revolvuntur
OMN1uUmM VIV! SIVC caelo SIVC nullus est condıtor 151 quO facta 5  —
caelum el terra  au De (ivitate DeL1 12Z SEL 40/1613

See PLATO, I ımaeus and 90-92 143 and AA228
PLATO, Iimaeus 30d, 143:; 3°97C-338 145
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1cCt thıs Dy sayıng that TeIUrnN bodies 15 punıshment. Augustine 111
remaın consıistent bringing this theıir notice.

uIn fact, ıf there 1S other Cause for lıyıing In thıs body CXCEDL that should
DaY OUT punishment, NOW 15 1t that ato himself SaySs that the WOT| could NnOoL
have Ccome other being the MOST eaut1i and the Dest, unless it CI
filled wıth all nds of lıyıng creatures, that 18, immortal and mortal I 9
however, OUT creatiıon, Dy hıch have been made mortal, 1S gift of
how could it punıs.  en reiurn these bodies, that 1S, these EeSS-
Ings of God? And 1f, 4S ato repeatedly Nnsısts, G0d contaıned In Hıs etern:
understandıng the forms of the whole 1verse as well ds lıving crealures,
HNOw dıd He himself NOL all? Or, WOU. He refuse the craftsman Of
SUOMINGC, when the of 9)  uCcın them 1s In Hıs miınd that 15 yon (JUT COIM-
prehension and ineffably praiseworthy?11105

Book 13106 It 15 nOL the body such hut the corruptible body
S  —+ 16 hurden the soul

In Boo  Z 13,16 the discussıon between Augustine and the Platonists
15 ocused LIIOIC the WOTrd and dıgnity of the body. 'The exchange of

becomes COIlOUTIU and full of rıdicule 'The Platonists SCCIMN

aug al (videntur Inridere) the Christian teachıng that ea 18
reckoned the punıshments for the soul. For them Dy 1ts separatıon
from the body Dy €e€a| the soul becomes perfectly appY and TeIUrns
the father. Augustine defends the Christian posıtıon. Hesıitantly he

first from Catholic teaching: S1 nıhıl, JUO i1sta refelleretur
OP1N10, iın COTUM 1ıtterıs invenırem, Operos1us miıh1 1sputandum esset”.
'Thıs statement 1$ PutL in hypothetical form Wıth 1t Augustine indicates
nOL only h1s hesitation confront them at the Oufset wıth Christlanity’s
teaching for fear that he WOULU NOTL effective ın thıs MaAanNnneT, Dut also
point Outft clearly them that in theıir VE OW aCCOULUNT of theır OW dOocC-
trıne there ATC elements that defifeat theır OW posi1tion. Accordingly, refer-
EeNCE W1S 913 15 made wıthout exception of being accepted Dy the
Platonists.

the phılosophers, against WwNOse attacks defend the CC1ty of that
18 Hıs church, thınk that they aAIc W1Se laughıing at us Decause SaYy that

Nam S1 nulla ausa est vivendı HOC 10) 1S1 propier pendenda supplıcıa:
quO modo dıcıt iıdem ato ıter mundum fıerı NON potu1sse pulcherriımum adque OpU-
INUM, 181 Oomnıum anımalıum, id est inmortalıum el mortalıum, gener1bus inpleretur?
1 utem Osira instıtulo, vel mortales condıti SUMUAUS, dıyınum esL;: quO modo
DOCHA est ad ista 9)  , 1d est ad dıyına beneficıla, remeare‘ Et S1 eus quod adsıdue
ato ommemMmMOTaLl, SiCut mundı unıversı, ita OMN1um anımalıum specl1es aeterna ntellı-
gentla continebat: YJuO mOdo NOMN 1pse condebat” An alıquorum CSSC artıfex nollet,
(quOTUM efficıendorum artem ineitfabılıs 1US el ineffabılıter laudabılis IMNeENS haberet‘?" De
(ivitate DeL I2 SEL 40/1,613
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the separatiıon of the soul from the body should reckoned amMmOoNg the soul
punıshments. They that the soul COMes perfectly DDPY when 1t has
been completely strıpped of the body and returns God, sımple and alone,
and, in INanneTr of sayıng, naked On thıs point, ıf had 8(0)1 found anythıng
In their OW wriungs wıth which could refute theıir OpIn10ns, should have
ngaged in INOTC abori0us mentSs, wıth 4C WOU. that it 18 NOoL
the body but the COTTUD! body which 15 burden the soul It 15 for thıs
TCason that ın the DrevIOUS book quoted the sSstatement "FOTr the Corruptible
DOody we1ghs down the soul’ Wis 9.15) By addıng the word ‘corruptible’ the
author that the soul 15 weighed down NOL Dy SOIIIC kınd of body but Dy

body that has changed qualıity Cause of SIN and 1fs CONSequent punishment
CVECIN if he had NOL thıs, ought understand It In other WaYn106.

It 1S, however, from theır VE OW teachıng that Augustine de-
duces wıth ı79 confront them "Sed Cu apertissıme ato
deos Deo factos abere inmortalıa COTDOTA praedicet”. Wıth these
words, wıth the IN of the word 1ın 1fs superlatıve form apertissime,
Augustine CXPICSSCSH h1s intention of wıing the attention of the Platonists

facts Ooun iın theıir OW doctrine ese facts aAaIc OunNn! in Plato’s
first, of the creation of de1ites wıth physıca. bodies'””, and SCC-

ond, of the constitution of the eavenly bodies wıth physıca. forms10%

ese [W  ®) ackowledged Dy the Platonists Augustine points Ouf
them We have shown thıs already ın analysıs of Book 10,29 Thıs
makes the last of Boo 1316 doublet of Book 10,29 But
here ın Boo 1316 Augustine adds another I1CasSONM why these Platonists

ashamed of Joıning the rank of C(Chrıstlans: they aAIc Ta1d ran
the ordınary people Dy joınıng them; and they 1n that 1t 11l

cheapen the value of theıir pallıum (a conventional garb of ph1ılosophers).
Ihus the 1C4AsON 1s PTOLECL the1ır pretent10us soc1al and academic SLaLus

- thought ıf right mention thıs only agaınst those who pride themselves
eing called 0)48 being Platonists, who because of theır pride 1n this Name
AT ashamed Chrıistians, lest by Joming them the ordiınary Name MAaY

Sed phılosophı, {0) calumnıas defendiımus CIVI!  em De1l, HOC est 1US
ecclesiam, sapıenter sıbı videntur inrıdere, quod diıcımus anımae separatıonem
inter 1US ESSC eDU!  um, quıa videlıcet 1US perfectam beatıtudiınem {unc Ilı
fıer1 ex1istiımant, CUIMN mnı PTOTSUS X ula Deum sımplex el sola el quodam
mMmOodo nuda redierit. Ubı SI NıN1L, quO ista refifelleretur OPIN1O, In COTU| lıtteris invenırem,
Operos1us mıhı isputandum qJUO demonstrarem NON L0) Ar anımae, COITU)
tibile (0) nde iıllud est quod de scripturis NnOstrıs super10re lıbro COM-
Memoravımus: COorpus nım corruptibile adgravat anımam. Addendo utlque corruptibile
NON ualıcumque 10)  , sed quale factum est DECCALO CONSCQqUENLE vindıcta, anımam
perhıbuilt adgravarı. Quod et1amsı NONMN addıdısset, Nnı allu! intellegere eberemus  " De
(ivitate DeL1 13,16, SEL 40/1,634

See T ımaeus 38C, D. 152
Ihid.
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cheapen the value of the CaIceIs of the 1Uum; which value 1s nflated INOTE
when ıt 15 MO These philosophers, ryıng find something CrIUCIzZe
in doctrine, aC. the immortalıty of the DOdy, if there wWeTi
contradıction ween OUT seekıng for happiness for the soul and (QUT ısh
have it WAay: In 01008 dy, bound the body 4S urdensome
fetter. And yel theıir OWII founder and eacher ato SayS that gift has been
granted DYy the Supreme the gods made by Hım that they WOU. NOL
someday die. that 1S, they would nNOL separateı firom the 1€6S wıth which
He had lınked them  |1109.

Book 131 It A wıthıin the 1l of Go0od ralse UD human
hodies

Augustine s PDUTITDOSC in Boo 1317 15 simılar that in Sermo 242,
al  S In both he cshow the Platonists that weıght 15 NO
obstacle the resurrection of the body. It 15 wıthın the 111 of that
human bodies, despite of theıir weıght, should T1SE. In each of these [WO

places, however, Augustine uses dıfferent approaches. In ermo 242,7-10
he refutes the Platonists the basıs of examples. In Book 1317 he
refutes them the basıs of theır OW aCCOunT of the constitution of the
unıverse and the of the gods N wılled by Augustine’s
poınınt of departure 15 the Platonists’ OW. CONCEDL of the ole eart For
them the ole earTt! 18 (membrum of theır grealt GC 1$ the

110 111ole unıverse The ole unıverse has four elements IC
1s5 and ordered each iın 1ts OW place In order EeNSUTEC that the
ole unıverse, IC 18 lıvıing being and gTreal god, 111 NnOL dıe the
Supreme has willed that the conJunction of these elements should
indissoluble and everlastıng112 (nven this 16 of the Platonıists

"Hoc tantu! 1StOSs cCcommemoOorandum putaVvı, quı Platonicos VOCAarı vel
N gloriantur, CU1US superbia NOMNIS eruDbesSCUuNn —  D1, COININUNG Ihs CU:  -

vulgo vocabulum lem facıat pallıatorum tanfto magıs inflatam, quanio magıs ex1guam
paucıtatem; ef ua  5 quıd in doctrina Christana reprehendant, exagıtant 2geternıtatem
10)  > M haec sınt inter contrarıa, ut el beatıtudınem QUAaCTaMuS anımae el

SCHHDCI SSC velımus in 0)  5 velut ACIUINMNOSO vinculo conlıgatam; CUM COTITUIMM
AauCcCtor magıster Plato donum deo dıs ab 1lo k dıcat 6S  S CONCCSSUM,
alıquando morlantur, 1d est Corpor1bus, quıbus Conexult, separentur”. De (ivitate De:i
13.16, SEL 40/1,636

110 See PLA' T iımaeus 4Ob:; Phaedrus 246b the soul taken ole Vver! the
whole unıverse. 1S symbolızed Dy Hestia.

11l PLATO, T ımaeus 31b-32c the four elementary cCOoNnstutuents al  P aır, and
fıre; of these bonds, namely, and Ihe un1ıty of the. bonds and the terms
they combıinıng 18 effected Dy continued geometrical proportion.

112 PLATO, T imaeus 339 made the unıverse iree from decay through aBC and
dıseases that could arıse from heat and cold and other factors.
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Augustine SCCS apparent Incons1istency theıir ın theır enı that
earthly 165$ Can immortal? Why? It 15 because they SaVv that the
earth, eing the "central member” (medium membrum) of the ole un1-

15 anımated Dy the un1ıverse iıtself such that ıt 1s iımmortal, ıle at
the SaImne time they deny earthly bodies the poss1ıbilıty of being immortal.
In h1s analysıs Augustine takes nNnOoTtfe of the aCCOULUNT of the Platonists. All
theır gods OW'! theır ımmortalıty the 111 of the Supreme Gods
immortal because (Gj0od has wiılled 1t. TIhus the un1ıverse, the © and all
the ther eavenly bodies immortal because has wiılled and estab-
lıshed them be immortal. f thıs 18 S then, Augustine asks, why make
other lıving bodies exception? ou ıt NOL poss1ible for human
es immortal 1f has wiılled them immortal In the
future?

[TIhese Platonıists contend that erITEesStr1. bodies CannolL be immortal, when
they do 19{011 oOu that the ole 1fSse. 1s Dart of theıir gOd, who 15 NOL
SUDICINC, Dut nevertheless that 1S, the whole of thıs unıverse When,
therefore, that Supreme God Crea| for them another being whom they
4S god, that 1S, thıs universe, and thıs ranked above other gods
1C! under hım, they that thıis Saıme god 15 aniımating
that 15 SdY, GOod has plante ın 1t soul that 1s 'atıonal OT intelligent,
which 1s enclosed in the quıite Vast INass of 1fs dy; God has also 1she:
the four eliements of the Saıme body 1ts Darts that plac: and arranged
ın their PIODCI places. Ihe aton1ıs WOULU wısh that the Junctures of these
four elements indissoluble and everlastıng, lest theır great god die On this
assumption that the earth, cen! mem In the DOody of the anımate
god, 15 immortal, what ICAasSson 1S there that the Dodies f other lıving 1Nngs
ea] a1sSO immortal, if (GG0d W1 that likewise?“"!

TIhe NnexXTt dıfficulty that the Platonists present 15 the ımpossibility of
e bodies immortal the basıs that earth, of IC they have
been made, 111 eventually dısıntegrate and perısh, and that they 111 final-
1y earth, theır or1gın. Augustine wonders why Platonists attrıbute
this nature only eart. and NnOT the other elements. Why NOT apply ıt

113 "Contendunt ist1ı errestria 0) sempiıterna 6S!  D 1NON DOSSC, 1psam
unıvyversam de1 SUl, NON quıdem sSumm 1, lamen magnı, 1d est totıus Nulus mundı,
membrum medio posıtum el sempıternum CSSC NON ubıtent. Cum CI O deus Hle
INUS fecerit e1s erum quCm Dulant deum, 1d est stum mundum, ceter1ıs dıs, quı infra
Cum SUNL, praeferendum, eundemque SS5C existiment anımantem, anıma scılıce! SICutL
adserunt, atıonalı vel intellectualı in 4 mole COTrDOTIS 1US inclusa, 1PS1USque
COTDOTIS Llamquam membra OCIS Suls posıta adque gesta quatiuor constituerıt elementa,
(JuUOTUM luncturam, deus OTUumM morI1atur, insolubiılem sempI1-
Imnam velınt: quıd esL, ut iın MAal0rIis anımantıs lamquam medium INemM-
brum aeterna Ssıt leITaA, el alıorum anımantıum terrestrium L0)  n S] Deus sıcut iıllud velıt,
aeterna N NON possint?”, De ( ivitate DeL 1317 SEL 40/1,637
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also fire, he asks. Supposing this 1S applıed the element of fire,
WOU Plato’s aCCOUNT of w promise of iımmortalıty to the gods NOL fall

victim? OT, 15 ıt because thıs does nNOT appIly nNıre the basıs that
has 8(0)1 wiılled 1t’? If then 1t 1s agaın, Augustine po1ints OutL, because of

wıll thate bodıies Cal 11SE
they SqaYy that earth has reiu earth from wnere the earthly 1€eS of

anımals have been taken Thıs 1s the why they SaY, it 15 NCCECSSATY that
they disıntegrate and perısh, and, In thıs WAaY, they AaICc restoTrEe| the enduring
and everlastıng irom where they have been taken OINCOMNEC makes
sımılar assertion also about fire. and SdaVS that Dodies which have been taken
from the unıversal fire should the unıversal fire In Order CcCome
heavenly lıving beings, would the immortalıty which ato promi1sed, dSs
0Ug speakıng for the SUDTEINEC God, those gods 19(0)1 fall Dy the violence
of thıs argument? Or does this NOL ppen Decause God does NOL wıll it, hose
wiıll, ato SayS, force CONquer! What then prevents the wıll of Gi0d
from effecting thıs also In earthly 1eS, seeing that ato admıts that God 15
able CIMNSUIC that things which have COINC ex1istence shoul NOoL perısh,
thıngs hıich have Dbeen bound ogether should NOL urrended, which
have been taken from the elements should NOL return them, and that souls
establıshe: in 1e$ NOL CVOCI orsake them Dut should eN]JOy wıth them
iımmortalıty and everlastıng happiness?"*"“

The last argument that Augustine uUscs agaınst the Platonists 15
longer dırectly connected wıth theıir positlon. He rather quest1ons theır
authorıty speak altfaırs. He denıies the valıdıty of their claım;
and he asserTts the prophets’ authority, claımıng for them the guldance of
the Spiırıt

‚ Why sShould NnOL God able EeNSUTE that earthly 1€e8 do NOL die? Are
SUDDOSC that G0d 18 NOTL DOWE: the extient that Christians beliıeve, Dut

only d far d the Platonists believe? Those philosophers, SUTC, could
KNOW the and the DOWCI of God, and the rophets could not? fact
the 1s ITU!  ® As far He e1gNs reveal, the pin of God has taught

114 "Sed s Inquıunt, eddenda EeSL, unde anımalıum terrestria sSsum la Sunt
10)  5 quO ft, Inquiunt, uL sıt dıssolvı el morı el mOodo 1T1a€e stabılı

sempiıternae, unde uerant SUum{[a, restitul 1 qu1s hOc etiam de igne sımılıter adfırmet
1CAa| reddenda SSC Uun1verso 1221 n QUuUaC inde Sum SUnNL, caelesta lerent

anımalıa: inmortalıtas, quam talıbus dıs, velut deo loquente, promısıt Plato,
Lamquam violenta diısputation1s hu1lus intercıdet? An 1l propierca NON fit, quıa eus NOMN

vult, CU1uUSs voluntatem, alt Plato, nulla VIS vincıt? Qui1d CI prohıbet, uL hOoc eti1am de
erres! corpor1ıbus Deus pOssı efficere, quandoquıdem, ul QuUaC SUnt OCCI-
dant QuUaC Sunt Vvincta Oolvantur NEC qua«c SUnNtL elemenus sumta reddantur
adque uL anımae in Corporıbus constitutae q D  C eseran! el CUl e1s nmortalıta-

sempiıterna beatıtudıine perfruan! DOSSC Deum CO  1tetur Plato De ( iviıtate Del
13A7 SEL 40/1,637
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the rophets make known Hıs 11l The phılosophers however are deceived
111bDy human speculatiıon hen they trıed know thıs WI.

Book I5 The natural heavy weight of the body ll he S_
formed
Book 13 18 stand CEvVecn closer ermo P In both works

Augustine refutes the argument from natural weıght presented Dy the Pla-
OoNn1Ssts order dism1ss the poss1bıilıty of human bodies and

heaven 1Io th1ıs end he dıfferent examples Here however
Book he adds the example 1C 15 the Ire and the n_
S1ON of fIS body He POSILS thıs ell measured OppOSI1tioON the
argument Dy the Platonists These Platonists the S1fuation of
OUT TSt parents their PTIMINVE They aAaISucC that the TISst couple
because of the natural weıght of theır bodies 1ve: eart 1C Wäas

the Name paradıse
"But they SdY, IL 15 that natural weı1ıght eıther earthly Dodies
down 0)4 forces them down earth that ereiore they Could NOL

heaven Indeed those first human beings lıved wOooded
and fruitful land 1C. Was the 1anNne paradıse But Decause they 1INSISL

the weıght of earthly DOodies should reply thıs objection eiıther
VICW of the body of Christ wıth which He ascende: NO heaven VICW
of the SOIT of 1e$ that the Saınts wıll have al the resurrection  m116

Augustine choice of the example sei Dy T1S 4SCCNSION and Dy
ensi10n of OUuT OW future Te 15 nNnOT ICI} presentation of
U: example agaınst the example of OUuT TSt parents theır PTIM1UVE
appY It 15 iıllustrate ell the effect that the on 111
bring about the transformatıon of OUuUT anımale FE-
tale In paradıse dam and ven bore anımale At the TESUITEC-
8(0)8| the Just 111 bear COTDUS spiritale IThıs dıscussion 15 continued
the HNX chapter

115 A|Quur CIBO NON 1L, errestr1a morlantur”? An eus NON est quO
16 | Chrıstianı credunt quO Platonicı volunt? Nımirum Quı1DDC consıliıum De1
el potuerunt phılosophı DOWMWeETUNL prophetae CUMm CONLTarı0
De1l prophetas ad enuntiandum C1IUS, antum dıgnatus esSL, volutatem Spirıtus 1US docue-
ML, phılosophos cognoscenda CON1ECLUrTa humana deceperıt”. De ( ivitate De:
13 1  9 SEL 40/1,637

116 "Sed NECECSSC est u terrena 10) naturale pondus vel terra Nneat
vel ad el ideo caelo AND NOM pOSSINL Prim1ı quıdem ıllı homines terTra
Tant NECINOTOSA adque fructuosa, qua«C paradısı obtinuıt; sed quı1a el ad hOcC N-
dendum est vel propiter Christı CU|  - QuUO ascendit caelum vel propier NCLIOTUM
qualıa re!  ne futura SUnNtL Ntueantur paulo adtentius pondera ID: terrena ” De
(ivitate Deı SEL 40/1 639
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Book I3.19 OULS of the Just ll Iive hetter with theır NS-

formed hodies

Augustine asSserTtSs Chrıstian teaching: ea COuU 9(0)! have befal-
len human 1ings 1f SIN had nOoTt been cCommiıtted. Despite ea hOw-
CVCI, the souls of the Just lıve al Trest after they have CD  ed from thıs
ıte Yet 1t 15 that they 11l lıve ın better after they have been
unıted agaın wıth theıir bodies in perfect A  €e1s mehlius (l SU1Ss
corpor1bus ene valentibus Vv1ivere”. The opınıon that the souls of the Just
lıve in better 1n un1ıon wıth theıir bodies in perfect 15 better,
iın Augustine s observatıon, than the opınıon that souls strıpped of the
16$ and 1ved in the heıight of happıness. He finds thıs EVvVCcCn

the Platonists themselves: A  ut et1am illı, quı Omn1ı MmMOdo 6ESSC sıne COTDOTC
beatıssımum existimant, hanc opınıonem SUamm sententla repugnante COMN-

vincant'. The phrase "hanc opin1ıonem SUamMı sententl1a repugnante CONVIN-
cant  „ cshows that In Augustine s jJudgement EVCN „ 40010)0824 the Platonists
themselves there dıvergent Op1in10ns regardıng theıir OW teaching ancC
opinionem SUamM). TIThus he d1sproves theıir eOTYy that the souls in the
height of elicıty when strıpped of the 1€esS, whıiıle, the other hand, he
favors certaın S X11 the Chrıstian teaching that the souls ıIn
better when they unıted wıth theır bodies In better condıtion.

'Ihe conflicting Op1n10ns cshown Dy the opposıtion ın the the-
TM€eS of ato and OTPNAYTY, IC Augustine recalls here, he has
already demonstrated in Book 10,30 For ato both the souls of the Just
and the unjust, after ıffering per1 of time, 111 COINC back ASSUMTC

1€S$ in order undergo sufferings agaın. OTPNYTY, however, TreaCTts
the harshness of Plato’s EOTY, in denyıng the reiurn of souls into the
1€e$s of beasts, but aCCEDIS other NC human bodies untıil
nnally they completely released from CVETIY kınd of body and
1Into everlastıng elıcıty, and 111 longer mMI1SEeTY. ere 1S,
however, in the teaching of both ato and OTpNYTY, and for that matiter in
that of Platonists themselves, aspecCt 1C accordıng Augustine,
favors the Christian teachıng that un1on wıth bodies ın perfect 15
better than dısjunction from bodies. Augustine has perce1ved thıs
becomes clear from the followıng passSasc.

Or OIC of them will 1sSe MeN, whether those who AI ST1 die OTr
those who dead, that 15 SdY, whether those who AIc wıthout
bodies 0)4 those whoO wıll eave 1N!| their 1eS, above the immortal gods,

whom the Supreme God, accordıng ato, prom1ses inestimable gift,
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namely, indissoluble lıfe, that 1S, everlasting unıon wıth theır
bodies. ”!!

Here Augustine indıcates that un1ıon wıth bodies IC immortal 15
better than the of the souls in separatıon from the bodies. He

that thıs opınıon 15 CeVCcCn deductible from Porphyry  S positlion.
Therefore, lest he WOU. CONquered Dy NMNSt, who prom1ses etern.:
ıfe Hıs saınts, Porphyry also establıshe: purıfied souls In of CVECTI-
astıng happıness, wıthout an y e1ir former miserles; and In Order
contradıct T1S he denies the resurrection of the incorruptible bodies, and
aSSeTTSs that souls will lıve for eternity wıthout SOIT of DOody. However,
wıth thıs OP1INION, whatever 1ts worth INAaY be’ he taught that souls Must submıiıt
themselves even gods wıth 168 1n rel1g10us homage. Why Was thıs,
unless it Wäas because he lNeved that those souls, although NOL assoclated
wıth 1658, AIe NOL Superi10r the deılitiesv7118.

Hıs aım iın thıs IX 15 clear: show that the souls of the Just
ın better when they iın un1ıon wıth their bodies in perfect
health!? Ihıs COu have happene wıth the first human ings had they
NOL sinned. They WOUuU have been rewarded wıth transformed iımmortal
1€S, wıth IC they WOU. have been unıted and 1ved forever. Ihıs
111 also happen the Just al the resurrection. Ihey 11l unıted wıth
theır former bodies, but then already free from an Yy SO  - of COIrruption;
there 111 instance where somethıng 111 interfere wıth their perfect
elıcıty.

. 4Nereiore, ıf those Platonists wıll NOL dare, do NOL thınk they will,
human souls above the gods who in the heigth of happiness and yel

incorporated in eternal 168, why 15 1t that 1t rdiculous for them that
the Christian faıth eaches that the first human 1Ings WEeEIC created that, if
they had nOoL sınned, death would NOL have sundered them from their 1eS,
Dut for theır merits In observing 1ence they WOUL. have received the gıft
of ımmortality of 1€eS$ wıth which they would have lıved for CVET,; and that

117 Neque Nnım qu1squam audebıt illorum sapıentes homines, S1ve MOTr1turos S1ve 1lam
MOTLUOS, 1d est Aaut Carenies corpor1bus AautL L0) relıcturos, dıs inmortalibus anteponere,
quıbus Deus SUTINIMMUS apul Platonem ingens, indıssolubilem Cılıcet ıd est
aeternum SUl1Ss corpor1ıbus consorhum pollıcetur”. De (iv De: 3.19: SEL 40/1,641

118 Itaque SIO VINCI videretiur 1tam sancus pollıcen perpeliuam, etiam 1ıpse
ur anımas SINe. ullo ad mi1ser1as pristinas 1fu In aeterna felıcitate constitult; el ut
Christo adversaretur, resurrectionem IncCorruptubil1um [0) NC£YaNns NON solum SINe.
terren1Ss, sed SINe ullıs OMN1INO corporıibus adserult ın sempıternum SSC victuras. Nec
tamen 1sta qualıcumque opınıone praecepit saltem dıs corporatıs rel1g10N1s Obsequ10
subderentur. Quid ıta, 1S1 quıa Cas, quamVvıs nullı COTDOTI soclatas, NON redıdıt illıs SSEC
melıores?". De (/ivitate Dei 13,19, SEL

119 "Lice: nNnım 1uSstorum pı1orum anımae defunctorum quod in requie Vvivant ubıta-
fas NONMN sıt, 196[ adeo Lamen e1s mehlıus CUM) SU1Ss corpor1bus bene valentbus

Vv1ivere ” De (ivitate Dei 13.19. SEL 40/1,641
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al the resurrecthlon the Just wiıll inhabıt the Samıc 1658 in 1C. they 1ve' In
hardshıp earth; yel these wıll such that iTace of COrruption and
hardshıp 111 affect their esh, NOT wıll SO  R Of OT paın Nntieriere
wıth theır happıness?11120

TIhe WOords A  NO ace of Corruption and hardshıp 11l affect theır flesh, NOT

111l an Y SO  > of paın and interfere wıth theıir happıness” SCIVC

descer1be the total transformatıon of the Just, both in theır physıcal constitu-
t10N and ın theır psychological and pırıtual condıtlon.

Book 1320 The flesh of the SALNFLS "rests In hope”
ere 1 further point in the teachıng of the philosophers IC

Augustine OPPOSCS ın Boo  r 1320 namely ıt 1s hrough forgetfulness that
souls long have theır 1€6S$ agaın. Thıs time, however, he longer
challenges them wıth that COu deduced firom their OW

teaching but wıth the teachıng of the Christian al For Augustine the
flesh of the Just whose souls have eady (0)  ed in hope

"Accordingly 10  < the SOUlIS of the departed Just do 970)1 find death STI1EVOUS,
hen they separate: from theır bodies, because theıir fesh TesSts In

1121hope
The eXpression "the flesh of the Just 1n hOp!  v 15 surprısıng ONe 1ın
Augustine. One WOUL rather CXPECL from hım "the souls of the Just rest 1n
hop  ” He SaYy>, however, the former. We SUSPECL that he INCcCanls that even
after ea the souls of the Just ST1 retaın certain kınd of relatıonshıp
wıth theır bodies. ven when eady eparated from each other Dy ea
the soul and the flesh ST1 retaın the ongıng be unıted someday wıth
each other. We notice thıs theme al NC in this chapter. Augustine easıly
interchanges the soul and Mesh wıth TESDECL hope Ihus, from sayıng
that the 27 ın hop  „ he at ONCEC chıfts sayıng that the souls

fOor the resurrection of their bodies wıth patıent ongın  LA In thıs
chapter Augustine 1S motivated 1n epicting the continued relatıonshıp

A  Quapropter, S1 NO audeDun iste, SICut AaUSUTOS SSC NON arDbı'  E dis ‚at1SS1-
mM1s el tamen In aetern1s corpor1bus CONS! humanas anımas an!  ‚pO! (qUUuI e1s
videtur absurdum, quod fides Christiana praedicat, eit prımos homines ita fuisse condıitos,
ul, S1 NON pPEeCCaSsSsSCNL, nulla MO SU1S corporıbus solverentur, DIO mer1ı0s oboedien-
t1ae custoditae inmortalıtate donatı CUM e1s viverent In aeternum; el talıa SancCLOS in IESUT-

rectione ‚aD1ıturos 1psa, in quıbus hıc laboraverunt, 19)  5 ut NC *0)00000| Carnı alıquıd
COITUPLONIS vel dıfficultatis CC OTum eatıtudını alıquıid dolorıs infelıcıtatis possıt
accıdere?”. De (ıivıtate Dei 13.19, SEL 40/1,643

"Proinde UNcC SancCcCLiorum anımae efunctorum 1ideo NONMN gravem°
quäa separalae SUNL corpor1ıbus SUlS, quıa Cal OTUuIM requiescıt spe  A De (iviıtate DeL1
13.20. SEL 40/1,643
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between the soul and the ANesh Dy the wısh OPPOSC Plato’s teaching that
the flesh 15 SOUICC of mM1SserYy and that the soul, because of forgetfulness
of past mM1SeETYy 1C 1t shared wıth the flesh, wıshes body
Thus, by presenting both the soul and the flesh A continually ongıng for
each other, Augustine attempts both of Plato’s teachings,
namely, h1s negatıve CONCEDL of the ANesh and h1s eOTY of forgetfulness.
For Augustine the MNesh In itself 15 g00d and integral of human
ings, and, therefore, ıt 15 only when they unıted agaın wıth theıir
bodies ın perfect ea that human 1ngs INOTEC perfectly appY;
and 1t 15 NOT because of forgetfulness but because of (meminerunt)
of the promise of NSt, A  who dece1lives an Y one ,  LA expressed 1n
2118 "even the haırs WOU remaın intact”, that the soul ongs
unıted wıth the flesh Thıs 1$ agaln, in opınıon, antı-Platonic, diırected
especlally agaınst OTpNAYTY.

"Accordingly NO  < the souls of the Just who have departed do 9(0)1 find death
SrT1eVOUS, when they have been separate from their 1eS, Decause theıir flesh
TeSTSs ın hope, whatever MaYy the ndıgnıty It eceived after it Was already
bereft of sensatiıon FOr It 18 NOL, 4S ato imagıned, that they long for their
bodies through forget.  NesSs, but rather, Decause they have remem  red what
has been prom1se them Dy him, whoO decelves ONG, and who also BaVC
them the of the integrit y CVECIN of their haırs 1,18), they hope
for the resurrection of the 1€eS$ wıth patıent longing, for 0Ug they uffered
much hardshıp ın those 1eS, they wıll experience nothing Of the kınd here-
after'  1 ]

The object of hope 1s the transformed bodies, IC 11l have qual-
11es Eeven better than those enjoyed Dy OUT TSt parents in theır primıtıve
ıfe of happıness. Augustine mentilons here theıir several dıfferent and bet-
er qualıties. IThe transformed 1€eS$ wıll NOTL have the poss1bılıty öf yıng,
in Conftrast the pristine bodies 1} COUu. nNnOTLt have they 111 NOT
have anı y need of nourıshment, In Conf{örast the pristine bodies 1Cc
needed food and S  nk iın order SUTV1VEe. Ihe transformed 1€e6S$ 111
much better than the anımal 1€6S$ NO  < and In paradise”“. Ihey 111 be

"Proinde UunNncC SANCIOTrUumM anımae eIiunctorum iıdeo NON Tavem CM
quäa secDaralaec SUNL Corpor1ıbus SU1S, quıa Cal‘ COTU|! requlescıt In 5} quaslıbet SIne ullo
1am contumelıas acCıp1sse videatur. Non en1ım, SICut Platonı Vv1isum SSL, 10)
oblıvyıone desıderant, sed pot1us, quıa memiınerunt quıd sıbı ab sıt prom1ssum, quı
nemınem 1t, quı e1Is et1am de capıllorum SUOrumM integrıtate ecurıtatem dedıt,-
tionem 10)  > in quıbus mul dura perpessı SUNL, hıl in e1Is ulterius tale Sensurı
desıderabilite: el patıenter expectant  Aö De ( /ıvıitate Dei 13,20, SEL 40/1,643

"Non solum nNnım NnOoN er1ıt tale, quale UNC est In quaVvIıs optıma valetudıne, sed HEL
tale quıdem, quale fuınt Dr1mM1S homminıbus ante peCCalum, quı lıcet morTI1turı NON CSSCNL,
181 DECCASSCNL, ıment1ıs tamen homınes nondum spırıtalıa, sed uC
anımalıa 40) terrena gestante:  LA De (ivitate Del 13.20. SEL 40/1,644
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spirıtual; the MNesh 11l perfect obedience the spırıt in such -
1CI that the relationshıp between them 111 complete d bring

124of indissoluble immortalıty These oughts epeated-
1y 1ıke refraın Augustine s discussıions whenever he speaks of the
antıthesis of suffering NO and of resurrection and transformatıon of
bodies later.

Book 2.25-26 TIhe problem ın the discussion the c_

tiıon with the philosophers (an he ackled and resolved

apters 7 28 taken AS OMNC unıt. Referring the
he asSssem from the four chapters, O’Meara, in Porphyry's Philos-
ophy from Oracles In Augustine, DUuts it ollows

"Ih1ls whole PaSSagC, excerpted from four of the concludıng chapters of the
CLY. Deli, deals wıth the resurrection of the flesh: the theme 1s introduce: at the
ginnıng of 25 de CAFNLS resurrectione contendunt, and completed wıth the
last words of 28 FOLa quaestio de CAarnis resurrectione solvetur'  ‚11

The discussıon 15 nOTL held wıth OTrpNAyTY imself but wıth the Ob-
stinate denıers wh: represent OTDNAYTY. The maın question ackled 15
g1ven in chapter mMan have COMC leve in the prediction of
God (who 15 Christ for the Christians), whom also OTDPNAYTY acknowledges

such that he calls Hım Father and Kıng, why NOTL liıeve the PTC-
diction of Christ mself the resurrection of the bodies, when Christ
Hımself demonstrated 1t wıth Hıs OW resurrection? TOmM thıs question
Call SCC that for Augustine the prediction extends from the Old JTestament

the New estamen In h1Ss expositıion, however, he 18 apparently
inchned ShOow only the prophecy and 1ts fulfillment in the New esta-
ment.

IThe question COVEIS [WO maın dıfficulties (1) the dıfficulty of PIOV-
ıng the credibilıty of TISL, and 11) the dıfficulty of provıng that T1S
truly 105S5C irom the dead Concering the TSt dıfficulty, Augustine PICS-
ents the fact of the fulhllment Airst of the prophecy of 1e€ in Chrıst.
Ihıs point 15 nOot made clear in chapter Z but, because of the hınt given
that th1s 18 COunNnteract invented STOTY that Peter’s wiıitcheraft COMMM-

pelled make prediction””®, ONC easıly SCC that Augustine 15

De 1Vıtlate Dei 13,20, SEL Ihe esh wıll spırıtual but NOL spırıt.
ere Augustine Warls agaınst A  D WION®S interpretation of Cor. 15,

O’MEARA, Porphyry s Philosophy from Oracles in ugustine, Parıs, 1959,
Neque Nnım PetrIı malefic11s CuUum au credentium tanto prenuntiare

conpulsus est  d De (ivitate De1 Z 23 SEL /2,650 Ihıs Sa 1s about false
oracle the duratiıon of the relıg10n.
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eferring the fulfillment of the prophecy of belıef In Christ. Thıs 15
made clear in Boo 18.35. where Augustine contradıcts Dasans who ;  20

SaVy that Peter used SOICETY ECNSUTC that the Name of Christ should
worsh1ıpped for 365 yYCAaIs, and the completion of that number of

VCAars it cshould COITINIC immediate end”127-
Wıth reESDECL the second dıfficulty, Augustine 1ns1ısts the COT-

of the 116e of Christians, the Dasıs that God mself has
approved 1t, that He mself has fulfilled 1t  128

The followers of OTPNAYTY thıs insıstence Dy Augustine.
Ihey Sa y that those predictions should understood iın another WAaY.
Whichever 15 this other WAaY 18 NnOTL specıfie Dy Augustine. However,
Augustine quıte clearly 15 eferring the opposıtıon of these philosophers

the teachıng of the Christians that T1S resurrected, who for them (the
ıstlans 1s$ equa wıth the Father despite of Hıs incarnatlion. It 15 be
noted that orphyry 1mself Was bıtter the teachıng that
became incarnate In Christ!*? Ihıs 1s illustrated iın Book 10,24 and 2 9

have already shown. And iın Boo Z Augustine Stamps h1s seal
the teachıng of the Chrıiıstan relıgıon the truth of Christ’s OW PIC-

diıction and 1fs fulfillment Dy Hımself the basıs of the truthfulness of
1mself. T1SL, he claıms, truly TOSC from the dead: and by extension

of the truth of Hıs prediction, there 111 also resurrection of the
bodies Thus, In order Dut clear h1s point, addressing the phılosophers,
Augustine SayS that "1f they want discover something that the Imighty
CannoTt do, 1t 15 thıs God CannotTL he  „

OT dIC uDDOSC that G0Ood CannoTL affec the flesh MNSeE and lıve
etern: lıfe, OI, dIC belıeve that He wıll NOL do it because 1t 1S evıl and
unworthy of Hım? But d for Omnıpotence, Dy 1C| he makes MNan
and marvels, have already sa1ld much If they want discover what
the Almighty Cannot do, here they have it; wıll SayY He CannotL lie  "130.

Petrum maleficıa fecısse subıungunt, ut coleretur Christi DCI trecen-
[OS sexagınta quinque aNnnOS, deınde conpleto 1NUINCTIO AaNNOTUM, sıne INOTa
sSsumerel finem“”. De (‚ ıvitate DeL 18,53, SEL 40/2,358

SI Nnım propierea dıcunt alıo modo SSC credenda, } S1 dixerint alld CS}  Z COMN-
scrıpta, IN1urıam facıant ıllı Deo, Cul INaAaNUum perhıbent teshmonıum: 10)
el vel et1am graviıorem acıunt inıuri1am, S1 alı dıcunt SNır intellegenda, NONMN SICutL INUN-
dus credıdıt, quCm credıturum Ipse laudavıt, IpSe promisıt, 1pse conplevıt”. De ( ivitate
DeL 2225 SEL 40/2,650-651

um quıppe in 1psa CaInc contemsıt". De (/ivitate Dei 10,24, SEL 40/1,485
130 "Utrum Nnım NON facere uL resurgal Cal vat aetlternum, propiereca

credendum NONMN est 1d Cu  = SSC facturum, quıa malum est adque indıgnum Deo”? Sed de
Omnıpotentıa e1uS, (qua LOL ei tlanta 'aC1! incredıbilıa, 1am mul dıximus. 1 volunt invenıre
quod Omnıpotens 1NON DOLESL, PTOTSUS; CO dicam, mentiri NON potest  A De (ivitate
DeL1 2228 SEL 40/2,651
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Thıs idea of prediction and fulfillment by EVECN OMN-

C1le: wıth the teaching of ato. Augustine po1ints thıs Out ın chapter 26,
where he agaın takes the phiılosophical appe.: Porphyry  S rejection
of resurrection of the bodies the basıs that souls should avo1d an y COMN-

taCct wıth bodies 1f they iın 155 Augustine’s appe ato 15
presented forcefully. He that ato, whom they consıder have
the highest authority, cshould COITECTI hıis eachıng 1f Porphyry 1S fol-
OWEe: HE  ndet lıbros SUOoS 1Storum Oomn1ı1um magıster Plato” In ugus-
tine’s understandıng of ato the raısıng u of bodies MUuUSTL poss1ble
ıle God promised perform apparently ımpossi1ible deed Referring

Plato’s AaCCOUNT of the of ımmortalıty of the deıties, Augustine
addresses the phiılosophers ollows

”If those who hear these things NOL only stup1d but NOL deaf, they wıll
surely NOTL Ou that according ato what 1$ 1Imposs1ible has been promised

the deities made Dy the God who created them FOr He who SayS
"It 1S that yYOu CannoTL immortal, but Dy will YOU wıll immortal’,
what does He INC. but that ‘Nevertheless, Dy act yOuU wiıll come SOMMMC-

thıng that CannoL done”? erefore, He, who accordiıng ato has PToM-
sed do hat 1S impossible, wıll ra1se the Nesh incorruptible, 1IMMO
and Dpırıtual Why do these philosophers Nal Out that hat (G0d has DIOMM-
sed 18 iımpossible, when the WOT| has believed In prom1Sse, as 1t
promi1se the WOT'| itself will believe, and hen C OutL that 1t 18 (j0d
who wiıll do 1L, who, d CVEOI ato declares, does the iımpossible?n131.

In chapter 27 Augustine 15 apparently lJonger ebatıng wıth the
phılosophers. TIhus, instead of h1s usual WaY of refuting them the basıs
of the Contradıctory Oopin10ns of atfo and OTPNAYTY, he 1O
reconcıle both, UM theır theorles combined, wıth Chrıistianıty. TOM
ato thıs 1S the point of poss1ible reconcıliation: soul Can ex1st for CVCI
in bodiless TOM OTDPAYTY the point 1S th1ıs the soul 1C 15 COIM-

pletely purıfied and has SONC back the Father 111 Tretiurn the
evıls of thıs WOT| Augustine thınks that ıf ato and Orphyry had COIM-
munıcated wıth each other and had combıned the truth 1C each ONe of
them had SCCIL, they WONL. have COMIIC the SaInlec conclusıon: souls WOU

131 SE NOMN solum absurdı, sed surdı NON SUNL quı haec audıunt, NON utique dubitant dıs
acltıs ab illo Deo quı ecCcı1!| secundum Platonem quod est inpossıbıle fulsse prom1ssum.
Quı Nım 1C1 "Vos quıdem 1INMO]  es SSC NON potest1s, sed INCca voluntate ertis’, quıd
alıud dıicıt quamı "'1d quod fıer1 NOMN facıente men eritis’? Ille 1g1tur ‚AINCmMmM

Incorruptibilem inmortalem, spırıtalem resuscıtabıt, quı 1uxta Platonem 1ıd quod Inposs1ıb1-
le est aCcC SSC promısıt. Quid uC, quod promisıt Deus, quod Deo promıittent
credıdıit mundus, quı et1am 1pse DrOm1SSus est rediturus, 6S  D inpossibıile clamant, quando
quıdem NOSs Deum, quı secundum Platonem aCcı! inpossıbılıa, 1d facturum A w cla-
mamus?”. De (/ivitate De1 Z225. SEL 40/2,652-653
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165 and WOUu recelve bodies iın C they m1g lıve
MMO  V in happıness.

"Plato and Porphyry each made certaiın StatementSs, which, ıf they had
exchange: them, COU. have pDOSS1DLy made them Christians ato sal that
souls COU. NOL ex1ist forever wıthout 1eS; for that 1s why he saıd that CVCMN
the souls of the WI1SEe, er atter NOW Jong, wiıll nevertheless reiurn
1es$ Porphyry, the other hand, sa1d that the perfectly purıfied soul, after
it had SONC back the er, wıll reiurmn these evıls f the WOT'!
And DYy thıs MCAaANs, that 1, if ato had cCommuniıicated the 1C| he Sa  <

Porphyry, namely, that CVECIN the completely purified SOulSs of the Just and of
the W1SE wıll retiurmn human bodies, and, simllarıly, ıf Porphyry had COM-
muniıcated ato the that he SaW, namely, that the holy souls wıll

the M1SETY of the corruptible DOdy, such that would NOL SdYy
singly but Jointly would Say things, then thınk that they would have
already SCECIHI this the conclusıon that souls WOU. 1es and
would ecelıve the kınd of 1e6S$ In which they would lıve happıly and 1MMOT-
tallynß?..

In chapter 2% Augustine er in order SCC hOw he MAaY
INOIC exactly reconcıle the philosophers’ standpoı1nt wıth that of COChrıistian-
1ty. TIhe only remalınıng aspect of the question 1S ShOow that it 1s the VE
SAdI11C souls and the VE S\AdL11C bodies 1C 111 unıte agaın and lıve 1M-

133mortally in happıness He does thıs Dy integrating the teachiıng of
Marcus Varro, OUuUnN! iın h1s De populi Romanl, the re-un1ıon
of the Samıle soul and of the Samnle body. Augustine hought 1t best
Varro’’s OW words:

"Some ‘genethliacı' SC astrologers], he sald, have wrıltten that for INeN who
dIC born agaın there 1S hat the reeks call MOALYYEVEOLONV; wıth thıs,
they wrıte that re! takes place after four hundred and fOrty YCAaIS effect

132 Sıngula quaedam dixerunt Pla  S adque Porphyrıius, qua® S1 inter COMMuUNICATE
potulssent, aCclı essent fortasse Christianı ato diıxıt SINe corpor1bus anımas In
A NOMN Ideo nım dıxıt eti1am sapıentum anımas DOSL quamlıbet longum LEMPUS,
Lamen ad COTDOTA redituras Porphyrıius autem dıixıt anımam purgatıssımam , CU|  = redier
ad atrem, ad aeC ala mundı NUMYUaM SSC edıturam Ac DCT hOC, quod VCEIUMM vidıt
ato, S1 dedisset PorphyrIio, eti1am 1UStorum adque sapıentum purgatissımas anımas ad
humana 0) edituras: IUISUus quod VEIUMN vıdıt Porphyrıus, 61 dedisset Platon1, 1UMN-

Quam redıturas ad miser1as corruptibilıs COTDOTIS anımas SanClas; NON sıngul ı haec
sıngula, sed ambo el sıngulı ulrumque i1iceren PULO quod viderent SSC 1am CONSCdUCNS,
ut 6i edirent anımae ad 10) ef talıa recıperent5 In quıbus beate adque INMOT-
talıter viverent”. De (‚ ivıtate DeiZ SEL 40/2,653-654

133 ere Augustne theory Of A permanent un10n of souls and 1€6S agaınst
theory of LCEMPOTATY un10n whiıich also Cicero and held See De (ıivitate Deı

ZEZ7 SEL 40/2,655
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1S bring into conjunction agaln the Samlıe soul and the Same body which
formerly WeTITC unıted ıIn human beingn134.

Augustine does NnOT confirm this rıght, for the TCASON that Christianity
does NOTL teach re-un1ion of bodies at the resurrection. However,
he calls 1t mer1tOor10us for [W  ®] 1CasOnNs (1) 1t overthrows and destroys argu-

1C deny the poss1ibilıty of resurrection of 1€S, and 11) ıt
135teaches re-un10n of the SAa souls and bodies aft the resurrection

Wıth the eaching of ato the of souls of the Just
bodies, together wıth that of OTPNYTY NON-rTreiurn the m1SerYy of COI -

ruptible bodies, and ally together wıth that of Varro the of the
Same souls and of the Samle bodies each other, Augustne consıders the
dıfficulty about the resurrection of the flesh has been solved for the philos-
ophers.

"Therefore ıf ato and OT, rather, those wh6 love them and stil]
alıve, AI wıth us that CVEOIN the holy SOUlS wiıll reiurn 1eS, ato
SaYyS, Dut that they wıll NOL TrTeiurn evil, Porphyry SdVYS, the e_
QuUENCE of these premises would what the (hrıstian faıth eaches souls wiıll
recCelive the kınd f bodies which they MaYy lıve happıly forever wıthout evıl
Left them also assım1ılate thıs irom Varr:! that souls wiıll retiurn the Samlnıc
168 In which they WeTiIC formerly unıted; and then the ole question about

1r 136the rTesurrecCtion of the Nesh etern: lıfe wıll solved for them

Thıs cShOows that the philosophers’ teachıng the resurrection of bodies
Can be reconcıled wıth that of Christianity. The transformatıon of the body
15 a1sSO nclude!' iın theır teaching.

Ho1nulo City Mamerto ÄLFECHE, OS

"Genethlıacı quıdam scrı1pserun' Inquıit, C!  D In renascendis homıinıbus (Quam appel-
lant NOALYYEVEOLOV Graecı; hac scrıpserunt confıicı annıs MNUINCTO quadrıngent1s quadra-
gınta, ut dem COTDUS ei eadem anıma, quaC fuerint CON1uncta iın homiıine alıquando, eadem
ITUCSUS ean cCoN1unctionem”. De (ivitate De1 2228 SEL 40/2,655

] 35 "Iste Varro quıdem S1ve 1Ilı genethlıacı NnNeSCIO quı (non Nnım nomına "0)09100| prodi-
dıt, (0) cCOoMMEMOTAaVIt sententiam) alıquıd ixerunt, quod lıcet falsum sıt (cum Nım
seme!l ad eadem COTDOTA QuUaC anımae ermt, NUMq ua SUNtT DOSLca elıctu-
rae), lamen ulta ıllıus inposs1ibılıtatıs, qua 11055 istı garrıunt, argumenta convellıt el
destrult” De (ivitate De 2228 SEL 40/2,655

1 36 AAQuapropter ato ef Porphyrıius, vel DOotULUS quicumque iıllos ılıgunt el adhuc
vivunt, S1 nobıs consentiunt et1am SancLas anımas ad redıturas, Sıcut alt ato,
tamen ad mala ulla redıturas, SıcCut alıt Porphyrıius, ut hıs fıat CONSCQUCNS, quod fides
praedical Chrıistiana, lıa L0) ecepluras, In quıbus SINEe ullo malo felıcı-
ter vivant, adsuman etiam hOcC de Varrone, ut ad eadem L0) I  eant, In quıbus ant!  ®
fuerunt, apul quaestio de arnıs in aeternum resurrectione solvetur  «x De (‚ ivita-
fe DeL 2228 SEL 40/2,655-656.



LECTIO OUAE EST.
THE LITURGICAL

AUGUST SERMONS

In thıs study wısh bring together number of facts about the
lıturgıcal per1copes that WeIC read in 1ppoO, the SCC of Saılnt Augustine’”.
In OUT research dIC p  ıcularly interested the development of
rehable method usıng imphcıt and explicıt evidence 1ın Augustine’s
SCTTNONS, from 1Cc conclusıons drawn regardıng the question
;{ lıturgıical readıngs WeEeIC used. In thıs Study, Dy WaY of example,
111 DaY attention Augustine’s Christmas SCITNON\NS

UGUSTINE’S WORK

Augustine Was ordained priest at Hippo-“. Valer1us, who Was then
bıshop of the C1Ity and who himself spoke atın POOTI1Y, assıgned hım
the task of preachıing, task in those days reserved the bishop”. By the
time Augustine 1imself became bıshop, h1s fame 4S preacher had
already been ell established“. Because of thıs Paulınus of ola (F 431)
COUu wrIıte theır TIEN! Romanıanus that he Was appY NOL

only because Augustine had become bıshop but also because the
churches of TIGa WOUu NO able hear the eavenly words of
Augustine’s mouth?.

ould lıke 1et van der Heıjden and 1S! ear 0)N for help
wıth the translatıon

harbour the North TICan wıth nhabıtants
ı. e narrabat, ut Sıbı dıvıinıtus OMO CONcederetur talıs, quı DOSSEL erbo De1ı el

doctrina salubrı ecclesiam Domuinı aedıfıcare, Cul rel homo (Graecus Mminusque
atına lıngua el lıtteris Instructus MInNus utılem pervidebat" OSSIDIUS, Vita, .2}

Augustine hımself esCr11DES the oblıgatıons and NCCCSSALY skılls preacher should
OSSCSS In NAIS De Doctrina Christiana

"Non tantum hOC sSscr1ıbımus gratulandum, quod ep1scopatum Augustinus
accepernIt, sed quod hanc De1l CUTaM merTuerınt Afrıcanae eccles1ae, ut verba caelestia
Augustinı OIC percıperent" (EpD 32.2<3. Letter from Paulınus of Nola and h1is 1ıfe Iheresa

Romanıanus, in the 396)
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For almost VCAaIS Augustine bishop elver! his sermons®,
CVECIY Saturday’ and CVCIYV Sunday“”, A ell feast days, durıng the
celebration of the Eucharist”. He also delıvered his SCITNON\NS during ther
ervices, both ın h1is OW diocese and elsewhere!®, sometimes even

preaching in several churches the Samnle day. Ihe Eucharist wWwWas usually
celebrated 1n the morniıng and the evenıng Service Was held
cholars have estimated the total number of SECTINONS elver! Dy
Augustine al about More than twelve percent of these estimated

SCITMNONS have been preserved.
Augustine s SCITNONS reveal several 205 Enarrationes ıIn

psalmos conferences*”: 124 the Gospel of Saılint John!?*

A  gedicabat142  M. SCHRAMA  For almost 40 years Augustine as bishop delivered his sermons“®,  every Saturday’ and every Sunday®, as well as on feast days, during the  celebration of the Eucharist’. He also delivered his sermons during other  services, both in his own diocese and elsewhere!®, sometimes even  preaching in several churches on the same day. The Eucharist was usually  celebrated in the morning and in the evening a prayer service was held.  Scholars have estimated the total number of sermons delivered by  Augustine at about 7000. More than twelve percent of these estimated  7000 sermons have been preserved.  Augustine’s sermons reveal several genres: 205 Enarrationes in  psalmos as conferences!!; 124 tractates on the Gospel of Saint John'  6 "Praedicabat ... libris confectis et repentinis sermonibus" (POssIDIUS, Vita 7,1).  7 "Vacat nobis, matutina coepimus, hora prandii non urget; ad istum diem, id est  sabbatum, maxime hi assolent convenire, qui esurient verbum dei" (S. 128,4,6).  ® "Saepius enim ista lectio repetitur in auribus vestris, quam noster de illa tractatus.  Nam si legatur quando sabbatum non est, aut quando dies dominicus non est, sermo de  illa non redditur” (S. Mai 125,1 in: Miscellanea Agostiniaha. Sancti Augustini sermones  post maurinos reperti, ed. G. MORIN. Roma, 1930, tom. I, p. 353 = MA I, 353).  ? The Eucharist was probably celebrated every day by Augustine. "Ceterum peccata si  tanta non sunt, ut excommunicandus quisquam homo iudicetur, non se debet a quotidiana  medicina dominici corporis separare” (Ep. 54,3,4). "Veniet enim lupus, non homo, sed  diabolus, qui plerumque fideles apostatos esse persuasit, quibus quotidianum ministerium  dominici corporis defuit" (Ep. 228,6). "Huius rei sacramentum, id est, unitatis corporis et  sanguinis Christi alicubi quotidie, alicubi certis intervallis dierum in dominica mensa  praeparatur, et de mensa dominica sumitur" (Tract. Joh. Ev. 26,15). "Cuius rei  sacramentum quotidianum esse voluit ecclesiae sacrificium, quae eum ipsius capitis  corpus sit, se ipsam per ipsum discit offerre" (De Civitate Dei 10,20). For more extensive  textual fragments see: T. VAN BAVEL, Dagelijkse eucharistieviering? Een oud antwoord,  in: Tijdschrift voor Liturgie 57 (1973) 123-129.  10 In Hippo 146 sermons, 109 sermons in Carthago, about a dozen elsewhere, 188  sermons without any reference.  ”In print the term enarratio is used for the first time in Erasmus’ edition of  Augustine’s Opera, see: Esposizioni sui Salmi (Opere di Sant’Agostino 25). Roma, 1967,  I, p. VI-VIII. "Quosdam enim psalmos Augustinus sermonibus ad populum exposuit,  alios scriptis explicavit, sive breviter verba commentando, sive fusius penitusque psalmi  sententias explanando, interdum in formam sermonis ficti. Quosdam etiam psalmos bis  explicuit, semel nempe singulis supra memoratis modis" in: Sancti Aurelii Augustini  Enarrationes in Psalmos, I-L (CC 48). Turnhout, 1956, p. V. A. WILMART, La tradition  des grands ouvrages de saint Augustin, in: MA IL, 299 (p. 257-315).  12 J. HUYBEN was the first to make a distinction between sermons actually given and  tractates that were composed in his study: De sermoenen over het evangelie van  Johannes. Bijdrage tot de chronologie van Augustinus’ werken, in: Miscellanea  Augustiniana. Rotterdam, 1930, p. 265-267 (p. 256-274). F. BERROUARD gives a Sstatus  quaestionis of the problem and follows the conclusion of A.-M. La Bonnardiere "... des  expos6s faits devant un petit groupe de moines ou de pretres et qui auraient &t€  accompagnes ou suivis d’une mise par &crit d’un texte destin& ä ceux qui precheraientT1S onfecus el repenunıs sermon1ıbus” OSSIDIUS, 1ta K
*W: nobıs, matutına COePIMUS, hora prandı1 NON urgel; ad stum dıem, 1d est

sabbatum, maxıme assolen! convenıre, quı esurlent verbum de1” 128,4,6)
"Saeplus nım ista eCHO repe' In aurıbus vestrIs, quam nOster de Ila tTracCtatus.

Nam SI legatur quando sabbatum NONMN est, aut quando 168 domiıinıcus NON eSL, SCIINO de
1la NON reddıtur” Maı 129,1 in Miscellanea Agostiniana. Sanctı Augustıni SEermOones

post MAUFLINOS reperti, MORIN Roma, 1930, L 352 L, 353).
The Eucharıst probably celebrated CVOCIY day by Augustine. eterum S1
NOMN SUnNL, uL excommunıcandus qu1squam homo Judıcetur, NOn eDE quotidıana

medicına domiıinıcı COTDOTIS separare ” (Ep 54,3,4) "Veniet Nnım lupus, NON Nomo, sed
dıabolus, quı plerumque 1ıdeles apOSsLalos NN  R persuasıt, quıbus quotidı1anum minısterium
dominicı COTrDOTIS defut” (Ep "Hu1us re1 Sar  m, 1d esL, unıtatıs COTDOTIS efi

San guılnıs Christi alıcubı quotidie, alıcubı certis ntervallıs dıerum In dominıca
praeparalur, ei de MENSa dominıca sumıtur ” (Tract Jon. Ev "(Cu1us reıl
sacramentum quotidıanum 6C5S!  D voluıt eccles1iae sacrıfıcıum, QuUaC Cum 1DS1US Capıtıs
{0) S1t, 1Ipsam DCI IpSsum dıscıt offemr! (De (ivitate De: For INOIC extensive
textual agments VAN Dagelijkse eucharistieviering? FEen oud antwoord,
in Tijdschrıift 'OOT Liturgie (1973) 1280170

10 In Hıppo 146 SCITNONS, SCITNONS ago about »  » dozen elsewhere, 188
SCITNOMNS wıthout reference.

11l In print the term enarratıo 18 used fOor the fırst time In Erasmus’ on of
Augustine s ÖOpera, SCC. Espostiziont SUL Salmnı (Opere dı Sant  Agostino 25) Roma, 1967,
i VII-VIIL "Quosdam enım psalmos ugustinus sermonıbus ad populum eXDOSUNL,
al108 SCMpUS explıcavıt, S1Ive brevıter verba commentando, SIve fus1ıus penıtusque psalmı
ententas explanando, interdum In formam sermonIis fictı. Quosdam etiam psalmos bıs
explicult, semel D sıngulıs D} memoratıs mOodıs" in Sanctı Aureli Augustini
Enarrationes In Psalmos, Ta (CC 48) Turnhout, 1956, WILMART, tradıtion
des grands de saıiınt Augustin, 1n IL, 299 257-315)

UYBEN Was the first make dıstinction between SCITNONS actually gıven and
that WEIC COMDO:! In HIS study De Sermoenen Vver het evangelie Van

Johannegs. Bıjdrage fol de chronologıe Augustinus werken, Miscellanea
Augustiniana. Rotterdam, 1930, 265-267 (D 256-274) BERROUARD g1VvEeS SIALIUSs

quaestionıs of the problem and ollows the conclusıon of A La Bonnardıere n des
eXpOSES faıts devant petit ZTOUDC de moOo1NeEs de pretres quı auraıjent
accompagnes SULVIS d’une mı1se ecrıt d’un des! CcuxX quı precheraient



THE LIGHT INE) SERMONS 143

and the Epistle of Saılnt John exegetical NTaTY;
and finally LNOIC than 54() popular sermons**.

Augustine Wäds$s skilled ın preachıing SCITINON\NS pecı1al OCCas1ons
such the consecration of WCcC the annıversary celebration of h1s
ep1SCOop. ordiınatiıon OT that of colleague. Thıs OCCurred fOor example
when Aurelius of Carthage (F 430) invıted h1is TIEN! Augustine preach.
In age the bıshop of Hıppo regularly treated themes, diıscussed al the
TICaAan eccles1iastical councıls relatıng the CONTOVETSY wıth Donatısm
and Pelagıanısm. In those instances he often used psalm startıng
point for h1s sermon *.

In the offıces of the diocese of Hıppo there ex1isted almost
complete collection of Augustine’s SCITNONS. Wıth thıs collection at hand
the ndıculum librorum W as compiled and coples of the SCITNONS WeIC SENT

those requesting them. frıcan bıshops Neeing fIrom the invadıng
brought theır collections of Augustine’s SCITNON\NS wıth them

Europe. ere, ın Europe, the SCITINONS led 1ıfe of theır OW in alYy,
South-Gaul and 5Spaın In Campanıa Quodvultdeus (7 454) Was the grealest
advocate of Augustine’s SCITNONS, imıtatıng SCVCcCn Augustine’s style of
preaching””. Fulgentius of uspe (F quoted from Augustine’s
SCITNONS iın h1s etters!® Iso Cass1ıodorus r 580) cıted Darts of
Augustine s SCITNONS in h1s etters*’. But the cConservatıon and spread of
Augustine’s SCIITNONS Was maınly due Caesarıus of Tles (T 452), who
dıstrıbuted collecthons of SCITITINONS be read In the RO

evan le peuple  AL In Homelies SUur [ evangıle de Saint-Jean, VE (Bıblıotheque
augustinıenne /4A) Parıs, 1993,

13 g1ves In the Indiculum, probably 'afte: Dy Augustine hımself, the
Ontents of 278 SCITINONS See WILMART, Operum Augustini elenchus Possidio
eiusdem discıpulo ( alamensı ePLSCODO digestus, InN: L, 158 (D 149-233). Duriıng the

the ermO became the general term for The popularıs
indicates the pastoral ntenton

For example: 23 the celebration of the ordınatıon bıshop of Aurelıus of
Carthage, held age January 20th In 413; 105 after the sackıng of ome In
410:; 330 the OCCasıon of the celebration of Augustine’s OW ordınatiıon bıshop;
357 al the ‚ginnıng of the greal meeung between Catholics and Donatısts ın 411

15 Die erke des heıligen Quodvultdeus. München, 1920:; DI
sPatrology, vol Westminster (Maryland) 1986, 501-503

16 L exegese de Saıiınt Augustin, predicateur. Parıs, 44]1, /7-13:;:
OHRMANN, Sınt Augustinus. Te: OOr het volk. Utrecht, 1948,
IESSNER, Fulgentius Von Ruspe als Theologe und Kırchenpolitiker. Stuttgart, 1966

PONTET, O.C:;; Cassıodorus in De Incarnatione, and in Complexiones
In Psalmos.
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churches. In thıs WAaVY about of the old collections of Augustine’s
SCITNON\NS preserved’®.

PREPARATION FOR SERMON

Augustine often selected h1s OW readıngs for the lıturgy, unless
ocal tradıtion had already assıgned pecıfic eadıngs that day. er
short preparatıon ın PIaycIr and meditatıon, Augustine improvised hıs

urıng the 1turgy. Very often wealthy people Commı1ıss1iOnNed theıir
notarıl wrıte OoOwn h1s sermon??.

The of the SCITNONS that WEIC delivered Dy Augustine in
Carthage wriıtten remarkably LNOITC carefully than those delıvered
elsewhere:; poss1ıbly because of INOIC capable notarir”). Theıir wrıitings,
perhaps corrected Dy the preacher himself, COU then copled and
dıstrıbuted Dy the librari. In thıs WaY the SCITIHNON}NS WEIC already
amılıar large audıence urıng Augustine’s OW lıfetime. The SCIINONS

delivered wıthın h1s OW cıircle WEIC ın INany cCorrected by the

18 The collection of AES that OSL spread 1S the Quinquaginta Homuliae.
Also ımportant 18 the Codex SESSONAFLUS TOmM the 9which included cCollecthon
of SCITINOMNS TOmM Afrıca and Wäas kept in Campanıa. See WILMART, Kemarques
plustieurs collections des SETMONS de Saınt Augustin, in Casinensia. onte Cassıno, 1929
1L, 214 WILMART, La collection frıpartıte des de saınt Augustin, In
Miscellanea Augustiniana. Rotterdam, 1930, 418 418-449); WILMART, La
tradıtion a. II,  31 Ihe first printed cCollecCtONs of WEIC

publıshed In Cologne iın 1470 and In Augsburg in 14475 See MOHRMANN, Preken144  M. SCHRAMA  churches. In this way about 30 of the old collections of Augustine’s  sermons are preserved'®.  PREPARATION FOR A SERMON  Augustine often selected his own readings for the liturgy, unless  local tradition had already assigned specific readings to that day. After a  short preparation in prayer and meditation, Augustine improvised his  sermon during the liturgy. Very often wealthy people commissioned their  notarii to write down his sermon'®.  The texts of the sermons that were delivered by Augustine in  Carthage are written remarkably more carefully than those delivered  elsewhere; possibly because of more capable notarii”®. Their writings,  perhaps corrected by the preacher himself, could then be copied and  distributed by the (/ibrarii”. In this way the sermons were already  familiar to a large audience during Augustine’s own lifetime. The sermons  delivered within his own circle were in many cases corrected by the  18 The collection of CAESARIUS that was most spread is the Quinquaginta Homiliae.  Also important is the Codex Sessonarius from the 9th century, which included a collection  of sermons from Africa and was kept in Campania. See A. WILMART, Remarques sur  plusieurs collections des sermons de saint Augustin, in: Casinensia. Monte Cassino, 1929,  I, 217; A. WILMART, La collection tripartite des sermons de saint Augustin, in:  Miscellanea Augustiniana. Rotterdam, 1930, p. 418 (p. 418-449); A. WILMART, La  tradition  a.c., in: MA IL, 295-315. The first printed collections of sermons were  published in Cologne in 1470 and in Augsburg in 1475. See C. MOHRMANN, Preken ...  0.C., p. XX. For a practical overview of Augustine’s oeuvre, especially his sermons, we  refer to H. VAN REISEN, Met Augustinus aan de slag. Beknopte handleiding bij de studie  op Augustinus. Eindhoven, Augustijns Instituut, 1994, 62 pp.  19 "Et quisquis, ut voluit et potuit, notarios adhibentes, ea quae dicebantur excepta  describentes" (POssSIDIUS, Vita 7,3). "... quandoquidem placuit fratribus non tantum aure et  corde, sed et stilo excipienda quae dicimus; ut non auditorem tantum sed et lectorem  etiam cogitare debeamus" (En. in Ps. 51,1).  % On Augustine’s preaching and style, see C. MOHRMANN, Preken ... 0.C., p. XXVII-  XLVI.  7 R. DEFERRARI, St. Augustine’s method of composing and delivering sermons, in:  American Journal of Philology 43 (1922) 97 and 193 states that Augustine never checked  these writings. On the other hand, the bishop himself was in any case in possession of  similar writings: "antequam epistulas atque sermones ad populum, alios dictatos, alios a  me dictos, retractare coepissem" (Retractationes 11,67). See also Ep. 2242 to  Quodvultdeus: "Restabant epistulae, deinde tractatus populares quos Graeci homilias  vocant”. H. MARROU, La technique de Vl edition ä V’Epoque patristique, in: Vigiliae  Christianae 3 (1949) 205-224.0} For practica OVEerVIEW of Augustine’s OCUVIC, especlally h1is [0)  8
refer EISEN, Met Aug2ustinus Aan slag. Beknopte handleıding Dij de studie

Augustinus. ındhoven, August1]ns Instituut, 1994,
19 "Et qu1SQuıIS, uL voluıt potult, NnOtarıo0s al  ıbentes, QquacC dıcebantur EXCCDLAa

describentes” 'OSSIDIUS, 1ta VE144  M. SCHRAMA  churches. In this way about 30 of the old collections of Augustine’s  sermons are preserved'®.  PREPARATION FOR A SERMON  Augustine often selected his own readings for the liturgy, unless  local tradition had already assigned specific readings to that day. After a  short preparation in prayer and meditation, Augustine improvised his  sermon during the liturgy. Very often wealthy people commissioned their  notarii to write down his sermon'®.  The texts of the sermons that were delivered by Augustine in  Carthage are written remarkably more carefully than those delivered  elsewhere; possibly because of more capable notarii”®. Their writings,  perhaps corrected by the preacher himself, could then be copied and  distributed by the (/ibrarii”. In this way the sermons were already  familiar to a large audience during Augustine’s own lifetime. The sermons  delivered within his own circle were in many cases corrected by the  18 The collection of CAESARIUS that was most spread is the Quinquaginta Homiliae.  Also important is the Codex Sessonarius from the 9th century, which included a collection  of sermons from Africa and was kept in Campania. See A. WILMART, Remarques sur  plusieurs collections des sermons de saint Augustin, in: Casinensia. Monte Cassino, 1929,  I, 217; A. WILMART, La collection tripartite des sermons de saint Augustin, in:  Miscellanea Augustiniana. Rotterdam, 1930, p. 418 (p. 418-449); A. WILMART, La  tradition  a.c., in: MA IL, 295-315. The first printed collections of sermons were  published in Cologne in 1470 and in Augsburg in 1475. See C. MOHRMANN, Preken ...  0.C., p. XX. For a practical overview of Augustine’s oeuvre, especially his sermons, we  refer to H. VAN REISEN, Met Augustinus aan de slag. Beknopte handleiding bij de studie  op Augustinus. Eindhoven, Augustijns Instituut, 1994, 62 pp.  19 "Et quisquis, ut voluit et potuit, notarios adhibentes, ea quae dicebantur excepta  describentes" (POssSIDIUS, Vita 7,3). "... quandoquidem placuit fratribus non tantum aure et  corde, sed et stilo excipienda quae dicimus; ut non auditorem tantum sed et lectorem  etiam cogitare debeamus" (En. in Ps. 51,1).  % On Augustine’s preaching and style, see C. MOHRMANN, Preken ... 0.C., p. XXVII-  XLVI.  7 R. DEFERRARI, St. Augustine’s method of composing and delivering sermons, in:  American Journal of Philology 43 (1922) 97 and 193 states that Augustine never checked  these writings. On the other hand, the bishop himself was in any case in possession of  similar writings: "antequam epistulas atque sermones ad populum, alios dictatos, alios a  me dictos, retractare coepissem" (Retractationes 11,67). See also Ep. 2242 to  Quodvultdeus: "Restabant epistulae, deinde tractatus populares quos Graeci homilias  vocant”. H. MARROU, La technique de Vl edition ä V’Epoque patristique, in: Vigiliae  Christianae 3 (1949) 205-224.quandoquıdem placuıt fratrıbus NON Lantu: el
corde, sed el stilo excıpıenda QuUaC diıcımus; ut NOMN audıtorem sed el lectorem
etiam cogıtare ebeamus  x (En in Pr D

On Augustine s preachıing and style, MOHRMANN, Preken144  M. SCHRAMA  churches. In this way about 30 of the old collections of Augustine’s  sermons are preserved'®.  PREPARATION FOR A SERMON  Augustine often selected his own readings for the liturgy, unless  local tradition had already assigned specific readings to that day. After a  short preparation in prayer and meditation, Augustine improvised his  sermon during the liturgy. Very often wealthy people commissioned their  notarii to write down his sermon'®.  The texts of the sermons that were delivered by Augustine in  Carthage are written remarkably more carefully than those delivered  elsewhere; possibly because of more capable notarii”®. Their writings,  perhaps corrected by the preacher himself, could then be copied and  distributed by the (/ibrarii”. In this way the sermons were already  familiar to a large audience during Augustine’s own lifetime. The sermons  delivered within his own circle were in many cases corrected by the  18 The collection of CAESARIUS that was most spread is the Quinquaginta Homiliae.  Also important is the Codex Sessonarius from the 9th century, which included a collection  of sermons from Africa and was kept in Campania. See A. WILMART, Remarques sur  plusieurs collections des sermons de saint Augustin, in: Casinensia. Monte Cassino, 1929,  I, 217; A. WILMART, La collection tripartite des sermons de saint Augustin, in:  Miscellanea Augustiniana. Rotterdam, 1930, p. 418 (p. 418-449); A. WILMART, La  tradition  a.c., in: MA IL, 295-315. The first printed collections of sermons were  published in Cologne in 1470 and in Augsburg in 1475. See C. MOHRMANN, Preken ...  0.C., p. XX. For a practical overview of Augustine’s oeuvre, especially his sermons, we  refer to H. VAN REISEN, Met Augustinus aan de slag. Beknopte handleiding bij de studie  op Augustinus. Eindhoven, Augustijns Instituut, 1994, 62 pp.  19 "Et quisquis, ut voluit et potuit, notarios adhibentes, ea quae dicebantur excepta  describentes" (POssSIDIUS, Vita 7,3). "... quandoquidem placuit fratribus non tantum aure et  corde, sed et stilo excipienda quae dicimus; ut non auditorem tantum sed et lectorem  etiam cogitare debeamus" (En. in Ps. 51,1).  % On Augustine’s preaching and style, see C. MOHRMANN, Preken ... 0.C., p. XXVII-  XLVI.  7 R. DEFERRARI, St. Augustine’s method of composing and delivering sermons, in:  American Journal of Philology 43 (1922) 97 and 193 states that Augustine never checked  these writings. On the other hand, the bishop himself was in any case in possession of  similar writings: "antequam epistulas atque sermones ad populum, alios dictatos, alios a  me dictos, retractare coepissem" (Retractationes 11,67). See also Ep. 2242 to  Quodvultdeus: "Restabant epistulae, deinde tractatus populares quos Graeci homilias  vocant”. H. MARROU, La technique de Vl edition ä V’Epoque patristique, in: Vigiliae  Christianae 3 (1949) 205-224.0
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bıshop himself. T hıs, for example, 15 the Casc wıth the Enarrationes In
psalmos

The WaY Augustine prepared hıimself AaPPCAaTs clearly from his
conference Psalm 138 HI had prepared myself for short Psalm and
had arranged for the lector sıng ıt  n22 Elsewhere he EevVecn hınts at the
fact that he Wäas nOoTt plannıng delıvering al all nwe had NOT

prepared for Your Grace, for 1t Was nOoTL who old the lector
sıng that Psalm, Dut he decıded in h1Ss you  u he.  Z what he consıdered

neNC12A. let yYOUuU hear  A And ONCC, when he Was 1n age,
Augustine, his dısmay, WädsS commanded Dy bıshop Aurelhus delıver

spontaneously salm R6

OS RAYER AFTER ERMON

Many of Augustine’s SCITINOMNS end wıth the words C’onversı ad
Dominum, SOTINC WeIC also ollowe! Dy PTayel. Augustine ın thıs WAaY
invıted the congregatıon after the [[U  a the east ıIn order
DIaYy Ssince the people lıstening the ın the Basılıca Pacıs
in 1ppO Ways Sto0d facıng the WESsST. 'TIhe DIaycCI after the Conversi ad
Dominum have been, al least accordıng 1ts phrasıng, PraycrT
that terminated the 1t compared wıth the general
intercessi1ions (the PIayCIS of the faıthful) OT the Oratio communis”?.

oug the terms general Intercessions OT DYayer of the alıth]u
nowhere ın Augustine’s works, ON Call, however, educe from them

the actual ex1istence of such PTaycI wıthın the 1turgy of 1ppO Zwinggl
s1tuates the closıng DIAyCI ımmediately before the dısmiıssal of the
catechumens, although in the PIayCI iıtself the catechumens NnOL

specıfically mentioned. Whıle the closıng PTaycI after the mentons
only those presentT, the general intercess10ns also DAaY attention those

Mum nobıs brevem éaraveramus‚ quecm mandaveramus Ccantarı eCIOT®E, sed
ad Oram, quantium videtur, perturbatus alterum DIO er legıt" (En in Ps

"Unde CU! SCITNONECIMN ad vestram carıtatem NON PTA  uS, hınc nobıs CSSC
“actandum Domino ımperante COZgNOVIMUS. Volebamus enım hodierna dıe VOS In
rumiınatıone permittere Neque enım NOS istum psalmum can' ectorı
imperavımus; sed quod He censult vobıs SC utıle ad audıendum, hoc corde eti1am puerılı
imperavıt”

"Hıc nobıs, quantium Dominus donare dıgnatur, CUM Carıtate tractandus,
mOodo est proposıtus beatıssımo patre Repentina propos1ıt10
avarel, 181 CONtinuo proponent1s oratıo sublevaret (En In Ps. 836,1)

ZTHE LITURGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  145  bishop himself. This, for example, is the case with the Enarrationes in  psalmos.  The way Augustine prepared himself appears clearly from his  conference on Psalm 138: "I had prepared myself for a short Psalm and  had arranged for the lector to sing it'”. Elsewhere he even hints at the  fact that he was not planning on delivering a sermon at all: "We had not  prepared a sermon for Your Grace, for it was not we who told the lector  to sing that Psalm, but he decided in his youthful heart what he considered  beneficial to let you hear'”, And once, when he was in Carthage,  Augustine, to his dismay, was commanded by bishop Aurelius to deliver a  sermon spontaneously on Psalm 86”.  CLOSING PRAYER AFTER THE SERMON  Many of Augustine’s sermons end with the words Conversi ad  Dominum, some were also followed by a prayer. Augustine in this way  invited the congregation after the sermon to turn to the east in order to  pray to God, since the people listening to the sermon in the Basilica Pacis  in Hippo always stood facing the west. The prayer after the Conversi ad  Dominum seems to have been, at least according to its phrasing, a prayer  that terminated the sermon; it cannot be compared with the general  intercessions (the prayers of the faithful) or to the oratio communis”.  Although the terms general intercessions or prayer of the faithful  occur nowhere in Augustine’s works, one can, however, deduce from them  the actual existence of such a prayer within the liturgy of Hippo. Zwinggi  situates the closing prayer immediately before the dismissal of the  catechumens, although in the prayer itself the catechumens are not  specifically mentioned. While the closing prayer after the sermon mentions  only those present, the general intercessions also pay attention to those  22 "Psalmum nobis brevem éaraveramus, quem mandaveramus cantari a lectore, sed  ad horam, quantum videtur, perturbatus alterum pro altero legit" (En. in Ps. 138,1).  3 "Unde cum sermonem ad vestram caritatem non praepararemus, hinc nobis esse  tractandum Domino imperante cognovimus. Volebamus enim hodierna die vos in  ruminatione permittere  Neque enim nos  istum psalmum cantandum lectori  imperavimus; sed quod ille censuit vobis esse utile ad audiendum, hoc corde etiam puerili  imperavit" (S. 352,1).  % "Hic nobis, quantum Dominus donare dignatur, cum vestra caritate tractandus,  modo est propositus a beatissimo praesente patre nostro. Repentina propositio me  gravaret, nisi me continuo proponentis oratio sublevaret” (En. in Ps. 86,1).  235 n  ... aut antistes clara voce deprecatur, aut communis oratio voce diaconi indicitur"  (Ep. 55,18,34).aut antıstes clara VOCI eprecatur, aut COMMUNIS Oratı0 VOC! dıaconı indıcıtur”
(EpD 55,18,34)
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who NnOTL present TIhe general intercessions takı  '} place at the altar,
ore the offertory and the eucharıstic PTayerT. It VE eIy,
therefore, that the PTayCTI after the 15 intended PTayCI for the
catechumens and the other particıpants ore sending the catechumens
away“®.

PREACHING HOLY CRIPTURE

The WaYy 1n 81 6 Augustine preached dıffers in IMNOTE than ONe

aSspect from that of OUT t1ime. Characteristic for hım 15 the fact that he 1ve
Dy Holy Scripture in such WaY that word-assoc1ation WOUuU uffice for
hım place unexpectedly deeply concealed, NOT VC evıdent, word of
the at the Center of attention“”.

In the complete works of Augustine [W  ®] thırds of the terms and
subjects Can oun! in Holy Scripture“. In Augustine’s SCTIIMNONS,
however, INanYy of these scrıptural quotations repetition of the Same

PasSSasc. TIhe total number of dıffering quotations 1s relatıvely few. TOM
the of Isa1ıah few VECISCS only repeatedly quoted, and the Same
pphıes almost all the books of the Prophets, EXCEDL the book of Job,
from 1Cc mMan used repeatı  V. Ihe quotations ftrom overbs,
1sdom, Eccles1iastes and Eccles1iasticus, the ther hand, rare  29

"Ecce DOSL SCITINONECIMN Ssıt missa catechumenis: manebunt fıdeles, venletur ad locum
oratıonıs" 49,8); cf. Der Wortgottesdienst hei Augustin, Liturgisches
Jahrbuch (1970) DOLBEAU, Sermons inedits de Saınt Augustin preches
397, In Revue Benedictine 99 72-76; CK., La priere unıverselle dans
les liturgies latınes ancLiennes (Liıturgiegeschichtliche Quellen und Forschungen 62)
München, 1977 Testimony from Augustine’s letters the existence of general
INntercessiONs:146  M. SCHRAMA  who are not present. The general intercessions take place at the altar,  before the offertory and the eucharistic prayer. It seems very likely,  therefore, that the prayer after the sermon is intended as a prayer for the  catechumens and the other participants before sending the catechumens  away”®.  PREACHING AND HOLY SCRIPTURE  The way in which Augustine preached differs in more than one  aspect from that of our time. Characteristic for him is the fact that he lived  by Holy Scripture in such a way that a word-association would suffice for  him to place unexpectedly a deeply concealed, not very evident, word of  the Bible at the center of attention?.  In the complete works of Augustine two thirds of the terms and  subjects can be found in Holy Scripture®. In Augustine’s sermons,  however, many of these scriptural quotations are a repetition of the same  passage. The total number of differing quotations is relatively few. From  the book of Isaiah a few verses only are repeatedly quoted, and the same  applies to almost all the books of the Prophets, except the book of Job,  from which many texts are used repeatedly. The quotations from Proverbs,  Wisdom, Ecclesiastes and Ecclesiasticus, on the other hand, are rare*.  % "Ecce post sermonem sit missa catechumenis: manebunt fideles, venietur ad locum  orationis" (S. 49,8); cf. A. ZWINGGI, Der Wortgottesdienst bei Augustin, in: Liturgisches  Jahrbuch 20 (1970) 104-112; F. DOLBEAU, Sermons inedits de saint Augustin preches en  397, in: Revue Benedictine 104 (1994) 72-76; P. DE CLERCK, La priere universelle dans  les liturgies latines anciennes (Liturgiegeschichtliche Quellen und Forschungen 62).  München, 1977. Testimony from Augustine’s letters on the existence of general  intercessions: "... aut communis oratio voce diaconi ..." (Ep. 55,18,34); "... ut precationes  accipiamus dictas, quas facimus in celebratione sacramentorum, antequam illud, quod est  in domini mensa, incipiat benedici” (Ep. 149,2,16); "... pro omnibus hominibus, pro  regibus et his, qui in sublimitate sunt ...” (Ep .149,2,17); "... quando audis sacerdotem dei  ad altare dei exhortantem populum dei orare pro incredulis, ut eos deus convertat ad  fidem, et pro catechumenis, ut eis desiderium regenerationis inspiret, et pro fidelibus, ut in  ©O quod esse coeperunt eius munere perseverent ..." (Ep. 217,1,2). Cf. P. DE CLERCK, 0.Cc.  ? D. RANDOLPH, Augustine’s theology of preaching. Boston, 1962 (diss); A. POLMAN,  Het woord Gods bij Augustinus. Kampen, 1955, p. 125-188; F. SCHNITZLER, Zur  Theologie der Verkündigung in den Predigten des heiligen Augustinus. Freiburg, 1968.  %® C. MOHRMANN, 0.C., p. XLVII; H. VOGELS, Die Heilige Schrift bei Augustin, in:  Aurelius Augustinus. Festschrift der Görres-Gesellschaft, hrsg. M. GRABMANN - J.  MAUSBACH. Köln, 1930, p. 413 (p. 411-421).  2# M. PONTET, 0.c., p. 581-583.aut COMMUNIS oratıo VOC| dıaconı146  M. SCHRAMA  who are not present. The general intercessions take place at the altar,  before the offertory and the eucharistic prayer. It seems very likely,  therefore, that the prayer after the sermon is intended as a prayer for the  catechumens and the other participants before sending the catechumens  away”®.  PREACHING AND HOLY SCRIPTURE  The way in which Augustine preached differs in more than one  aspect from that of our time. Characteristic for him is the fact that he lived  by Holy Scripture in such a way that a word-association would suffice for  him to place unexpectedly a deeply concealed, not very evident, word of  the Bible at the center of attention?.  In the complete works of Augustine two thirds of the terms and  subjects can be found in Holy Scripture®. In Augustine’s sermons,  however, many of these scriptural quotations are a repetition of the same  passage. The total number of differing quotations is relatively few. From  the book of Isaiah a few verses only are repeatedly quoted, and the same  applies to almost all the books of the Prophets, except the book of Job,  from which many texts are used repeatedly. The quotations from Proverbs,  Wisdom, Ecclesiastes and Ecclesiasticus, on the other hand, are rare*.  % "Ecce post sermonem sit missa catechumenis: manebunt fideles, venietur ad locum  orationis" (S. 49,8); cf. A. ZWINGGI, Der Wortgottesdienst bei Augustin, in: Liturgisches  Jahrbuch 20 (1970) 104-112; F. DOLBEAU, Sermons inedits de saint Augustin preches en  397, in: Revue Benedictine 104 (1994) 72-76; P. DE CLERCK, La priere universelle dans  les liturgies latines anciennes (Liturgiegeschichtliche Quellen und Forschungen 62).  München, 1977. Testimony from Augustine’s letters on the existence of general  intercessions: "... aut communis oratio voce diaconi ..." (Ep. 55,18,34); "... ut precationes  accipiamus dictas, quas facimus in celebratione sacramentorum, antequam illud, quod est  in domini mensa, incipiat benedici” (Ep. 149,2,16); "... pro omnibus hominibus, pro  regibus et his, qui in sublimitate sunt ...” (Ep .149,2,17); "... quando audis sacerdotem dei  ad altare dei exhortantem populum dei orare pro incredulis, ut eos deus convertat ad  fidem, et pro catechumenis, ut eis desiderium regenerationis inspiret, et pro fidelibus, ut in  ©O quod esse coeperunt eius munere perseverent ..." (Ep. 217,1,2). Cf. P. DE CLERCK, 0.Cc.  ? D. RANDOLPH, Augustine’s theology of preaching. Boston, 1962 (diss); A. POLMAN,  Het woord Gods bij Augustinus. Kampen, 1955, p. 125-188; F. SCHNITZLER, Zur  Theologie der Verkündigung in den Predigten des heiligen Augustinus. Freiburg, 1968.  %® C. MOHRMANN, 0.C., p. XLVII; H. VOGELS, Die Heilige Schrift bei Augustin, in:  Aurelius Augustinus. Festschrift der Görres-Gesellschaft, hrsg. M. GRABMANN - J.  MAUSBACH. Köln, 1930, p. 413 (p. 411-421).  2# M. PONTET, 0.c., p. 581-583.(E£p 55,18,34):146  M. SCHRAMA  who are not present. The general intercessions take place at the altar,  before the offertory and the eucharistic prayer. It seems very likely,  therefore, that the prayer after the sermon is intended as a prayer for the  catechumens and the other participants before sending the catechumens  away”®.  PREACHING AND HOLY SCRIPTURE  The way in which Augustine preached differs in more than one  aspect from that of our time. Characteristic for him is the fact that he lived  by Holy Scripture in such a way that a word-association would suffice for  him to place unexpectedly a deeply concealed, not very evident, word of  the Bible at the center of attention?.  In the complete works of Augustine two thirds of the terms and  subjects can be found in Holy Scripture®. In Augustine’s sermons,  however, many of these scriptural quotations are a repetition of the same  passage. The total number of differing quotations is relatively few. From  the book of Isaiah a few verses only are repeatedly quoted, and the same  applies to almost all the books of the Prophets, except the book of Job,  from which many texts are used repeatedly. The quotations from Proverbs,  Wisdom, Ecclesiastes and Ecclesiasticus, on the other hand, are rare*.  % "Ecce post sermonem sit missa catechumenis: manebunt fideles, venietur ad locum  orationis" (S. 49,8); cf. A. ZWINGGI, Der Wortgottesdienst bei Augustin, in: Liturgisches  Jahrbuch 20 (1970) 104-112; F. DOLBEAU, Sermons inedits de saint Augustin preches en  397, in: Revue Benedictine 104 (1994) 72-76; P. DE CLERCK, La priere universelle dans  les liturgies latines anciennes (Liturgiegeschichtliche Quellen und Forschungen 62).  München, 1977. Testimony from Augustine’s letters on the existence of general  intercessions: "... aut communis oratio voce diaconi ..." (Ep. 55,18,34); "... ut precationes  accipiamus dictas, quas facimus in celebratione sacramentorum, antequam illud, quod est  in domini mensa, incipiat benedici” (Ep. 149,2,16); "... pro omnibus hominibus, pro  regibus et his, qui in sublimitate sunt ...” (Ep .149,2,17); "... quando audis sacerdotem dei  ad altare dei exhortantem populum dei orare pro incredulis, ut eos deus convertat ad  fidem, et pro catechumenis, ut eis desiderium regenerationis inspiret, et pro fidelibus, ut in  ©O quod esse coeperunt eius munere perseverent ..." (Ep. 217,1,2). Cf. P. DE CLERCK, 0.Cc.  ? D. RANDOLPH, Augustine’s theology of preaching. Boston, 1962 (diss); A. POLMAN,  Het woord Gods bij Augustinus. Kampen, 1955, p. 125-188; F. SCHNITZLER, Zur  Theologie der Verkündigung in den Predigten des heiligen Augustinus. Freiburg, 1968.  %® C. MOHRMANN, 0.C., p. XLVII; H. VOGELS, Die Heilige Schrift bei Augustin, in:  Aurelius Augustinus. Festschrift der Görres-Gesellschaft, hrsg. M. GRABMANN - J.  MAUSBACH. Köln, 1930, p. 413 (p. 411-421).  2# M. PONTET, 0.c., p. 581-583.uL precatiıones
accCıplıamus äC)  S, quas facımus in celebratione SacCcrTamenLOTrum, iıllud, quod est
In domiını INCNSA, InC1plat benedic1ı (EpD 149,2,16);146  M. SCHRAMA  who are not present. The general intercessions take place at the altar,  before the offertory and the eucharistic prayer. It seems very likely,  therefore, that the prayer after the sermon is intended as a prayer for the  catechumens and the other participants before sending the catechumens  away”®.  PREACHING AND HOLY SCRIPTURE  The way in which Augustine preached differs in more than one  aspect from that of our time. Characteristic for him is the fact that he lived  by Holy Scripture in such a way that a word-association would suffice for  him to place unexpectedly a deeply concealed, not very evident, word of  the Bible at the center of attention?.  In the complete works of Augustine two thirds of the terms and  subjects can be found in Holy Scripture®. In Augustine’s sermons,  however, many of these scriptural quotations are a repetition of the same  passage. The total number of differing quotations is relatively few. From  the book of Isaiah a few verses only are repeatedly quoted, and the same  applies to almost all the books of the Prophets, except the book of Job,  from which many texts are used repeatedly. The quotations from Proverbs,  Wisdom, Ecclesiastes and Ecclesiasticus, on the other hand, are rare*.  % "Ecce post sermonem sit missa catechumenis: manebunt fideles, venietur ad locum  orationis" (S. 49,8); cf. A. ZWINGGI, Der Wortgottesdienst bei Augustin, in: Liturgisches  Jahrbuch 20 (1970) 104-112; F. DOLBEAU, Sermons inedits de saint Augustin preches en  397, in: Revue Benedictine 104 (1994) 72-76; P. DE CLERCK, La priere universelle dans  les liturgies latines anciennes (Liturgiegeschichtliche Quellen und Forschungen 62).  München, 1977. Testimony from Augustine’s letters on the existence of general  intercessions: "... aut communis oratio voce diaconi ..." (Ep. 55,18,34); "... ut precationes  accipiamus dictas, quas facimus in celebratione sacramentorum, antequam illud, quod est  in domini mensa, incipiat benedici” (Ep. 149,2,16); "... pro omnibus hominibus, pro  regibus et his, qui in sublimitate sunt ...” (Ep .149,2,17); "... quando audis sacerdotem dei  ad altare dei exhortantem populum dei orare pro incredulis, ut eos deus convertat ad  fidem, et pro catechumenis, ut eis desiderium regenerationis inspiret, et pro fidelibus, ut in  ©O quod esse coeperunt eius munere perseverent ..." (Ep. 217,1,2). Cf. P. DE CLERCK, 0.Cc.  ? D. RANDOLPH, Augustine’s theology of preaching. Boston, 1962 (diss); A. POLMAN,  Het woord Gods bij Augustinus. Kampen, 1955, p. 125-188; F. SCHNITZLER, Zur  Theologie der Verkündigung in den Predigten des heiligen Augustinus. Freiburg, 1968.  %® C. MOHRMANN, 0.C., p. XLVII; H. VOGELS, Die Heilige Schrift bei Augustin, in:  Aurelius Augustinus. Festschrift der Görres-Gesellschaft, hrsg. M. GRABMANN - J.  MAUSBACH. Köln, 1930, p. 413 (p. 411-421).  2# M. PONTET, 0.c., p. 581-583.PTro omnıbus hominibus, DITO
regıbus el nIS, quı sublımıtate SuUunt146  M. SCHRAMA  who are not present. The general intercessions take place at the altar,  before the offertory and the eucharistic prayer. It seems very likely,  therefore, that the prayer after the sermon is intended as a prayer for the  catechumens and the other participants before sending the catechumens  away”®.  PREACHING AND HOLY SCRIPTURE  The way in which Augustine preached differs in more than one  aspect from that of our time. Characteristic for him is the fact that he lived  by Holy Scripture in such a way that a word-association would suffice for  him to place unexpectedly a deeply concealed, not very evident, word of  the Bible at the center of attention?.  In the complete works of Augustine two thirds of the terms and  subjects can be found in Holy Scripture®. In Augustine’s sermons,  however, many of these scriptural quotations are a repetition of the same  passage. The total number of differing quotations is relatively few. From  the book of Isaiah a few verses only are repeatedly quoted, and the same  applies to almost all the books of the Prophets, except the book of Job,  from which many texts are used repeatedly. The quotations from Proverbs,  Wisdom, Ecclesiastes and Ecclesiasticus, on the other hand, are rare*.  % "Ecce post sermonem sit missa catechumenis: manebunt fideles, venietur ad locum  orationis" (S. 49,8); cf. A. ZWINGGI, Der Wortgottesdienst bei Augustin, in: Liturgisches  Jahrbuch 20 (1970) 104-112; F. DOLBEAU, Sermons inedits de saint Augustin preches en  397, in: Revue Benedictine 104 (1994) 72-76; P. DE CLERCK, La priere universelle dans  les liturgies latines anciennes (Liturgiegeschichtliche Quellen und Forschungen 62).  München, 1977. Testimony from Augustine’s letters on the existence of general  intercessions: "... aut communis oratio voce diaconi ..." (Ep. 55,18,34); "... ut precationes  accipiamus dictas, quas facimus in celebratione sacramentorum, antequam illud, quod est  in domini mensa, incipiat benedici” (Ep. 149,2,16); "... pro omnibus hominibus, pro  regibus et his, qui in sublimitate sunt ...” (Ep .149,2,17); "... quando audis sacerdotem dei  ad altare dei exhortantem populum dei orare pro incredulis, ut eos deus convertat ad  fidem, et pro catechumenis, ut eis desiderium regenerationis inspiret, et pro fidelibus, ut in  ©O quod esse coeperunt eius munere perseverent ..." (Ep. 217,1,2). Cf. P. DE CLERCK, 0.Cc.  ? D. RANDOLPH, Augustine’s theology of preaching. Boston, 1962 (diss); A. POLMAN,  Het woord Gods bij Augustinus. Kampen, 1955, p. 125-188; F. SCHNITZLER, Zur  Theologie der Verkündigung in den Predigten des heiligen Augustinus. Freiburg, 1968.  %® C. MOHRMANN, 0.C., p. XLVII; H. VOGELS, Die Heilige Schrift bei Augustin, in:  Aurelius Augustinus. Festschrift der Görres-Gesellschaft, hrsg. M. GRABMANN - J.  MAUSBACH. Köln, 1930, p. 413 (p. 411-421).  2# M. PONTET, 0.c., p. 581-583.(Ep 149,2,17);146  M. SCHRAMA  who are not present. The general intercessions take place at the altar,  before the offertory and the eucharistic prayer. It seems very likely,  therefore, that the prayer after the sermon is intended as a prayer for the  catechumens and the other participants before sending the catechumens  away”®.  PREACHING AND HOLY SCRIPTURE  The way in which Augustine preached differs in more than one  aspect from that of our time. Characteristic for him is the fact that he lived  by Holy Scripture in such a way that a word-association would suffice for  him to place unexpectedly a deeply concealed, not very evident, word of  the Bible at the center of attention?.  In the complete works of Augustine two thirds of the terms and  subjects can be found in Holy Scripture®. In Augustine’s sermons,  however, many of these scriptural quotations are a repetition of the same  passage. The total number of differing quotations is relatively few. From  the book of Isaiah a few verses only are repeatedly quoted, and the same  applies to almost all the books of the Prophets, except the book of Job,  from which many texts are used repeatedly. The quotations from Proverbs,  Wisdom, Ecclesiastes and Ecclesiasticus, on the other hand, are rare*.  % "Ecce post sermonem sit missa catechumenis: manebunt fideles, venietur ad locum  orationis" (S. 49,8); cf. A. ZWINGGI, Der Wortgottesdienst bei Augustin, in: Liturgisches  Jahrbuch 20 (1970) 104-112; F. DOLBEAU, Sermons inedits de saint Augustin preches en  397, in: Revue Benedictine 104 (1994) 72-76; P. DE CLERCK, La priere universelle dans  les liturgies latines anciennes (Liturgiegeschichtliche Quellen und Forschungen 62).  München, 1977. Testimony from Augustine’s letters on the existence of general  intercessions: "... aut communis oratio voce diaconi ..." (Ep. 55,18,34); "... ut precationes  accipiamus dictas, quas facimus in celebratione sacramentorum, antequam illud, quod est  in domini mensa, incipiat benedici” (Ep. 149,2,16); "... pro omnibus hominibus, pro  regibus et his, qui in sublimitate sunt ...” (Ep .149,2,17); "... quando audis sacerdotem dei  ad altare dei exhortantem populum dei orare pro incredulis, ut eos deus convertat ad  fidem, et pro catechumenis, ut eis desiderium regenerationis inspiret, et pro fidelibus, ut in  ©O quod esse coeperunt eius munere perseverent ..." (Ep. 217,1,2). Cf. P. DE CLERCK, 0.Cc.  ? D. RANDOLPH, Augustine’s theology of preaching. Boston, 1962 (diss); A. POLMAN,  Het woord Gods bij Augustinus. Kampen, 1955, p. 125-188; F. SCHNITZLER, Zur  Theologie der Verkündigung in den Predigten des heiligen Augustinus. Freiburg, 1968.  %® C. MOHRMANN, 0.C., p. XLVII; H. VOGELS, Die Heilige Schrift bei Augustin, in:  Aurelius Augustinus. Festschrift der Görres-Gesellschaft, hrsg. M. GRABMANN - J.  MAUSBACH. Köln, 1930, p. 413 (p. 411-421).  2# M. PONTET, 0.c., p. 581-583.quando audıs sacerdotem de1
ad altare de1ı exhortantem populum de1ı OIaIic PTO incredulıs, ut COS deus CONvertalt ad
ıdem, ei DIO catechumenı1s, uL e1s desiıderium regenerationis inspıret, el fidelibus, ul In

quod CSSC COCDECTUNL 1US perseverent146  M. SCHRAMA  who are not present. The general intercessions take place at the altar,  before the offertory and the eucharistic prayer. It seems very likely,  therefore, that the prayer after the sermon is intended as a prayer for the  catechumens and the other participants before sending the catechumens  away”®.  PREACHING AND HOLY SCRIPTURE  The way in which Augustine preached differs in more than one  aspect from that of our time. Characteristic for him is the fact that he lived  by Holy Scripture in such a way that a word-association would suffice for  him to place unexpectedly a deeply concealed, not very evident, word of  the Bible at the center of attention?.  In the complete works of Augustine two thirds of the terms and  subjects can be found in Holy Scripture®. In Augustine’s sermons,  however, many of these scriptural quotations are a repetition of the same  passage. The total number of differing quotations is relatively few. From  the book of Isaiah a few verses only are repeatedly quoted, and the same  applies to almost all the books of the Prophets, except the book of Job,  from which many texts are used repeatedly. The quotations from Proverbs,  Wisdom, Ecclesiastes and Ecclesiasticus, on the other hand, are rare*.  % "Ecce post sermonem sit missa catechumenis: manebunt fideles, venietur ad locum  orationis" (S. 49,8); cf. A. ZWINGGI, Der Wortgottesdienst bei Augustin, in: Liturgisches  Jahrbuch 20 (1970) 104-112; F. DOLBEAU, Sermons inedits de saint Augustin preches en  397, in: Revue Benedictine 104 (1994) 72-76; P. DE CLERCK, La priere universelle dans  les liturgies latines anciennes (Liturgiegeschichtliche Quellen und Forschungen 62).  München, 1977. Testimony from Augustine’s letters on the existence of general  intercessions: "... aut communis oratio voce diaconi ..." (Ep. 55,18,34); "... ut precationes  accipiamus dictas, quas facimus in celebratione sacramentorum, antequam illud, quod est  in domini mensa, incipiat benedici” (Ep. 149,2,16); "... pro omnibus hominibus, pro  regibus et his, qui in sublimitate sunt ...” (Ep .149,2,17); "... quando audis sacerdotem dei  ad altare dei exhortantem populum dei orare pro incredulis, ut eos deus convertat ad  fidem, et pro catechumenis, ut eis desiderium regenerationis inspiret, et pro fidelibus, ut in  ©O quod esse coeperunt eius munere perseverent ..." (Ep. 217,1,2). Cf. P. DE CLERCK, 0.Cc.  ? D. RANDOLPH, Augustine’s theology of preaching. Boston, 1962 (diss); A. POLMAN,  Het woord Gods bij Augustinus. Kampen, 1955, p. 125-188; F. SCHNITZLER, Zur  Theologie der Verkündigung in den Predigten des heiligen Augustinus. Freiburg, 1968.  %® C. MOHRMANN, 0.C., p. XLVII; H. VOGELS, Die Heilige Schrift bei Augustin, in:  Aurelius Augustinus. Festschrift der Görres-Gesellschaft, hrsg. M. GRABMANN - J.  MAUSBACH. Köln, 1930, p. 413 (p. 411-421).  2# M. PONTET, 0.c., p. 581-583.(Ep. ZUAL2): (: DE LERCK,
Augustine s theology of preaching. OsSton, 196 (dıss) POLMAN,

Het woord (J0ds bijJ AUQZUSUNUS. Kampen, 1955, 125-188: SCHNITZLER, Zur
Theologie der Verkündigung In den Predigten des heiligen Augustinus. Freıburg, 196

NN, 0} ALVUI; VOGELS, Die Heılige Schrift hei Augustin, In
Aurelius Augustinus. Festschrift der Görres-Gesellschaft, hrsg GRABMANN

Köln, 1930, 413 411-421).
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TOmM the 5ong of ongs Augustine chooses SOIMNC VEISCS clarıfy the
unıty of the Church*®

Augustine focuses hıis attention especlally the of ms It
1$ possible that the bıshop 1mıted himself delıberately wıthın these
confines ın 1e6W of the lıttle knowledge of Scripture he presumed h1s
audıence have  31 The New Testament 1$ quoted INOTC often than the
Old Testament, but also arge parts of the former remaın unmentioned,
1ie relatıve few number of OCCUT t1ime and agaın. The section
De SCFILDIUFLS of the edıtion ın 1C the Maurın1 publıshed Augustine’s
SCIT1ONS Holy Scripture consIısts of SCITINON\NS the Old Testament
and 123 SCITNONS the New lTestament.

Augustine avoured preaching under gulıdance of the lıturgical
readıngs. ere 1$ ın 1C he does NOTL establısh SOIIIC
connection wıth the Epistle, the Psalm, the Psalm ONSC, the
Gospel”“. Sometimes Augustine COMMeENTS all three eadıngs in h1s
sermon””, 4S for example in 165 nWe heard from the Apostle,
ear the salm, heard the Gospel; these dıvıne readıngs ASTCC 1ın
theır invıtatlon NOTL Ooun! OUuT hope uDON ourselves but the
Lord"** Augustine often elected the three readıngs in such WAaY that
they WOU provıde ONC theme*

In regar Augustine’s Nex1bilıty actualıze cr1ptur: the
Church father apparently possessed greal capabılıty adap himself. He

address actual problems in h1s SCITINONS and chose applıcable

30 According SOMNC authors, the [WO books of the accabees sen! INn the
SCITNON}NS. But In ugus! Ist durıng the celebration of the accabean
Martyrs, Macc SEA 1s quo! which ADDCArs have been of the scrıptural
readıng.

31 . NL
Des heiligen Augustinus Schriften als liturgisch-geschichtliche Quelle.

München, 1930, 303 uIn memorI1a retinentes pollıcıtatıonem 10) etiam
evangelıo el apostolo fecımus recıtarı ecthone:  ‚7 (: ,  r eal apostolı epıstola

CUmM legeretur de CONS  endis epPISCOPIS, CommemOTaVvIıt NOSs SINE. dubıo0 respicere In nOs  *

mam ectiıonem audıvyimus apostolıTHE LITURGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  147  From the Song of Songs Augustine chooses some verses to clarify the  unity of the Church*®.  Augustine focuses his attention especially on the book of Psalms. It  is possible that the bishop limited himself deliberately within these  confines in view of the little knowledge of Scripture he presumed his  audience to have*. The New Testament is quoted more often than the  Old Testament, but also large parts of the former remain unmentioned,  while a relative few number of passages occur time and again. The section  De scripturis of the edition in which the Maurini published Augustine’s  sermons on Holy Scripture consists of 50 sermons on the Old Testament  and 123 sermons on the New Testament.  Augustine favoured preaching under guidance of the liturgical  readings. There is no sermon in which he does not establish some  connection with the Epistle, the Psalm, the Psalm response, or the  Gospel”. Sometimes Augustine comments on all three readings in his  sermon”, as for example in sermon 165: "We heard from the Apostle, we  heard the Psalm, we heard the Gospel; all these divine readings agree in  their invitation to us not to found our hope upon ourselves but on the  Lord"**. Augustine often selected the three readings in such a way that  they would provide texts on one theme*°.  In regard to Augustine’s flexibility to actualize Scriptural texts, the  Church father apparently possessed a great capability to adapt himself. He  liked to address actual problems in his sermons and chose applicable  % According to some authors, the two books of the Maccabees are absent in the  sermons. But in sermon 300, on August 1st during the celebration of the Maccabean  martyrs, 2 Macc. 7:27 is quoted, which appears to have been part of the scriptural  reading.  %# C, MOHRMANN, 0.C., p. XLVII-XLIX.  ° W. ROETZER, Des heiligen Augustinus Schriften als liturgisch-geschichtliche Quelle.  München, 1930, p. 303. "In memoria retinentes pollicitationem nostram, congruas etiam  ex evangelio et apostolo fecimus recitari lectiones” (S. 362,1); "Beati apostoli epistola  cum legeretur de constituendis episcopis, commemoravit nos sine dubio respicere in nos"  (S: 178;1):  %3 "Primam lectionem audivimus apostoli ... Deinde cantavimus psalmum ... Post haec,  evangelica lectio  . Has tres lectiones, quantum pro tempore possumus, pertractemus,  dicentes pauca de singulis; et quantum conari possumus  non in aliqua earum sic  immorantes, ut aliis duabus impedimentum afferamus,” (S. 176,1), which deals with 1  Tim. 1:15: Ps. 94:6 and LK: 17:32.  * "Apostolum audivimus, psalmum audivimus, evangelium audivimus. Consonant  omnes divinae lectiones, ut spem non in nobis, sed in Domino collocemus (Eph. 3:14)"  (S. 165:10:  3 F, VAN DER MEER, Augustinus de zielzorger. Een studie over de praktijk van een  kerkvader. Utrecht, 1947, p. 367.Deıinde cantavımus psalmumTHE LITURGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  147  From the Song of Songs Augustine chooses some verses to clarify the  unity of the Church*®.  Augustine focuses his attention especially on the book of Psalms. It  is possible that the bishop limited himself deliberately within these  confines in view of the little knowledge of Scripture he presumed his  audience to have*. The New Testament is quoted more often than the  Old Testament, but also large parts of the former remain unmentioned,  while a relative few number of passages occur time and again. The section  De scripturis of the edition in which the Maurini published Augustine’s  sermons on Holy Scripture consists of 50 sermons on the Old Testament  and 123 sermons on the New Testament.  Augustine favoured preaching under guidance of the liturgical  readings. There is no sermon in which he does not establish some  connection with the Epistle, the Psalm, the Psalm response, or the  Gospel”. Sometimes Augustine comments on all three readings in his  sermon”, as for example in sermon 165: "We heard from the Apostle, we  heard the Psalm, we heard the Gospel; all these divine readings agree in  their invitation to us not to found our hope upon ourselves but on the  Lord"**. Augustine often selected the three readings in such a way that  they would provide texts on one theme*°.  In regard to Augustine’s flexibility to actualize Scriptural texts, the  Church father apparently possessed a great capability to adapt himself. He  liked to address actual problems in his sermons and chose applicable  % According to some authors, the two books of the Maccabees are absent in the  sermons. But in sermon 300, on August 1st during the celebration of the Maccabean  martyrs, 2 Macc. 7:27 is quoted, which appears to have been part of the scriptural  reading.  %# C, MOHRMANN, 0.C., p. XLVII-XLIX.  ° W. ROETZER, Des heiligen Augustinus Schriften als liturgisch-geschichtliche Quelle.  München, 1930, p. 303. "In memoria retinentes pollicitationem nostram, congruas etiam  ex evangelio et apostolo fecimus recitari lectiones” (S. 362,1); "Beati apostoli epistola  cum legeretur de constituendis episcopis, commemoravit nos sine dubio respicere in nos"  (S: 178;1):  %3 "Primam lectionem audivimus apostoli ... Deinde cantavimus psalmum ... Post haec,  evangelica lectio  . Has tres lectiones, quantum pro tempore possumus, pertractemus,  dicentes pauca de singulis; et quantum conari possumus  non in aliqua earum sic  immorantes, ut aliis duabus impedimentum afferamus,” (S. 176,1), which deals with 1  Tim. 1:15: Ps. 94:6 and LK: 17:32.  * "Apostolum audivimus, psalmum audivimus, evangelium audivimus. Consonant  omnes divinae lectiones, ut spem non in nobis, sed in Domino collocemus (Eph. 3:14)"  (S. 165:10:  3 F, VAN DER MEER, Augustinus de zielzorger. Een studie over de praktijk van een  kerkvader. Utrecht, 1947, p. 367.Post haec,
evangelıca eCH0 TES lectıones, quanium DTO m DOSSUMUS, MUuS,
i1centes de sıngulis; quantium conarı DOSSUMUS NON in 1qQua Carum SIC
immorantes, ut allıs duabus ımpedimentum afferamus," 1C| deals wıth
Tım 1419 Ps 94:6 and 17372

Apostolum audıvyımus, psalmum audıvımus, evangelıum audıvımus. Onsonant
dıvınae ectuones, SPCIN NONMN nobıs, sed In Domino collocemus (Eph 35:14)°

35 DER MEER, Augustinus zielzorger. Een studie ver de praktıjk Van een
kerkvader. 1947, 167



14% SCHRAMA

lıturgıical readıngs. Augustine wanted educate and his liısteners wıth
the readıngs from Sacred Scripture for the discussions wıth the heretics
and the pagans”®.

ellegrino doubts whether all of the listeners COu STasSp ully the
of Augustine s sermons?. ann, the other hand,

they COUuU Augustine’s SCITINONS WEeEIC characterized by CVEIY day
examples and by greal feelıng for CONcreteNeSss, IC ordınary people
COUu easıly grasp””.

Augustine wanted e h1s listeners those from the
Old and the New JTestament IC MOST accurately descer1ibe the h1story of
salvatıon, and IC MOSLT clearly iıllustrate the WAaY the Kıngdom of

Because of thıs, 1t becomes possıble TEeCONSITUC Augustine’s
pastoral from h1s lıturgical

UMBER ORDER READINGS

In Augustine s U1m:! the eVy of Hıppo dıd nOTL yel nclude
intro1ltus. Immediately after the entrance procession the lıturgy began wiıth
the readings”. Before the ginnıng of the Service, 1t COu quıite
tumultuous In church In order qulet the churchgoers, the readıngs began
wıth greeting by the celebrant: Lord wıth you  n„40

The readıngs WeEeIC read Dy lectors, the Psalms SUNg by youths wıth
clear voice*. In Rome, ell In Hıppo, the readıng of the Gospel

Was prerogatıve of the deacon. Augustine, bıshop, himself
read the scrıptural On the other hand, 1t happened that he epeated

d.
excellent troduction the SCITINONS f Augustine In works of Saıint

Augustine. translation Jor the 2Ist CenlurYy, intr. PELLEGRINO, transl New
York, 1990, 11L Sermons, vol 1, especlally 84-96

3 LAX=LXNVHIE
39 For thıs CONSU. ROETZER, O MEER, U,

d Aı ONNARDIERE, Bıble lıturgique de saınt Augustin, in Jean
Chrysostome el ugustin, ed. K ANNENGIESS Parıs, 1975,

"Procedimus ad populum, plena erat ecclesia nemiıine cente hanc alque nde
clamantıum. Salutavı populum, el [UISUS eadem ferventiore VOC!I clamabant. aCto tandem
ılentio0 scrıpturarum dıyınarum 5  —A lec  S sollemnı1a” (De (‚iviıtate De: 225 Quod
audıstis ad Domuinı "Dominus vobiscum ”, hoc quando de absıde salutamus
dicere solemus, quotienscumque HOC dıcamus”" Guelf. E 463)

41 PAOLI-LAFAYE, Les lectures des lexies ILturg1qUeS, in Saint Augustin el Ia Bible,
ed Ar BONNARDIERE Parıs, 1986, 59-74
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of the scr1iptural IcXi read urıng the 1turgy at the beginnıng of h1s
sermon“?.

Already Justin Martyr testified that urıng the celebration of the
Eucharıst the readıngs WeEeIC taken from the Prophets the New
Testament3 OUr1ginally in Rome three readıngs WEeIC used, but these SOO
WeEeTiIC reduced [W!  © Egypt, aturdays and Sundays ASs ell
urıng the ole of Ekastertide, the [WO readıngs WOCIC taken from the New
Testament.

In Hıppo the decrease from three [WO eadıngs Was St1 takıng
place urıng the time of Augustine’s ep1iscopate. On grealt feast day, 1ıke
Easter morn1ıng, eadıng WOU. taken from the Old Testament,
other days thıs Wädas longer the case* In eadıng from the
(Jld lTestament and ONC from the New JTestament, but NONeC from the
Gospel, mentioned?. OUur readıngs Can assumed 1n SCITINO Denıis
L3, because there Augustine NOTL only refers three from Holy
Scripture but also letter from Cyprianus”®.

In 341 the bıshop SayS Lord Jesus T1S 15
understood and proclaıme. ın three WaYy>Ss eıther through the preachıing of
the Law and the Prophets, hrough the preachıing of the ‚pistles of the
Apostles, 0)8 through faıth 1ın hıstorical facts known V1a the Gospel”.
We INAaY PTESUDDOSC that in th1ıs Case he dıd NOL ins1ist the lıturgical
order of Epistle, Psalm and Gospel“””. Wıllis’s suggestion that Augustine

0OCCAasıon had [W!  o readıngs from the postles durıng the celebration of

"PosteaTHE LYHJRGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  149  part of the scriptural text read during the liturgy at the beginning of his  sermon“?,  Already Justin Martyr testified that during the celebration of the  Eucharist the readings were taken from the Prophets or the New  Testamen  t43  . Originally in Rome three readings were used, but these soon  were reduced to two. In Egypt, on Saturdays and on Sundays as well as  during the whole of Eastertide, the two readings were taken from the New  Testament.  In Hippo the decrease from three to two readings was still taking  place during the time of Augustine’s episcopate. On a great feast day, like  Easter morning, a reading would be taken from the Old Testament, on  other days this was no longer the case*. In sermon 45 a reading from the  Old Testament and one from the New Testament, but none from the  Gospel, are mentioned*. Four readings can be assumed in sermo Denis  13, because there Augustine not only refers to three passages from Holy  Scripture but also to a letter from Cyprianus“®.  In sermon 341 the bishop says: "Our Lord Jesus Christ is  understood and proclaimed in three ways: either through the preaching of  the Law and the Prophets, or through the preaching of the Epistles of the  Apostles, or through faith in historical facts known to us via the Gospel".  We may presuppose that in this case he did not insist on the liturgical  order of Epistle, Psalm and Gospel”. Willis’s suggestion that Augustine  on occasion had two readings from the Apostles during the celebration of  * "Postea ... lectum est illud in evangelio ubi Dominus ..., quod capitulum, cum eos  intentos proposita vinolentiae quaestione feci, et ipse quoque recitavi" (Ep. 29,3).  % JUSTINUS, Apologia 1,67,3-5. Cf. J. SALZMANN, Lehren und Ermahnen. Zur  Geschichte der christlichen Wortgottesdienstes in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten.  Tübingen, 1994, p. 247.  * G. WILLIS, St. Augustine’s Lectionary. London, 1962, p. 22-57 indicates in his  overview several Old Testament readings.  %* "In omnibus lectionibus quas recitatas audivimus" (Is. 57T); "Deinde ascendit  apostolica lectio" (2 Cor. 7); "factum est, ut se lectiones sic sequerentur, ut in Isaiam  promittentur nobis aliquid, in apostolo autem diceretur ... quasi una lectio esset prophetae  et apostoli ... Ubi enim finivit prophetica lectio ibi est promissio; unde coepit apostoli  lectio ubi est operis indictio" (S. 45,1).  * See for S. Denis 13,2 footnote 61 below. "Certe modo in evangelio dominus  alloquebatur Judaeos” (Mt. 23); "Paulum apostolum, cum legeretur, audistis" (2 Cor. 1:5-  14); "Ecce timor et tremor venerunt super eum et contexerunt eum tenebrae, sicut audistis  cum diceretur in psalmo" (Ps. 54:6), (S. Denis 13,3).  * "Dominus noster Jesus Christus tribus modis intelligitur et nominatur, quando  praedicatur sive per legem et prophetas, sive per epistulas apostolicas, sive per fidem  rerum gestarum quas in evangelio cognoscimus”" (S. 341,1).lectum est illud In evangelıo ubı DominusTHE LYHJRGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  149  part of the scriptural text read during the liturgy at the beginning of his  sermon“?,  Already Justin Martyr testified that during the celebration of the  Eucharist the readings were taken from the Prophets or the New  Testamen  t43  . Originally in Rome three readings were used, but these soon  were reduced to two. In Egypt, on Saturdays and on Sundays as well as  during the whole of Eastertide, the two readings were taken from the New  Testament.  In Hippo the decrease from three to two readings was still taking  place during the time of Augustine’s episcopate. On a great feast day, like  Easter morning, a reading would be taken from the Old Testament, on  other days this was no longer the case*. In sermon 45 a reading from the  Old Testament and one from the New Testament, but none from the  Gospel, are mentioned*. Four readings can be assumed in sermo Denis  13, because there Augustine not only refers to three passages from Holy  Scripture but also to a letter from Cyprianus“®.  In sermon 341 the bishop says: "Our Lord Jesus Christ is  understood and proclaimed in three ways: either through the preaching of  the Law and the Prophets, or through the preaching of the Epistles of the  Apostles, or through faith in historical facts known to us via the Gospel".  We may presuppose that in this case he did not insist on the liturgical  order of Epistle, Psalm and Gospel”. Willis’s suggestion that Augustine  on occasion had two readings from the Apostles during the celebration of  * "Postea ... lectum est illud in evangelio ubi Dominus ..., quod capitulum, cum eos  intentos proposita vinolentiae quaestione feci, et ipse quoque recitavi" (Ep. 29,3).  % JUSTINUS, Apologia 1,67,3-5. Cf. J. SALZMANN, Lehren und Ermahnen. Zur  Geschichte der christlichen Wortgottesdienstes in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten.  Tübingen, 1994, p. 247.  * G. WILLIS, St. Augustine’s Lectionary. London, 1962, p. 22-57 indicates in his  overview several Old Testament readings.  %* "In omnibus lectionibus quas recitatas audivimus" (Is. 57T); "Deinde ascendit  apostolica lectio" (2 Cor. 7); "factum est, ut se lectiones sic sequerentur, ut in Isaiam  promittentur nobis aliquid, in apostolo autem diceretur ... quasi una lectio esset prophetae  et apostoli ... Ubi enim finivit prophetica lectio ibi est promissio; unde coepit apostoli  lectio ubi est operis indictio" (S. 45,1).  * See for S. Denis 13,2 footnote 61 below. "Certe modo in evangelio dominus  alloquebatur Judaeos” (Mt. 23); "Paulum apostolum, cum legeretur, audistis" (2 Cor. 1:5-  14); "Ecce timor et tremor venerunt super eum et contexerunt eum tenebrae, sicut audistis  cum diceretur in psalmo" (Ps. 54:6), (S. Denis 13,3).  * "Dominus noster Jesus Christus tribus modis intelligitur et nominatur, quando  praedicatur sive per legem et prophetas, sive per epistulas apostolicas, sive per fidem  rerum gestarum quas in evangelio cognoscimus”" (S. 341,1).quod capıtulum, CU)  = COS
intentos proposıta vinolentiae quaestione fec1, el IDSe recıtavı" (Ep 29,3)

43 Apologia e  - (1 S5ALZMANN, Lehren und Ermahnen. Zur
Geschichte der christlichen Wortgottesdienstes In den ersien drei Jahrhunderten.
Tübıingen, 1994, 247

WILLIS, St Augustine Lectionary. ndon, 1962 RE indıcates In HIS
OVEerVIEeW several Old lTestament readıngs.

45 In omnıbus lectiıonıbus (JuUAaS reC1m| audıyımus" (Is. > "Deinde ascendıit
apostolıca lectio  v (2 Cor. 73 "factum esL, uL lectiones SIC SCEquerTCNLur, uL In Isaı1am
promıittentur nobıs alıquıid, apostolo dıcereturTHE LYHJRGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  149  part of the scriptural text read during the liturgy at the beginning of his  sermon“?,  Already Justin Martyr testified that during the celebration of the  Eucharist the readings were taken from the Prophets or the New  Testamen  t43  . Originally in Rome three readings were used, but these soon  were reduced to two. In Egypt, on Saturdays and on Sundays as well as  during the whole of Eastertide, the two readings were taken from the New  Testament.  In Hippo the decrease from three to two readings was still taking  place during the time of Augustine’s episcopate. On a great feast day, like  Easter morning, a reading would be taken from the Old Testament, on  other days this was no longer the case*. In sermon 45 a reading from the  Old Testament and one from the New Testament, but none from the  Gospel, are mentioned*. Four readings can be assumed in sermo Denis  13, because there Augustine not only refers to three passages from Holy  Scripture but also to a letter from Cyprianus“®.  In sermon 341 the bishop says: "Our Lord Jesus Christ is  understood and proclaimed in three ways: either through the preaching of  the Law and the Prophets, or through the preaching of the Epistles of the  Apostles, or through faith in historical facts known to us via the Gospel".  We may presuppose that in this case he did not insist on the liturgical  order of Epistle, Psalm and Gospel”. Willis’s suggestion that Augustine  on occasion had two readings from the Apostles during the celebration of  * "Postea ... lectum est illud in evangelio ubi Dominus ..., quod capitulum, cum eos  intentos proposita vinolentiae quaestione feci, et ipse quoque recitavi" (Ep. 29,3).  % JUSTINUS, Apologia 1,67,3-5. Cf. J. SALZMANN, Lehren und Ermahnen. Zur  Geschichte der christlichen Wortgottesdienstes in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten.  Tübingen, 1994, p. 247.  * G. WILLIS, St. Augustine’s Lectionary. London, 1962, p. 22-57 indicates in his  overview several Old Testament readings.  %* "In omnibus lectionibus quas recitatas audivimus" (Is. 57T); "Deinde ascendit  apostolica lectio" (2 Cor. 7); "factum est, ut se lectiones sic sequerentur, ut in Isaiam  promittentur nobis aliquid, in apostolo autem diceretur ... quasi una lectio esset prophetae  et apostoli ... Ubi enim finivit prophetica lectio ibi est promissio; unde coepit apostoli  lectio ubi est operis indictio" (S. 45,1).  * See for S. Denis 13,2 footnote 61 below. "Certe modo in evangelio dominus  alloquebatur Judaeos” (Mt. 23); "Paulum apostolum, cum legeretur, audistis" (2 Cor. 1:5-  14); "Ecce timor et tremor venerunt super eum et contexerunt eum tenebrae, sicut audistis  cum diceretur in psalmo" (Ps. 54:6), (S. Denis 13,3).  * "Dominus noster Jesus Christus tribus modis intelligitur et nominatur, quando  praedicatur sive per legem et prophetas, sive per epistulas apostolicas, sive per fidem  rerum gestarum quas in evangelio cognoscimus”" (S. 341,1).quası una eC| prophetae
el apostolıTHE LYHJRGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  149  part of the scriptural text read during the liturgy at the beginning of his  sermon“?,  Already Justin Martyr testified that during the celebration of the  Eucharist the readings were taken from the Prophets or the New  Testamen  t43  . Originally in Rome three readings were used, but these soon  were reduced to two. In Egypt, on Saturdays and on Sundays as well as  during the whole of Eastertide, the two readings were taken from the New  Testament.  In Hippo the decrease from three to two readings was still taking  place during the time of Augustine’s episcopate. On a great feast day, like  Easter morning, a reading would be taken from the Old Testament, on  other days this was no longer the case*. In sermon 45 a reading from the  Old Testament and one from the New Testament, but none from the  Gospel, are mentioned*. Four readings can be assumed in sermo Denis  13, because there Augustine not only refers to three passages from Holy  Scripture but also to a letter from Cyprianus“®.  In sermon 341 the bishop says: "Our Lord Jesus Christ is  understood and proclaimed in three ways: either through the preaching of  the Law and the Prophets, or through the preaching of the Epistles of the  Apostles, or through faith in historical facts known to us via the Gospel".  We may presuppose that in this case he did not insist on the liturgical  order of Epistle, Psalm and Gospel”. Willis’s suggestion that Augustine  on occasion had two readings from the Apostles during the celebration of  * "Postea ... lectum est illud in evangelio ubi Dominus ..., quod capitulum, cum eos  intentos proposita vinolentiae quaestione feci, et ipse quoque recitavi" (Ep. 29,3).  % JUSTINUS, Apologia 1,67,3-5. Cf. J. SALZMANN, Lehren und Ermahnen. Zur  Geschichte der christlichen Wortgottesdienstes in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten.  Tübingen, 1994, p. 247.  * G. WILLIS, St. Augustine’s Lectionary. London, 1962, p. 22-57 indicates in his  overview several Old Testament readings.  %* "In omnibus lectionibus quas recitatas audivimus" (Is. 57T); "Deinde ascendit  apostolica lectio" (2 Cor. 7); "factum est, ut se lectiones sic sequerentur, ut in Isaiam  promittentur nobis aliquid, in apostolo autem diceretur ... quasi una lectio esset prophetae  et apostoli ... Ubi enim finivit prophetica lectio ibi est promissio; unde coepit apostoli  lectio ubi est operis indictio" (S. 45,1).  * See for S. Denis 13,2 footnote 61 below. "Certe modo in evangelio dominus  alloquebatur Judaeos” (Mt. 23); "Paulum apostolum, cum legeretur, audistis" (2 Cor. 1:5-  14); "Ecce timor et tremor venerunt super eum et contexerunt eum tenebrae, sicut audistis  cum diceretur in psalmo" (Ps. 54:6), (S. Denis 13,3).  * "Dominus noster Jesus Christus tribus modis intelligitur et nominatur, quando  praedicatur sive per legem et prophetas, sive per epistulas apostolicas, sive per fidem  rerum gestarum quas in evangelio cognoscimus”" (S. 341,1).Ubı enım finıvıt prophetica ecto 1bı est DrOm1SS10; unde CoepDIL apostolı
ecCHO ubı est oper1s indıcho 45,1)

See for Denis 15.2 footmnote 61 below "Certe MOdo In evangelıo dominus
alloquebatur eos  3V (Mt 23); "Paulum apostolum, Cum egeretur, audıstis  n (2 Cor
14); "Ecce t1mor el Or venerunt SUDCTI Coniexerunt tenebrae, SıCut audıstıs
CU\:  =) dıceretur in psalmo” (Ps. 54:6), S Denıs 13:3)

47 "Dominus NnOster Jesus Christus trıbus Odıs ıntellıgıtur el nOomınatur, quando
praedıicatur S1ve DCI egem el prophetas, SIve DCT epıstulas apostolıcas, SIve PDCT em
I[CIUM (QuUas evangelıo COgNOSCIMUS”
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the Eucharıst, ON after the other, Cannot corroborated the basıs of
the example he uses h1is suggestion”®.

It became CUSLOMATY in 1ppO sıng salm between the [WO

readings””. In the Casec of three readıngs urıng the SeTVICE, the salm Was
NnOL placed between the eadıng of the Old Testament and that of the
Apostle, but immediately ore the eadıng of the Gospel, poss1ibly
result of Augustine’s preference for C  istological interpretation of the
Psalms°®. In the days of Augustine, in Hıppo 4S ell ın Carthage, the
1turgy of the Word consıisted sometimes in readıng from the Old
Testament, eadıng from the Epistles the Acts, Psalm and readıng
from the Gospel. 11Gca ell iın Rome there Wäas growıing
tendency towards the Om1ssıon of the readıng from the Old Testament*!.

LECTIONARY

TIhe early UrCcC Was NOTL yel famılıar wıth fixed schema of
readıng ın relatıon the lıturgic VYCaTr A4S NO NOW 1t. The officlant
Was free choose the per1copes read greal number of days,
accordıng h1s OW understandıng. He COUu choose the lıturgic

45 1IS, DG ment0ons for 128,3,5-4,6 the. readıng of e and
Rom 13  \ But fact Rom 13:9 does NOL (ICCUT ere. "Pugnam mMOodo
apostolus legeretur, audısus Omnıs, Inquit, lex in SCITINOMNC impletur (Gal 5:14)" (S.
28,3:5) Apostolı verba dıco, QJuaCl 0do recıtata Sunt de epıstola IDSIUS: 1CO
(Gal S y  „

49 LEEB, Dıie Psalmodie hei MDrosius. Wıen, 1967, 53-89; VERHEUL, De
antwoordpsalm ın de eucharıistieviering, Tijdschrift 'OOT Aturg1ie 155-176

50 "Et ad hOC pertine! quod eti1am apos!  1Ca lectO nte psalmı cantıcum praesignavıt150  M. SCHRAMA  the Eucharist, one after the other, cannot be corroborated on the basis of  the example he uses to prove his suggestion“®.  It became customary in Hippo to sing a Psalm between the two  readings“. In the case of three readings during the service, the Psalm was  not placed between the reading of the Old Testament and that of the  Apostle, but immediately before the reading of the Gospel, possibly as a  result of Augustine’s preference for a christological interpretation of the  Psalms*. In the days of Augustine, in Hippo as well as in Carthage, the  liturgy of the Word consisted sometimes in a reading from the Old  Testament, a reading from the Epistles or the Acts, a Psalm and a reading  from the Gospel. In Africa as well as in Rome there was a growing  tendency towards the omission of the reading from the Old Testament*.  THE LECTIONARY  The early church was not yet familiar with a fixed schema of  reading in relation to the liturgical year as we now know it. The officiant  was free to choose the pericopes to be read on a great number of days,  according to his own understanding. He could choose the liturgical  %® G. WILLIS, 0.c., p. 47 mentions for S. 128,3,5-4,6 the reading of Gal. 5:14-17 and  Rom. 13:9. But in fact Rom. 13:9 does not occur there. "Pugnam nostram, modo cum  apostolus legeretur, audistis: Omnis, inquit, lex in uno sermone impletur (Gal. 5:14)" (S.  128,3,5); "Apostoli verba dico, quae modo recitata sunt de epistola ipsius: Dico autem  (Gal. 5:15)" (S. 128,4,6).  %* H. LEEB, Die Psalmodie bei Ambrosius. Wien, 1967, p. 53-89; A. VERHEUL, De  antwoordpsalm in de eucharistieviering, in: Tijdschrift voor Liturgie 76 (1992) 155-176.  5 "Et ad hoc pertinet quod etiam apostolica lectio ante psalmi canticum praesignavit  ... In illa parte corpus diaboli, in ista praefiguratio Domini Jesu Christi" (S. 32,4.)  "Terribilis lectio ante psalmum sonuit in auribus nostris (James 2)" (S. Wilmart 2. MA I,  673):  sicut praecedens hunc psalmum lectio" (En. in Ps. 31,.11,1). The custom of  placing the Psalm directly before the Gospel was already in use in Milan during the time  of Ambrose; see H. LEEB, 0.c., p. 80-82.  % W. ROETZER, 0.c., p. 100 maintains two readings for most occasions, (if one does  not consider the Psalm a reading) sometimes three readings. "In omnibus lectionibus, quas  recitatas audivimus, si animadvertit Caritas Vestra primam lectionem Isaiae prophetae ...  Deinde ascendit apostolica lectio (Is. 57 and 2 Cor. 7:1)" (S. 45,1.) "Lectio prima  prophetica quid nobis commendaverit (Micha 6:6 and Ps. 72)" (S. 48,2). "Cum ergo  ultimum sit sanctum evangelium recitatum  . Sed ego memini superiore dominico quid  promiserim. Cum enim de sancto propheta quod lectum fuerat aliquid exponere voluissem  (Micha 6:6 and Mt. 20)" (S. 49,1). "Prima lectio quae nobis hodie recitata est apostoli  Jacobi (James 5:12)" (S. 180,1). Sermo 176,1 mentions 1 Tim. 1, Ps. 94, Lk. 17. Cf. A.  MARTIMORT, A propos du nombre des lectures ä la messe, in: Revue des sciences  religieuses 58 (1984) 42-51.In lla parte dıaboli, in ista praefiguratio Domuinı Jesu Christi" (S. 32,4.)
"Terrnbilis eC| ante psalmum sonult In aurıbus nOostr1ıs ames 2)u Wılmart E
673) Ä| SIiCut praecedens unc psalmum ecti10o  ( (En In Ps 31.1:1) The CuUuStom of
placıng the Psalm dırectly ore the Ospe' Was already usc in Mılan durıng the time
of Ambrose: SCC LEEB, U.! 80-82

51 ROETZER, O maıntaıns readıngs for OSL OCCAaS10NsS, (ıf ON does
NnOL consıder the Psalm readıng) sometimes three readıngs. In omnıbus lectionibus, quas
ecıtatas audıvimus, S1 anımadvel arıtas es prımam ectiıonem Isaıae prophetae150  M. SCHRAMA  the Eucharist, one after the other, cannot be corroborated on the basis of  the example he uses to prove his suggestion“®.  It became customary in Hippo to sing a Psalm between the two  readings“. In the case of three readings during the service, the Psalm was  not placed between the reading of the Old Testament and that of the  Apostle, but immediately before the reading of the Gospel, possibly as a  result of Augustine’s preference for a christological interpretation of the  Psalms*. In the days of Augustine, in Hippo as well as in Carthage, the  liturgy of the Word consisted sometimes in a reading from the Old  Testament, a reading from the Epistles or the Acts, a Psalm and a reading  from the Gospel. In Africa as well as in Rome there was a growing  tendency towards the omission of the reading from the Old Testament*.  THE LECTIONARY  The early church was not yet familiar with a fixed schema of  reading in relation to the liturgical year as we now know it. The officiant  was free to choose the pericopes to be read on a great number of days,  according to his own understanding. He could choose the liturgical  %® G. WILLIS, 0.c., p. 47 mentions for S. 128,3,5-4,6 the reading of Gal. 5:14-17 and  Rom. 13:9. But in fact Rom. 13:9 does not occur there. "Pugnam nostram, modo cum  apostolus legeretur, audistis: Omnis, inquit, lex in uno sermone impletur (Gal. 5:14)" (S.  128,3,5); "Apostoli verba dico, quae modo recitata sunt de epistola ipsius: Dico autem  (Gal. 5:15)" (S. 128,4,6).  %* H. LEEB, Die Psalmodie bei Ambrosius. Wien, 1967, p. 53-89; A. VERHEUL, De  antwoordpsalm in de eucharistieviering, in: Tijdschrift voor Liturgie 76 (1992) 155-176.  5 "Et ad hoc pertinet quod etiam apostolica lectio ante psalmi canticum praesignavit  ... In illa parte corpus diaboli, in ista praefiguratio Domini Jesu Christi" (S. 32,4.)  "Terribilis lectio ante psalmum sonuit in auribus nostris (James 2)" (S. Wilmart 2. MA I,  673):  sicut praecedens hunc psalmum lectio" (En. in Ps. 31,.11,1). The custom of  placing the Psalm directly before the Gospel was already in use in Milan during the time  of Ambrose; see H. LEEB, 0.c., p. 80-82.  % W. ROETZER, 0.c., p. 100 maintains two readings for most occasions, (if one does  not consider the Psalm a reading) sometimes three readings. "In omnibus lectionibus, quas  recitatas audivimus, si animadvertit Caritas Vestra primam lectionem Isaiae prophetae ...  Deinde ascendit apostolica lectio (Is. 57 and 2 Cor. 7:1)" (S. 45,1.) "Lectio prima  prophetica quid nobis commendaverit (Micha 6:6 and Ps. 72)" (S. 48,2). "Cum ergo  ultimum sit sanctum evangelium recitatum  . Sed ego memini superiore dominico quid  promiserim. Cum enim de sancto propheta quod lectum fuerat aliquid exponere voluissem  (Micha 6:6 and Mt. 20)" (S. 49,1). "Prima lectio quae nobis hodie recitata est apostoli  Jacobi (James 5:12)" (S. 180,1). Sermo 176,1 mentions 1 Tim. 1, Ps. 94, Lk. 17. Cf. A.  MARTIMORT, A propos du nombre des lectures ä la messe, in: Revue des sciences  religieuses 58 (1984) 42-51.Deıinde ascendl]ı| apos!  ICa ectho (Is and COor. 45,1.) "Lect10 prıma
prophetica quıd nobıs commendaverıt and Ps 48,2) "Cum CIBO
ultımum Sıt evangelıum ecıtatum CgOo memiın1ı superi10re domiıinıco quıd
promiserım. Cum enım de SancCLiO propheta quod lectum fuerat alıquıd CXDONCITEC voluıssem
(Micha and Mt. 20) 49,1) "Prıma lectiO QJUAC nobıs hodıe reC1ı est apostolı
Jacobı (James 12)' Sermo 176,1 mentions Tım L: Ps (C1.
MARTIMORT, DYODOS du nombre des lectures la MESSE , In Revue des SCLENCES
religieuses (1984) A
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readıngs 1n such WAaY that they WOUuU conform the Casıon.
OUT promise, ordered sultable readıngs from the Gospel and from the
Apostle read'>2 "In thıs solemn celebratiıon approprlate
readıngs have been read">

oug complete lectlonarıes WEeEeIC only known from the seventh
CENLUTY Oonward, the development of fixed lectionary had eady begun
in Augustine’s time. In thıs TESDECL, the per10d of Lent, per10d ın
IC the catechumens WEIC educated, contr1ıbuted fixed pattern of
scrıptural eadıngs The Sdad1IL11c applıed the feasts of kaster, Ascension
and Pentecost, 1C there ex1isted essentlally fixed lıstıngs for the
lıturgıical readıngs. The first elements of what later Was ectlionary
emerged INOIC and INOTC clearly 1n the fifth CENLUTY. They WEeTC elated
feasts and NOTL ordınary days. Apart from the feasts the bıshop COUu.
choose the readıngs ın the lıturgy according h1s OW discernment”“.

As AaDDCAIS clearly from the SCITNON\NS of Augustine, 1ın T1Ca
rudımentary lectionary functioned in the beginnıng of the fifth
Thıs lect1onary Was oblıgatory for INan Sundays of the lıturg1ic VCar
well for the feasts of the Saılınts the SaJImIne tiıme Augustine preache!

salm and New Testament 1C do nOTLt wıth the
framework of the hturgıcal VCAl. Those SCITINONS ea wıth INOTC

personal INOIC ocal feast, wıth the consecration of church OI the
ordinatiıon of bıshop, dealt wıth the explanatıon of ell chosen
pericope”.

Every diocese had 1ts OW lıst of readıngs, because CVECIY 0ocal
church had 1ts OW hıturgical practices. Ihus the lıst of ılan 1Tiere:
from that of 1ppO. The 1turgy d such Was ase. OCa CUSIOMS and
NOT much centrally decreed eccles1astıcal legislature”®.

Because the celebrant MOST OCCAaSsS10oNns Was free choose the
readıngs, often Augustine, Dy WAaY of lectio CONUNUG, acquaınted n1s
lısteners wıth complete book of the He chose th1ıs approac in
Order able explaın certaın of the 1fs entirety

52 362,1, above Les lectures litur 21ques leurs
lıvres (Typologıe des SOUTICECS du oyen Age occıdental Turnhout, 1992

573 H! solemnuıtatı ecthones 10) SsONuerunt”“
1wo examples from Augustine "Hesterno dıe quı fuıstus prom1ssıonem OStTr:

tenetis (Mt. (3 93,1) CTZO ef es 1psa quoddam lumen SUUM) in scrıpturIs,
In prophetia, in evangelıo, In apostolıicıs lectionıbus. Omnı1a enım ista ua nobıs ad
LeEMDUS recıtantur, ucernae z ın Obscuro 10CO, ut nutriamur ad dıem ohn 93)' S

55 A . -M NNARDIERE, d 157158
56 0} 75-93 diıscusses the relatıons between the readıng schemas of the

dıfferent patrıarchates.
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during number of consecutive days, mostly during conferences the
afternoon?”. On these 0OCCAaAS10oNs his pastoral COMNCEIN played ımportant
role in opposing the [WO factors that endangered the ecclesj1astıcal ıfe in
T1Ca paganısm and heresy. Ihus, ın the the Gospel of
John he AaISUCS agaınst Donatism®®.

FEAST

The Afrıcan councıls between 3U() and 427 ShOwWw Dy theır decrees,
that ın the time of Augustine venerable TICan tradıtıon concerning the
lıturgıical eadıngs had already SIOWN TOM 3072 the ep1scopate olitly

safeguarı thıs tradıtıon Dy oblıgıng all members of the cClergy
read only canoniıcal books urıng the celebrations. egardıng th1ıs oblıga-
t1on lıst Was made of canonıcal books and of regulatıons concerning the
readıng of DASSLO of IT The bıshops EVCN introduced certaın 1_
cal books into the lıturgy, for example, the of 1sdom and the Letter

the Hebrews”?.
The fact that the al ue€e\| theır tradıtıon aAaDPCATrs from

remark made Dy Augustine urıng urıng Holy Week he
lowed Passıon read other than the regular ONe of St
Matthew. Because of the consternatiıon amn the al then present, he
refraıned from further experıimenting and kept hımself the tradıtiıonal
readings®.

AÄAUGUSTINUS HIPPO Preken Vver de kerste LE} Van Johannes, 'ansl.
Leuven, 1992, VII; POQUE, Lectures de l octave pascale Hıppone d apres

les traites de saınt ugustın la premıere epitre de saınt Jean, Revue Benedictine
Z 7D1 Die fortlaufende Schriftlesung ım (Gottesdienst hei

AUugustinus, In Archiv für Liturgiewissenschaft (1970) PICSUDDOSCS that the
lectio CONtINUG Augustne’s choice of per1Copes played d  D secondary role

5X KUNZELMANN, UQUSUNS Predigttätigkeit, in Aureltius Augustinus, hrsg.
(GGJRABMANN Köln, 1930,

The Councıl of Hıppo stated in "Ut praeler scrıpturas CanonıCcas
Nı in eccles1a legatur sub nomıne dıyınarum scrıpturarum152  M. SCHRAMA  during a number of consecutive days, mostly during conferences in the  afternoon”. On these occasions his pastoral concern played an important  role in opposing the two factors that endangered the ecclesiastical life in  Africa: paganism and heresy. Thus, in the tractates on the Gospel of St.  John he argues against Donatism®®.  THE FEAST OF A MARTYR  The African councils between 390 and 427 show by their decrees,  that in the time of Augustine a venerable African tradition concerning the  liturgical readings had already grown. From 393 the episcopate jointly  tried to safeguard this tradition by obliging all members of the clergy to  read only canonical books during the celebrations. Regarding this obliga-  tion a list was made of canonical books and of regulations concerning the  reading of a passio of a martyr. The bishops even introduced certain bibli-  cal books into the liturgy, for example, the book of Wisdom and the Letter  to the Hebrews”.  The fact that the faithful valued their tradition appears from a  remark made by Augustine during a sermon. During Holy Week he  allowed Passion accounts to be read other than the regular one of St.  Matthew. Because of the consternation among the faithful then present, he  refrained from further experimenting and kept himself to the traditional  readings®.  ” AUGUSTINUS VAN HIPPO. Preken over de Eerste Brief van Johannes, transl. T. VAN  BAVEL. Leuven, 1992, p. VII; S. POQUE, Lectures de l’octave pascale a Hippone d’apres  les trait&s de saint Augustin sur la premiere Epitre de saint Jean, in: Revue Benedictine  74 (1964) 217-241. A. ZWINGGI, Die fortlaufende Schriftlesung im Gottesdienst bei  Augustinus, in: Archiv für Liturgiewissenschaft 12 (1970) 85-129 presupposes that the  lectio continua in Augustine’s choice of pericopes played a secondary role.  %® A. KUNZELMANN, Augustins Predigttätigkeit, in: Aurelius Augustinus, hrsg. M.  GRABMANN - J. MAUSBACH. Köln, 1930, p. 164.  ® The Council of Hippo (393) stated in canon 36: "Ut praeter scripturas canonicas  nihil in ecclesia legatur sub nomine divinarum scripturarum ... Liceat etiam legi passiones  martyrum, cum anniversarli dies eorum celebrantur", in: Concilia Africae (345-525), ed.  C. MUNIER (CC 149). Turnhout, 1974, p. 43. R. HENNINGS, Der Briefwechsel zwischen  Augustinus und Hieronymus und ihr Streit um den Kanon des Altem Testaments und die  Auslegung von Gal 2,11-14. Leiden, 1994, p. 200-217. There is also the issue of the  influence of Cyprian on the organisation of the sanctoral in the liturgy of Africa, see A.-  M. LA BONNARDIERE, a.c., 148-150 and 157.  ® "Volueram aliquando, ut per singulos annos secundum omnes evangelistas etiam  passio legeretur. Factum est, non audierunt homines quod consueverant et perturbati sunt"  (S. 232.1).Liceat et1am legı passıones
mMartyrum, CUIN annıversarı dıes COI U celebrantur”, Concilia Afrıcae ed.

MUNIER CX 49) Turnhout, 1974, HENNINGS, Der Briefwechsel zwıischen
Augustinus und Hıeronymus und ihr Streıit den Kanon des Altem Testaments und die
Auslegung Von (zal- Leıden, 1994, There 15 also the 1SSuUe of the
influence of Cyprıan the organısatıon of the anctoral in the lıturgy of Afrıca, A

BONNARDIERE, a.| 148-150 and IS%
60 "Volueram alıquando, ut DCI sıngulos ANNOs secundum evangelıstas eti1am

passıo egeretur. actum eSL, NOMN audıerunt homiıines quod 'ant perturbatı sunt”
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the end of the fourth CENLUTY 1n T1Ca the CUStOmM emerged of
readıng the act of MarTt urıng the lıturgy h1s feast day'  61 By

of concılıar decrees the TICan bıshops sıtuate the popular
veneratiıon of the MAartyTS wıthın lıturgical framework. It Was prescribed
that urıng the 1turgy the feast of the pecıfıc DASSLO oug
be read. Augustine also reveals h1s Oommıtment this decree ın h1is
sermons®*. Psalm Was chosen that Was elated the DASSLO being
read, whereas the HXi of the Gospel wWwas VE often the Same, taken from

Matthew®>. La Bonnardıere explaın the dimınishing
number of Old Jlestament readıngs urıng the 1turgy 4aSs being result of
the EINECTISCNCEC of the DASSLO urıng the liturgy®. Should SUuPDDOSC,
however, Wäas observed Dy Zwinggl]l, that the readıngs from the Old
Testament OCCurred maınly urıng the ervices in IC the catechumens
WCCIC instructed?®

61 Sometimes Augustine Ven allows miracle StOrTIeESs read "Hesterno dıe 1ıbellum
Prom1sımus arıtatı Vestrae ubı de Ilo sanato audıre etiam possıtıs, QJuaC videre NON
pDOotulstıs” „ and NC Irom letter of Cyprian: "Audısts tum Cyprianum
Martyrum el exemplum el tubamTHE LITURGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS 153  At the end of the fourth century in Africa the custom emerged of  reading the act of a martyr during the liturgy on his feast day“. By  means of conciliar decrees the African bishops tried to situate the popular  veneration of the martyrs within a liturgical framework. It was prescribed  that during the liturgy on the feast of a martyr the specific passio ought to  be read. Augustine also reveals his commitment to this decree in his  sermons“, A Psalm verse was chosen that was related to the passio being  read, whereas the text of the Gospel was very often the same, taken from  St. Matthew®. La Bonnardiere attempts to explain the diminishing  number of Old Testament readings during the liturgy as being a result of  the emergence of the passio during the liturgy“. Should we Suppose,  however, as was observed by Zwinggi, that the readings from the Old  Testament occurred mainly during the services in which the catechumens  were instructed?®  % Sometimes Augustine even allows miracle stories to be read: "Hesterno die libellum  promisimus Caritati Vestrae ubi de illo sanato audire etiam possitis, quae videre non  potuistis” ($. 322,1); and once from a letter of Cyprian: "Audistis beatum Cyprianum  martyrum et exemplum et tubam ...” (S. Denis 13,2. MA I, 56). Augustine refers here to  Cyprian’s Liber ad Fortunatum (c. 253/257), a collection of scriptural passages to  strengthen Christians during the persecutions. Cf. B. DE GAIFFIER, La lecture des Actes  des martyrs dans la priere liturgique en occident, in: Analecta Bollandiana 72 (1954)  134-166.  © "Beata filia eius in hoc ordine constituta, cuius inter ceteras celebramus hodie  passionem, paulo ante audivimus confessionem” (S. 37,23). "Quando audimus quomodo  passi sunt martyres, gaudemus" (S. 273,2). "Beati quorum passio recitata est" (S. 273,6).  "Longam lectionem audivimus, brevis est dies, longo sermone etiam nos tenere vestram  patientiam non debemus" (S. 274, fine). "... sed plane utilissimam et fructuosissimam  voluptatem oculis interioribus hausimus, cum beati Vincentii gloriosa passio legeretur” (S.  275,1). "In passione quae nobis hodie recitata est" (S. 276,1). "Quis autem hodie Daciani  vel nomen audisset nisi Vincentii passionem legisset?" (S. 276,4). "Delectat autem piam  mentem, tale spectaculum contueri, quale sibi beata Perpetua de se ipsa revelatum esse  narravit” (S. 281,2.) "Quid autem attinet ad istas quarum sunt ista vocabula, sicut  audivimus, cum earum passio legeretur ..." (S. 282,2). "Istum diem nobis solemnem gloria  Machabaeorum fecit, quorum mirabiles passiones, cum legerentur ..." (S. 300,1).  ® Mt. 5, Mt. 10 or Mt. 19. The Epistles also show little variation: 1 John 3:16 or 2  Tim. 3:12:  % A.-M. LA BONNARDIERE, a.c., p. 155-157 mentions, in addition to the texts  mentioned above in footnote 61 and 62: S. 309,3, S. Lambot 9, S. Denis 14, S. Denis  16,1, S. Guelf 27,2, S. Guelf 28,6 and S. Guelf 30,2.  ® A. ZWINGGI, 0.C., p. 98; T. AUDET, Les cat&cheses baptismales de saint Augustin,  in: Augustinus Magister. Paris, 1954, I, 157. In the works of Augustine there is no  indication that during the weekdays mainly the Old Testament was read.Denis 132 L 56) ugustine refers here
Cyprian er ad Fortunatum c 23323 7); collecton of SCTID! PasSsSagcs
strengthen Christians durıng the persecutions. ( G AIFFIER, La ecture des Cies
des MAFrTyrS dans la prıere litur21que OoccCldent, Analecta Bollandiana (1954)

"Beata fılıa 1US In NOC ordıne constituta, CU1US inter Tas celebramus hodie
passıonem, paulo ante audıvyımus confessionem” "Quando audımus quomoOdo
passı SUnNtL, gaudemus  „ eal {0) Dassıo recıtata est  „ S
"Longam lectıonem audıvımus, Drevıs est dıes, ONgO eti1am NOS nere
patıentiam NON debemu: 214, fine) sed plane utiılıssımam ST fructuosissımam
voluptatem oculıs interioribus hausımus, CUu beatı Vıncenuüul glor10sa passıo legeretur”

nIn passiıone Qqua«C nobıs 1e recıta|l est  ‚v "Qui1s autfem hodie Dacıanı
vel audısset 1S1 Vıncenti passıonem legıisset?" (D 9 "Delectat pıam
mMentiem, tale spectaculum contuer]l, quale Sıbı Perpetua de 1psa revelatum N4  Q
narravıt”" S ‘ Quiıid attınet ad 1stas Quarum SuUunt ista vocabula, SICut
audıvimus, CUmM CaIum passıo egereturTHE LITURGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS 153  At the end of the fourth century in Africa the custom emerged of  reading the act of a martyr during the liturgy on his feast day“. By  means of conciliar decrees the African bishops tried to situate the popular  veneration of the martyrs within a liturgical framework. It was prescribed  that during the liturgy on the feast of a martyr the specific passio ought to  be read. Augustine also reveals his commitment to this decree in his  sermons“, A Psalm verse was chosen that was related to the passio being  read, whereas the text of the Gospel was very often the same, taken from  St. Matthew®. La Bonnardiere attempts to explain the diminishing  number of Old Testament readings during the liturgy as being a result of  the emergence of the passio during the liturgy“. Should we Suppose,  however, as was observed by Zwinggi, that the readings from the Old  Testament occurred mainly during the services in which the catechumens  were instructed?®  % Sometimes Augustine even allows miracle stories to be read: "Hesterno die libellum  promisimus Caritati Vestrae ubi de illo sanato audire etiam possitis, quae videre non  potuistis” ($. 322,1); and once from a letter of Cyprian: "Audistis beatum Cyprianum  martyrum et exemplum et tubam ...” (S. Denis 13,2. MA I, 56). Augustine refers here to  Cyprian’s Liber ad Fortunatum (c. 253/257), a collection of scriptural passages to  strengthen Christians during the persecutions. Cf. B. DE GAIFFIER, La lecture des Actes  des martyrs dans la priere liturgique en occident, in: Analecta Bollandiana 72 (1954)  134-166.  © "Beata filia eius in hoc ordine constituta, cuius inter ceteras celebramus hodie  passionem, paulo ante audivimus confessionem” (S. 37,23). "Quando audimus quomodo  passi sunt martyres, gaudemus" (S. 273,2). "Beati quorum passio recitata est" (S. 273,6).  "Longam lectionem audivimus, brevis est dies, longo sermone etiam nos tenere vestram  patientiam non debemus" (S. 274, fine). "... sed plane utilissimam et fructuosissimam  voluptatem oculis interioribus hausimus, cum beati Vincentii gloriosa passio legeretur” (S.  275,1). "In passione quae nobis hodie recitata est" (S. 276,1). "Quis autem hodie Daciani  vel nomen audisset nisi Vincentii passionem legisset?" (S. 276,4). "Delectat autem piam  mentem, tale spectaculum contueri, quale sibi beata Perpetua de se ipsa revelatum esse  narravit” (S. 281,2.) "Quid autem attinet ad istas quarum sunt ista vocabula, sicut  audivimus, cum earum passio legeretur ..." (S. 282,2). "Istum diem nobis solemnem gloria  Machabaeorum fecit, quorum mirabiles passiones, cum legerentur ..." (S. 300,1).  ® Mt. 5, Mt. 10 or Mt. 19. The Epistles also show little variation: 1 John 3:16 or 2  Tim. 3:12:  % A.-M. LA BONNARDIERE, a.c., p. 155-157 mentions, in addition to the texts  mentioned above in footnote 61 and 62: S. 309,3, S. Lambot 9, S. Denis 14, S. Denis  16,1, S. Guelf 27,2, S. Guelf 28,6 and S. Guelf 30,2.  ® A. ZWINGGI, 0.C., p. 98; T. AUDET, Les cat&cheses baptismales de saint Augustin,  in: Augustinus Magister. Paris, 1954, I, 157. In the works of Augustine there is no  indication that during the weekdays mainly the Old Testament was read.@3 "Istum 1em nobıs solemnem glorıa
Machabaeorum fecılt, (0) mıirabules passıoNes, CUMmM legerenturTHE LITURGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS 153  At the end of the fourth century in Africa the custom emerged of  reading the act of a martyr during the liturgy on his feast day“. By  means of conciliar decrees the African bishops tried to situate the popular  veneration of the martyrs within a liturgical framework. It was prescribed  that during the liturgy on the feast of a martyr the specific passio ought to  be read. Augustine also reveals his commitment to this decree in his  sermons“, A Psalm verse was chosen that was related to the passio being  read, whereas the text of the Gospel was very often the same, taken from  St. Matthew®. La Bonnardiere attempts to explain the diminishing  number of Old Testament readings during the liturgy as being a result of  the emergence of the passio during the liturgy“. Should we Suppose,  however, as was observed by Zwinggi, that the readings from the Old  Testament occurred mainly during the services in which the catechumens  were instructed?®  % Sometimes Augustine even allows miracle stories to be read: "Hesterno die libellum  promisimus Caritati Vestrae ubi de illo sanato audire etiam possitis, quae videre non  potuistis” ($. 322,1); and once from a letter of Cyprian: "Audistis beatum Cyprianum  martyrum et exemplum et tubam ...” (S. Denis 13,2. MA I, 56). Augustine refers here to  Cyprian’s Liber ad Fortunatum (c. 253/257), a collection of scriptural passages to  strengthen Christians during the persecutions. Cf. B. DE GAIFFIER, La lecture des Actes  des martyrs dans la priere liturgique en occident, in: Analecta Bollandiana 72 (1954)  134-166.  © "Beata filia eius in hoc ordine constituta, cuius inter ceteras celebramus hodie  passionem, paulo ante audivimus confessionem” (S. 37,23). "Quando audimus quomodo  passi sunt martyres, gaudemus" (S. 273,2). "Beati quorum passio recitata est" (S. 273,6).  "Longam lectionem audivimus, brevis est dies, longo sermone etiam nos tenere vestram  patientiam non debemus" (S. 274, fine). "... sed plane utilissimam et fructuosissimam  voluptatem oculis interioribus hausimus, cum beati Vincentii gloriosa passio legeretur” (S.  275,1). "In passione quae nobis hodie recitata est" (S. 276,1). "Quis autem hodie Daciani  vel nomen audisset nisi Vincentii passionem legisset?" (S. 276,4). "Delectat autem piam  mentem, tale spectaculum contueri, quale sibi beata Perpetua de se ipsa revelatum esse  narravit” (S. 281,2.) "Quid autem attinet ad istas quarum sunt ista vocabula, sicut  audivimus, cum earum passio legeretur ..." (S. 282,2). "Istum diem nobis solemnem gloria  Machabaeorum fecit, quorum mirabiles passiones, cum legerentur ..." (S. 300,1).  ® Mt. 5, Mt. 10 or Mt. 19. The Epistles also show little variation: 1 John 3:16 or 2  Tim. 3:12:  % A.-M. LA BONNARDIERE, a.c., p. 155-157 mentions, in addition to the texts  mentioned above in footnote 61 and 62: S. 309,3, S. Lambot 9, S. Denis 14, S. Denis  16,1, S. Guelf 27,2, S. Guelf 28,6 and S. Guelf 30,2.  ® A. ZWINGGI, 0.C., p. 98; T. AUDET, Les cat&cheses baptismales de saint Augustin,  in: Augustinus Magister. Paris, 1954, I, 157. In the works of Augustine there is no  indication that during the weekdays mainly the Old Testament was read.300,1)63 Mt. 5 Mit. The Empistles also sShow lıttle varlatıon: John 3:16
Tım 3:12

- 8 BONNARDIERE, d. 13535-157 menti0ns, In addıtion the
mentioned above In footnote 61 and 309,3, Lambaot 9, Denis 14, Denis
16.1: Guelf 27,2, Guelf 28,6 and Guelf 30,2.

65 0, 08: Les catecheses baptismales de saınt Augustin,
ın AUu2ustinus Magıster. Parıs, 1954, [, 157 In the works Of Augustine ere IS
indication that durıng the weekdays maınly the Old JTestament Was read
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SALM (CHANTED READING

In 400 of the approximately SCITNONS ascrıbed Augustine he
explaıns ON OT INOTC salm He apparently had preference for the
Psalms® and dvocated the inging of salm at the altar urıng the
offertory Commun10n, practice that W as emerging at that time in
Carthage®”

When Augustine became bıshop of 1ppO the salm Was SUuNng only
Dy the Was Augustine who ntroduced ingıng Dy the
congregatıion. In h1s works there 1S indiıcatiıon that thıs congregatıon
sıngıng WdasSs by IMNeCcans of [WO semi-choirs®®. It WOULU SCEIN, rather, that
what he ntroduced Was responsorl1al sing1ng, that 1S, sıngıng the

OSse who read the Confessiones INaY conclude that the bıshop
became famılıar wıth the practice of the congregational sıingıng of the
Psalms in Mılan Augustine uSs that the practice of congregational
sıngıng or1ginated from the ast  69

The rdo Monasteri1l,; 1C 18 of Eastern or1g1ın but known in
Augustine s miılıeu, 15 NOT ntended for the church Communıty, but for
cCommunılty of religious””. oug ıt does speak about the antıphona

specıfic form of singing the sa  S, Augustine hımself uUsecs the
term antiphona'‘.

A|

Psalmzitate ıIn Augustins Konfessionen. Ötungen, 1955, 24 -30)154  M. SCHRAMA  THE PSALM AS CHANTED READING  In 400 of the approximately 900 sermons ascribed to Augustine he  explains one or more Psalm texts. He apparently had a preference for the  Psalms® and advocated the singing of a Psalm at the altar during the  offertory and communion, a practice that was emerging at that time in  Carthage”.  When Augustine became bishop of Hippo the Psalm was sung only  by the cantor. It was Augustine who introduced singing by the  congregation. In his works there is no indication that this congregational  singing was by means of two semi-choirs®. It would seem, rather, that  what he introduced was responsorial singing, that is, singing the response.  Those who read the Confessiones may conclude that the bishop  became familiar with the practice of the congregational singing of the  Psalms in Milan. Augustine tells us that the practice of congregational  singing originated from the East®.  The Ordo Monasterii, which is of Eastern origin but known in  Augustine’s milieu, is not intended for the church community, but for a  community of religious’®. Although it does speak about the antiphona as  a specific form of singing the Psalms, Augustine himself never uses the  term antiphona'‘.  67 n  % G. KNAUER, Psalmzitate in Augustins Konfessionen. Göttingen, 1955, p. 24-30.  ... Morem, qui tunc esse apud Carthaginem coeperat, ut hymni ad altare dicerentur  de psalmorum libro, sive ante oblationem sive cum distribueretur populo quid fuisset  oblatum" (Retractationes 2,11). A. ZWINGGI, 0.C., p. 100-103.  ® A, ZWINGGI, 0.c., p. 101. "Deinde cantavimus psalmum, exhortantes nos invicem,  una voce, uno corde dicentes: Venite adoremus (Ps. 94:6)" (S. 176,1).  ® "Tunc hymni et psalmi ut canerentur secundum morem orientalium partium  institutum est; ex illo in hodiernum retentum multis iam ac paene omnibus gregibus tuis  et per cetera orbis imitantibus" (Conf. 9,7,15). Cf. H. LEEB, 0.C., p. 53-62, 85-87.  79 Possibly the Ordo Monasterii was compiled by Augustine’s friend Alypius:  "Sommes-nous trop optimiste si nous pensons qu’il faudrait d&sormais parler de la R&gle  d’Alypius, comme on parle de la Regle d’Augustin, tout en precisant que la premiere a  Ete approuv6e par l’auteur de la deuxieme, par une phrase de sa propre main, et mise sur  un plan moins technique, par une autre phrase de sa propre main?"; see L. VERHEDEN, La  Regle de saint Augustin. Paris, 1967, I, p.171. See also A. DE VOGUE, L’horaire de  l’Ordo monasterii. Ses rapports avec le monachisme Egyptien, in: Homo Spiritalis.  Festgabe für L. Verheijen. Hrsg. von C. MAYER u. K.H. CHELIUS. Würzburg, 1987, 240-  258.  7 The Ordo Monasterii prescribes three Psalms for morning prayer (in matutinis): 62,  5 and 89; for Terce a Psalm with response (ad respondendum) and two other Psalms  (antiphonae duae); for evening prayer (ad lucernarium) a Psalm with response (psalmus  responsorius), four other Psalms (antiphonae quattuor), and a Psalm with response; for  prayer during the night (nocturnae orationes) both antiphonae as well as psalmi. L.s quı {unc SSC apud agınem Coeperal, ut hymnı ad altare dicerentur
de psalmorum lıbro, SI1ve ante oblatıonem S1ve dıstrıbueretur pDOopulo quıd ulsset
tum  AA (Retractationes Z11) 0,

0} 101 "De1inde Cantavımus psalmum, eX O]  es NOS INvICem,
unNna VOC®C, uNnNO corde dicentes enı adoremus (Ps 94:6)"

"Tunc ymnı el psalmı ut cCanerentur secundum orlentalıum partıum
institutum esL; 1Ilo in hodiernum tentum multıs lam I omnıbus gregıbus tu1s
el DCI cetiera orbiıs miıtantıbu:  dl On)j ’  ’ en LEEB, 0 53-62, 85-87

'ossıbly the rdo Monasteru compıled Dy Augustune’s frıend Alypıus:
"Sommes-nOus LTOp opumıiste S1 IOUS PCNSONS qu ıl faudraıt desormaıs parler de la Regl
"Alypıus, parle de la egle d’Augustın, tOuL precısant QJucC la premiıere

approuvee auteur de la deuxıeme, unc phrase de PIODIC maın, ef m1se
plan MOI1NS technıque, un autre phrase de DPDIODIC maın?”:; VERHEUEN, La

egle de aunt Augustın Parıs, 1967, IE p.171 See also L’horatire de
Ordo monasterıL. Ses VeLr le monachıisme egyptien, 1N: Homo Spirttalis.
Festgabe für Verheijen. Hrsg VON MAYER ürzburg, 1987, 240
Za

The Ordo Monasternl prescribes three salms for mornıng Ia (iIn matutinis): 62,
and 89; for Terce Psalm wıth TESDONSC (ad respondendum) and [WO other Psalms

(antıphonae duae); for evenıng PDIayCI (ad [ucernarıum) Psalm wıth TCSDONSC (psalmus
reSpONSOTLUS), four other salms (antıphonae quattuor), and Psalm wıth ICSPONSC; for
DIayCr durıng the nıg (nocturnae orationes) antıphonae ell psalmı.
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Ihe Psalm singıng 1n Mılan Was not exactly the Samıe the
nastıc WaY of recıtung the ms In the monasterles all the MmMs WeTiIeC

recıted, IC WOU DOSC insurmountable problem for large Crowd.
Furthermore the monastıc melodies WeEeIC austere Compele wıth the
popular melodies Augustine9 INOIC than OMNC Casıon, that the
singıng Was NnOT executed wıth austere, but wıth melodies’?

TOM Augustine s remarks 1t becomes clear that certaın salm
requıred certaın melodies oss1ıbly the1ır melodies WEIC wriıtten Oown in
troparıa OI in what NO call antifones. These WEeEIC used tunıng
fork; in addıtion the p1tc they indiıcated the psalmodıc mode’®

In an Y Casc, Augustine, DIShop, encouraged the practice of
singıng. Ihe sınging of the Was already CUSLOMATY in Carthage,
where for the first time in the Church of TICAa th1s kınd of Jarge STIOUD
sıngıing WdS carrıed out  4 Ihe atholıc Christians of T1Ca WCIC NOTL

partıcularly orlented in those days singing””. But Augustine i1mself
held the CONVICLON: When there readıngs, SCITNONS OI PIayCIS, what
better the people do than sing?”®

La Regle, 1, 148-152:;: H. 13 149-151 Ct. LEEB, 0ic 63-68
"Nıhıiıl nım 1ud dıcebat, quon1a4m 1psum cantılenae modum NUDCI hauserat, el

amabat, uL fit, melos inusıtatum “ (De OÖOrdine y  5 "Ita iste ulcıs esL, uL el quı
psalterıum nesc1unt, 1IDSum VEISUMM cantent  \ (En. In Ps ,  9 Quantum flevı In hymnıs
er Cantıcıs tu1s sonantıs ecclesi1ae ([uae vocıbus acrıte” on „  , Ihe
last 101 ndıcates that Augustne WwWas NOL moved Dy sober but by Ssweel melodıes Possıbly
they WEIC Sweel because the melody ‚AINnc from outsıde the Church, and whıiıle 1ts
orıgınal worldly IcX: Was stil] Current.

73 Muzıek USSSEN hemel aarde. De wereld VvVan het gregor1aans.
Amsterdam, 1981, 35-473

DER MEER, 9} 288 "A ago meme "inıtiatve urehus .  alla Das
Sa|ns resistance; l ren! l’opposıtion d’un certaın 1ılarus el demanda Augustin de
charger de le CONnvaıncre. Augustin eCrTIivıt le (0) 41 Hılarum, recense dans les
Retractationes” A.-M. ONNARDIERE, d. 149

75 11 SICuL de hymnıs el psalmıs canendi1s, CUm 1DS1IUS Domuinı el apos  Orum
habeamus OCumen! el exempla el hac utilı ad movendum pıe
anımum, el accendendum dıyınae eCHONIS ectum, varıa CONsuetudo esL, pleraque In
Afrıca ecclesiae membra p1gTr107a Sunt; 1ta donatistae NOS reprehendant, quod sobrıe
psallımus In ecclesıia dıyvına cantıca prophetarum (E£p. 335.18,54)

A: Quando NON est MpUuUS, CUMMM eccles1ia fratres ‚greganiur, sanctia
can  4 181 CU! legıtur Aaut dısputatur, aut antıstes clara UCCc eprecatur, aut COMMUNIS
oOratıo VOC| dıaconı indıcıtur?” (E£p. 55,18,34) "Alıus ( partiıculıs (eMpOrumM quıd melıus

congregatıs christianıs fıat, quıd utilıus, quıd sanctlus, OMNINO NON video  U3 (Ep I
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oetzer and La Bonnardıere produce SOMNC examples of
response””. TIhe Was first SUuNng Dy the and then epeated
by the people and repeated agaın CVETY time the complet the HNX

psalm The singıng of the eliu1a COU. also SCIVC response”®.
Sometimes the performance of the Wäas interpreted readıng, at
other times ıt Was consıdered singing”.

RECONSTRUCTION READING ISTS

TOmM the IeEXT of Augustine’s SCITNONS, ıllıs reconstructed read-
ing lıst that m1g have been used ın Hippo. Because the Dıshop Was

ypıc lıturgical preacher, 15 cons1ıders thıs reconstruction possıble.
Augustine’s SCIIN CS contaın IMOTIC materı1al in connection wıth lıturgıic.
practices than those of other estiern Church father, iın partıcular
concerning important feasts lıke Chrıstmas, Epıphany, kaster, Ascension
and Pentecost. Informatıon about the second half of the ecclesiastıcal
lıturgıical VCar 18 IMNOIC 1miıted.

What me does ıllıs IN determıne the per1copes? He
where explaıns specıfcally how he concludes from the SCITNONS 1
per1cCopes WEIC used. He does, however, consıder 4S reasonably rel1able
indıcatıon the fact that certaın crıptural DG frequently in
SCTITINONS that ong ONC lıturgical-thematic group“””. ther wrıters have

77 Ö, ®7 BONNARDIERE, d. IS For example:
ı1dete quomodo impleverıt quod cantant sed Daucı facıant: Benedicam domınum
In mnı DOTEC, SCINDCT aus 1US OIC INCO (Ps 33:2)' 359A.,6); emento quıd in
psalmo CcantaverI1s: nquılınus CRO Sl  - terra (Ps. 118 359A,8)

78 "Brevıs psalmus est valde u  1S, quem mMmOdo nobıs Cantatum audıvımus el
can respondımus” (En In Pre ’ Itaque in hOoc psalmo QquCIm Cantatum audıvIı-
INUS, Cul can respondımus” (En In Pr 46,1) erse of salm "Inımicı meı
dixerunt mala mıh1ı” reSPONSC: "Primo quO legentı respondentes cantavımus ” (En
In Ps 40,1 and 7) Ihe Alleluıa SCIVOS ICSPONSC. "Quod NOS VOC| psalmı spiırıtus
SanCLuUsSs hortatus CeSL, Cul OTe UuNO ef corde respondebamus lelu1a” A Denis 91
[, 39) SIıng together:M. SCHRAMA  156  Roetzer and La Bonnardiere produce some examples of a  response””. The response was first sung by the cantor and then repeated  by the people and repeated again every time the cantor completed the next  psalm verse. The singing of the Alleluia could also serve as a response”®.  Sometimes the performance of the cantor was interpreted as reading, at  other times it was considered singing”®.  RECONSTRUCTION OF READING LISTS  From the text of Augustine’s sermons, Willis reconstructed a read-  ing list that might have been used in Hippo. Because the bishop was a  typical liturgical preacher, Willis considers this reconstruction possible.  Augustine’s sermc1ns contain more material in connection with liturgical  practices than those of any other western Church father, in particular  concerning important feasts like Christmas, Epiphany, Easter, Ascension  and Pentecost. Information about the second half of the ecclesiastical  liturgical year is more limited.  What method does Willis use to determine the pericopes? He no-  where explains specifically how he concludes from the sermons which  pericopes were used. He does, however, consider as a reasonably reliable  indication the fact that certain scriptural passages occur frequently in  sermons that belong to one liturgical-thematic group‘®. Other writers have  7 W. ROETZER, 0.Cc., p. 101-102; A.-M. LA BONNARDIERE, a.c., p. 157. For example:  "Videte quomodo impleverit quod omnes cantant sed pauci faciant: Benedicam dominum  in omni tempore, semper laus eius in ore meo (Ps. 33:2)" (S. 359A,6); "Memento quid in  psalmo cantaveris: Inquilinus ego sum in terra (Ps. 118:19)" (S. 359A,8).  7 "Brevis psalmus est et valde utilis, quem modo nobis cantatum audivimus et  cantando respondimus" (En. in Ps. 119,1); "Itaque in hoc psalmo quem cantatum audivi-  mus, cui cantando respondimus" (En. in Ps. 46,1). Verse 6 of Psalm 40 "Inimici mei  dixerunt mala mihi" serves as response: "Primo quo legenti respondentes cantavimus" (En.  in Ps. 40,1 and 7). The Alleluia serves as response: "Quod nos voce psalmi spiritus  sanctus hortatus est, cui ore uno et corde uno respondebamus Alleluia” (S. Denis 9,1, MA  I, 39). All sing together: "... de quibus audivimus et cantavimus, quod in omnem terram  exivit sonus eorum (Ps. 18:5)" (S. 299,1); "Hunc psalmum sicut vobiscum cum  exsultatione cantavimus" (En. in Ps. 44,1, in Carthage).  79 "Primo quod legenti respondentes cantavimus, quamquam de medio psalmo sit, hinc  tamen sermonis ducamus exordium” (En. in Ps. 40,1); see also En. in Ps. 46,1, footnote  78 above. Cf. H. LEEB, 0.C., p. 80-84.  30 "Augustine very frequently refers to Isa. 53:8 ... in sermons preached on Christmas  Day. He nowhere states explicitly that this lesson was read, and the fourth Servant Song  is not very suitable for the Nativity, except for this verse, nor does this lesson occur in  later lectionaries for Christmas Day. Nevertheless, Augustine’s references to it in  Christmas sermons are so frequent that it is possible that it was read at Hippo at thatde quıbus audıvyımus el cantavımus, quod In terTam
eXivıt COTU| (Ps 18:5) ’ "Hunc psalmum SICUL vobıscum
exsultatiıone cantavımus" (En in PSs 44,1, Carthage)

79 "Primo quod legentı respondentes cantavımus, de edio Dpsalmo SIt, hınc
tlamen SermONIS ducamus exordium” (En in Ps 40,1); also En In Ps 46,1,

aDOve. . LEEB, U 80-34
Augustine VC frequently refers Isa. 53:8M. SCHRAMA  156  Roetzer and La Bonnardiere produce some examples of a  response””. The response was first sung by the cantor and then repeated  by the people and repeated again every time the cantor completed the next  psalm verse. The singing of the Alleluia could also serve as a response”®.  Sometimes the performance of the cantor was interpreted as reading, at  other times it was considered singing”®.  RECONSTRUCTION OF READING LISTS  From the text of Augustine’s sermons, Willis reconstructed a read-  ing list that might have been used in Hippo. Because the bishop was a  typical liturgical preacher, Willis considers this reconstruction possible.  Augustine’s sermc1ns contain more material in connection with liturgical  practices than those of any other western Church father, in particular  concerning important feasts like Christmas, Epiphany, Easter, Ascension  and Pentecost. Information about the second half of the ecclesiastical  liturgical year is more limited.  What method does Willis use to determine the pericopes? He no-  where explains specifically how he concludes from the sermons which  pericopes were used. He does, however, consider as a reasonably reliable  indication the fact that certain scriptural passages occur frequently in  sermons that belong to one liturgical-thematic group‘®. Other writers have  7 W. ROETZER, 0.Cc., p. 101-102; A.-M. LA BONNARDIERE, a.c., p. 157. For example:  "Videte quomodo impleverit quod omnes cantant sed pauci faciant: Benedicam dominum  in omni tempore, semper laus eius in ore meo (Ps. 33:2)" (S. 359A,6); "Memento quid in  psalmo cantaveris: Inquilinus ego sum in terra (Ps. 118:19)" (S. 359A,8).  7 "Brevis psalmus est et valde utilis, quem modo nobis cantatum audivimus et  cantando respondimus" (En. in Ps. 119,1); "Itaque in hoc psalmo quem cantatum audivi-  mus, cui cantando respondimus" (En. in Ps. 46,1). Verse 6 of Psalm 40 "Inimici mei  dixerunt mala mihi" serves as response: "Primo quo legenti respondentes cantavimus" (En.  in Ps. 40,1 and 7). The Alleluia serves as response: "Quod nos voce psalmi spiritus  sanctus hortatus est, cui ore uno et corde uno respondebamus Alleluia” (S. Denis 9,1, MA  I, 39). All sing together: "... de quibus audivimus et cantavimus, quod in omnem terram  exivit sonus eorum (Ps. 18:5)" (S. 299,1); "Hunc psalmum sicut vobiscum cum  exsultatione cantavimus" (En. in Ps. 44,1, in Carthage).  79 "Primo quod legenti respondentes cantavimus, quamquam de medio psalmo sit, hinc  tamen sermonis ducamus exordium” (En. in Ps. 40,1); see also En. in Ps. 46,1, footnote  78 above. Cf. H. LEEB, 0.C., p. 80-84.  30 "Augustine very frequently refers to Isa. 53:8 ... in sermons preached on Christmas  Day. He nowhere states explicitly that this lesson was read, and the fourth Servant Song  is not very suitable for the Nativity, except for this verse, nor does this lesson occur in  later lectionaries for Christmas Day. Nevertheless, Augustine’s references to it in  Christmas sermons are so frequent that it is possible that it was read at Hippo at thatin preache« Christmas

Day He nowhere explıcıtly that this lesson WwWas read, and the fourth ervant Song
15 NnOL VE uıtable for the Natıvıty, CXCECDL for thıs VETSEC, NOTr does thıs lesson OCCUT In
ater lectionarıes fOr stmas Day Nevertheless, Augustine’s references it In

frequent that it 1s possıble that ıf Was read al Hıppo al that
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also Ooccupled themselves, usıng the SCITNONS of Augustine point of
departure, wıth the lısting of the 1turg1c Scripture readıngs in the Urc
of Hippo””. In the followıing paragraphs 11l summarıze the erent
methods used Dy Susanne Poque, Anne-Marıe La Bonnardıere and Victor
Saxer®®

Susanne Poque, who discusses the per1cCopes of the lıturgical
celebrations urıng Holy Week and Easter week, usually does NnOTL explaın
how che determined the per1copes. Frequently she consıiders the scr1ptural
readıng d probable”. She ummarızes 'the scrıptural that OCCUT
the respective sermons“”, and somet1imes adds suggestion for possible
pericope”. Ihus she deals wıth the per1cCopes 1ın Easter week wıthout
explaınıng her me of deduction®®.

It 15 probable that the Epistle from Komans 40 which 15 also unparalleled
elsewhere:; and certaın that the psalm WäasTHE LI'I'URGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  157  also occupied themselves, using the sermons of Augustine as point of  departure, with the listing of the liturgical Scripture readings in the church  of Hippo*. In the following paragraphs we will summarize the different  methods used by Susanne Poque, Anne-Marie La Bonnardiere and Victor  Saxer®,  Susanne Poque, who discusses the pericopes of the liturgical  celebrations during Holy Week and Easter week, usually does not explain  how she determined the pericopes. Frequently she considers the scriptural  reading as probable®. She summarizes ‘the scriptural texts that occur in  the respective sermons“, and sometimes adds a suggestion for a possible  pericope®. Thus she deals with the pericopes in Easter week without  explaining her method of deduction®®.  season. It is probable that the Epistle was from Romans 5, which is also unparalleled  elsewhere; and certain that the psalm was 84 ... There is no trace whatever in Augustine  ... Of the prologue to Saint John’s gospel, the In principio, nor of the Matthaean account  of the Nativity": G. WILLIS, 0.c., p. 58.  1 For example W. ROETZER, 0.C., p. 14-54; P. ROUILLARD, Les sermons de Noel de  saint Augustin, in: La vie spirituelle 41 (1959) nr.101, p. 479-492; G. HUDON, Le mystere  de Noel dans le temps de l’Eglise d’apres saint Augustin, in: La Maison Dieu 59 (1959)  60-84.  ® In his introduction (see footnote 37 above) M. PELLEGRINO refers with approval to  the work of Willis (p. 26); he himself provides many examples of sermons of which the  pericope or pericopes can be deduced from mainly explicit indications (p. 26-32). He thus  discusses the readings of: S. 6, 13, 14, 16A, 27, 29, 32, 33A, 36, 43, 47, 61, 67, 68, 69,  70; 80, 81, 101, 112113 117, 125, 1317 :150; 160, 162A, 163B, 165 174; 176, 223A;  229B, 306C, 307, 308, 313B, 339, 340A, 392. Furthermore, he states that Augustine uses  the term capitulum to indicate pericope and that dictum can imply that which has been  read or chanted (p. 29-30).  ® "D’apres En. in Ps. 21,11,1 on peut supposer que la lecture prophetique &tait  Jeremie 9,1 et l’Evangile Mt. 26,1-16": S. POQUE, Augustin d’Hippone. Sermons pour la  Päque (SC 116). Paris, 1966, p. 70. "Sed quid modo ait propheta? Quis dabit capiti meo  aquam et oculis meis fontem lacrimarum ... Verba quae modo audivimus, fratres, ubi po-  nimus?" (En. in Ps. 21,11,1-2). If£ one reads this enarratio, it becomes clear that Augustine  comments on a number of verses of Mt. 26.  * S\/POQUE, 0.6; D.. 76-77.  ® "Ps. 18,6 &tait-il liturgiquement associ& au jour de Päques?": S. POQUE, 0.C., p. 83;  "Une double ref&rence au Ps. 35 laisserait supposer que, au moins selon Ordo IV, ce  psaume &tait Iu ou chant&": zb. p. 92. She refers to S. 233,1: "Audisti lectionem. sancti  evangelii de resurrectione Christi  . Ait enim, sicut audistis quando loquebatur: Qui  crederit et baptizatus fuerit salvus erit (Mk. 16:16)"; and to S. 233,2: "Audi: Filii autem  hominum sub tegmine alarum tuarum sperabunt (Ps. 35:8)"; "Quoniam apud te est fons  vitae (Ps. 35:10)"; "Homines et iumenta salvos facies (Ps. 35:7)".  % S, Poque seems to take over without investigation the pericopes from C. LAMBOT,  Les sermons de saint Augustin pour les fetes de Päques, in: Revue des sciences  religieuses 30 (1956) 230-240, 31 (1957) 263-278. See S. POQUE, 0.c., p. 86-89. "A partirere 18 ITrace whatever AugustineTHE LI'I'URGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  157  also occupied themselves, using the sermons of Augustine as point of  departure, with the listing of the liturgical Scripture readings in the church  of Hippo*. In the following paragraphs we will summarize the different  methods used by Susanne Poque, Anne-Marie La Bonnardiere and Victor  Saxer®,  Susanne Poque, who discusses the pericopes of the liturgical  celebrations during Holy Week and Easter week, usually does not explain  how she determined the pericopes. Frequently she considers the scriptural  reading as probable®. She summarizes ‘the scriptural texts that occur in  the respective sermons“, and sometimes adds a suggestion for a possible  pericope®. Thus she deals with the pericopes in Easter week without  explaining her method of deduction®®.  season. It is probable that the Epistle was from Romans 5, which is also unparalleled  elsewhere; and certain that the psalm was 84 ... There is no trace whatever in Augustine  ... Of the prologue to Saint John’s gospel, the In principio, nor of the Matthaean account  of the Nativity": G. WILLIS, 0.c., p. 58.  1 For example W. ROETZER, 0.C., p. 14-54; P. ROUILLARD, Les sermons de Noel de  saint Augustin, in: La vie spirituelle 41 (1959) nr.101, p. 479-492; G. HUDON, Le mystere  de Noel dans le temps de l’Eglise d’apres saint Augustin, in: La Maison Dieu 59 (1959)  60-84.  ® In his introduction (see footnote 37 above) M. PELLEGRINO refers with approval to  the work of Willis (p. 26); he himself provides many examples of sermons of which the  pericope or pericopes can be deduced from mainly explicit indications (p. 26-32). He thus  discusses the readings of: S. 6, 13, 14, 16A, 27, 29, 32, 33A, 36, 43, 47, 61, 67, 68, 69,  70; 80, 81, 101, 112113 117, 125, 1317 :150; 160, 162A, 163B, 165 174; 176, 223A;  229B, 306C, 307, 308, 313B, 339, 340A, 392. Furthermore, he states that Augustine uses  the term capitulum to indicate pericope and that dictum can imply that which has been  read or chanted (p. 29-30).  ® "D’apres En. in Ps. 21,11,1 on peut supposer que la lecture prophetique &tait  Jeremie 9,1 et l’Evangile Mt. 26,1-16": S. POQUE, Augustin d’Hippone. Sermons pour la  Päque (SC 116). Paris, 1966, p. 70. "Sed quid modo ait propheta? Quis dabit capiti meo  aquam et oculis meis fontem lacrimarum ... Verba quae modo audivimus, fratres, ubi po-  nimus?" (En. in Ps. 21,11,1-2). If£ one reads this enarratio, it becomes clear that Augustine  comments on a number of verses of Mt. 26.  * S\/POQUE, 0.6; D.. 76-77.  ® "Ps. 18,6 &tait-il liturgiquement associ& au jour de Päques?": S. POQUE, 0.C., p. 83;  "Une double ref&rence au Ps. 35 laisserait supposer que, au moins selon Ordo IV, ce  psaume &tait Iu ou chant&": zb. p. 92. She refers to S. 233,1: "Audisti lectionem. sancti  evangelii de resurrectione Christi  . Ait enim, sicut audistis quando loquebatur: Qui  crederit et baptizatus fuerit salvus erit (Mk. 16:16)"; and to S. 233,2: "Audi: Filii autem  hominum sub tegmine alarum tuarum sperabunt (Ps. 35:8)"; "Quoniam apud te est fons  vitae (Ps. 35:10)"; "Homines et iumenta salvos facies (Ps. 35:7)".  % S, Poque seems to take over without investigation the pericopes from C. LAMBOT,  Les sermons de saint Augustin pour les fetes de Päques, in: Revue des sciences  religieuses 30 (1956) 230-240, 31 (1957) 263-278. See S. POQUE, 0.c., p. 86-89. "A partirof the prologue Saınt John’s gospel, the In PIINCIDIO, NOT of the Matthaean AaCCOuLunNL
of the Natıvıty”: O.C:;

81 For example ROETZER, . 14-54:;: ROUILLARD, Les SETMOMNS de De€el de
Saınt Augustin, La VLIE spirıtuelle 41 (1959) Nr. 4’79-492; HUDON, Le mystere
de nel dans le leEmMmDS de l’eglise d’apres saint Augustin, In La Maıson Dieu (1959)
60-84

In h1s introduction (see footnote above) refers wıth approval
the Oork of Wıllis 26); he hımself provıdes Manı examples of SCIIMNMONS of 1C} the
per1ıcCope per1cCopes be deduced from maınly explıicıt indiıcations 26- He thus
discusses the readıngs Ol: 6, E3 14, 16A, ZE 29, 32, 33A 36, 43, 4 7, 61, 67, 69,
70, 80, 81, IO1. HZ 115 IF FZ3. IST 150, 1 162A, 163B, TO5. 174, 176, 223A,
229B, 307, 308, 313B, 339, 340A, 302 Furthermore, he Siates that Augustine SCS
the capıtulum indıcal per1icope and that diıctum ımply that which has been
read chan (p S

Dr&es En in Ps 9-  ; peuL SUDDOSCT qucC la lecture prophetque etaıt
Jeremie 9,1 el l’evangıle Mt. 26,1-16” OQUE, Augustin d'’Hippone. Sermons DOUFT la
Pa (SC 116) Parıs, 1966, "Sed quıd mMOdo alt propheta? Quıis dabıt capıtı INCO
dUYuam el oculıs me1ls fontem lacrımarumTHE LI'I'URGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  157  also occupied themselves, using the sermons of Augustine as point of  departure, with the listing of the liturgical Scripture readings in the church  of Hippo*. In the following paragraphs we will summarize the different  methods used by Susanne Poque, Anne-Marie La Bonnardiere and Victor  Saxer®,  Susanne Poque, who discusses the pericopes of the liturgical  celebrations during Holy Week and Easter week, usually does not explain  how she determined the pericopes. Frequently she considers the scriptural  reading as probable®. She summarizes ‘the scriptural texts that occur in  the respective sermons“, and sometimes adds a suggestion for a possible  pericope®. Thus she deals with the pericopes in Easter week without  explaining her method of deduction®®.  season. It is probable that the Epistle was from Romans 5, which is also unparalleled  elsewhere; and certain that the psalm was 84 ... There is no trace whatever in Augustine  ... Of the prologue to Saint John’s gospel, the In principio, nor of the Matthaean account  of the Nativity": G. WILLIS, 0.c., p. 58.  1 For example W. ROETZER, 0.C., p. 14-54; P. ROUILLARD, Les sermons de Noel de  saint Augustin, in: La vie spirituelle 41 (1959) nr.101, p. 479-492; G. HUDON, Le mystere  de Noel dans le temps de l’Eglise d’apres saint Augustin, in: La Maison Dieu 59 (1959)  60-84.  ® In his introduction (see footnote 37 above) M. PELLEGRINO refers with approval to  the work of Willis (p. 26); he himself provides many examples of sermons of which the  pericope or pericopes can be deduced from mainly explicit indications (p. 26-32). He thus  discusses the readings of: S. 6, 13, 14, 16A, 27, 29, 32, 33A, 36, 43, 47, 61, 67, 68, 69,  70; 80, 81, 101, 112113 117, 125, 1317 :150; 160, 162A, 163B, 165 174; 176, 223A;  229B, 306C, 307, 308, 313B, 339, 340A, 392. Furthermore, he states that Augustine uses  the term capitulum to indicate pericope and that dictum can imply that which has been  read or chanted (p. 29-30).  ® "D’apres En. in Ps. 21,11,1 on peut supposer que la lecture prophetique &tait  Jeremie 9,1 et l’Evangile Mt. 26,1-16": S. POQUE, Augustin d’Hippone. Sermons pour la  Päque (SC 116). Paris, 1966, p. 70. "Sed quid modo ait propheta? Quis dabit capiti meo  aquam et oculis meis fontem lacrimarum ... Verba quae modo audivimus, fratres, ubi po-  nimus?" (En. in Ps. 21,11,1-2). If£ one reads this enarratio, it becomes clear that Augustine  comments on a number of verses of Mt. 26.  * S\/POQUE, 0.6; D.. 76-77.  ® "Ps. 18,6 &tait-il liturgiquement associ& au jour de Päques?": S. POQUE, 0.C., p. 83;  "Une double ref&rence au Ps. 35 laisserait supposer que, au moins selon Ordo IV, ce  psaume &tait Iu ou chant&": zb. p. 92. She refers to S. 233,1: "Audisti lectionem. sancti  evangelii de resurrectione Christi  . Ait enim, sicut audistis quando loquebatur: Qui  crederit et baptizatus fuerit salvus erit (Mk. 16:16)"; and to S. 233,2: "Audi: Filii autem  hominum sub tegmine alarum tuarum sperabunt (Ps. 35:8)"; "Quoniam apud te est fons  vitae (Ps. 35:10)"; "Homines et iumenta salvos facies (Ps. 35:7)".  % S, Poque seems to take over without investigation the pericopes from C. LAMBOT,  Les sermons de saint Augustin pour les fetes de Päques, in: Revue des sciences  religieuses 30 (1956) 230-240, 31 (1957) 263-278. See S. POQUE, 0.c., p. 86-89. "A partirerba QJUAaC modo audıvimus, fratres, ubı PO-
nımus?”" (En In Ps. 21,11,1-2) If ON reads thıs enarratıo, it becomes clear that Augustine
COmMMeEeNtTLS number of VEISCS of Mt.

O: 7677
85 "Ps 18,6 t-ıl lıturg1iquement 2SSOCIE Jour de Paques?”: POQUE, O.C., 83;

ne double. reference Ps. alısseraıl Qu®e, MO1NS selon Ordo I
PSaUMCEC etaıt Iu chante  r ıb. She refers 2331 "Audiısü ecthonem sanctı
evangel de resurrectione Christi Aıt enım, SICut audıstıis quando oquebatur: Quı
crederıt el baptızatus fuerıit salvus erıt 6:16) : and 2352 "Audı Fıhlin
homınum sub tegmıne alarum MmMarum sperabunt (Ps. 35:8) ; Quoniam apud est fons
1tae (Ps 10y "Hommines el iumenta salvos facıes (Ps 5 7)u

X6 oque SCCINS take VCT wıthout investigatıon the per1COpeEs from
Les SET MONMNS de saınt Augustin DOUT les fetes de Paques, 1n Revue des SCLENCES
religieuses (1956) 230-240, 31 (1957) 263-278 See POQUE, O.' 86-89 pl
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Anne-Marıe La Bonnardıere, who 18 p  1cularly interested in INOIC

gene rules considerıing the ect1onary of 1ppoO, claıms that the fact that
certaın scrıptural passSasc OCCUTI'S ILNOIC than NC interpreted

indıcatıon of orıgınal scrıptural readıng. Like ıllıs, che aSSeTIts that the
method of concludıng from crıptural indıcations 1C per1copes
Augustine used 1s rel1able method®”.

oug in earlıer work che scrıptural readıngs for
Epiphany only possibility””, che Justifies her conclusıons in later
study””. Mit 21412 Must have been the Gospel readıng, Since Augustine
g1ves recogn1zable COMMENTATY th1ıs IX As psalm9Ps 18:2
(caeli enarrent) 18 suggested, because thıs 1ın S1X of the nıne
SCITNONS Epiphany”, although Augustine nowhere States that the
had actually been SuNns aell 15 aSSOC1ated here wıth stella, and thıs
aSSOC1ation 1s only made ın SCITINONS Epıphany Augustine explaıns the
ST  S celestial sıgn OI dıivine cCommunicatıon; in other instances caelı
often indıcates the apostles the salnts. The eadıng from the Epistles 15
Eph 1-22, because he C1ıtes thıs {eXT specıfically in SCIINONS

Chrıstmas and Epıphany in order able relate the [W  © feasts
together. The pAasSsSasc en! itself VE ell for thıs

Saxer in h1s attempt at reconstructing uscs indicatlons ın the
that specifically denote the scr1iptural reading”.

We Cal conclude that, accordıng the authors mentioned above,
the OCCUITENCES of certaın scriptural PAassasc iın pecıfic

Can form ehable indicatiıon of the IN of partıcular lıturgıical
per1Cope In order be able interpret these indications, the scr1ıptural

mMust be identihed and summed u for each When the Samne

criptural pPAaSSasc In SCITINONS that ong ONC lıturgical-thematic
STOUD, thıs indıcate fundament: per1cope, presumıing that thiıs

de ceite date, vendredı de Pa 410, semble, qu® fut tOuJours le recıt de la peche
miraculeuse (Joh 21,1-  , 10

"L’oeuvre homiletique de. saınt Augustin, completee quelquefo1s un allusıon
recueıllıe d’autres de SCS OCUVICS, permetl de. UV! les lectures ıblıques el le
repons psalmıque du Jour donne Ou fut preche tel tel es| la un donnee de
base  A A BONNARDIERE, A, 153

es homelıes d’Augustin revelent qu’ıl commentaıt la Da d’adoratıon des„
le versel du PSaum«c 18, perICOope paulınıenne de 1’Epitre duX Ephesıiens. |Ps 8:2]

est Cite: Ml est dıt expliıcıtement qu’ ıl aıt ete chante, mals peuL le
presumer”: A VONNARDIERE, d 154-155

89 Saıint Augustın Ia Bible, A ONNARDIERE. Parıs, 1986 8Z_86
90 and 373375 On the other hand, 18:6 OCCUIS also in number of

SCITNON}NS.
Yl SAXER, Saıint Augustin L’annee [Ltur 21QqUe. Parıs, 1980
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specıfic scr1ıptural pPAasSSagc does NOT OCCUI, at least rarely » 1ın
other SCITNONS per1cope Can also be determıiıned when Augustine

it recogn1zably.

METHOD LIMINATION

In this artıcle WOU. lıke determiıne the basıs of number
of SCITINONS that ong ONe lıturgical-thematic SIOUD what the
corresponding per1copes WEeIC In OUT example proceed from
Augustine’s Christmas SCITNONS Such departure pomt 15 NnOTL Ways
possi1ible. The advantage of OUuT example 15 the fact that the SCITINONS

Comparable It 1s (JUT presuppositıon that CVETY explıicıt indication 15
preferable implicıt indication.

Here problem arlses: what do L1C Dy explicıt indıcation? Is
thıs proposıtion in C® the {E' CaNnltare dicere Occurs?”* Or ONEC iın
IC the verb Aaudıre plays role773 Or aATC PDaYy attention terms
1ıke pSalmus, evangelium, propheta, apostolus?” It AaDDCAIS that alt, dixit,
Canlal, Canlıtur clarıfyıng wıth regar the per1cope used; that
Audıre ın combıiınatıon wıth legere renders immediate explicıt
indicatıon; that ON somet1imes obtaın er indications through
interpreting terms lıke DSalmus.

Here introduce SOIIIC other remarks and princıples. We
PIECSUMC that dSs rule SCT1p quotation 111 INOTC clearly refer
per1cope than scrıptural allusıon In OUuT research, therefore, quotations

"Christus quı xIt  r (185.2% "hınc nNnım IC est  a (185,3) Neque nNnım alt C Vall-
gelıum: Caro Verbum facta SeSL; sed alt: erbum Cal F est nde alt  ‚ (186,2)
A  quomodo dıcıt apostolus ad romanos” (186,3); Neque enım quıa Cctum est  A (187,3);
"verum dixıt  ‚V (187,4); "de quO psalmus cantat  ca (189,1); n  In alıo psalmo canıtur" (189,1):;
SI Marıa teITA, ARNOSCAIMU: quod Canlamus: erıitas” (189,2); "de qQuO ıbı dıcıtur"
(190,4) "Agıte quod alt apostolu:  A (191,4); T nNnım dıixıt" (192:2): "diıcamus CIZO el  A
(193,2); uod alt dem Johannes" (194,1)

"Audısus CUMmM evangelıum legeretur” (189,4); "Merıito psalmı 1US lamquam (0/0+
ubae caelestis accendımur, ubı audımus: Cantate  ‚ (190,4) "Et 0Odo CUM evangelıum
legeretur, audıyımus" (190,4); "angelorumTHE LFFURGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  159  specific scriptural passage does not occur, or at least rarely occurs, in  other sermons. A pericope can also be determined when Augustine  comments on it recognizably.  METHOD OF ELIMINATION  In this article we would like to determine on the basis of a number  of sermons that belong to one liturgical-thematic group what the  corresponding pericopes were. In our example we proceed from  Augustine’s Christmas sermons. Such a departure point is not always  possible. The advantage of our example is the fact that the sermons are  comparable. It is our presupposition that every explicit indication is  preferable to an implicit indication.  Here a problem arises: what do we mean by explicit indication? Is  this a proposition in which the term cantare or dicere occurs?” Or one in  which the verb audire plays a role  ?93  Or are we to pay attention to terms  like psalmus, evangelium, propheta, apostolus?” It appears that ait, dixit,  cantat, canitur are hardly clarifying with regard to the pericope used; that  audire in combination with [legere renders an immediate explicit  indication; that one can sometimes obtain further indications through  interpreting terms like psalmus.  Here we can introduce some other remarks and principles. We  presume that as a rule a scriptural quotation will more clearly refer to a  pericope than a scriptural allusion. In our research, therefore, quotations  ° “Christus qui dixit" (185,2); "hinc enim dictum est" (185,3); "Neque enim ait evan-  gelium: Caro Verbum facta est; sed ait: Verbum caro factum est ... unde ait" (186,2);  "quomodo dicit apostolus ad romanos" (186,3); "Neque enim quia dictum est" (187,3);  "verum dixit" (187,4); "de quo psalmus cantat” (189,1); "in alio psalmo canitur” (189,1);  "Si Maria terra, agnoscamus quod cantamus: Veritas” (189,2); "de quo alibi dicitur"  (190,4); "Agite quod ait apostolus" (191,4); "Ipse enim dixit" (192,2); "dicamus ergo ei"  (193,2); "quod ait idem Johannes" (194,1).  ° "Audistis cum evangelium legeretur" (189,4); "Merito psalmi eius tamquam voce  tubae caelestis accendimur, ubi audimus: Cantate" (190,4); "Et modo cum evangelium  legeretur, audivimus" (190,4); "angelorum vocem ... cum evangelium legeretur audivimus"  (193,1); "audistis modo cum evangelium legeretur" (196,2).  ° "Diem qua impleta est prophetia dicens" (185,1); "His, fratres, quae mecum  recognoscitis, paucis apostolicis verbis, pauca verba psalmi huius admiscere delectat, et  consonantiam reperire" (185,3); "praeconium vocis angelicae factum est" (185,3);  "Praedictum enim fuerat per prophetam" (190,3); "sanctis instructa lectionibus" (4932);  "quo die, sicut istum sermonem exorsi sumus: Veritas ... Iam enim et quod in eodem  psalmo sequitur" (192,3); "Ipsorum enim angelorum vere hodierna vox est" (194,2);  "Proinde quod de illo propheta praedixit" (195,1); "Quod ait sanctus Isaias propheta"  (196,1).CU|  = evangelıum legeretur audıyimus"
(193,1); A  audıstıs mMOdo CU]  = evangelıum egeretur  b 96.

"Dıem ımpleta est prophetıa dıcens" (185,1); "Hıs, fratres, ua INCCUMmM
recCognOoscCItSs, paucıs apostolıcıs verbıs, verba psalmı hulus admıscere delectat, el
cConsonantıam reperıT(e ” (185,3); "praeconium VOCIS angelıcae factum est  d (185,3)
"Praedictum Nnım fuerat DCI prophetam” (190,3); sanctıs instructa lectionıbus  n (193,2);
n  quo dıe, SICut Stum SCITITNONEM eXOrsı er'!THE LFFURGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  159  specific scriptural passage does not occur, or at least rarely occurs, in  other sermons. A pericope can also be determined when Augustine  comments on it recognizably.  METHOD OF ELIMINATION  In this article we would like to determine on the basis of a number  of sermons that belong to one liturgical-thematic group what the  corresponding pericopes were. In our example we proceed from  Augustine’s Christmas sermons. Such a departure point is not always  possible. The advantage of our example is the fact that the sermons are  comparable. It is our presupposition that every explicit indication is  preferable to an implicit indication.  Here a problem arises: what do we mean by explicit indication? Is  this a proposition in which the term cantare or dicere occurs?” Or one in  which the verb audire plays a role  ?93  Or are we to pay attention to terms  like psalmus, evangelium, propheta, apostolus?” It appears that ait, dixit,  cantat, canitur are hardly clarifying with regard to the pericope used; that  audire in combination with [legere renders an immediate explicit  indication; that one can sometimes obtain further indications through  interpreting terms like psalmus.  Here we can introduce some other remarks and principles. We  presume that as a rule a scriptural quotation will more clearly refer to a  pericope than a scriptural allusion. In our research, therefore, quotations  ° “Christus qui dixit" (185,2); "hinc enim dictum est" (185,3); "Neque enim ait evan-  gelium: Caro Verbum facta est; sed ait: Verbum caro factum est ... unde ait" (186,2);  "quomodo dicit apostolus ad romanos" (186,3); "Neque enim quia dictum est" (187,3);  "verum dixit" (187,4); "de quo psalmus cantat” (189,1); "in alio psalmo canitur” (189,1);  "Si Maria terra, agnoscamus quod cantamus: Veritas” (189,2); "de quo alibi dicitur"  (190,4); "Agite quod ait apostolus" (191,4); "Ipse enim dixit" (192,2); "dicamus ergo ei"  (193,2); "quod ait idem Johannes" (194,1).  ° "Audistis cum evangelium legeretur" (189,4); "Merito psalmi eius tamquam voce  tubae caelestis accendimur, ubi audimus: Cantate" (190,4); "Et modo cum evangelium  legeretur, audivimus" (190,4); "angelorum vocem ... cum evangelium legeretur audivimus"  (193,1); "audistis modo cum evangelium legeretur" (196,2).  ° "Diem qua impleta est prophetia dicens" (185,1); "His, fratres, quae mecum  recognoscitis, paucis apostolicis verbis, pauca verba psalmi huius admiscere delectat, et  consonantiam reperire" (185,3); "praeconium vocis angelicae factum est" (185,3);  "Praedictum enim fuerat per prophetam" (190,3); "sanctis instructa lectionibus" (4932);  "quo die, sicut istum sermonem exorsi sumus: Veritas ... Iam enim et quod in eodem  psalmo sequitur" (192,3); "Ipsorum enim angelorum vere hodierna vox est" (194,2);  "Proinde quod de illo propheta praedixit" (195,1); "Quod ait sanctus Isaias propheta"  (196,1).lam nım ei quod In eodem
psalmo sequıtur” (192,3); "Ipsorum enım angelorum (iüe hodierna VOX est  A (194,2)
"Proinde quod de Ilo propheta praedixıt” (195.1); "Quod alt Isaıas propheta  „
(196,1).
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have Pr10T1ty vVelr allusions. 'The fact that the Samıle allusıon OCCUTIS in
everal SCIT1N1OMNS does nNnOTt necessarıly LI1C anythıng specıal. en the
allusıon functions underscor1ing of theme It 1S, however, also
possible that the preacher h1s eXposiıtion wıth allusıions taken from
OMNC per1cope only In that CasSC, several allusions from the Samllc 1DI1Ca
CONTEXT COu in ON per1cope

When OMNC concludes from SCITNON\NS that ong OMNC STOUD ın
1C partıcular per1copes used, ON has, unless there
explicıt indications, the certaınty that prec1isely that per1icope Wäas used for
prec1ısely that One 111 only able determiıine oughly that
in OUT example of the Chrıstmas SCITNONS Augustine made usc of those
specı1fic per1Copes certaın feast.

When Augustine quOlLeS only few scr1ıptural in
ON conclude wıth less dıfficulty C lıturg1ic per1cope Was used
than when he uscsS quotations from several Epistles, MmMs Gospels In
the latter CasSC, 1t becomes much INOTC IC determine b
quotations dıd NnOLT or1gınate from the scriıptural PAaSsSasc that has
been read. Here me of elimıinatıon COUuU. useful We 111
subsequently formulate SOIIIC basıc characterIıistics of thıs ethod (Jur
observatıons the Chrıistmas SCITNONS 111 clarıfy the value of thıs
me

In the hirst place, ONC cshould regıster accurately the OCCUITENCES of
scrıptural quotations and allusions in each and cshould dıfferentlate
between them. Scrnptural quotations IMNOTC less word for word
repet1t1ons of propos1t1ions from the Scripture Allusıons csmaller
iragments irom the Scripture of only ONC, [WO three words that
together do nNOL, only miıinımally, form proposıtion, and only
detached eXpress10ns. Allusions in general wıll NOT obtaıned by the
preacher from the per1cope that WwWas read In the lıturgy.

In the second place, ONC cshould determine, wıthın the CONTiEXT of the
those scriptural that SCIVC only elucıdation of single

hought ese [E XIS conce1ved 4S incıdental. In general, 1f they
do NOTL ong the theme 4S result of their OW CONTEXT, they 111 NOTL

orıgınate from the per1icope. They however, ong cluster of
scriptural

In the 1T place, wiıthın collection of SCITNONS ongıng OMNC

lıturgical-thematıic SIOUD, OMNC dıscern scriptural that repeatedly
form cluster ogether wıth other scriptural Augustine NeCW clusters
of scriptural EVCIN ap from lıturgic themes. 10 able
determine clusters of crıptural the references cshould lısted in
chronological order for each TIhe scriptural text that longs
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certaın cluster then tudied 1ın the rest of Augustine’s works. It then
becomes poss1ible determine whether Augustine ncluded the criptural
texti because 1t ın wıth the cluster Decause ıt sulted the
lıturgıical celebration”. La Bonnardıere has analysed extensively the
clusters of scriıptural texts?®

In the OU: place, the immediate 1DI1Ca. Contextft of the quotation
Can ICason for dismissıing scr1ıptural DAasSsasc nNOT being ulıtable
for per1cope

Lastly, ON should cons1ıder that local tradıtıons WEeEIC fundamental
the choice of the per1copes. The presumed scrıptural readıngs Can be

checked hrough the CUITENCE In the lıturgıical lıstings of adjacent
churches. ese ecadıngs also tested Dy other lıturgical-historical
criter1a.

HRISTMAS COPES OLD TESTAMENT?’

Apart from the mMs 1C requently quoted iın the Christ-
INas SCITNONS, ONC IMAaYy ASSUMC, Just from the SCAarC1ty of Old Jestament
quotations, that Chrıstmas there Was per1cCope from the Prophets
Ihus, neıther Ou1lları  9 NOT Saxer, NOT on mention readıng from the
Prophets on ollows Roetzer 1ın hI1s reason1ing. Our presupposıtion
furthermore be substantiated by the fact that Christmas Wäas al that time
IS feast; only the er establıshed feasts ın the 1lturgy retaıned Old
JTestament per1cCopes inherıitance.

Is 53:8 15 quoted quıte often”®. ıllıs this prophetica.
texfi al least be consıdered d of the per1cope that lıes al the Dasıs
of 196 We faıl SCC why that understanding should only appiy
196 Moreover of the opınıon that Is 53:8 Sımply

Ps 18:6 15 compared Ps 84:12 185 and 191) INOTEC frequently COM-
bıned wıth John 187, 188, 91 194 and 195)

96 Aı NNARDIERE, Bıblia Augustiniana. Ancıen Testament: Livres historti-
GQUES Parıs, 1960:; Les Douze Petites Prophetes. Parıs, 1963; Le Deuteronome. Parıs,
1967:; Le Lıvre Ia SAaAZeSSE. Parıs, 1970:; Le Liıvre Jeremie. Parıs, 1972:; Ke Liıvre des
Proverbes. Parıs, 1976: OUVEAU Testament: Les Epitres T’hessaloniciens,
Iiıte, Philemon. Parıs, 1964 IDEM, Recherches de chronologie augustinıenne. Parıs,
1965: Iu Petrus. La pericope Mt 6,13-23 dans “"Oeuvre de Saıint Augustin,
Irenikon (1961) 451-499

We ll 1mM1' ourselves the discussıion of because the authenticıty of
306 and 3”7() 18 dısputed, VERBRAKEN, Etudes CrLlLqUeES SUr les

authentiques de saınt Augustin Den g, 1976, S5152
In 184,3, 188,2, 195,1 (4x) and 196,1 (3x)
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derscoring of both natıvıtles: the dıivine and the human. TIhe immediate
1DI1Ca. CONtexXT of Is 53:8 has lıttle in wıth the theme of T1St-
MMNas, does the CONTEXT of Acts 832 where the sa1a teXT 15
quoted DYy the sacred writer. In ddıtıon the Christmas SCTITNONS, Is 53:8
often OCCUI'S in other parts of Augustine’s OCUVIC repeat!  y’ when the
dıvıne generatıon of the Son Dy the Father 15 concerned, and where the
feXi applıes the Servant of the Lord, the Isaıah teEXT 15 quoted INOTC

extensively””. We Can furthermore determıine that 1n Augustine’s T1St-
INas SCTTINONS there explicıt indiıcatıons of per1cope from the
Prophets

Is quoted iın 189,4 and 190,3, 18 used d the image the
foreshadowıing of the unıty between the Christians comıng from udaısm
and the Chrıistians irom paganısm Both peoples COTMNC Christ and hıe al
h1is feet lıke [W  ®] beasts of burden Neıther Is 1:3 NOT DUEr NALUS est from
Is COu have longed per1cCope irom the Prophets Here
dealıng wıth VE restricted quotatıion. Also, the other quotations from
the Old Testament!® CannoTt indıcate approprlate per1cope, because of
theır immediate 1D11CcCa CONTIEXTL.

On the basıs of the ollowıing argumentatıon have exclude: Is
and Is per1icope. Liturgical-hıistorically spe  g’ Christmas Was
TeCENT feast in Augustine’s t1m:! It dıd NOTL nclude eadıng from the
Prophets because of the tendency ın the frıcan 1lturgy Omıt the Old
Testament readıngs uriıng the celebratiıon of the Eucharıist. Apart from the
Psalms the scriptural irom the (Jld Testament 1n Comparıson wıth
those from the New Testament NOT only restricted 1n number, but
Decause of theır immediate 1DI1Ca. CONTtexXT, COUu hardly used in
Chrıstmas per1cope oug Is 53:8 18 quoted several t1imes in ugus-
tine’s early works, it CannotTt laımed for the Christmas lıturgy. Ihe

of Isa1ah that have been discussed indeed SCIVC underlıne images
0)8 sıngle oughts.

ıllıs UMmMCS, apparently from 185,3, that Rom S Was
read d per1Cope, Dut he faıls aIrSUuC hıs CAasScC Saxer, the other hand,

As for example In De ( /ivitate DeLl 18,29, De ONSENSU Evangelistarum 9  ’ De
symbolo ad catechumenos F De pecCcCalorum meritLis el FemLSSLONE9

Gen S5ap 81 ©CH 3:20
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does g1ve argumentatıon. He chooses for Rom. 51 2101 the basıs
of the explicıt indiıcation His, fratres, GUAE reCO2NOSCIIS, DAUCLS
apostolicis verbis, verba psalmı ULUS Aadmıiscere delectat, el CONSO-
nantıam reperire S on ICcCasons that Rom 14117 COUuU have

102served 4S eadıng ese authors consıder the DAaAsSasc from the Epistle
the Romans per1cope Wıth the exception of Saxer, however, they do

nNnOTL present for theıir selection.
oteworthy the GGE of from the Epistle

the Romans*®® oug Rom. X3 OCCUTIS in 184,2, 185,1 and
192,3, dealıng here wıth allusıon: sımılıtudo CAFrNILS peccaltı.
Rom. 10:3 15 used in 18352 and 189,2 The manıfold OCCUITENCES of

from the Epıistle the Romans Cal indıcatıon of Augustine’s
inclinatıon towards the theme of Justification (1usSALLa ın Rom LL Rom
10:3 and Rom 0:10:; lex In Rom„wıth C he explicıtly
eals in 185

Cor. does nNOT form cluster wıth an Yy other texti from
the Epistles and poss1ibly consıdered per1cope Therefore, OMNC

Can choose Cor. 13472 per1cope, althoug the 1D11Ca. CONTfeEXT of ( Or.
1172 Cal only applıed Chrıstmas wıth greal dıfficulty. In general, OMNC
Can Sa V lıttle about the clusters wıth 1C from the pıstles
aSSOC1ated. It 1S, however, remarkable that Phıl 2:6{f£. 1s combıned in
number of Chrıistmas SCITINONS wıth from John 1105 though, aDSO-
lutely speakıng, Augustine often quoOtes from the Epistles, in several

thıs 18 Maftier of dentical
It 1s OUT opınıon that per1cope from the Epistle the Romans

indeed 15 the MOoOStL lıkely choice. TOM 185,3 al least ıf becomes clear
that Rom. S Wäds read. Augustine often quOlLeES irom the Epistle the
Komans in h1s Chrıistmas SCITINON\NS, and in the SaIlle IX the theme of
Justification 15 explicıtly dealt wıth According (JUT crıter1a of exclusıon
Rom LE Rom 8 Rom 10:3. Rom 10:10 and Rom 182225

101 As per1cCope Rom S15 does NOL SCCIN De confirmed by 193,2, which ends
wıth allusıon Rom

On the other hand, accordıng on COr Cor. 4:16, Cor.
Gal Eph 2:14: Eph kEph 5:14, James IS of John also refer
per1Cope, UDON, A.C.,

ther [E XIS from the ‚Dıstles that CCUL several times COr. 1102 In 188,4,
191,3 and 1953.2:; Eph Z0A iın 1853 and 1932 Eph. 195,3 and CISC
in 185,1 Phıl DL in 186,3, 187,4 and 196,1

188.4, 191,3 and 195,2
105 186, 187 and 196
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consıdered per1cope In that Casec Rom 1:1-3, Rom 821 (S 185
and 193) and Rom 13:12-13 remaın aSs possible readıngs.

FRO  z

ıllıs salm d per1Cope from the of ms
because thıs partıcular salm 1s Yl used ın the tes of dıfferent churches
urıng the Chrıistmas lıturgy. Ou1llları believes that there three
possibilıties: eıther Ps wıth the Ver1ıtas de OFrIia estTt; 0)8

Ps 05 wıth the Bene nuntiate 1em de dıie salutare e1US; Ps
18 wıth the amquam SDONSUS de halamo on ind1-
catıng that ın the of Augustine the relatıon between the Book of
Psalms and the other quoted books of the Old Testament equals D E
15 rıght in h1s deduction that wıthın the Chrıistmas SCIILNONS the from
the MS VE dominant place According hım, Ps MUST
have been SUNS because thıs Psalm 1S quoted Dy Augustine 1ın three
SCTTINONS, and somet1imes qulte extensively. Furthermore Augustine STtates
Merito psalmı 1148 m VOCE tuhae raelestis accendimur, ubı Aaudımus"
(/antate ( Referring OUT discussıon explhicıt indiıcatlons
above, ONC cshould investigate 1f Merito eic May indeed interpreted

explıicıt indıcatıon. Saxer indıicates that Psalm AT served
because Augustine STates $ Marıa ASNOSCAMUS quod CANLAMUS,
Ver1ıtas de Ortia es[i S On the basıs of 185 Saxer 1s also
cConvınced that thıs Was used, because there ıt 1S quoted
passim®®.

mong the dıfferent authors, ıllıs, Ou1llları and Saxer choose
Ps because thıs salm 1$ adopted wıthın the lıturgical tradıt1on of INan
churches:;: because the iın 185 18 quoted Dassim; and because of the
explıcıt indıcatıon ın 189,2 Ou1llları and on choose Ps because
of 1ts frequent uSe; because Ps 15 quoted IMNOTC extensively In 189,1:;
and Dbecause of explıcıt indıcatıon ın 190,4 Fınally, Ou1lllar! also
chooses Ps 18, however wıthout an Y argumentatıon.

One should perhaps take into consıderation the fact that CVEIY
have another per1cope 1fs basıs. In Man Y SCITNONS Ps 8A17

appears'®”, oug Ps 18:6 15 quoted iın INan of the ther Chrıstmas
sermons"®®. OIC cshould NOTL COMNC hastıly the conclusıon that Ps

Furthermore he refers thıs quotatıon 184,1, 191,2, 192,1/3 and 193,2 Hıs
reference 189,1 cshould 892

184,1, 185 passım, 189,2, P91.2. 92,1/3 and 193,2
187,4, 188,2, 191,2, 192,3, 194 .4 and 195,3
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x4:12 1s the in 184, 185, 189 and 193; and that Ps 18:6 15 the
in 187, 188, 194 and 195 IThıs reason1ing 15 countered by

191 and 192 where Ps 18:6 15 ınke. wıth Ps 84:121° Ps 84:12 also
together wıth Ps 0527 Thıs last salm also aAaDDCATSs in 194,4

whereas, Ps 15 quoted in [WO SCITNON\NS L11
196 offers Psalm texti al all: 186 and 188 er only 0)4(  ®

195, the ther hand, offers much LNOIC salm than the other
Chrıistmas SCIT1N1ONMNS But of all the Psalm that OCCUI 1ın 195 only Ps
18:6 15 quoted other SCITINONS The remalinıng salm iın 195
only OunNn! NCC wıthın the CONfTieEXT of the Chrıstmas SCITNON\NS.

It 15 ICU discover SOIMNIC SyStem in Augustine’s IN of Psalm
We MaAaY, however, conclude that both Ps x4:12 and Ps 18:6,

because of theır frequent UuSC, Caln regarded Furthermore,
AaS5SUuMC that Ps 95:2. although 1t 15 quoted in three SCITNONS,

introduced Dy the preacher maınly because of the terms 1es and salutare.
IThıs therefore, does NnOT necessarıly indicate per1cope, SVCN ıf Ps
05 COu have been the per1cope for 190, d Ps 18 and Ps x4 NnOTL
mentioned there. Because Ps aecC est 1es GUA fecit dominus)
only In combinatıon wıth Ps x4:12 wıth Ps 18:6, ASSUMEC
that thıs Psalm WädasSs NOT used TCSPONSC, but d underscoring
IEXE In th1ıs Case d ell d in Ps 05:2 emphasıze the te 1es

In OUT OW argumentatıon both Ps 18:6 and Ps K 1 COMN-
1dered ONSC, SInCce they frequently used and because of the
exclusıon of Ps and L17 ı708 SCIVC explanatıon of the terms 1es
and salutare. We aCCEDL 4S exphcıit indiıcatıons the in 189,2 and
190,4, laımed Dy OUuT authors, only for the designated SCIINON\NS There-
fore, conclude that Ps served d per1cope for other than
for 190

AD FRO  = OSPEL

On the basıs of ngeliorumTHE LITURGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  165  84:12 is the response in S. 184, 185, 189 and 193; and that Ps. 18:6 is the  response in S. 187, 188, 194 and 195. This reasoning is countered by S.  191 and 192 where Ps. 18:6 is linked with Ps. 84:12'°, Ps. 84:12 also  occurs together with Ps. 95:2''°. This last Psalm also appears in S. 194,4  whereas, Ps. 117:24 is quoted in two sermons  lll.  S$. 196 offers no Psalm text at all; $. 186 and 188 offer only one. S.  195, on the other hand, offers much more Psalm texts than the other  Christmas sermons. But of all the Psalm texts that occur in S. 195 only Ps.  18:6 is quoted in other sermons. The remaining Psalm texts in $. 195 are  only found once within the context of the Christmas sermons.  It is difficult to discover some system in Augustine’s use of Psalm  texts. We may, however, conclude that both Ps. 84:12 and Ps. 18:6,  because of their frequent use, can be regarded as response. Furthermore,  we assume that Ps. 95:2, although it is quoted in three sermons, is  introduced by the preacher mainly because of the terms dies and salutare.  This verse, therefore, does not necessarily indicate a pericope, even if Ps.  95 could have been the pericope for S. 190, as Ps. 18 and Ps. 84 are not  mentioned there. Because Ps. 117:24 (Haec est dies quam fecit dominus)  only occurs in combination with Ps. 84:12 or with Ps. 18:6, we assume  that this Psalm verse was not used as response, but as an underscoring  text; in this case — as well as in Ps. 95:2 — to emphasize the term dies.  In our own argumentation both Ps. 18:6 and Ps. 84:12 can be con-  sidered as response, since they are frequently used and because of the  exclusion of Ps. 95 and 117 which serve as a explanation of the terms dies  and salutare. We accept as explicit indications the texts in S. 189,2 and S.  190,4, as claimed by our authors, only for the designated sermons. There-  fore, we conclude that Ps. 95 served as pericope for no other sermon than  for _ S. 190.  THE READING FROM THE GOSPEL  On the basis of Angelorum vocem ... pastoribus nuntiatus est, cum  evangelium legeretur, audivimus: Gloria ($. 193,1), Roetzer proposes Lk.  2:8-14 as Gospel reading. Both on the basis of Et modo cum evangelium  legeretur, audivimus (S. 190,4), and on the basis of Audistis modo cum  evangelium legeretur (S. 196,2), he also proposes the pericope Lk. 2: 25-  1® Moreover, both Psalms are absent in S. 186, 190 and 196.  10 6_ 184,1 and 189,1.  ”I 6, 184,1 and 187,4.Dastoribus NUNLLALUS esl, CUÜ  S

evangelium legeretur, AUdIVLIMUS : Gloria ® ’  9 Roetzer
2812 Gospel eadıng Both the Dasıs of mMmodo evangelium
legeretur, Aaudivimus S ‚  9 and the basıs of Audistis MoOdoO CUÜ  S

evangelium legeretur S 9  , he a1soO the per1cope A

Moreover, Psalms absent In 186, 190 and
110 184,1 and 189,1
111 184,1 and 187.4
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3 E 36ff. ıllıs as per1cope 7:1-39112 Hıs argument 18 that
thıs per1cope Chrıstmas ın the lectiOonarıes of Man Yy churches.
Finally, he states that wıth Augustine there 1s ace oun of the
TSt chapter of the Gospe]l accordıng Matthew of that accordıng
John* Ou1llart ollows Roetzer: 2:1-38 Wäas read CVETIY time

on for the ex1istence of miıdnıght INass ın 1ppoO
because SOINC SCITNONS refer S 189 and 193), ıle other
SCITNONS John S 186, 187, 188, 191, 195 and 196) But ask
ourselves what ON should decıide when in OMNC both chapters
quoted A 185, 190, 193 and 194); when neıther of them 1$ quoted S
184 and Saxer 2:14 (Lk 1-end?) per1Cope
the basıs of [W  ®) explicıt indications!>. On the basıs of Audistis modo
CU) evangelium legeretur, quod SANCLA prophetissa S he also

the per1cCope 6-3 Furthermore, the basıs of Hiınc enım
el NALO virgine domino, CULUS 1em natalem hodie celebramus, DTAaGECO-
nıum VOCILS angelicae factum estL. Gloria S and the basıs of
modo evangelium legeretur, AUdLiVLMUS Sımeonem S ’  , he refers

the per1cope 6-30
ıllıs transmıts the argument of tradıtlon. on aITIVes at the

conclusıon of the ex1istence of miıdnıght INass and INass urıng the day
al 1ppO because of the separate frequent OCCUIMTeENCES of and John
oetzer g1veESs three explicıt indıcatiıons for 190,4, 193,1 and
196,2 In th1ıs he 1s ollowed Dy Ou1lllar‘ Saxer Q1ves five explicıt
indicatiıons for 185,3, 190,4, 193,1, 194,2 and 196,2

TIhe number of from the Gospel according John 15 remark-
able, espec1lally from John 1116 lexts from John used several times

112 185,3, 190,3 (presumably because of nuntiatur pastoribus and praesepe), 193,1,
194 .2 and 196,2

113 See the texXL In the title of contribution 359A,11 As Al} from
appendices, {eXIS Irom and John indeed found.

114 Apart from the StOry of the or1gın of the mıdnıght-mass In Rome, ON

eady deduce from the (eXI iıtself of Augustine’s Christmas9 that he held h1is
SCITINOMNS durıng the day. Thıs 1s indıcated by the frequent OCCUICINNCE of the {erm:  771 hodie
hodiernus and dies. 184,1, 185,1, 185,2, 183 3. 186,3, 187,1, 188,2 188,4, 189,3,
190,1, 190,2, 190,3, 191.3. 192,1, 192.3. 194,1, 194,2, 194 .4, 193,3., 196,1 and clear
ndıcatıon In 196,: Augustne always about the day of the bırth, NC only there

ın allusıon the n1g of the "Nondum contempları DOSSUMUS quod genıtus
est ante ucıferum palre, frequentemus quod NOCturnıs horıs est Natus virgıne”

115 A  Cum evangelıum egeretur, audıvyimus: Oor1a in excelsis” ’  n "Ipsorum
Nnım angelorum (i hodierna VOX est166  M. SCHRAMA  30, 36ff. Willis suggests as pericope Lk. 2:1-39'?, His argument is that  this pericope occurs on Christmas in the lectionaries of many churches.  Finally, he states that with Augustine there is no trace to be found of the  first chapter of the Gospel according to Matthew or of that according to  John!!®. Rouillard follows Roetzer: Lk. 2:1-38 was read every time.  Hudon argues for the existence of a midnight mass in Hippo  because some sermons refer to Lk. 2 (S. 189 and 193), while other  sermons quote John 1 (S. 186, 187, 188, 191, 195 and 196). But we ask  ourselves what one should decide when in one sermon both chapters are  quoted (S. 185, 190, 193 and 194); or when neither of them is quoted (S.  184 and 192)?''* Saxer proposes Lk. 2:14 (Lk. 1-end?) as pericope on  the basis of two explicit indications!!”°. On the basis of Audistis modo  cum evangelium legeretur, quod esset sancta prophetissa (S. 196,2) he also  proposes the pericope Lk. 2:26-30. Furthermore, on the basis of Hinc enim  et nato ex virgine domino, cuius diem natalem hodie celebramus, praeco-  nium vocis angelicae factum est: Gloria (S. 185,3) and on the basis of Er  modo cum evangelium legeretur, audivimus Simeonem (S. 190,4), he refers  to the pericope Lk. 2:26-30.  Willis transmits the argument of tradition. Hudon arrives at the  conclusion of the existence of a midnight mass and a mass during the day  at Hippo because of the separate frequent occurrences of Lk. 2 and John 1.  Roetzer gives three explicit indications for Lk. 2: S. 190,4, 193,1 and  196,2. In this he is followed by Rouillard. Saxer gives five explicit  indications for Lk. 2: S. 185,3, 190,4, 193,1, 194,2 and 196,2.  The number of texts from the Gospel according to John is remark-  able, especially from John 1'°. Texts from John 1 are used several times  12 6_ 185,3, 190,3 (presumably because of nuntiatur pastoribus and praesepe), 193,1,  194,2 and 196,2.  13 See the text in the title of our contribution: S. 359A,11. As appears from our  appendices, texts from Mt. 1 and John 1 are indeed found.  '4 Apart from the history of the origin of the midnight-mass in Rome, one can  already deduce from the text itself of Augustine’s Christmas sermons, that he held his  sermons during the day. This is indicated by the frequent occurence of the terms hodie,  hodiernus and dies: S. 184,1, 185,1, 185,2, 185,3, 186,3, 187,1, 188,2, 188,4, 189,3,  190,1, 190,2, 190,3, 191,3, 192,1, 192,3, 194,1, 194,2, 194,4, 195,3, 196,1 and a cClear  indication in 196,4. Augustine speaks always about the day of the birth, once only there  occurs an allusion to the night of the birth: "Nondum contemplari possumus quod genitus  est ante luciferum a patre, frequentemus quod nocturnis horis est natus ex virgine" (S.  194.,4).  15 "Cum evangelium legeretur, audivimus: Gloria in excelsis” (S. 193,1); "Ipsorum  enim angelorum vere hodierna vox est ... Gloria” (S. 194,2).  116 In fact texts from John 1 do not occur in S. 184, 189, 192 and 193.lorı1a  v (S.

116 In fact from John do 197071 (CCUI iın 1 189, 192 and 193
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times ONC Furthermore, from the Gospel accordıng St.John
VEISCS and 3()-31 of chapter 3 and VEeEISECS 4,6,18-19, 2{ and 2% of
chapter ell represented””. Mark does NOTL OCCUT aft all TOM the

from Matthew only 1278 mplies the natıvIity, whereas Mt 15
118represented Dy [W  ®] VEISCS

It 1s possible denote [WO clusters of gospel and John
together In 183 190 and 194, twice iınked wıth John 14:6'?

John and John form cluster in 185, 187, 190, 194 and 195
Research determine the place of John 14:6 wıthin the works of ugus-
tine COU. csShow ıtself valuable wıth regarı h1s Christmas SCITMNONS

For SOITIIC SCITNONS PIODOSC Darts of per1Ccope, and for
others parts from John

CONCLUSION

Wıth regarı the question 1C per1cCopes WeEeIC read at 1ppoO in
Augustine s tiıme, have gathered several facts about Augustine’s SCI-
INOoNSs h1s preparatıon of the the closıng PIaycr after the,
preachıing and Holy Scripture, number and order of the per1copes ın
celebration of the Eucharıiıst al 1pPpO, the Ject1onary, the feasts of,
the salm hanted readıng, and TEeCONSITUC the eadıng lıst
of Hıppo Dy ıllıs, Poque, La Bonnardıere and Saxer, wıth 1C also
theorı1es of Roetzer, Rouillard, on and ellegrino WCIC

When ONC consıders the results of the me of elımınation, 1t 15
evıdent that thıs ethod help ın determinıng IC scr1ıptural
quoted Dy Augustine definıtely NOT consiıdered per1copes. Of
COUTSC, elımınatıon ll NOT Nawlessly ead the per1cCopes that actually
WEIC read. Wıth number of scrıptural this me Can NOT g1ve
decıded result. Whereas the explıcıt indicatıon only applıes the
whereın 1t the me of exclusıon however elucıdate INOTC

general principles the IN of Scripture wıthın the lıturgical-thematic
analogous SCITINONS

For the Epistle OUun! clear indiıcation in 185,3 (Rom 5E
Z for the salm iın 189,2 (Ps 190,4 (Ps 95) and 192,3
(Ps for the Gospel 1n 186,2 1: 14): 189,4 (Lk Z
190,4 (LKK 2:26), 193,1 (LKK 2:14), 194,2 (Lk 2:14) and 196,2 (Lk

117 John In 185, 187 190, 194 and 195
118 Mt. and
119 185 verıtas; 190 VIa.
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36-37) TOmM thıs ıt becomes clear that Augustine Pays partıcular
attention the words of the Gospel 1ın hıs Christmas SCITNON}NS

Combinıng the evıdence wıth the results of the me of
exclusıon, understand that the followıng SCITINON\NS contaın references
the followıng per1cCopes121

184 Ps 854 :12
185 Rom 5°]a Ps 84:12 2:14
186 Phil 2:6-5/Rom. 1:1-3 John 1:14
187 Phıl. Z°  \J Ps 18:6 John 1:14
18 Cor. 11:2 Ps 18:6 John
189 Ps 84 :12 FA
190 Rom. 12-13 Ps A 29-30
191 Cor. 11:2 Ps 84 :12 John
1972 Ps 84 :12
193 Eph VE Ps 854 :12 2:14
194 Gal 2:2) Ps 158:6 2:14
195 Cor. 11:2 Ps 15:06 Johnm M MM MM M MM M MM MM MM R MR 196 Phil DE ;36-37

At the end of OUT contrıbution g1ve three appendices. The first
appendi1x clarıhnes how the indıcatıions relate the results of the me of
elımınatıon. ee the result of the me of elımıination Can COIMN-
Tonted wıth the lıst of indicatlons. The first appendix provıdes after the
first words of CVEIY a1sSO the quotations and allusıons In the order
they 1n each The numbers that printed iın italics indı1-
cCate based the me of elımınatıon that the scriptural IX T
COU. have served per1cope, whereas the numbers that printed In
bold indıcate the per1CcCopes that deduced from the indıcatlons.
When bold reference 1S NO printed in ıtalıcs, thıs INCanNls that in thıs Casc
(JUTI method has nOTt ead an Y result. The second appendix supplıes the
total number of crıptural quotations and allusıons that used Dy ugus-
tine in h1s Chrıistmas SCITNON\NS. They aATIC arranged accordıng the Oorder of
the books of Holy Scripture. The thırd appendix g1ves complete lassıfi-
cCatlıon of indıcatlons.

Eindhoven Martıjn SCHRAMA O5

complete classıfıcatıon of indıcatıons ollows appendix
121 The referencCes printed In talıcs have been determıined Dy the method of

elımınatıon: those that printed in bold have been etermıne: Dy indıcatıons. Both
De. combıined reference, In that it 1$ printed bold italıcs.
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ppendix

184 Natalıs domiın1ı el salvatorıs nostrı Jesu stl, QUO verıitas
de t(eITaAa Orta eSLT, el 1€6s dıe ın Nnatus est dıem, annıversario
reditu nobıs hodie celebrandus Iuxit exsultemus er 1lucundemur 1ın
Ps 64:172. Ps Ps 95:2. Mt. } 12 Rom 83 and Is 53:8

185 Natalıs dominı dıcıtur, quando de1 sapıentla demonstravit
infantem, el de1 verbum sine verbıs OC cCarnıs emiıisıt.
Ps. 84:12, Eph 5:14: Rom 8:3, Cor. O0-31, Rom 10:3, Ps. 854:12,
John 14:6. John L:I&4, James A John 5127 Rom. 5:1-2, Ps 54:I11, Rom
S, Ps 64:12, Cr 0-31, 2:14), Eph Z Cor. 1A2 Ps.

SERMO 186 Gaudeamus, fratres, laetentur ef exsultent genNtES. Istum 1em
nobıs NON sol 1ste visıbılıs, sed CTEALOT 1DS1US invisıbilis ConsecravIıt.
Ps 66:5, John 1:14, 26:38, John 1714 John John 114 Phil
7‚ Phil 2 Rom 1:1-3, 4  9 Cor. 4:16

187 Laudem dominı loquetur INCUM); elus dominı DCT quem
facta SUnt omn1a ef quı factus est inter mn1a.
Ps IA John Sap S Ps 33:9 John John 1:14, John Mt
123 Peter 125 Ps 15:06, Phil 2:06-7, John 14:28, John 10:30, Phil
207 Is Peter 1325 John 1:14, Mtit. 123 Ps John 1
Ps

188 Fıl1ıum de1 S1Cut1 est apud m aequalıs Iı ei COaeTeETNUS,
In QuO condıta SuUunt omn1a in coelo ei ın teITA, visıbilia ei invisıbılia,
verbum de1 ei deum, vitam el lucem homınum, S1 laudare molıamur:; NON
mırum est quod nu humana cCogıltatlo, nullus SCITINO sufficılat.
Mt &} John F John 1:14, Is 53:8 Ps 18:6, Gen 9-20, Cor.
II  N

189 Sanctificavit nobıs 1stum dıem dıes, quı fecıt dıem,
de QuUO psalmus Cantate domıno cantıcum Cantate domıno
Omn1s teITA, Cantate domiıno el benedicıite e1us, bene nuntiıtate 1em
de dıe salutare e1lus.
Ps. 95:1-2, Ps 5 Ps. 54:12, Rom 10:3 Rom L Ps 85412 Ps
54 :12, Is
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190 Domuinus nNnOSster Jesus quı eTrTat apud m antequam
matTe, 1ON solum virgınem de qua Nnascere(tur, sed el 1em QuUO

nascere(tur, elıg1
Rom 13:12-13, John LE, John 1 Ps 95:1-2, Ps 66:2-3, John
14:6, 29-30, Ps 95:2 Ps 05:2-3

191 Verbum patrıs PCTI quod facta SUNT tempOTaA, Cal‘ factum,
natalem SUUM) nobıs fecıt in temporTe.
John 1E Ps 854:12, 24:39, Ps 7185:06, Cor. 11:2, Cor. 2-34,
Rom. 10:10

192 odıe verıitas de teITa eSsL, Christus de CaIne Natus est
(Gjaudete solemniter, ei semplternum 1em hodierno admonitı
cogltate, aeterna ona SPC firmıssıma cConcupiscıte.
Ps 54:12, Mt 1250 Ps 854:12, John S%31. John 8-10, Ps LO Ps
16:0, Ps 18:6, Ps 16:7, Ps. 854:12, Ps 18:06, Ps PSS. Rom.

193 ngelorum OCCI, PCT QuUam domiınus Jesus Christus
virgınıs partu, pastor1ıbus nuntlatus eSL, C evangelıum legeretur,
audıvimus: or1a In excelsıs deo el ın terra paX homiınıbus bonae
voluntatıs.

2:14, Ps 33:13-135; 244 Ps Rom Rom WE
Gal 3il Eph 214 John 1-32. Ps 54 :12, D4 Ps 118:106, Rom
VEZZ. Ps 118:107: Rom J648:; Ps 118:108, 204 Rom

SERMÖO 194 Audıte ılıı lucı1s, adoptatı in TCSNUmM de1, fratres Car1ssıml,
audıte; audıte ei exsultate 1ust1 in domino, ut VOS TeCIOS possıit decere
audatıo
Ps S24 John 3:30, Cor. 53415 Gal 2:20, John 3: 3() John Z
Ps 94: 7, 2:14, John John Col Cor. } Ps 30:20,
Cor. 13:9, John 3 John 14:8, Ps 16:15, John 10:30, John 14:9, Ps
2310 Ps 79:4, Ps 26:8-9, John 14:21. Cor. Z (’r 5 Mt. 5 Ps
AT Ps 109 Ps I8  O\

195 Fiılıus de1 demque 1US homin1s, domiınus NOSIieT Jesus
Chrıstus, sıne mafre de patre creavıt dıem: sine patre de
maftre natus, COoNnsecravıt hunc dıem: dıvına natıvıtate inv1ısıbılıs, humana
visıbıilıs, uraque mirabılıs.
Is. 53:8, Is. 53:8. Is 53:8. Is 53:8, Ps 44:3, Cor. 11:2, Gal 6-27,
John F1 John F Eph 5 Ps 18:6, John FALE John 14  S
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196 Hodiernus 1€6Ss natalıs dominı nostr1 Jesu Christi nobıs festus
Uuxıt Natalıs 1€6S$ QUO est 1e6s5 Et 1deo hodie, quıa erno
crescıt 165
Is 53:8, John Is 53:8, Phil Phıl Z Phıil Is. 53%8;
36-37, C 3:20. John

Appendix

OLD STAMENT

Gen 9-2| 188
Is. 189, 190
Is 187
Is 53  O 184, 188, 195, 196
Wısd S: 1 187
BCH 3:20) 196

LMS

Psalms that OCCUT several mes
Ps 18:6/7 87 188, 191, 192, 194, 195
Ps 4:11/12 184, 185, 189, 191, 192, 193
Ps 95:1-3/2 184, 189, 190
Ps 184, 187
Ps 118:106-108% 193

Psalms that OCCUTI only NC
Ps 185
Ps 189
Ps 16:15 194
Ps 23:10 194
Ps 26:8-9 194
Ps 3():20 194
Ps 6 BA N 194
Ps 32  \O 187
Ps 33:13-15 193
Ps 44° 195
Ps 66:2-3 190
Ps 66:5 186
Ps JT 194
Ps 79  S 194
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Ps 94 :7 194
Ps 193
Ps e 194
Ps 44°721 187

GOSPEL

Mt 17  \ 187
Mt 194
Mtt 18®%
Mt 11°25 184
Mit 12:50 192
Mt. 26:38 186

1 189
J:r  s 185, 193, 194
2:29-30/36-37 190, 196
24:39 191

John 186, 187, 188, 190, 194, 196
John 195
John 1°1  IN 185, 186, 187. 188, 190, 191, 195
John 327 185
John 3:30) 194
John 3:31 192
John 1:3 193
John 0:30 187, 194
John 14  S 195
John 14  O 185 (veritas), 190
John 14:8-9.21 194
John 4:28 187
John .1 192

EPISTLES

Rom 1 186
Rom kl  - 189
Kom a Mal 185
Rom 193
Rom 193
Rom 83 184, 185, 192
Rom 10  a 185, 189
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Rom. 10:10 191
Rom. 13:12-13 190

Cor. 0-3 185
Cor. 194
Cor. Z E 191
(’5r 13  \O 194

Cor. 13  D 185
COr. 4:16 186
Cor. 194
Cor. S]  Un 194
Cor. 194
Cor. 11  D 188, 191, 195

Gal B CN  > 194
Gal 186
Gal 6-2 195
Gal SV 193

Eph 21 185, 193
Eph 195
Eph 5:14 185

Phıl 2:°6- 186 187, 196
Phıl 186

Col 194

James 1eN  \< 185

Peter 1:3  n 187

John 187
John 194
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ppendix 111

The indications that arked wıth consıder certaıin, those
arked wıth consıder doubtful Other indications of D less explicıt
nature stated in footnote 92, 072 and above.

(Ps ua mpleta est prophetia dicens: Veritas
INOX addıidit:(Ps CUM Adixisset: Verıitas

1lustutia
(Rom 5:1-2) Hıs fratres174  M. SCHRAMA  Appendix II  The indications that are marked with an * we consider certain, those  marked with a ? we consider doubtful. Other indications of a less explicit  nature are stated in footnote 92, 93 and 94 above.  7185,1 (Ps. 84:12) qua impleta est prophetia dicens: Veritas  mox addidit:. Et  27185,2 (Ps. 84:12) propterea cum dixisset: Veritas  justitia  *185,3 (Rom. 5:1-2) His fratres ... paucis apostolicis verbis  7185,3 (Lk. 2:14) praeconium vocis angelicae factum est: Gloria  7185,3 (Ps. 3:4) Hinc enim dictum est: Gloria mea et exaltans caput meum  *186,2 (John 1:14) Neque enim ait evangelium: Caro  7186,3 (Rom. 1:1-3) quomodo dicit apostolus ad romanos: Segregatus in  evangelium dei  2187,3 (John 1:14) Neque enim quia dictum est: Deus erat verbum  7?187,4 (John 14:28/30) verum dixit: Pater maior me est ... verum dix_it:  Ego et pater unum sumus  7188,2 (John 1:14) Huc itaque paululum aures et animos advertamus si  forte valeamus aliquid congruum dignumque dicere, non ex  eo quod in principio erat verbum, sed ex eo quod verbum  caro factum est  2188,4 (2 Cor. 11:2) Huic enim dicit apostolus: Aptavi vos  2189,1 (Ps. 95:1-2) de quo psalmus cantat: Cantate  *189,2 (Ps. 84:12) Si Maria terra, agnoscamus quod cantamus: Veritas  *189,4 (Lk. 2:7) Qui deus erat, homo factus est. Angustum erat diverso-  rium involutus pannis, in praesepe positus; audistis cum  evangelium legeretur  2190,1 (Rom. 13:12-13) Sic enim dicit apostolus: Nox praecessit  2190,3 (Is. 1:3) Praedictum enim fuerat per prophetam: Agnovit  *190,4 (Ps. 95:1-2) Merito psalmi eius tamquam voce tubae caelestis  accendimur, ubi audimus: Cantate  *190,4 (Lk. 2:26.29-30) Et modo cum evangelium legeretur, audivimus:  Simeonem  2191,2 (Ps. 84:12) Sic adimplendum est quod praedixerat psalmus: Veritas  7191,3 (2 Cor. 11:2) Desponsavi enim vos, inquit  ?192,3 (Ps. 84:12) quo die sicut istum sermonem exorsi sumus: Veritas  2192,3 (Ps. 84:12) Iam enim et quod in eodem psalmo sequitur, factum est  *192,3 (Ps. 84:12) Quod ergo audis: Veritaspaucı1s apostolıcıs verbıs

2:14) praecon1ıum VOCIS angelicae factum est: or1a
(Ps 3:4) Hınc enım dıiıctum estTt: or1a INCca ei exaltans INECUM

1:14) Neque enım alt evangelıum: Caro
(Rom 1:1-3) quomodo dicit apostolus ad LOMMAaNOsS Segregatus ın

evangelıum de1
1:14) Neque enım qula dıctum est: Deus erat verbum

VEIUIINN 1xXıt Pater MmMal0or est CIUM dixjt:Ego el UuUNuM

1:14) Huc ltaque paululum el Aanımos advertamus S1
forte valeamus alıquıid CONSIUUM 1gnumque dıcere, NON

quod ın PTINCIP1O erat verbum, sed quod verbum
factum est

(2 Cor. 11:2) Hulc enım dıcıt apostolus: Aptavı VOS

(Ps 1-2 de qUO psalmus CANLAaAL: Cantate
(Ps. 1 Marıa {eITA, NOSCAMUS quod Veritas

Z} Quı1 eus eral, homo factus esL. Angustum erat dıverso-
Tum involutus pannıs, ın DOSItUS; audıstis CUMmM

evangelıum legeretur
(Rom 13:12-13) S1C enım dıcıt apostolus: Nox praecessit
(Is. 1:3) Praedictum enım fuerat PCT prophetam Agnovıt
(PS 1-2 Merito psalmı elus VOC| tubae caelestis

accendımur, ubı audımus: (CCantate
-3 Et modo Cu: evangelıum lJegeretur, audıvımus:

Simeonem
(Ps S1C adımplendum est quod praedixerat psalmus: Veritas
(2 Cor. 11:2) Desponsavı enım VOS, Inquit
(Ps UJuUO dıe S1Cut 1StUum SETIMONEM eXorsı Veritas
(Ps lam enım ei quod in eodem psalmo sequıitur, factum est
(Ps. Quod CI SO audıs: Verıitas



LITURGICAL IGHT INE). SERMONS { A

(Lk ngelorum OCECINMNTHE LITURGICAL PERICOPE IN LIGHT OF AUGUSTINE’S SERMONS  175  *193,1 (Lk. 2) Angelorum vocem ... cum evangelium legeretur, audivimus:  Gloria  2194,1 (John 3:30) quod ait idem Johannes: Illum oportet crescere  2194,1 (Gal. 2:20) et dicat unusquisque nostrum quod dicit apostolus: Vivo  autem ijam non ego  *194,2 (Lk. 2) Ipsorum enim angelorum vere hodierna vox est: Gloria  2195,1 (Is. 53:8) proinde quod de illa propheta praedixit: Generationem  2195,2 (2 Cor. 11:2) Ad hanc quippe dicit apostolus: Aptavi  2196,1 (Is. 53:8) Quod ait sanctus Isaias propheta: Generationem  *196,2 (Lk. 2:36-37) Audistis modo cum evangelium legeretur prophetissa.CH evangelıum legeretur, audıvimus:
or1a

3:30) quod ALt iıdem Johannes: um Oportet
(Gal 2:20) 6i dicat unNusSqu1sque quod dicit apostolus: Vivo

1lam NOoN CHO
(Lk Ipsorum enım angelorum VCIC erna VOX esr OT1a
(Is. 53:8) proinde quod de 1la propheta praedixit: Generationem
2 COr. 11:2) hanc quıppe dicıt apostolus: Aptavı
(Is 53:8) Quod Aaıt SAanCiIus Isalas propheta: Generationem
(Lk 2:36-37) Audıstus MOdo CH evangelıum legeretur prophetissa.
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NG  MA ULE
AUGUSTINE

The last few decades have wıtnessed marke: revıval of interest ın
the OrNg1Ins and evolution of monastiıc rules, including the Regula Magıistri,
NO SCCI]1 forerunner of the Rule of Benedict, Caesarıus of es’s
Regula ad vırgines and Regula monachorum, S{ er of Seville’s De
Institutione viırginum, the Regula Aaull el tephanl, the Regula monasterıl
Tarnatenstıs and sSıdore of eville Regula monachorum. The textual
hıstory of such rules 18 of intımıdatıng complexıity and that of the Rule of

Augustine 1S, SCC, exception. Wıth the Gregorlan reforms
Came important changes in d1spos1t10ns of the Vita COMMUNLS for Canons
wıth the emphasıs the example of the early Christians in theır acCCeplan-

of POVEITY, celıbacy and chastıty. Despite reference in Rheims ın 067
Regula heatı Augustini 1t clear that the early Communitlies l1v-

ıng accordıng the Rule, who became known regular canons"' had
lıttle OT owledge of the actual HSX of the Rule, wıtness the ıffıculty
that Gerhoh of Reichersberg experienced iın Jocatıng CODY 1120 It Wäas
SOIMINC time ore 1t IMaYy saı1d wıth Dickinson?* "Ihus the Rule of
Augustine achleved the SaJInlec preeminence amongst regular CanNnOMNS that the
Rule of Benedicet had long enjoyed aInonNng£ monks”. But ıf 15 certainly

that the need for such rule Wäas the INOTEC strongly felt for the Ssput-
6S IC Ad10OSC wıth the Benedictines and their irequent charge that the
CanNnOonNnNs lacked ounder. It Was consıdered approved rule Dy the Fourth
Lateran Councıl and Wds adopted Dy St Dominıc and h1s friars

TIhe text of the ule of St. Augustine printed in Migne” COM-
pr1ses three texts“. The Hirst (PE 33; 958-65) 1S letter (no Z11) address-

See UGH 176, 881A "Et quod NOS diıcımus regulam, TaeC1
CaNONCIM appellant. nde Graeco nomıne Canon1C1, ıd est regulares, appellatı Sunt hı
quı In monaster1ıs constituti luxta regularıa praecepla Patrum Canonıce
apostolıce viıvuntAN ANGLO-NORMAN RULE  OF ST. AUGUSTINE  The last few decades have witnessed a marked revival of interest in  the origins and evolution of monastic rules, including the Regula Magistri,  now seen as a forerunner of the Rule of St Benedict, Caesarius of Arles’s  Regula ad virgines and Regula monachorum, St Leander of Seville’s De  institutione virginum, the Regula Pauli et Stephani, the Regula monasterii  Tarnatensis and Isidore of Seville’s Regula monachorum. The textual  history of such rules is of intimidating complexity and that of the Rule of  St Augustine is, as we shall see, no exception. With the Gregorian reforms  came important changes in dispositions of the vita communis for canons  with the emphasis on the example of the early Christians in their acceptan-  ce of poverty, celibacy and chastity. Despite a reference in Rheims in 1067  to a Regula beati Augustini it seems clear that the early communities liv-  ing according to the Rule, who became known as "regular canons"! had  little or no knowledge of the actual text of the Rule, witness the difficulty  that Gerhoh of Reichersberg experienced in locating a copy c. 1120. It was  some time before it may be said with Dickinson* "Thus the Rule of St  Augustine achieved the same preeminence amongst regular canons that the  Rule of St Benedict had long enjoyed among monks". But it is certainly  true that the need for such a rule was the more strongly felt for the disput-  es which arose with the Benedictines and their frequent charge that the  canons lacked a founder. It was considered an approved rule by the Fourth  Lateran Council and was adopted by St. Dominic and his friars.  The text of the Rule of St. Augustine as printed in Migne* com-  prises three texts*‘. The first (PL_33, 958-65) is a letter (no. 211) address-  * See HUGH OF ST VICTOR, PL 176, 881A: "Et quod nos dicimus regulam, Graeci  canonem appellant. Unde etiam Graeco nomine canonici, id est regulares, appellati sunt hi  qui in monasteriis constituti juxta regularia praecepta sanctorum Patrum canonice atque  apostolice vivunt ...".  ? J.C. DICKINSON, The Origins of the Austin Canons  land their Introduction into Eng-  land (London, 1950), p. 66. Dickinson covers the history of the Rule in the twelfth  century on pp. 59-90.  1 PL 32 & 33  * For a summary of scholarship on their history see DICKINSON, Oop. cit., pp. 255-72  (Appendix One).DICKINSON, Origins of the Austın (/Aanons and theır Introduction into Eng-
la  S (London, Dıckınson COVEIS the 1StOrYy of the ule In the twelfth

59-90)

For of scholarshıp theır 1StOTYy DICKINSON, CH..
(Appendix One)
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rel1g10us communıity of founded by St Augustine and
CONnsIısts of brief admonition c 1-4) ollowed Dy Regula S$OTrOorum (c S
19) It 18 usually hought have been written 423 The second texti (PL
32. 1449-52), often known the Regula secundda, 15 short Composition,
probably NOL the work of Augustine himself. The maJor document 15 the
sO-Calle\ Regula tertia OI Regula ad DeLl (PL 32 1377-84),
adaptatıon for InNnen of Letter 211 poss1ıbly made in Italy in the fifth u-

IY, and 1C Was jJoined the Regula secunda Dy the early sSixth
In the of the welfth’however, 1t Wäas gradually shorn of the
Regula secunda become iıtself what Was generally regarded the ule
of Augustine’. TIhe apparent stra1ghtforwardness of thıs VIEW, however,
Was shaken by the work of Verhe1jjen who publıshed h1ıs researches and

edition of the Component ın Verheijjen the genes1s
and evolvıng relationshı1ıps of four esSseE. ICN and five addres-
sed and showed hOwW they WEeIC transcr1ptions and combinations
of the three documents identihed above IC he called the Objurgatio
(part of Letter 711 edited 105-7 of 1) the rdo monaster1l (ed1i
ted 148-52), and the Praeceptum edited 417-37)

In the thirteenth CENIUTY Anglo-Norman translator naturally
took the Regula tertia Praeceptum as h1s IX Hıs a1m Was produce an

translatıon wıthout COMMENTLATY and exegetical remarks. IThus the
infÄuential COMMENTLATY ttrıbuted Hugh of St Victor® has eft trace
in h1s NOT, unsurprisingly, has the extensive Colloquium magistri
el discipuli In egzulam heati Augustinı de Vita clericorum OUnN! MS
Oxford, Bodle1an 1brary, lat. eo 17 (s X11) } 31r-97v and attrıbuted

of Bridlington’. Nevertheless, the nglo-Norman translatıon 15
ımportant testimonYy the dıffusıon of the Rule in England iın the

thirteenth tu: and MAaYy interestingly compared wıth the Norman
translatıon of the Rule of St Benedict publıs Dy Ruth Dean and Dom1i-

La Regle de saınt Augustin, Tradıtion manuscrite; Recher-
ches historiques (Parıs,

TIhe Exposttio In regulam heatı ugQustinı printed amongstL the works of Hugh
Miıgne, 176 col 88 1-924 and consıdered probably authentic by ARON, UQUES
de Saint-Vıctor est-il "auteur d’un Commentaıre de la egle de saınt Augustin? in Re-
cherches SCLENCE reli21euse (1955) 342-60 The on 18 also accepted Dy
GOY, Die Überlieferung der erke U20S Von St Vıktor (Stuttgart, who ShoOows
457-78) that it SUrVIVES In 128 MSS, though only date from the twelfth thırteenth

See MA. Gilbertus Universalis, Bıshop of London (1128-34 and the Pro-
hlem of the Glossa Ordinaria In Recherches theologıe ancıenne el medievale
(1935), 248 231. and The Bridlington Dialogue, exposition of the ule
of \Wi ugustine, translated and Dy el1g10us of S.M.V ondon, 1960)
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N1ICa Legge 1C 15 expanded A CONSUÜtuftfe adaptatıon and the
Regula monialium heate Marıe de Dralıs translata Gallicum oun!
MS Cotton Nero X111) d 174ra-175vb?

The translatıon OULN! MS Oxford Bodle1an 1Drary, odley
57 (S 2004) ff Da Ar The MaAaNnuscr1pt Titten of anı of
the second half of the thırteenth CENLUTY and VE early fourteenth
It mostly of rel1g10us and dıdactıic DICCCS Latın but there
SOINC vernacular and and these WeIC the subject of
study publıshed by Paul eyer 1906!° ere Englısh VEISCS
102v!' and VEISUS de gula 635v read "Et S 1 domiınus vobıs-
Cu weseheıl quıd N1S1 ef CUu SPIrT1tU [uO dringkeheil ””
Fragments of Alexander Nequam Corrogationes Promethei 1{67 COIMN-

French glosses”“, oun! ff I/V T/V S i1r-S3v O4r/v
Not recorded Dy eyer the lınes aft the bottom of 73 v

Salomon En VOS INOS dıt 11 DENSCCZ
Ta MO  z Ja peccherez

and [WO Chrıistian charms 101v the second of IC IunNns
Benedictio ordel IAC 21l talon el furiam el oglet

Con]Juro ordeum el benedico DCT Patrem &f DCI Filıum
er DCI Spirıtum Sanctum PDCTI Marcum DCT Matheum PCI Lucam
PDCTI Johannem PCT X11 prophetas DCT X11 apostolos PCI
CeNLUumM x 1 quatuor mıiılıa innOCeENntTte': ut Jla
anımalıa JuUC de manducabunt nullum malum abean NCeC de
LtaCcC NC de talon NC de furı HO de ulla glet Sanctus
Job sedebat NMSUSs m INarmMOorecam Uunc dominus
Jhesus Christus (et] aılt Ilı Job CUT sedes ei 6S

Domine 1ube quıd facıam anımalıbus INC1IS Ju«C mıhı
donastı ulı glet Accıpe ordeum quod CICAVI ad ODUS
{[uum ef da anımalıbus {[uU1S
SIU! Cammen debet leg1 trıbus sacerdotibus trıbus vicıbus
vel ah 11711} sacerdote NOVICS5 Pater Noster el TE dicatur

Ci Quicumque vult el ewangelıum In

R DE  S The ule of \ Benedict Norman Prose ersion
(Oxford, 1964)

In publısh thıs second artıcle
CcCe du Bodley (Oxford. Bodleienne), Romanıa 35 570Ö-

Meyer transcr1pti1ons faır number of [0)  8 including half dozen the
OPCN1INS of the 1241 of the ule which he DIIN! ©T

11 Printed, wıth SOMEC [0)  e by MEYER 580
See Teaching and Learning Aatın Thirteenth Century England (Cam

rdge vol 245{
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PTINC1P10 era  ua verbum)’. Et pOostea facıant Cunctis
dıgı1t1s SUl1s In ordeo eft pOSIcAa aua benedicta despergatur
desuper B1 pOSstea etur animalibus!.

In the edıtiıon Dbelow the diıvisıons of the texXti follow the edıtıon of
VerheijJjen, where they have genet1ic signiıficance, ıle the rubrics SUD-
plıe. from the edition in igne Sımply for the convenlence of the reader
who MaYy nOtL have CaS Y AaCC65S> Verheijen’s work. The small explanatory
addıtions the atın 1C the translator has OCcasıonally made pr1ın-

between D er informatıon 18 urnished ın the One featu-
of the translatıon deserves pecı1al mention and that 18 the uUsc of bınary

eXpress10oNs render single words the or1ginal. These 000 ollows

ES de1ıvent mıe demander QUETTE NON quaerant
COTUMmM inhırmıitatıK3 Iur MESELSE Iur enfermete

K Iur poverte Iur COTUMM

SUumMuUuUntH.3 S1 eus Aaıent USsent
1435 [ur force ur sancte 1res
1115 ke @11 demande mLE NECC teneat
1115 pIus honurez plus riches de buntez dıtıores
I11L,5 suffrıir meselLse CSUTE iın sustinenda parcıtate

1V,6 VOSLre honestete VoOosIre nettete vestrTrTam pudıcıt1am
IV,8 Veer invenıre
IV,8 unc serTE1t C cruelte mal crudelıter
IV,8 le mal de frere el Ia Oolle vulnus

13 Ihe first 15 headed Contra infirmıtatem bonum dicıtur 'onchot optımum
X} and Iuns "Primitus dıcatur etanıa, DOStieca fıat aq ua benedicta, deinde celebra-

m1ssa rogatıonum ei fıat commemoOTatıo sancte CIUCIS el sanctı polı 1NC et1am
sSacerdos CU  = aqua nedicta stola indutus eat ad ovıle el ıllud ircuendo dıcat psalmos

Benedicıite Oomnı1a deus, Te deum laudamus, Quicumque vult, aspergendo anımalıa aqua
nedicta. 'ostea VOISUS Occıdentem in prımo angulo anımalıbus CUumMm astantıbus egat
ewangelıum 'In PIMNCIDIO’, SeCUNdO angulo Cum essel desponsalta]  , tert10 angulo
’Recumbentibus angulo ‘Respicıens Jhesus Cristus quod egl vigılıa
Oomn1um 'oOstea evertatur sacerdos ad priorem angulum el ante anıma-
11a X 1Ire de vılı aspergendo aqua benedicta. Et pPOSLica istam dıcat oratıones ” Domine
esu Tıste, fılı de1 quı ıberastı res DUCTOS de Camıno 12N1S ardentis, Sıdrac, Misac,
Abdenago, 1 fılı glori10se VIrg1nıs el atrıs iue ei OmnNıum el
electorum 117(6) exoratus S1IS ut salves et lıberes has as ab Omnı malo er peSLeE.
Amen”
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V, seinement el entierement Sall'

VES se1t lesse depesce irangatur

Le eule Seint Austin

Devant tuttes choses, cher freres, se1t Deu ame entre NUus, apres lu1
PTOSMC, kar 1Ce7 cCommandemenz 1US Sunt princıpalment donez‘“. 88 1(070
SUnft ke 11US comandun ke VUS, [2] ke asemblez establez seinte
Eglıse, DUr C qJu«c assemblez, gardez {ut PT'  nt ke VUus
unlıement abıtez me1sun se1it VUuS alme (JUOT ampne-
deu  DD [3] 1e7 19101 a1lez nule chose PIODIC seint COM-

choses VUusS se1t 1veret chescun de VUuSs de pr10r
Vivre vesture, nlent uelement [UZ, kar {uUZz POCZ mıe

valer] uelement, uz me1s chescun solun C JucC DOsSo1n Issı DUr
VeEIr lısez in Actıbus Apostolorum ke choses Iur COMMUNES
estalıt livret chescun SIicum ıl Aaveıint bosoin®. [4] CEUS QJu«C cho-

avelent secle CUS vindrıint relıgıun, deivent volenters vuler ke
C se1t CUIMNMUN [5] COEUS ke reint NEeN aveınt el SCCIE. del1vent
milie demander ITI se1inte eglıse ke Cus porreient la fors AVCTI,
ICS nequedent lur mese1se lur enfermete seı1it lıvere C ke mMestier
SCITA, Ja se1t 1CO ke lur poverte Iur poelt lur estuver la
fors  17 Pur sul ıtant quıdent CUusSs mıe estre benurez S1 CUuS unt 'Ove
Viıvre vestiure meldre ke N polent la fors

|De humuilitate]
16] Ne PUur C eshevent CUuSs mile orgui  118 lur testes”?, DUr

G ke N SUnNtT acompaınnez COuS ke CUuSs Oserent aprısmer la fOrs, INECSs
Deu alent lur qucCT mıe errienes choses“®, ke Iur —

ble mıe sulement estre Dro  e riches nlıent p —

nıs openıng en! the Praeceptum (Regula tert1a) from the rdo Mmonasterıl
(Regula secunda), 148

15 Cts 4,32a.
11

16 cCts 4,32b, 32C. 35b.
eti1am SI COTU! quando forıs CTanL, 1pDsa necessarıa pOleTaL invenıre".

19

13 UGH OR, 176, 8 /D "Cervicem erıgere s1ıgnum superbiae est  n
erıgant cervicem“".

Coloss. 3.1-2
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VICS, S1 les riches SUNLT la enhumıilıez les Sunt la plus enflez, 490
est ASavVver S1 Cus SuUunt la plus enorguilız». Fa 1lCeuUs kı estolent VEUuS de
AaCUunNn valur secle nen alent desdeın lur freres de poverte vindrent
cele se1inte soclete. CUusSs delivent mıe PCNSCI de la dıgnete de lur riches

Mes delvent melz lorıher Deu de la] soclete de Jur
freres. E(n) enorguillıssent mile S1 CUuSs unt aporte de lur aVCT de lur
richesces alcune chose lur COIMNMMNUNG VvIe sustenir“! plus ke S1 Ceus les
usasent al secle. Certes queleque  es elunie escherche les males oOvera1g-
NCS, Ju«eC eles solent fetes veraıment, agaulte orguıl les Dones overaıgnes,
ke eles perissent. qu«c profite almone doner estre fet
quant la chaltıve alme est fet plus orguillus quant el ad guerpie les riches-
CCS ke quant ele les out?“ [8] JTuz ereche‘ unıement concordalment
V1IVeZ, honurez entre VUuS VUuS Deu le temple VUuS fet.

I1

|De oratıone ef dıvinoa offici0]
8 En dSs uUuTres establıes aAs tens [2] En oratorIie nul

face chose fors que1 11 est fet unt Ul ad PT1S SUunNn 9108  - S1 CUus ql-
CunNnNe chose alent lo1sır, CuSs estre lur uUITcs establiıes volent 0)  r lur
se1t empeschement Ce6  23 ke CUuSs de1ivent fere. [3] Quant VUuS salmes

YINNCS Deu VUuICZ, 1CO PCNSCZ el UJUCT JucC VUS dıtes par”“ uCcC [4]
chantez milıe fors 1CO Ju«cC VUuSs AVCZ O1 UJUuUC est chanter CO UJu«C esT

escr1t; ke eıt estre chante se1t de VUusS chante.

111

| De jejunio et refectione]
14 Quant alcun de VUuS DOL Juner, nepurhuc devez vlande

gusiter fors UTE de9 S1 VUuSs se1ez ade [2] Quant VUusSs SCCZ
la INaNnScCTI, SCI1Z no1se SCHZ estrif 167 C ke 1’um VusSs lıt,
sS1iCcCume CuStume esL, ke VUuS sulement de uche, INeCsS VOS
oreılles alent faım, 490 est AdS5avVver Ole alt entente la parole Deu

21 mıiıts after "de divitiis" "quıa monaster10 partıuntur
“ ] Cor. 133

((OO

Dar dıites
Omiuits "Carnem domate JeJunu1s er abstinentia DOLUS,

valetudo perm1
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[De indulgentıia ersa infirmos
13] Ceus ke SUNT malades acustumeement, S1 CUuS altrement SUnt treitez
lur Vivre <ke les delivent C} les se1nNs AVCT moleste nent

lur eıt embler LOTT, kar alcune fe1z unt CUuSs este plus fors. Ne
C} quıdent CUS estre plus bonurez 61 CUSs alent C ke les

mıie, INCS plus deivent eS]JO1 de C ke CUuS melz
JuC les 4] S1 hom une alcune chose CEUS kı de plus delic1uses

vindrınt relıgıun Ju«C hom dune A altres, kı Sunt plus forz
DUr C} plus bonurez, de Vivre de vesture, PECNSCT deıvent 1Ces hom

1’ad dune, de quele richesce [ ]26 de la seculere vVvIeE religiun, Ja se1it
1CO ke CUuSs poent venır pro des altres kı Sunt de COTIS plus DU1SSanZz.
Ne deivent mıe voler [uUZ G ke pOo1E velent ke CUuSs sejlent plus des altres
honurez, INCS de1ıvent mei1lz 811e suffranz, kı la maldıte perversite
vienge seinte eglıse, ke la s tan  gu CUu Cus POCNL, les riches SUNT fez
plus travıllanz, la deivent mıe les e fet plus delicius F5
S1cum les malades unt mesier prendre me1ns des altres, ke SCUuSs selent

1SS1 de1vent CUuUSs estre tralıtez apres lur maladıe, ke CUuS pulssent le
plus {[OST estre recr1ez esforcez Serv1se Deu», Ja se1lt 1CO ke Ceus seint

de iTeSs humble poverte, S1 unkore lur cundune lur nuvele al  ©,
CO ke riches cunduna lur anclene CusSstume. Mes S1 {[OST Cu Cus unt
recouvere lur force lur sancte, de1ıvent CUuSs repalirer lur CUuStUumMe plus
bonuree, la quele Cuveılnt SerTVIS Deu tenır tan  g meı1lz CUMmM CUuS meı1[n]s
unt  27 Ke ell demande mle 1Ceus ke SUNtT Ja se1Ns, bosoin
SUnNT levez de maladıe Iceus de1t hom tenir plus bonurez plus riches
de buntez kı SUnt plus fort suffrır mese1lse INCSUTE 117 est
aAaVveTr mesurablement poverte ke AaVCT TOD <dunt hom n al esSIeT>

|De habıtu exterl10rıs hominıs composıtione
B Ne se1lt mıe abıt notable, 490 est entendre>» se1e7z

mıe male suspecı1un la gent bele vesture, INCcsS bones INUTrSsS [2]
Quant VUusS alez ale1z ensemble, quant VUusS revene1Z, SCCZ
ensemble. [3] En aler este1ir se1lt
fet nule chose ke pu1lsse offendre la veue de nul] de nule, INCsS 1CO faclez

the I he La  ={ has "quantum de SUa secuları vıta Ilı ad istam des-
cenderıint”.

27 The Latın has NOL been properly unders! "quae amulos De1l NLO amplıus
ecet, LO MINUS indıgent”.
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ke ahıert seintete. [4] 1 VusSs aventure de vo(1)z 1ılz esgardez
nule femme, nepurhoc nule devez er ‘n lJungement esgarder».

VUusSs alez entre femmes, VUuS est mıe defendu VeTI femmes <1]!|
de estre VEUu de femmes”», NC desirer femme estre desıire de femme est
crimınale chose. nent sulement teis1ıble desir“®, INCcsSs fals IC£UAaTZ

voler qavelent la Cove1ltise de femme. diıez pas ke VUuS a1e67z les
CuTagecs NCZ, S1 VUuS AVCZ les ılz nent NCZ, G est entendre S1 VUuS AVCZ

fole reguardure, kar 11 nıent net o1l est demustrance nlıent netl QUET.
quant les de ambesdous entrenuncılent nelent nettes choses SCMHNZ

parole sulung cuveıltise de la char, delıtent ardur de desır, Ja se1t G
ke 11 entrecuchent mıe fuıt de CUS la chastete de bone IMUurs 15
Ne qul1dez mıe 1C11] volenters eguarde femme aiıme (e) ke fiche
SON 01l lul, ke l se1t VEUu des kar SOVvVent est 11 de {eEuUS VEUu ke
11 quıde mile. S1 11 est de alcun VECU, ke frat 11 de celu1 ke de]l cel
eıt  30 k1 nule chose DOL 6Qire cele”? Mes C deıt mile quıder
ke ıl ne se1lt de lu1 VEUu < ’1l le soffre», kar tan  g CU) plus 11 patıement le
veıt, tant le soffre 11 plus [f.3v]” } se1inte hume alt DOUr de
esplaısır Deu C ke 11l voılle femme malement plaısır. 11 eıt
PENSCT ke Deu eıt choses, ke 11 de femme voaılle estre malement
VeC  = La pOUr de Deu de1t 11 AVCI achesun unt 11 est escrIit bho-
mıinatıo est domino defigens oculum“, <qo est entendre>» ”Abhominabhle
chose est Se1gnur figchant le al est entendre k1 de SUN 01l
guarde folement>»”. [6] Quant VUusSs ensemble seinte eglıse ke
unkes femmes seint esemble, gardez entre VUusSs honestete

nettete. Deu ke me1nnt VUuS VUuS garderat ches-
CUunN de VUuS par VU  N

|De Traterna correctione]33
1/} S1 maveiste de fole guardure” se1t alcun ADAICCU, hastivément
se1t celı amoneste, ke 11 INCS face, 1901 se1t SUN\_N frere amende. [8]
S1 VUuS apres le amonestement” altre fe1z le VeITEe1Z me1limes C fere ke il

hıs represents the readıng "affecm tacıto  (9% Parıs, lat.
Opposed the standard ‚olo [ACIU fectu  “

29 TIhe has x intactıs ab immunda violatıone cCorpor1ıbus .
A() Ihe reads "de Ilo desuper Inspectore
41 The LOD lıne of f.3v IUNS A WE seint ome CUuUm plus pacıenement le veıt, tant le

souffre 1 plus sagement” above IC the scrıbe, realızıng his CITOT, has written "vacat’.
Prov. 27,20 LX  >
See Matth 18,15-17
A}  Oculı petulentiam”.
Om ,  vel alıo QUOÖOCUMIYUC dıe”
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e1nz fi ‘9 se1it OSI mustre, S1iCcCume pl ad mester estre sane(e), quı ke
unkes ET primes C ( wg nequedent primes OuSs tre1ıs ke
11 pu1lsse esire streint Cuvent ateint cuvenable destresce* VUusSs

Jugez mıe male voıllance quant VUuS C jugez“”'. Mes VUusSs
mıe ne1lent S1 VUusSs offreiz perır VOS freres te1SI1r, les quels VUusS

DOCZ adrecer demustrer lur fesances. 1 frere ad unec plaıe
SUumnn COTS, ke l voılle celer PUr C ke il creint trencher, unc serre1it CO
cruelte mal S1 VUusS le celıssez, misericorde S1 VUusSs le mustr1sSsez. Mut
meı1lz devez VUuS mMus{t=rer le mal de frere la olıe, ke 11 pur1isse
p1S el QuCT. [9] Mes devant 1CO ke il seıit mustre d altres, les quels i}
61 coveıntre, S1 11 le nle, eıt 11 esitire mustre prelat, S1 11 Ine]38
volt estre amende Nnt, ke l se1lt descuvert d altres S1 Ul
prıveement pOoelL estre. chastıe. Uunc S1 l le nle, eıt [ On] 39 altres ajuster,
ke 11 pu1sse nıent sulement devant de testmonıle esire destreint, 1991
de OUuS de €e1s BA S1 11 est 11 eıt volenters
soffrir la venjance la peine la volunte de SUunN suverein“®. S1 11 le r_
fuse de suffrir, S1 11 est departi”', se1t remue de conpal1gnıie.
quant C est faıt, est mlie fet cruelte, 1991 est m1ser1corde, ke
mauvelse ordure de DeCCAA INENC les altres perdicı1un. 10] C ke
]O al dıt del 01l nıent er femme., altres pecchez kı SuUunt defendre

mMus{irer cunveınntre SUnt Juger pech£4 ameement eele-
mentf se1it teNnu garde verraıl amıste de NOS PTOMCS haır de VICeS.
11]| Qui1 ke unkes se1it chaet tan  zr de mal kı priveement de aCUunNn hume
de femme alt lettres alcun altre dun, S1 11 de g2TC le CUNUST

repent (e)», perdune 11 se1t les altres deprient Deu Iu1 S1 11 est

entreprIis testemonles se1t plus grefment amende sulun la
volunte de SUull Ssuverein“.

DrIUSs tamen el er vel 10 demonstratum, ul duorum vel trıum pOss1ı OIe
CONVINCI ei conpetent1 severıtate cohercer1”.

CI ndıcatıs”, Vd.:  - "1udicaus”.

39 A:

4X Following the atın x  SI admonıtus neglexerıt corrig_i".
i{uncC nescıienti adhıbendiı s  ß alı1ı"
secundum praepositl, vel et1am presbyterı uus dıspensatıonem pe]  en

arbıtrium”.
11 S1 1pse NOMN abscesser1ıt”.
A:

43
contagıone pestifera”.

A Avindıcandıs”, Vd:  S "indıcandıs udicandıs
44 11secundum arbitrıuum presbyterı vel praeposıiti”.



186

|De alıquam sıbı vindıcantıum |
|1| Vos dras 4167 desuz unec guarde desuz OUuSs desuz

tantes guardes kı suffire ESCUTEC les de VerTIMNNE ke] bles-
Cent de celeır S1 VESIUZ deS1 VUuS DUUZ

S 1 11 BSHT pOoel VUuS aherge IOI VIG vesture DUr
feste DUr bealte de]l tens ke chescun TECECIVC S1 mester est C' ke 11
ad C11127 lesse C} ke altre ad nul nequıdent se1t vee G unt
11} ad me ster 1 11 avıent ke teNCUN INUTINUIC f 4r] Nalı entre VUusSs de C
ke alcun pleınt k1 11 alt P1S ke alınz Ouft esdeing 11 semble ke 11}

Nlı s 1 CUIM SUTl altre frere este1lt de C} SCYV de
cumbıen lur descei  t48 ice]l abıt de QuCT estrmvent le abıt de
COTS s 1 eDlesce le pOoel suffrır ke VUuS a1nz aAaVCZ lesse Ad167 le nekedent
desuz CUIMINUNC guarde [2] 1551 <seinemMentT ke nul face
TIieNn cummandement>» 1991 VOS UuVCTA1LSNCS |sejent|
<SC1NZ faıntıse > SICISNUT entente ke s 1 chescun de VusSs feir! la SUC

PTODIC chose 11 (harıte de la quele 11 est ke ele
,5quert eie  a  9 deıt PTE entendu 1551 ke ele est faıt de PTODICS choses

de COTIMNMUNCS PTODTCS C tan  Sa CU VUuS miel-
dre guarde prendrez de VOS choses tant VuSs 1e  z} CO SICINNUT
pro: ke choses trepassables ke VUS 101 uUSCZ se1t E6SAaUCIC la charıte
ke parme1ınt JUTrS [3] Saver devez ke s 1 alcuns hum alcune femme

busıng CENVEIC est rendu relıgıun vesture alcun altre chose unt
11 ad mester ne]l eıt prendre celeement INCSs Nal la de
SUunM Ssuvereınt, ke CO SO1T 1901 COMUMMNUNG, DU1S SE1IT lıvre celu1 ke
STCINNUT busuıng averat. S] alcun ceıle C 11 est done, se1t JUSC CUINEC

larrun

45 The Latın has "ad excutiendas iuınea laedantur” As the 101 stan! OMNC

m1g understand (ke| es blescent wıth the plural verb governed Dy the collective
VEITININC

DEUZ pascamını")
hapax rendering Latın uUuNO (* the Anglo-Norman ıctionary

1C| records SartIrın 110r workshop
4® Latın "desıt”
49 &5 ul nullus I0 alıquıid Operelur

Latın "malore studı0 el frequentior1 alacrıtate
51 'eil The Latın has 44  quam S11 vobıs sıngulıs acereis DIODT1A
52 Cor ,  nNnon quaereal QUuUaC SUa SUnNL

The has "COomMMunı1a PITODINS, NON COomMMuUnNıbus anteponıtL
hıs sentence num ber of atın MSS, Quod Sı alıquıs LE  = sıbı conla-

celaverıt, 1udic10 condemnetur”.
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|De vestium lotıone, de balneıs, eque alııs curandıs Tatrum
necessitatıbus]

Bain  56 se1t vee nul k1 busuing PUur enfermete.
Cunseıil de medicıne Salt fet se1nz IMNUTTINUTE S1 le malade nel volt,
commandement de SUuT Suvereın face CO ke mestier est DUr salu S1 alcun
le olt ad mesterT, eıt hom be1ır SOM voler. 16] S1 le serf Deu ad
dolur SOM COTS, ke se1t cele il dıe kı 11 11 doille, Sanz dutance se1t CTEU,
11165 nequedent S1 C se1t CeTrie chose WAarır cele Olur NUN, par COIMN-

se1l de miıre se1t UVTE. 1/ ] cıl kı ad mester aler alcune eıt aler
od lu1 kı SOM soveraınt commanderat’””. [4] VOos draps solent lave solung
la volunte de soveraınt, de VUuS melımes de lavenderes”®, S1 n_

quedent ke le TOpP grant esir de vesture attrelie mıe la ordure de
me |5] La C® <de]l Man ger”?” de CEUS ke malade SUnNtTt de alcune
eDliesce de CEU»S de fevre travaıllent ACUunN eıt estre enjuent””, ke l
QuEeTSC del celer C ke 11 CITa ke mestier se1t chescun. 19] er ke Sunft
el celer Gce6es ke la vestiure unt garde les lıvres, Salmllz INUTTINUTE

deıvent lur freres SeTVITL. |10] Chascun Jur certein hure seint lur lıvres
demande. S1 alcun les demande nıent a3S1SEe hure, NCs PreNgc mle | 11}
Vesture chalcure, lert boso1in CEUS l’unt, se1t demande
CEUS kı les unt garde

|De petenda venlıa offensıs condonandıs charıtate|]
B JTencuns nules selent entre VUuSs hastıvement seint finees, ke

ıre CTICSSC haunge facıez tref de festu® facez alme hO-
micıde. En61 saınte Escripture lısez VUuS ke cıl ke het SOM frere est hom1-
cide  %62 A Quı]1 ke unkes laıdure maldıre TCDTOCC de crıme
blesme altre, ens[e| de]l amender Cul 11 a1nz POeL satısfactıun C ke 11

55 on 18 place later.
56 Eaıin.
5‘} Ihe atın has "Nec eant ad alneas, SIve Uum| ıre NECESSC uer1 MINus

(QUam duo vel ITeES. Nec le quı abe': alıquo undı neces_sitmem, CU| quıbus 1pse voluerıt,
sed CUuUm quıbus praeposıitus lusserI1t, ıre debebit”

atın "fullonıbus”.
TIhe atın has "Aegrotantium CUIA, S1ve pPOSL aegrıtudınem reficıendorum, SIve

alıqua imbellıcıtate, et1am SINe Vvar. S1ve] ebrıbus, laborantıum, unı alıcul debet InJung1”.
al 7,3-5

61 Ee
John 3.15
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ad mestfaıt. cıl kı blesme est, sSe1nNz contredit le pardoımnst. S1 de ambe
Parz blement, de ambe DaIrz se1lt pardone DUr VOS Ore1suns, les queles
tant CUIMNMNEC VUusS plus SOvent OICZ, tant les devez plus seinement plus SapC-
ment UTEI. eniz val  —+ 1CH. Ja seılt 1CO ke 11 se1t Suvent tempte de ıIre l
haste demander pardun celu1 ke il averat {[OTT fet, ke cıl ke plus
CUIUCEC plus requlert pardun®. elul ke volt pardoner SON frere
C ke 11 11 ad mesfaiıt mesdit», eıt mıe CSDCICI Oreisun
esire 0) ( C1l ke volt TEQYUCIC pardun S1 11 nel de
sSe1NzZ pro est seinte eglıse, tut se1t 11 egete de saınte eglıse. C
VusSs gardeı1z de ure paroles S1 malveıse parole ıt de uche, VUusSs

enpeist” de fere amendement de C dunt VUuS aVCZ fet empeı7rement. [3]
Quant VUuS custreinz 1ıre dures paroles destresce de 1SC1pl1-
ne Ja seıt 1CO ke VUusSs senteZz trespasse INCSUIC, devez pardun |deman-
der] VOZ subjeez, ke humilıte se1lt lesse depesce la auctorıte de
SUVEINCT. Mes nequedent VUuS devez TEYUCIC pardun se1gnur de
choses cConulst 1Ceus, ke VUuS aventure greinnur dreit adrecl1ez
quele benıvoillance VUusSs les amez  67 Nıent charne 3001 1901 espirıtel,
eıt estre mM1s.

VII

|De obedientia praeposito exhibenda]
11} prı1ur Cu PCIC POTTETEZ obedience

mult plus ab kK1 la @in ad de VOS almes®® [2] ke Cesies choses
seınt ben guardees S1 alcune chose se1t me1ns gardee ke dust”,

prıur me1| me |ment ab de gre1gnur auctorıte ST estre
VUS; aparteınt C ke se1it amende adresce C ke VUuS AaVCZ SCS (_:om—
mandemenz trespasse. [3 Icıl VUusSs est quıde mile
poeste de se1gnurle estre honuree, me1s SET1IIT  ‚/Ö charite'!. Par NO-

63 The Latın has x quı 1US ITrasSCIitur el ad venıam pe dıfficıhus inclına-
tur“,  Sl wıth SOMNC MSS substituting tardıus for difficilius the Anglo-Norman does

hıs nience 18 (011141 In SOMNC Latın MSS only "Quı NON vult dımittere NON

accıpere Orationıs effectum
Latın A  Non pıgeat 1DSO 0)1>+ proferre medicamenta, nde facta SuUunt vulnera”.
Ihe adds "MmMinorıibus cohercendis”.
TIhe atın has "Sed Lamen peten enı1a est ab Oomn1ıum domino, quı nOvıt etiam

COS, (qUOS plus Justo forte COIMIDIUUS, quanila benıvolentia dılıgatıs".
Follows the text INn rather than Verhehjyen Dy omıttıng "honore SCTVAalO, in

Ilo offendıitur deus  xx
69 mıts ,  nNnon neglegenter praetereatur”

Latın "servientem”".
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1Ur se1lt devant VusSs pOUr devant Deu prostrat se1t VOS PCZ ntur
{[uz dominst essample de bones overaıgnes: adresce les nıent pe1is1ibles,
conseılle les ydıoz, recelve les malades, suffrant se1t tuz  72 De SUun

grC dıt il se1 me1ıme dıscıplıne, pOoUr meite dıscıplıne. Ja se1lt 1CO
ke 1’un le altre se1t necessarle, nequedent plus eıt il desirer de estre ame
ke estre pensant [uUz Jurs ke ad rendre ralsun Deu VU:  / 4]
171 VUusSs de plus obe1issance a1e7z pıte mercıment sulement de VUuS

me1smes, me1s altresı de 1, kar Cu il est entre VUusS plus haut degre,
tant est 11 gre1gnur perıl

111

[1] Deu’”® VUuS amoneste ke VUuS gardez CecsS choses S$S1iCcCume
les spirıtelesz et S1ICUM flaiıranz de bone odur esu Crist de

bone Conversacıun, nıent SsS1icume serfs desuz lien  74 me1s S1iCume franc
75  graCe [2] Que VUuSs Cest lıvret S1iCume MITrur PU1SSEZ esgarder ke
VUuS oblıance neglıgeusement rien, unc fe1z la emaıne
VUuS se1lt leu la [u] VUusS VuS ITOverez fesanz C ke est escr1t, rendez STA-
GCes Deu le donur [uUZz blens. la VUuS CO alcune chose
VUuS, de CO ke VUS AVCZ trespasse doillez ke INCSs TESDASSCZ eschi1-
WezZz  ‚76 167 ke VUusSs see1Z mene temptacıon.

(Oxford JTony

71 uke 22,25-26.
721 ess. 5.14,
73 Sen

Latın A  sSub leg.  ”
75 Rom.e
76 atın oleat de praeter1to, Cavealt de futuro  ”
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THEO SENTENTIAS
MICHAEL ESA

Redatıng

Miıchael de Massa’s Ouaestiones ın Sententias remaın ON of the
richest unedıted and, for the mMoOost unstudiıed of the fourteenth
CENUTY. The prelımınary groun work WaS ald Dy Damasus Trapp almost

half CENLUTY dDU, but VE lıttle usec has been made of Massa’s work
S1nce then‘. Thıs 18 due iın the fact that Massa Was rarely cıted iın
medieval and therefore 18s hought be relatıvely mM1nOr gure
INOTC important inhıbıtıng factor, however, from the fact that
Trapp  S attrıbution Massa of the AaNONYMOUS Ouaestiones book I1 of
the Sentences contaıned only ın OMNC manuscrI1pt, Vat lat. 1087, has nOTL
been unıversally accepted, thus callıng into question what actually
belong Miıchael de Massa® Thıs Oou has been generated NOT DYy STY-
l1stic dıfferences but by the fact that everal medieval authors cCıted
Miıchael de Massa’s questions book of the Sentences, but ON EVCT
cıted his questi1ons book 11° Moreover, the Content of SOM of the

IRAPP, Augustinian IT’heology of the I4th Century, in Augustiniana (1956)
146-274, al Otes SOMeEe Manuscrıipts of the Augustinian Michael de Massa Y

in Augustinianum (1965)
For questions the authenticıty of Vat. lat 1087, COURTENAY and

JTACHAU, Ockham, Ockhamists, and the English-German Natıon Parıs,a in
Lstory of Unıversities (1982) 53-96, al 79 JTACHAU, Vısıon and Certitude In the Age
of Ockham (Leıden, 318

E GREGORY OF RIM Lectura LD prımum el secundum sententiarum,
[ RAPP and ARCOLINO, vol (Berlın and New York, V ARGAS

In prımum sententiarum (Venice, 1490:; IDI. cols 1 P 117 RA
160, 188, 251. 288, 535 445, 5395 DIZ. 5706. 5/9, 585 Massa’s COMMENLATrY book
SUFV1VES In several manuscrI1pts: Bologna, Colleg10 dı Spagna 40: Bologna, ıbl Unıiv.
2214; Florence, ıbl Naz., ONV 3 and the first eıght dıstınctions ın
Naples, 1bl Naz., It also abbreviated twıce in the. early 15th NCC

Dy ndrea |de Bıglıa? ESA of Mılan (Ox{ford, Bodl L, Canonicı MISC. 276, and the
prologue In atıcan, Vat. lat. 1084, . 144-152), and by oOhannes de 1aN0 ESA of
Mılan ween 1410 and 1430 ergamo, ıbl CIV K3ZE Pavıa, ıbl Unıiv. 226) On
Bıglıa SC SCHNAUBELT, Andrea Biglia (c.1394-1435) Hıs Life and ritin2s, in
Augustiniana 47 (1993)
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quest10onNns Vat lat 087 especılally the physıcal theorı1es of the OcC-
WOUuU belong chronologically closer the debates that

erupted VCTI hought at Parıs al the end of the ıle
Massa the Sentences has been ate' Dy rapp 1375

decade and half earlıer Apart from the fact that 1{ completely
escaped CON{teEMPOTATY the problem wıth Massa Ö  % authorship
of the IeX1 Vat lat 1087 15 thıs ıf STOUD known 4S the Occamistae
WETC aCiıve at Parıs Dy 1325 and ıf theır physics WEeEIC ready
controversıal al that iime why 15 there other enuon of that SIOUD 08

those 1SSUCS al 'arls between 1326 and
The followıng CX  on of the evıdence wıll CONCceENTTTate

three PO1NTIS the authentic1ıty of Vat lat 1087 N work of Miıchael de
Massa the ıng of Massa x i1ıme d SentennarıuUs and the and
assemblıng of the questions nNnCIude: Vat lat 1087

AUTHENTICITY VAT LAT 087

The TSt task 15 of COUTSC establısh whether the COomMMEeNtTtarYy
book {1 of the Sentences OUunN! only Vat lat 087 15 unquestionably
Dy Miıchael de Massa Much of the evidence 1C Irapp Aase!| N1IS
conclusıon that Michael de Massa Was the author of thıs teExXt 15 uDON

SUggESUVE but ultımately inconclusıve TIhe fact that Vat lat
087 Was copled by the SaJmne ser1ıbe and elonge: the Samnle A

Bologna Unıv 27214 MAaNuscCrT1DL of Massa ar Y Dbook does
NOTL that the SaJmle PCTSON authored’ both works Moreover the
--references book 11 that author COMMENTLATY book dIC

eneral standard establısh that they refer specıhcally Massa’
COMMENTATY boo and ON else‘

Both man copıed A fourteen!  -Century textualıs COINMON

UunıversıLy DOoOk production Neıther hand could characterized Littera Paristienstis
hat the hand of the LWO entica| establıshed by the COININON formatıon
of letters and by the frequent USC of elongat' archaıc (Uncıal and Carolıne) 1N1ı
letters especılally the and hese paleographiıc. characterıistics Ssuggest
1an DITOVCNANCE Both Manuscrıpts WEeIC in the POSSC; of IThomas Parentucellı de
Sarzana (later Pope Nıcholas V) who BaVC Bologna, Unıv 2214 the Bologna CONventL
of the ugustinıan ermı of ıcholas Albergatı Cardınal PTOLECIOT of the
Augustin1ans Vat lat 1087 remaıned the papa. ıbrary

For example Vat. lat. 1087 58r refers the author earlhıer the
subject of theology, standard of INanYy prologues the Sentences (Trapp, 105)
The for references d1sCusSs1ONs h1s Prologue of Aureolı:ı theory of
experienliae and not1LLLA abstractıvya (Vat 1831-v 191v 714v Irapp, 127 130) whether
the of DEr Old dıst (Vat. 179v Trapp, 127) of the
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[W  ®] pOo1nts, however, the parallels SCCIMN closer. The author of
the ar y book 1L, N Tapp already noted, refers several times
h1s discussions of creatıio Aactio ın dıstiınctions five and nıne of DooOk L, and
althoug. there verbatım parallel that WOUuU establısh DOSI1-
t1ve proof, Massa does discuss that 1Ssue ın dıstiınctions five and nıne of
book INOTITC than WOUuU be for MOStL authors®. More tellıng, however,
1$ reference In Vat lat 1087, L82T. that identifies 1fs author ASs INECIN-
ber of rel1g10us order (”omnes doctores nOstr1') and 1C aDDCATrSs be

reference back the question contaıned ın Bologna, Univ. 2214
S0v'

Univ. 2214 5()v Vat lat 1087,
De artıculo ubı restialTHE QUAESTIONES IN SENTENTIAS OF MICHAEL DE MASSA  193  At two points, however, the parallels seem closer. The author of  the commentary on book II, as Trapp already noted, refers several times to  his discussions of creatio actio in distinctions five and nine of book I, and  although there are no verbatim parallel passages that would establish posi-  tive proof, Massa does discuss that issue in distinctions five and nine of  book I more than would be true for most authors®. More telling, however,  is a reference in Vat. lat 1087, f. 182r, that identifies its author as a mem-  ber of a religious order ("omnes doctores nostri") and which appears to be  a reference back to the question contained in Bologna, Univ. 2214, f.  50v’  Univ. 2214, f. 50v  NVat. lat. 1087, £. 182rb  De quarto articulo ubi restat  ... dictum fuit in prologo  inquirendum: Utrum Deus ut  libri Sententiarum in quaes-  est subiectum habitus theo-  tione illa: Utrum subiectum  logici contineatur sub obiecto  theologiae contineatur  adaequato nostrae potentiae et  sub obiecto adaequato  Tamen omnes  sub obiecto adaequato habitus  metaphysicae.  metaphysicae, patet ex dictis  doctores nostri ....  quid sit tenendum.  A subsequent user of Univ. 2214, believing the text in Vat. lat.  1087 to be by the same author as Univ. 2214, noted in the margin of  Univ. 2214, f. 134va: "De tota materia istius quaestionis quaere in additio-  nibus secundi proprii [sic],” referring to the question "Utrum creatio actio  sit realiter idem quod actus aliquis absolutus intrinsecus ipsi Deo" in the  Vatican ms, f. 17v. All references, however, in the text (as opposed to the  margin) of Univ. 2214 to matters treated in book II as well as to books II  and IV are all in the future tense, describing an as-yet unrealized plan, and  augmentation and diminution of qualities in dist. 17 (Vat. 72v, 91vb; Trapp, 109, 112), on  numerical form in dist. 24 (Vat. 69v, 88v; Trapp 109, 110), of cause and effect in dist. 36  (Vat. 48r, Trapp, 101). In some cases, an earlier treatment of a topic appears in Univ.  2214 in a different distinction from the one referred to in Vat. lat. 1087; cf. Trapp, 106,  109.  ® See, for example, Vat. lat. 1087, ff. 11v, 18r, 19v, 20r, 21r, 21v, 22r, 23r.  7 If this particular wording is more common than I think it to be, then the evidence  for attributing Vat. lat. 1087 to Michael de Massa would be weakened. Similar language  does occur in other authors in the body of a question, but not as a question title; see, €.g.,  SCOTUS, Ordinatio, Prol., pt. 3, q. 3 in Opera omnia, vol. I (Rome, 1950), pp. 98, 114;  OCKHAM, Ordinatio, Prol., q. 9, in Opera theologica, vol. 1 (St. Bonaventure, 1967), 230-  31; THOMAS OF STRASBOURG, /n primum Sententiarum, Prol., q.3 (Venice, 1564), f. 13v.1ctum fult ın prolog20
iInquirendum: {Jtrum Deus Ul rı Sententiarum In QUAAES-
e2s[ suhıectum habıtus theo- tione Ila Utrum subiectum
logici Contineatur sub obıecto theologiae cContineatur
adaequato potentiae el sSub obiecto adaequato

TamenSub obiecto adaequato hitus metaphysicae.
metaphysicae, dictis doctores nostrıTHE QUAESTIONES IN SENTENTIAS OF MICHAEL DE MASSA  193  At two points, however, the parallels seem closer. The author of  the commentary on book II, as Trapp already noted, refers several times to  his discussions of creatio actio in distinctions five and nine of book I, and  although there are no verbatim parallel passages that would establish posi-  tive proof, Massa does discuss that issue in distinctions five and nine of  book I more than would be true for most authors®. More telling, however,  is a reference in Vat. lat 1087, f. 182r, that identifies its author as a mem-  ber of a religious order ("omnes doctores nostri") and which appears to be  a reference back to the question contained in Bologna, Univ. 2214, f.  50v’  Univ. 2214, f. 50v  NVat. lat. 1087, £. 182rb  De quarto articulo ubi restat  ... dictum fuit in prologo  inquirendum: Utrum Deus ut  libri Sententiarum in quaes-  est subiectum habitus theo-  tione illa: Utrum subiectum  logici contineatur sub obiecto  theologiae contineatur  adaequato nostrae potentiae et  sub obiecto adaequato  Tamen omnes  sub obiecto adaequato habitus  metaphysicae.  metaphysicae, patet ex dictis  doctores nostri ....  quid sit tenendum.  A subsequent user of Univ. 2214, believing the text in Vat. lat.  1087 to be by the same author as Univ. 2214, noted in the margin of  Univ. 2214, f. 134va: "De tota materia istius quaestionis quaere in additio-  nibus secundi proprii [sic],” referring to the question "Utrum creatio actio  sit realiter idem quod actus aliquis absolutus intrinsecus ipsi Deo" in the  Vatican ms, f. 17v. All references, however, in the text (as opposed to the  margin) of Univ. 2214 to matters treated in book II as well as to books II  and IV are all in the future tense, describing an as-yet unrealized plan, and  augmentation and diminution of qualities in dist. 17 (Vat. 72v, 91vb; Trapp, 109, 112), on  numerical form in dist. 24 (Vat. 69v, 88v; Trapp 109, 110), of cause and effect in dist. 36  (Vat. 48r, Trapp, 101). In some cases, an earlier treatment of a topic appears in Univ.  2214 in a different distinction from the one referred to in Vat. lat. 1087; cf. Trapp, 106,  109.  ® See, for example, Vat. lat. 1087, ff. 11v, 18r, 19v, 20r, 21r, 21v, 22r, 23r.  7 If this particular wording is more common than I think it to be, then the evidence  for attributing Vat. lat. 1087 to Michael de Massa would be weakened. Similar language  does occur in other authors in the body of a question, but not as a question title; see, €.g.,  SCOTUS, Ordinatio, Prol., pt. 3, q. 3 in Opera omnia, vol. I (Rome, 1950), pp. 98, 114;  OCKHAM, Ordinatio, Prol., q. 9, in Opera theologica, vol. 1 (St. Bonaventure, 1967), 230-  31; THOMAS OF STRASBOURG, /n primum Sententiarum, Prol., q.3 (Venice, 1564), f. 13v.quid S1f tenendum.

subsequent useT of Uniıiv. 2214 belıeving the IeXT ın Vat lat
087 De Dy the SaJmIne author N Univ. 2214 noted iın the margın of
Univ. 2214 Va "De {O  } materı1a 1St1uUs quaest10n1s UUaCTEC 1ın dd1ıt10-
nıbus secundı propri1l NM referring the question creat1o aCt10
S1t realıter iıdem quod alıquıs absolutus Intrinsecus 1ps1 Deo  „ In the
Vatican INS, 1/7v All references, however, ın the [EXTI (as Opposed the
margın) of Unıv. 714 maftiers treated 1n book 11{ d ell 4S 10780} I11
and all in the future descr1ibing aS-Y! unrealızed plan, and

augmentatıon and dımınution of qualıties In diıst. (Vat. 72v, Ölvb: Tapp, 109 112
numeriıcal form In dıst. (Vat. 69v, SOÖV: rapp 109, 110), of and In dıst.
(Vat. 48r., Trapp, O01) In SOMMC s earlıer of ‚ODIC aDDCAars INn Uniıv.
2214 In dıfferent dıstıncthon from the ON referred iın Vat. lat. 1087:; cf. rapp, 106,

CN  C dsee., for example, Vat. lat. 1087, yU llv, 18r, 19v, 21r, 21 v, Z 23r
f thıs partıcular wording 18 INOTC COIMNIMNON than thınk ıf be, then the evıdence

for a  uting Vat. lat. 1087 Michael de Massa ould weakened Sımıilar language
does OCCUTr in other authors in the of question, but NnOL question ıtle; SCC,
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nNnOTL cross-references the texti of Vat lat Sımilarly, the
references ın Univ. 2214 sexternl extraordinaril nOL references
the Aaddıtiones OUun! ın boo 1L, but references m1ssıng seCt10ns that
WEeIiIC have been inserted into OT attached boo I9 TIhus, despite the
fact that SOMNC of the evidence and argumentatıon of Tapp does nOT

h1s Casl, the evıdence isolated here makes 1t almost certaın that Vat. lat
1087 W asSs indeed wriıtten and edited by the Samıe author as that of the
aTYy OUunNn! ın Bologna, Univ. AAA R Moreover, Michael de Massa’s
authorshıp of the IYy OounNn! in Bologna, Univ. 22314 1S beyond
question. He 1$ mentlioned in the colophon Of that manuscript 4ASs the
author'®©. And the C1tat1ons of the OpIn10ns of Michael ın the
Sentences cCommentarıes of Gregory of Rımin1 and ONSUS argas of
Toledo mentioned above references book Can be Ooun In
this work.

BB Unıv., 220wb "sSıcut patebıt ın secCcundo lıbro”:  . Unıv. 223va "sSıCut VideDitiur
In SseCundo TO de gTaVI moOovente . M  S Unıuv. Ta A pertranseco ium quıa PTo
tetig1 super1us alıquas de. gTavI1OrT1bus dıfficultatıbus CIrca 1stam mater1am, Q.51. [um et1am
quı1a i1stam quaestionem el lıas duas SCquUENLES ntendo dıffuse proposI1ito SUMCIC in
secundo lıbro ”“  - Unıuv. Respondeo quıa materi1am stam intendo magıs
proposıto determiıinare in SeCUNdO TO194  W.J. COURTENAY  are not cross-references to the text of Vat. lat. 1087%. Similarly, the  references in Univ. 2214 to sexterni extraordinarii are not references to  the additiones found in book II, but are references to missing sections that  were to have been inserted into or attached to book I°. Thus, despite the  fact that some of the evidence and argumentation of Trapp does not prove  his case, the evidence isolated here makes it almost certain that Vat. lat.  1087 was indeed written and edited by the same author as that of the  commentary found in Bologna, Univ. 2214. Moreover, Michael de Massa’s  authorship of the commentary found in Bologna, Univ. 2214 is beyond  question. He is mentioned in the colophon of that manuscript as the  author!®*. And the numerous citations of the opinions of Michael in the  Sentences commentaries of Gregory of Rimini and Alfonsus Vargas of  Toledo mentioned above — all references to book I — can be found in  this work.  ® E.g., Univ., f. 220vb: "sicut patebit in secundo libro"; Univ. 223va: "sicut videbitur  in secundo libro de gravi movente se"; Univ. 226ra: "... pertranseo tum quia pro parte  tetigi superius aliquas de gravioribus difficultatibus circa istam materiam, d.31, tum etiam  quia istam quaestionem et alias duas sequentes intendo diffuse a proposito resumere in  secundo _ libro  "; Univ. 226rb: "Respondeo quia materiam istam intendo magis a  proposito determinare in secundo libro ..."; Univ. 225va: "licet in hoc falsum dicant sicut  videbitur, Deo duce, in tertio libro." The same holds true for most of the text in the  Vatican manuscript. Vat., f. 15ra: "Et quia non intendo hic deducere quaestionem sub isto  sensu: Utrum de potentia dei absoluta possit alicui creaturae communicari a deo potentia  creandi, nam ista quaestio locum habebit circa principium quarti libri sententiarum"; Vat.  17va: "quaere in quaestione illa: Utrum Deus possit quodcumque ens corruptum reparare,  libro quarto f." (the ’f’ probably a scribal misreading of ’s[ententiarum]’); Vat. 17vb: "de  quibus videbitur circa principium quarti libri sententiarum”; Vat. 66rb: "probam in prima  quaestione quarti libri ...." Vat. 69vb: "Hoc locum habet tractari in quarto libro et de hoc  ibi videbitur"; Vat. 73vb: "Sed de hoc videbitur in quarto libro”; Vat. 77va: "Sed de ista  materia nihil dico ad praesens definitive, dicam de hoc in quarto libro sententiarum"; Vat.  94ra: "Sic implicaretur difficultas Utrum Deus posset facere motum in instanti. Et de ista  difficultate videbitur in quarto loco, et ideo pertranseo" (again, ’loco’ probably a scribal  "  misreading of ’libro’); Vat. 94va:  ... quia dicunt aliqui quod entitas aevi, de facto  contingenter intrinsece successio, potest fieri a Deo tota simul. Sed de hoc videbitur in  quarto libro"; Vat. 175va: "Et de istis quattuor quaestionibus agetur in tertio libro in  tractatu de partibus imaginis.” Ibid.: "Et de istis quattuor quaestionibus agetur in quarto  libro in tractatu de beatitudine."  ? Univ. 198ra: "De aliis vero tribus quaestionibus motis circa istam distinctionem  require in sexternis extraordinariis in quibus tetigi succincte puncta difficultatum.”; Univ.  210vb: "De ultima quaestione, scilicet Utrum verbum in divinis dicatur notionaliter,  dicetur in sexterno extraordinario ubi patet quod dicitur notionaliter.” It should be noted,  however, that some questions in the additiones to book II are also called quaestiones  extraordinariae.  Michaelis de Masa ...."  ©0 Bologna, Univ. 2214, f. 234vb: "Hic liber es} scriptum in primum SententiarumUnıv. 225va "hcet In hOcC falsum 1Can: SiCut
videbitur, Deo duce, in tertı lıbro.” TIhe Sal  C for MOSL of the text in the
Vatıcan manuscrnpt. Vat., F  3 "Et quı1a NONMN ntendo HIC deducere quaestionem Ssub Sto

Utrum de potentia de1 absoluta possıt alıcul cCreaturae COMMuUNICATI deo potentia
creandı, ista quaesti0 locum habebit 1rca princ1ıp1um quartı ıbrı sententiarum ‘; Vat.
1 /va quaere In quaestione ıl  S Utrum Deus possıt quodcumqu! enNs COMIruUpLiUmM ‚Di  „
lıbro quartio E (the ’f’ probably scr1ıbal misreadıng of s[ententiarum] ); Vat. 1/vb "de
quıbus videbıitur 1rca princıp1um quartı ıbrı sententiarum ”; Vat. 66rb A  probam in prıma
quaestione quartı 1brı194  W.J. COURTENAY  are not cross-references to the text of Vat. lat. 1087%. Similarly, the  references in Univ. 2214 to sexterni extraordinarii are not references to  the additiones found in book II, but are references to missing sections that  were to have been inserted into or attached to book I°. Thus, despite the  fact that some of the evidence and argumentation of Trapp does not prove  his case, the evidence isolated here makes it almost certain that Vat. lat.  1087 was indeed written and edited by the same author as that of the  commentary found in Bologna, Univ. 2214. Moreover, Michael de Massa’s  authorship of the commentary found in Bologna, Univ. 2214 is beyond  question. He is mentioned in the colophon of that manuscript as the  author!®*. And the numerous citations of the opinions of Michael in the  Sentences commentaries of Gregory of Rimini and Alfonsus Vargas of  Toledo mentioned above — all references to book I — can be found in  this work.  ® E.g., Univ., f. 220vb: "sicut patebit in secundo libro"; Univ. 223va: "sicut videbitur  in secundo libro de gravi movente se"; Univ. 226ra: "... pertranseo tum quia pro parte  tetigi superius aliquas de gravioribus difficultatibus circa istam materiam, d.31, tum etiam  quia istam quaestionem et alias duas sequentes intendo diffuse a proposito resumere in  secundo _ libro  "; Univ. 226rb: "Respondeo quia materiam istam intendo magis a  proposito determinare in secundo libro ..."; Univ. 225va: "licet in hoc falsum dicant sicut  videbitur, Deo duce, in tertio libro." The same holds true for most of the text in the  Vatican manuscript. Vat., f. 15ra: "Et quia non intendo hic deducere quaestionem sub isto  sensu: Utrum de potentia dei absoluta possit alicui creaturae communicari a deo potentia  creandi, nam ista quaestio locum habebit circa principium quarti libri sententiarum"; Vat.  17va: "quaere in quaestione illa: Utrum Deus possit quodcumque ens corruptum reparare,  libro quarto f." (the ’f’ probably a scribal misreading of ’s[ententiarum]’); Vat. 17vb: "de  quibus videbitur circa principium quarti libri sententiarum”; Vat. 66rb: "probam in prima  quaestione quarti libri ...." Vat. 69vb: "Hoc locum habet tractari in quarto libro et de hoc  ibi videbitur"; Vat. 73vb: "Sed de hoc videbitur in quarto libro”; Vat. 77va: "Sed de ista  materia nihil dico ad praesens definitive, dicam de hoc in quarto libro sententiarum"; Vat.  94ra: "Sic implicaretur difficultas Utrum Deus posset facere motum in instanti. Et de ista  difficultate videbitur in quarto loco, et ideo pertranseo" (again, ’loco’ probably a scribal  "  misreading of ’libro’); Vat. 94va:  ... quia dicunt aliqui quod entitas aevi, de facto  contingenter intrinsece successio, potest fieri a Deo tota simul. Sed de hoc videbitur in  quarto libro"; Vat. 175va: "Et de istis quattuor quaestionibus agetur in tertio libro in  tractatu de partibus imaginis.” Ibid.: "Et de istis quattuor quaestionibus agetur in quarto  libro in tractatu de beatitudine."  ? Univ. 198ra: "De aliis vero tribus quaestionibus motis circa istam distinctionem  require in sexternis extraordinariis in quibus tetigi succincte puncta difficultatum.”; Univ.  210vb: "De ultima quaestione, scilicet Utrum verbum in divinis dicatur notionaliter,  dicetur in sexterno extraordinario ubi patet quod dicitur notionaliter.” It should be noted,  however, that some questions in the additiones to book II are also called quaestiones  extraordinariae.  Michaelis de Masa ...."  ©0 Bologna, Univ. 2214, f. 234vb: "Hic liber es} scriptum in primum SententiarumVat. 69vb; HOC locum abe' 'acCtarı In quarto 1ıbro el de NOC
1bı videbitur  xx Vat. 73vb' "Sed de hOoc videbitur in quartio lıbro”; Vat. /[Tva "Sed de ista
materı1a NL diıco ad definıtıve, dıcam de hOocC in quario TO sententiarum ”; Vat.
Y4Ara: "SI1IC ımplıcaretur dıfficultas Utrum eus facere In nstantı Et de ista
dıfficultate videbitur in quartio 10CO, el iıdeo pertranseo” (agaın, "10C0 probably SCI1

A|miısreadıng of 'lıbro’); Vat. O4va:194  W.J. COURTENAY  are not cross-references to the text of Vat. lat. 1087%. Similarly, the  references in Univ. 2214 to sexterni extraordinarii are not references to  the additiones found in book II, but are references to missing sections that  were to have been inserted into or attached to book I°. Thus, despite the  fact that some of the evidence and argumentation of Trapp does not prove  his case, the evidence isolated here makes it almost certain that Vat. lat.  1087 was indeed written and edited by the same author as that of the  commentary found in Bologna, Univ. 2214. Moreover, Michael de Massa’s  authorship of the commentary found in Bologna, Univ. 2214 is beyond  question. He is mentioned in the colophon of that manuscript as the  author!®*. And the numerous citations of the opinions of Michael in the  Sentences commentaries of Gregory of Rimini and Alfonsus Vargas of  Toledo mentioned above — all references to book I — can be found in  this work.  ® E.g., Univ., f. 220vb: "sicut patebit in secundo libro"; Univ. 223va: "sicut videbitur  in secundo libro de gravi movente se"; Univ. 226ra: "... pertranseo tum quia pro parte  tetigi superius aliquas de gravioribus difficultatibus circa istam materiam, d.31, tum etiam  quia istam quaestionem et alias duas sequentes intendo diffuse a proposito resumere in  secundo _ libro  "; Univ. 226rb: "Respondeo quia materiam istam intendo magis a  proposito determinare in secundo libro ..."; Univ. 225va: "licet in hoc falsum dicant sicut  videbitur, Deo duce, in tertio libro." The same holds true for most of the text in the  Vatican manuscript. Vat., f. 15ra: "Et quia non intendo hic deducere quaestionem sub isto  sensu: Utrum de potentia dei absoluta possit alicui creaturae communicari a deo potentia  creandi, nam ista quaestio locum habebit circa principium quarti libri sententiarum"; Vat.  17va: "quaere in quaestione illa: Utrum Deus possit quodcumque ens corruptum reparare,  libro quarto f." (the ’f’ probably a scribal misreading of ’s[ententiarum]’); Vat. 17vb: "de  quibus videbitur circa principium quarti libri sententiarum”; Vat. 66rb: "probam in prima  quaestione quarti libri ...." Vat. 69vb: "Hoc locum habet tractari in quarto libro et de hoc  ibi videbitur"; Vat. 73vb: "Sed de hoc videbitur in quarto libro”; Vat. 77va: "Sed de ista  materia nihil dico ad praesens definitive, dicam de hoc in quarto libro sententiarum"; Vat.  94ra: "Sic implicaretur difficultas Utrum Deus posset facere motum in instanti. Et de ista  difficultate videbitur in quarto loco, et ideo pertranseo" (again, ’loco’ probably a scribal  "  misreading of ’libro’); Vat. 94va:  ... quia dicunt aliqui quod entitas aevi, de facto  contingenter intrinsece successio, potest fieri a Deo tota simul. Sed de hoc videbitur in  quarto libro"; Vat. 175va: "Et de istis quattuor quaestionibus agetur in tertio libro in  tractatu de partibus imaginis.” Ibid.: "Et de istis quattuor quaestionibus agetur in quarto  libro in tractatu de beatitudine."  ? Univ. 198ra: "De aliis vero tribus quaestionibus motis circa istam distinctionem  require in sexternis extraordinariis in quibus tetigi succincte puncta difficultatum.”; Univ.  210vb: "De ultima quaestione, scilicet Utrum verbum in divinis dicatur notionaliter,  dicetur in sexterno extraordinario ubi patet quod dicitur notionaliter.” It should be noted,  however, that some questions in the additiones to book II are also called quaestiones  extraordinariae.  Michaelis de Masa ...."  ©0 Bologna, Univ. 2214, f. 234vb: "Hic liber es} scriptum in primum Sententiarumquıa dıcunt alıquı quod ent1! aevl, de aCto
contingenter intrınsece SUCCESSIO, fıer] Deo tOLa sımul. Sed de hOC videbıitur In
quario lıbro”; Vat. va "Et de Siis qualiuor quaestionıbus agelur In tert!‘ lıbro in
ITaAaCLalu de partıbus Imag1nıs." Ibıd. "KEt de. SUSs quaestion1ıbus In quartio
1Dro in tractatu de beatıtudıne.  *

Unıiv. 198ra: "De alııs CIO trıbus quaestion1ıbus moOtHts 1rca stam dıstıncthonem
requıre In sextern1ıs extraordınarıls in quıbus et1g1 SuccCıncte puncla dıfficultatum.”: Unıyv.
210vb "De ultıma quaestione, scılıcet Utrum verbum In dıvinıs dıcatur notionalıter,
dıcetur In SECEXIEINO extraordıinarıo ubı quod dıcıtur notionalıter.” It should noted,
however, that SOMINC questions in the Aaddıtiones book I1 also called quaestiones
extraordinarıae.

Miıchaelıs de Masa194  W.J. COURTENAY  are not cross-references to the text of Vat. lat. 1087%. Similarly, the  references in Univ. 2214 to sexterni extraordinarii are not references to  the additiones found in book II, but are references to missing sections that  were to have been inserted into or attached to book I°. Thus, despite the  fact that some of the evidence and argumentation of Trapp does not prove  his case, the evidence isolated here makes it almost certain that Vat. lat.  1087 was indeed written and edited by the same author as that of the  commentary found in Bologna, Univ. 2214. Moreover, Michael de Massa’s  authorship of the commentary found in Bologna, Univ. 2214 is beyond  question. He is mentioned in the colophon of that manuscript as the  author!®*. And the numerous citations of the opinions of Michael in the  Sentences commentaries of Gregory of Rimini and Alfonsus Vargas of  Toledo mentioned above — all references to book I — can be found in  this work.  ® E.g., Univ., f. 220vb: "sicut patebit in secundo libro"; Univ. 223va: "sicut videbitur  in secundo libro de gravi movente se"; Univ. 226ra: "... pertranseo tum quia pro parte  tetigi superius aliquas de gravioribus difficultatibus circa istam materiam, d.31, tum etiam  quia istam quaestionem et alias duas sequentes intendo diffuse a proposito resumere in  secundo _ libro  "; Univ. 226rb: "Respondeo quia materiam istam intendo magis a  proposito determinare in secundo libro ..."; Univ. 225va: "licet in hoc falsum dicant sicut  videbitur, Deo duce, in tertio libro." The same holds true for most of the text in the  Vatican manuscript. Vat., f. 15ra: "Et quia non intendo hic deducere quaestionem sub isto  sensu: Utrum de potentia dei absoluta possit alicui creaturae communicari a deo potentia  creandi, nam ista quaestio locum habebit circa principium quarti libri sententiarum"; Vat.  17va: "quaere in quaestione illa: Utrum Deus possit quodcumque ens corruptum reparare,  libro quarto f." (the ’f’ probably a scribal misreading of ’s[ententiarum]’); Vat. 17vb: "de  quibus videbitur circa principium quarti libri sententiarum”; Vat. 66rb: "probam in prima  quaestione quarti libri ...." Vat. 69vb: "Hoc locum habet tractari in quarto libro et de hoc  ibi videbitur"; Vat. 73vb: "Sed de hoc videbitur in quarto libro”; Vat. 77va: "Sed de ista  materia nihil dico ad praesens definitive, dicam de hoc in quarto libro sententiarum"; Vat.  94ra: "Sic implicaretur difficultas Utrum Deus posset facere motum in instanti. Et de ista  difficultate videbitur in quarto loco, et ideo pertranseo" (again, ’loco’ probably a scribal  "  misreading of ’libro’); Vat. 94va:  ... quia dicunt aliqui quod entitas aevi, de facto  contingenter intrinsece successio, potest fieri a Deo tota simul. Sed de hoc videbitur in  quarto libro"; Vat. 175va: "Et de istis quattuor quaestionibus agetur in tertio libro in  tractatu de partibus imaginis.” Ibid.: "Et de istis quattuor quaestionibus agetur in quarto  libro in tractatu de beatitudine."  ? Univ. 198ra: "De aliis vero tribus quaestionibus motis circa istam distinctionem  require in sexternis extraordinariis in quibus tetigi succincte puncta difficultatum.”; Univ.  210vb: "De ultima quaestione, scilicet Utrum verbum in divinis dicatur notionaliter,  dicetur in sexterno extraordinario ubi patet quod dicitur notionaliter.” It should be noted,  however, that some questions in the additiones to book II are also called quaestiones  extraordinariae.  Michaelis de Masa ...."  ©0 Bologna, Univ. 2214, f. 234vb: "Hic liber es} scriptum in primum SententiarumBologna, Unıuv. 2214, 234 vb: "Hıc lıber est scrı1ptum In prımum Sententiarum
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DATE ICHAEL MASSA’Ss PARISIAN BACCALAUREATE

But dıd Miıchael de Massa ecture the Sentences al arlıs in
2267 We have VE few bıographical detaıls for Miıchael de Massa.
We NOW that he Came from Massa In the reg10n of S1ena and elonge
the Beccucc1 famıly. We also NOW that he Was definitor for h1s province
al the General Chapter of the Augustinian order al Venıce in June 13352;
and that he died al Parıs 1n May 1337 ıle ST1 achelor of eology
and Was urlı1e': wıth Coples of h1is wrıtings al the Augustinian CONvenT ın
Paris The datıng of h1s Sentences aTrYy 1325-26 Was PTO-
DOSe: Dy Tapp [W  ] pleces of evıdence. iıchael Op1In10Ns cıted in

quodlıbetal question of the Augustinıian, James of Pamiers (de
Appamiis)"“, hought have been gıven early ın 1326 the basıs that
SOMMNEC of the authors cıted WEIC actıve ın 1375-26 and that Durand of St
Pourcaın 1$ cıted in the Quodlıbet N bıshop of Puy, position he
ceased hold ın 326 econdly, Tapp introduced supporting information
that Massa ın h1s ar Y book (Unıv. Z Or-v eferred

exander of Elpıidio 4S Dr10T general of the Augustinian Oorder
offıce Alexander ceased hold ın ebruary 1326 when he became bıshop
of ma Since Massa frequently C1Ites hıs fellow Augustinlian, eTar! of
S1ena, wh: read the Sentences al Parıs 1322-:23. Massa’s ar y
boo of the Sentences WOUuU SCCIN have been wrıtten between LD
and 3726

The evıdence fOor PrMINUS Aanlte quem of 3726 ase. James of
Pamıiers and Alexander of Elp1idio 15 NOT dS  N certaın dS has been assumed.
Fırst, the Quodlıbetal question of James of Pamıiers,r what has
been sa1d of 1t; Was probably NOTL Composed ın 1325-26, NOT Wäas 1t NECCESS-

arıly held at Parıs The ftermınus DOst qUEM for the quodlıbet 1s 1324 Since
In OMNC of the quest10ons James refers quaestio that aster Francıs of
archıa determined al Avıgnon, and Francıs WaSs lector al the Franciscan
CONveENnT in Avıgnon fIfrom 3974 13982° The fact that James also C1ıtes

11 Bıbliographia Augustiniana I8l 1renze,
12 PELSTER, Zur ersien Polemik Aureaolı SEINE uästionen und sein

Correctorium eftrı Aureolıi, das Quodlibet des Jacobus de Apamılıs O.E.S.A.,
Franciıscan Studies (1955) 30-4 7, "Quantum ad prımum respondet frater
Michael de Massa Ostrı ordınıs quod sıne alıqua repugnancı1a essenc1a el relatıo vel

alıa, 1S1 1ud ‚gnNeL, SSC CI duo posıtıva eft TE DCI
CONSCQHQUCNS ecIam ualı Sıne mnı dıstınccıone el non-ydemptitate el negacıone
UN1us A10) alıo, servalıs DrOpPT11S DOSILVIS. ”

13 Ibıd, al Contra stas racC10Nes argu1 magıster Francıscus de Malrchia] In
quadam questione, (Qquam determinavıt in urıaTHE QUAESTIONES IN SENTENTIAS OF MICHAEL DE MASSA  195  THE DATE OF MICHAEL DE MASSA’S PARISIAN BACCALAUREATE  But did Michael de Massa lecture on the Sentences at Paris in  1325-26? We have very few biographical details for Michael de Massa.  We know that he came from Massa in the region of Siena and belonged to  the Beccucci family. We also know that he was definitor for his province  at the General Chapter of the Augustinian order at Venice in June 1332,  and that he died at Paris in May 1337 while still a bachelor of theology  and was buried with copies of his writings at the Augustinian convent in  Paris''. The dating of his Sentences commentary to 1325-26 was pro-  posed by Trapp on two pieces of evidence. Michael’s opinions are cited in  a quodlibetal question of the Augustinian, James of Pamiers (de  Appamiis)'*, thought to have been given early in 1326 on the basis that  some of the authors cited were active in 1325-26 and that Durand of St.  Pourcain is cited in the Quodlibet as bishop of Le Puy, a position he  ceased to hold in 1326. Secondly, Trapp introduced supporting information  that Massa in his commentary on book I (Univ. 2214, f. 130r-v) referred  to Alexander of S. Elpidio as prior general of the Augustinian order — an  office Alexander ceased to hold in February 1326 when he became bishop  of Amalfi. Since Massa frequently cites his fellow Augustinian, Gerard of  Siena, who read the Sentences at Paris c.1322-23, Massa’s commentary on  book I of the Sentences would seem to have been written between 1323  and 1326.  The evidence for a terminus ante quem of 1326 based on James of  Pamiers and Alexander of S. Elpidio is not as certain as has been assumed.  First, the Quodlibetal question of James of Pamiers, contrary to what has  been said of it, was probably not composed in 1325-26, nor was it necess-  arily held at Paris. The terminus post quem for the quodlibet is 1324, since  in one of the questions James refers to a quaestio that master Francis of  Marchia determined at Avignon, and Francis was lector at the Franciscan  convent in Avignon from 1324 to 1328'°. The fact that James also cites  *! D. A, PERINI, Bibliographia Augustiniana II (Firenze, 1931), 191-92.  * F, PELSTER, Zur ersten Polemik gegen Aureoli: seine Quästionen und sein  Correctorium Petri Aureoli, das Quodlibet des Jacobus de Apamiis O.E.S.A., in  Franciscan Studies 15 (1955), 30-47, at 44: "Quantum ad primum respondet frater  Michael de Massa nostri ordinis quod sine aliqua repugnancia essencia et relatio vel  quecunque alia, nisi aliud repugnet, possunt esse vere duo positiva et habere per  consequens veram dualitatem sine omni distinccione et non-ydemptitate et negacione  unius ab alio, servatis propriis positivis."  ° Ibid, at 44: "Contra istas raciones arguit magister Franciscus de Malrchia] in  quadam questione, quam determinavit in curia ...”
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the of 1ra Gerard Odonı1s) the distinection of 6ESSCINICC and
relatıon and the latter completed hıs lectures the Sentences 1326

DOst quem of 1325 1326 But 1326 15 NOT the
nie quem Ihe reference Durand N bıshop of Le Puy 15 Oun

only the of the Leıipz1ıg ManusCcrT1pt of the quodlıbet later
hand that also describes James of Vıterbo N "doctor inventivus  „m15 If
later of the Le1ipz1ıg manuscr1ıpt remembered Durand for h1s e1g

AS bıshop of Le Puy rather than h1s last YCaIS 4S bıshop of Meaux 1t
has earıng the Lerminus nlte qQUEM of ames u  1  — Nor 15 1L

the Casc that those whose cıted the ul  1  © need have
been present at che dısputatıon f the u  1  ©! Was determined al Parıs ıf
MUuSt ate around 1332 Only regent masters COu determine such d1s-
putatıons at studıum generale and James Was still achelor at the
general chapter al Parıs 3729 but Was doctor of eology Dy the ıme
of the eneral chapter al Venice 1332

What 15 Certain 15 that al the ume Jacques de Pamıiers his
quodlıbetic Michael de Massa had COME hıs attention
And ap: from the ap  TC ate of Pamıers TESCNCY, the only SCCUTC

Anlte QUEM for h1is ul  X  © 15 that provıde Dy ONSUS argas
of Toledo of Pamıiers Ouaestiones quodlibetales el ordinarıiae
the former uperM Sententiarum at Parıs 1 344- 517

Trapp other of evıdence for the 3725 ate 15 MOTre Ssub-

Ibıd al "Ad dem arguunt quıdam alıı Rand eTOldus (OQdonis” The date for
Odonıiıs Sentences COMMENLATYy h1s earlıest known Oork the. colophon
Madrıd, ıbl Nac., Ms. lat. 635, 203v James of Pamıers apparently also refers
OmaAas de Fabılano "quıdam doctor NnOSIr ordınıs" Augustinian eolo2y,
174), and Fabıiano was fulfiıllıng his ONC- [WO-- term regent when, May 1328,
he addressed Dy John y €}| (Chartularıum (/nıversitatis Parısiensis, edıted by
(’HATELAIN and NIFL. (hereafter Cıted CUP) vol 11 (Parıs 310

15 Ibıd al "ds and and des anr! IOMINUS Durandus CDISCODUS
Anıcıiensıs de ordıne predicatorum el aCODus de 1terD10 doctor INnveNLIVUS See Le1ipz1g,
Unıy ıbl 529 ere WEIC al east [WO Augustinıan theologıans Dy the amıc

of James of Vıterbo The reference undoubtedly the famous SUCCESSOT of 11es of
ome the end of the. thirteenth NOL the achelor of theology who read the.
Sentences 1328 I1

16 ] RAPP 5 VOIN Pamıers Lexikon für Theologie und Kırche (1960) col 835
SCC 1so Antıquiores QUAaE extianl definitiones capiıtulorum generalıum Ordinis Analecta
Augustiniana 8 ] and 108 Orme: achelors COU. determıne uodlıbetic
dısputations al esser studıum of the order but ıf that the context of Pamıiers
Quodlıbet IL would still dated closer 1330

KURZINGER, Alfonsus Vargas Toletanus und theologische Einleitungslehre,
Beıträge Geschichte der Phılosophıe und Theologıe des Mittelalters, AAIIL, <
(Münster 1.W., 8A-
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stantıve but also INOTC complicated. OWAII! the beginning of question
three of dıstınction e1g the problem of dıvıne attrıbutes, Michael
introduces 1ın SUCCESSION the Op1n10Ns of Henry of ent; IThomas Aquinas,
A  Our father general” (meanıng the pr10T7 eneral of the Augustinian order al
that tıme), OllOowe: by Godfrey of Fontaıines. ese C1tat10ns, all of1
mention specifically (although NOL Ways correctly) the tıtle and question
of each author’s work eing cıted, indıcated in the margın of Bologna,
Univ. Z214 1 30ra, In the Samlnlıc SC hand N no H n, no T u’ Ho G 'l,
and 'O.Goth , respect1vely. ree columns later Michael refers "magıs-
ter Alexander, meanıng Alexander of Elpidıio, wh 1s frequently cıted
in iıchael ar y book N magıster Alexande Caslıon-
ally "frater Alexande The margınal reference no G „‚ opposıte the
textual identificatiıon of ' certaın venerable doctor, namely OUT father
general in h1is TSst Quodlıbet, 2" COuU stand for - Op1n10 Generalıs, ” but
1t COUuU also stand for the TSst Namne of the authority cıted, d 1n CVOIY
other Cadsc ın the margıns of thıs manuscr1pt, CXCEDL for SCotus, who 15
cıted Dy last Name OT N Johannes Scotus!® If Alexander Was the Pr10T
general iın question, it 15 surpriısıng that the margın abbrevlation, ; 10
Massa 1imself created, Was nOTL uo A A 0)8 "O.Alex, Just An Was one later
when A  op mgr1 lex  „ 1n the margın identihes .  [0)9) alter1ıus doctor” In the
CX Consequently, the question needs De explore whether the general
eferred Dy assa Was Alexander of Elpidio O E poss1ıbly, ıllıam of
Cremona (1 "Olpin10 Gluillelm1]), who became the Augustin1an general
iımmediately after Alexander ın 3726 and remaıned untıl h1s Cal in
132472

The pOos1ıtı1on of Alexander (de Marchıia) of E1Ip1d10 the dıvıne
attrıbutes Was cıted and discussed Dy al least [W! authors ap from
Michael de Massa. As esSCT1DE: by (jerard of S1ıena and Ihomas of
Strasbourg, Alexander agree: wıth Henry of en that the dıistiınction of
attrıbutes in God Was distinction of ICasSONMN nad intra  n that dıd NOL entaıl
an Y comparıson In the created order, nad extra  LA Alexander modihed
enTYy’'S posıtıion Dy insıstıng that the distiınction of attrıbutes nad intra”
Was nOTL ase an Y internal Comparıson (JI negotlatıve aCcCTl but Dy

13 should be noted that the scrıbe NOL sımply transferring the margin hat he
read in the I(6Xt. As wıth INa Yy fourteenth-century Sentences commentarıes, these margınal
NOLES In Michael de Massa’s COomMmMentary en ıdentify authors (usually INOTC

CONLeMpOTarYy authors who NOL eferred In the text by Nam! (e.g., "qui lam.” är 71R M
"quıdam alıus doctor”).



19% W J COURIENAY

sımple intuition*?. erar‘ of S1ena the further
informatiıon that Alexander ’s pos1ti1on Was DutL forward in the second
question of nN1S TSst Quodlibet””.

In addıtiıon Michael de Massa’s reference the position of the
Augustinıan general the dıvıne attrıbutes, Miıchael also refers three
columns later the posıtion of exander of Elp1dio the Samlle 1Ssue
4S ıf the posıtion of Alexander 1$ eing introduced for the TSst time. Hıs
descrıption of Alexander’s pos1ıtion al thıs point coincıdes wıth the position
attrıbuted Alexander Dy erar!‘ of S1ena and Ihomas of Strasbourg“‘.
When that posıtıon 15 Compared the pos1ition of the Augustinıan general
e€sCT1DE! earlıer Dy Massa, the pOs1t10Ns simılar but NnOTL identical. Ihe
gener:  S posı1t1on, N .S670E Dy Massa, does reject an Yy internal
comparatıve rat10Cc1ınatlon and does employ the distinctive nAl  andrıne?”"
phrase AB  per sımplicem intultum , but ın place of dıstınction "secundum
ratiıonem, assa attrıbutes the Augustini1an general dıstınction
"aCcCtualıter ©1 completive” language that 0€Ss NOT aAaDDCAI ın an Yy of the
three descr1iptions of Alexander’s posı1t1on, but 1C Massa dıd appIy in

19 OFr SIENA, In prımum Sententiarum, dıst. Z Z 1CagO, Univ. ıb
Ms A fol eo sıt 1US odus dıcendiı quem ponıt magıster Alexander: |marg
Opin10 magıstrı Alexandrı de archıa| SUO quodlıbet, 8 dıcens quod diıstincho
ttrıbutorum Ssumiıtur DCI intellectum dıyınum ad intra, NONMN quod DCI actum negotlatıvum,
SIıCut probat praefata OP1IN10, sed DCI sımplicem intulıtum. alıs SUNCHO ratlonıs in
essentıa dıyına est Pr107 dıstınctione realı In creaturı1s; CT RO diıstıncti0 TUum In
essentlia dıyına NOMN sumıiıtur creaturıs; DCI CONSCYUCHS aD ntra. Ergo DCI
sımplıcem intuıtum 1lam dıstınchonem educıt sıne mMnı comparatıone ad
xtra.  A STRASBOURG, C’ommentarıa In HIT Libros Sententiarum, 1, 6,
(Venice, 1564), "Diıcıt CIRO lle OCIOr marg exander Oordınıs Augustini],
quod rat1ones attrıbutales SUnNnt potentia dıstinguıbiles In essentia dıvına, DCT hoc dıffert
ab allıs de formalıtatıbus, quı dicunt, quod sınt aCcCtu formalıter i1stınctae. Per hNOC autem,
quod 1C1!| intellectum dıvinum dıstınguere ab intra, dıffert ab 18. quı pOoNunt talem
dıstınctionem fıerı solum In ordıne ad Creatiuras. Et tert10, quod Uhıs dıstiıncHo0o f1at
DCI sımplıcem intuıtum, el NON CI intellectum COMparanie dıyınam essentiam sub ratıone
UN1IUS attrıbuti ad se1psam Ssub ratıone alter1us attrıbutı quıa 1DSO, quod potentialıter
SUNL in dıyına essentia quanium ad 1stam dıstınchonem ration1s DCI sımplıcem intu1tum
intellectus perfecte essentiam Cognoscent1s, talıs 1SUNCUHO educıtur in el DCI hOoc
dıffert ab ıllıs, ratiıones addux1ı proxime an  N istum.”

hıs informatıon 15 contaıned in the Chıcago manuscrı1ıpt (see DreV1IOUS nOtLe), In
adua, ıbl Unıv., 2229, and probably In other manuscr1pts of erar‘ ell

MICHAEL MASSA, In prımum Sententiarum, S, (Bologna, Unıv. 2214,
130vb): lıa OP1IN10 alterıus doctorı1s marg OP<1N10> mag<1sbDrI1 Alex<andrı>
QJuaC 1C1!| quod attrıbuta dıyına dıstınguuntur secundum ratıonem absque mnı habıtudıne
ad eXUa, ei hoc DCI dıyınum intellectum NONMN quıdem collatıonum ve]l negotiorum, sed
attıngentem sımplıcı intultu essentiam dıyınam.“
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h1s descr1ptions of the pOS1t10NS of Henry of en and Godfrey of
Fontaines“.

On the basıs of these9 1t 15 dıfficult determıne whether
these C1tat1ons ın Miıchael the opınıon of the Augustinıian general and
Alexander represent ON and the Samlle DECISON [W  ®) dıfferent authors. The

of the phrase A  per sımplicem intu1ıtum ” in both (079 NOT
solve the problem, S$1InCe 1ıllıam of Cremona, wrıting after exander,
m1g ell have adopted that of Alexander’s Yet the atter
Can be brought solution. In 1932 Vıctorin Doucet esCTIT1DE
Naples manuscr1ıpt 1 Naz VIN.C.6) that contaıned, IM other
works, the three questi1ons from d AaNONYMOUS u  1  v (If. /ra-
1Orb) 16 [W  ®) YVYCAars later, he identihed 4S belonging Alexander of
Elp1idi0 the basıs of the cıtatiıon in eTar! of S1ena mentioned above“*

[bıd., 13Ora: A: OP1IN10 cCulusdam venerabılıs T1S, scılıcet patrıs nostrı
generalıs, (QUA! 1pse ponıt prımo SUO quodlıbeto, FA ubı IpS1 dıicıt quod attrıbuta dıvına
dıstuınguuntur actualıter completive, fiunt completive plura DCI intellıgendi
dıyınum absque OMnı collatıone In composıta ad intra ve] ad eXLa, sed DCT sımplıcem
intul1tum intellectus dıvıinı. “ Compare thıs wıth Massa’s descr1ption of Henry of Ghent’s
pDOSs1ıt0N, 130Ora: "quod attrıbuta dıyına dıstınguantur NON quıdem actualıter ef completiıve
an  s CUIUSCUMquUE iıntellectus, sed actualıter el completıve dıstınguantur DCI

intellectus dıvinı, NONMN quıdem sımplıcem intultive Pr1USs quıdem
realem dıstınctionem dıyinarum AIu: ad intraTHE QUAESTIONES IN SENTENTIAS OF MICHAEL DE MASSA  199  his descriptions of the positions of Henry of Ghent and Godfrey of  Fontaines?,  On the basis of these passages, it is difficult to determine whether  these citations in Michael to the opinion of the Augustinian general and to  Alexander represent one and the same person or two different authors. The  presence of the phrase "per simplicem intuitum' in both passages does not  solve the problem, since William of Cremona, writing after Alexander,  might well have adopted that part of Alexander’s argument. Yet the matter  can be brought nearer to a solution. In 1932 Victorin Doucet described a  Naples manuscript (Bibl. Naz. VIM.C.6) that contained, among other  works, the first three questions from an anonymous Quodlibet (ff. 7ra-  10rb) which, two years later, he identified as belonging to Alexander of S.  Elpidio on the basis of the citation in Gerard of Siena mentioned above*,  * d £ 130 °  opinio cuiusdam venerabilis doctoris, scilicet patris nostri  generalis, quam ipse ponit primo suo quodlibeto, q. 2, ubi ipsi dicit quod attributa divina  distinguuntur actualiter et completive, et fiunt completive plura per actum intelligendi  divinum absque omni collatione in composita ad intra vel ad extra, sed per simplicem  intuitum intellectus divini.” Compare this with Massa’s description of Henry of Ghent’s  position, f. 130ra: "quod attributa divina distinguantur non quidem actualiter et completive  ante omnem actum cuiluscumque intellectus, sed actualiter et completive distinguantur per  actum intellectus divini, non quidem actum simplicem intuitive transeuntem prius quidem  super realem distinctionem divinarum personarum ad intra ....” and Massa’s description of  Godfrey of Fontaines’s position, f. 130ra: "quod attributa divina distinguuntur actualiter et  completive ....” How this is achieved differs between Henry and Godfrey. For a discussion  of the last two authors’ positions on the divine attributes, see J. F. WIPPEL, The  Metaphysical Thought of Godfrey of Fontaines (Washington, 1981), pp. 115-123.  23 V, DOUCET, in his review of Glorieux’s Repertoire des Maitres en Theologie de  Paris, in Archivum Franciscanum Historicum, 27 (1934), 587: "Le Quodlibet est cit& par  Gerard de Sienne, I Sent.: Est alius modus dicendi quem ponit magister Alexander [en  marge: opinio mag. Alexandri de Marchia] 1° suo quodlibet, q. 2, dicens quod distinctio  attributorum sumitur per intellectum divinum ad intra, non quod per actum negotiativum  ... Sed per simplicem intuitum (Padoue Univ. 2229, f. 44a). Or cette citation correspond  exactement et pour tous les points, au Quodlibet anonyme de MS. de Naples, Nat. VII. C.  6 (f. 7a-10b), que nous avons decrit dans 1I’AFH XXV, 1932, 520. Il n’y a pas de doute,  nous avons la un des quodlibets d’Alexandre de Sant’Elpidio." P. GLORIEUX, La  litt&rature quodlibetique, vol. II (Paris, 1935), 302.  Question 2: "Utrum distinctio  attributorum in essentia divina sumatur per comparationem ad extra vel ad intra.” Only  the first three-and-a-half questions of this anonymous Quodlibet appear in the manuscript  (ff. 7ra-1O0rb), but there is a list in the prologue of all fifteen questions. In the first  question the author refers to his third quodlibet, which means that his regency lasted at  least two years (i.e., two quodlibets per year). Glorieux refers to the numbering of the  questions as a "particularit&" which, added to some other "formules de style,” initially  suggested to him the authorship of Henry of Friemar, OESA or some other Austin Friar.  The contents of the full manuscript are described in V. DOUCET, De Cod. Neapolitano.  VII-C. 6,in AFH 25 (1932), 518-24.and Massa’s description of

Godfrey of Fontaines’s pOosıtion, 1 30OÖra: quod attrıbuta divına dıstınguuntur actualıter el
completiveTHE QUAESTIONES IN SENTENTIAS OF MICHAEL DE MASSA  199  his descriptions of the positions of Henry of Ghent and Godfrey of  Fontaines?,  On the basis of these passages, it is difficult to determine whether  these citations in Michael to the opinion of the Augustinian general and to  Alexander represent one and the same person or two different authors. The  presence of the phrase "per simplicem intuitum' in both passages does not  solve the problem, since William of Cremona, writing after Alexander,  might well have adopted that part of Alexander’s argument. Yet the matter  can be brought nearer to a solution. In 1932 Victorin Doucet described a  Naples manuscript (Bibl. Naz. VIM.C.6) that contained, among other  works, the first three questions from an anonymous Quodlibet (ff. 7ra-  10rb) which, two years later, he identified as belonging to Alexander of S.  Elpidio on the basis of the citation in Gerard of Siena mentioned above*,  * d £ 130 °  opinio cuiusdam venerabilis doctoris, scilicet patris nostri  generalis, quam ipse ponit primo suo quodlibeto, q. 2, ubi ipsi dicit quod attributa divina  distinguuntur actualiter et completive, et fiunt completive plura per actum intelligendi  divinum absque omni collatione in composita ad intra vel ad extra, sed per simplicem  intuitum intellectus divini.” Compare this with Massa’s description of Henry of Ghent’s  position, f. 130ra: "quod attributa divina distinguantur non quidem actualiter et completive  ante omnem actum cuiluscumque intellectus, sed actualiter et completive distinguantur per  actum intellectus divini, non quidem actum simplicem intuitive transeuntem prius quidem  super realem distinctionem divinarum personarum ad intra ....” and Massa’s description of  Godfrey of Fontaines’s position, f. 130ra: "quod attributa divina distinguuntur actualiter et  completive ....” How this is achieved differs between Henry and Godfrey. For a discussion  of the last two authors’ positions on the divine attributes, see J. F. WIPPEL, The  Metaphysical Thought of Godfrey of Fontaines (Washington, 1981), pp. 115-123.  23 V, DOUCET, in his review of Glorieux’s Repertoire des Maitres en Theologie de  Paris, in Archivum Franciscanum Historicum, 27 (1934), 587: "Le Quodlibet est cit& par  Gerard de Sienne, I Sent.: Est alius modus dicendi quem ponit magister Alexander [en  marge: opinio mag. Alexandri de Marchia] 1° suo quodlibet, q. 2, dicens quod distinctio  attributorum sumitur per intellectum divinum ad intra, non quod per actum negotiativum  ... Sed per simplicem intuitum (Padoue Univ. 2229, f. 44a). Or cette citation correspond  exactement et pour tous les points, au Quodlibet anonyme de MS. de Naples, Nat. VII. C.  6 (f. 7a-10b), que nous avons decrit dans 1I’AFH XXV, 1932, 520. Il n’y a pas de doute,  nous avons la un des quodlibets d’Alexandre de Sant’Elpidio." P. GLORIEUX, La  litt&rature quodlibetique, vol. II (Paris, 1935), 302.  Question 2: "Utrum distinctio  attributorum in essentia divina sumatur per comparationem ad extra vel ad intra.” Only  the first three-and-a-half questions of this anonymous Quodlibet appear in the manuscript  (ff. 7ra-1O0rb), but there is a list in the prologue of all fifteen questions. In the first  question the author refers to his third quodlibet, which means that his regency lasted at  least two years (i.e., two quodlibets per year). Glorieux refers to the numbering of the  questions as a "particularit&" which, added to some other "formules de style,” initially  suggested to him the authorship of Henry of Friemar, OESA or some other Austin Friar.  The contents of the full manuscript are described in V. DOUCET, De Cod. Neapolitano.  VII-C. 6,in AFH 25 (1932), 518-24.How thıs 15 achieved dıffers ween Henry and Godirey For dıscussıon
of the last [WO authors’ DOSIUONS the dıvıne attrıbutes,
Metaphysical Thought of Godfrey of Fontaines (Washıngton, 1151423

In n1Is TeVIEW of Glorieux’s Repertoire des Maitres Theologie de
Parıs, in Archivum Francıscanum Hıstorıcum, (1934) 58 / O Quodlibet est C1te
erar‘ de. Sıenne, Sent. Est 1US MOdus dicendı QUEM ponLı magıster Alexander en
INa OpINLO Alexandrı de Marchia|] IO quodlıbet, AA dicens quod distinctio
attrıbhutorum Sumıtur DEr intellectum dıyınum AaAd Intra, non quod DeET negotiatıvyumTHE QUAESTIONES IN SENTENTIAS OF MICHAEL DE MASSA  199  his descriptions of the positions of Henry of Ghent and Godfrey of  Fontaines?,  On the basis of these passages, it is difficult to determine whether  these citations in Michael to the opinion of the Augustinian general and to  Alexander represent one and the same person or two different authors. The  presence of the phrase "per simplicem intuitum' in both passages does not  solve the problem, since William of Cremona, writing after Alexander,  might well have adopted that part of Alexander’s argument. Yet the matter  can be brought nearer to a solution. In 1932 Victorin Doucet described a  Naples manuscript (Bibl. Naz. VIM.C.6) that contained, among other  works, the first three questions from an anonymous Quodlibet (ff. 7ra-  10rb) which, two years later, he identified as belonging to Alexander of S.  Elpidio on the basis of the citation in Gerard of Siena mentioned above*,  * d £ 130 °  opinio cuiusdam venerabilis doctoris, scilicet patris nostri  generalis, quam ipse ponit primo suo quodlibeto, q. 2, ubi ipsi dicit quod attributa divina  distinguuntur actualiter et completive, et fiunt completive plura per actum intelligendi  divinum absque omni collatione in composita ad intra vel ad extra, sed per simplicem  intuitum intellectus divini.” Compare this with Massa’s description of Henry of Ghent’s  position, f. 130ra: "quod attributa divina distinguantur non quidem actualiter et completive  ante omnem actum cuiluscumque intellectus, sed actualiter et completive distinguantur per  actum intellectus divini, non quidem actum simplicem intuitive transeuntem prius quidem  super realem distinctionem divinarum personarum ad intra ....” and Massa’s description of  Godfrey of Fontaines’s position, f. 130ra: "quod attributa divina distinguuntur actualiter et  completive ....” How this is achieved differs between Henry and Godfrey. For a discussion  of the last two authors’ positions on the divine attributes, see J. F. WIPPEL, The  Metaphysical Thought of Godfrey of Fontaines (Washington, 1981), pp. 115-123.  23 V, DOUCET, in his review of Glorieux’s Repertoire des Maitres en Theologie de  Paris, in Archivum Franciscanum Historicum, 27 (1934), 587: "Le Quodlibet est cit& par  Gerard de Sienne, I Sent.: Est alius modus dicendi quem ponit magister Alexander [en  marge: opinio mag. Alexandri de Marchia] 1° suo quodlibet, q. 2, dicens quod distinctio  attributorum sumitur per intellectum divinum ad intra, non quod per actum negotiativum  ... Sed per simplicem intuitum (Padoue Univ. 2229, f. 44a). Or cette citation correspond  exactement et pour tous les points, au Quodlibet anonyme de MS. de Naples, Nat. VII. C.  6 (f. 7a-10b), que nous avons decrit dans 1I’AFH XXV, 1932, 520. Il n’y a pas de doute,  nous avons la un des quodlibets d’Alexandre de Sant’Elpidio." P. GLORIEUX, La  litt&rature quodlibetique, vol. II (Paris, 1935), 302.  Question 2: "Utrum distinctio  attributorum in essentia divina sumatur per comparationem ad extra vel ad intra.” Only  the first three-and-a-half questions of this anonymous Quodlibet appear in the manuscript  (ff. 7ra-1O0rb), but there is a list in the prologue of all fifteen questions. In the first  question the author refers to his third quodlibet, which means that his regency lasted at  least two years (i.e., two quodlibets per year). Glorieux refers to the numbering of the  questions as a "particularit&" which, added to some other "formules de style,” initially  suggested to him the authorship of Henry of Friemar, OESA or some other Austin Friar.  The contents of the full manuscript are described in V. DOUCET, De Cod. Neapolitano.  VII-C. 6,in AFH 25 (1932), 518-24.sed DEr sımplicem intuLtum adoue Unıv. 2229, 44a) Or Ceite Cıtation COITTeSPON
exacCciementT ei DOUT [OUS les DO1N! Quodlıbet aNONYME de de Naples, Nat. VII

(f. 7a-10b), u OUus de dans L’ AF AAV, 1932, 520 Nn y de oute,
OUuSs la des quodlıbets d’Alexandre de Sant’Elpidio." GLORIEUX, La
lıtterature quodlibetique, vol {{ (Parıs, 302 uestion "Utrum dıstincto
ttrıbutorum In essentia dıvına Sumaliur DCI cComparatıonem ad exira vel ad intra.”" Only
the first three-and-a-hal questi1ons of thıs Quodlıbet in the manuscrIıpt
(If. /ra-10Orb), Dut ere 1s 1st In the prologue of all fiıfteen questons. In the first
question the author refers h1s ırd quodlıbet, 1C INCalNls that his ICBCHNCY ası al
east [WO yYCars (LE, [WO qu  ı1be PCT year) Glorieux refers the numberıng of the
questions A "particularıte” whıiıch, SOMMNC other "formules de style,  ” inıtlally
suggeste hım the authorshıp of Henry of Friemar, ESA SOMMC er Austın Frıar.
The of the full manuscrı1pt described ın De Cod Neapolitano.
VII 6, in Z (1932)



Now that have three descriptions of Alexander’s posıtion and SUppOTT-
ing argumentatıon N ell AaSs Massa’s description of the position of the
Augustinıan general, the Naples manuscrI1pt needs be rechecked.
Wıllıam of (Cremona also authored several qu  3  ets Iwo quest10ns from
h1is 1T quodlıbet in that Samlle Naples manuscript, and the FSt
question of the quodlıbets attrıbuted exander Dy Doucet refers
question in 1ts author’s hırd quodlibet“. In the form ın W have 1t,
the latter IC.XT Wäas edıted and probably reorganızed after later quodlıbets
WEIC completed. In 1g of that, 1t 1S NnOL imposs1ible that [W!  S authors,
closely related iın time, place, and rel1g210us order, m1g AaITaN SC theır
questi1ons in sım1lar opıcal

ere 1$ ON other plece of evıdence, however, noted but nNnOTL ut1-
1Ze' DYy Trapp, that O€s SUppPOTT early ate for the vers1ion of Massa’s
aTY boo contaiıned In Bologna, Univ. 2212 oughout that
manuscrı1pt Aquinas 15 eferred N irater Thomas, ”Sanctus
Thomas, suggesting ate of Composition before (Or aft least NOTL long
after) Thomas’ canon1zatıon ın July The other Bolognese INanlu-

scr1pt of Massa’s In prımum sententiarum, olleg10 dı Spagna Ms 4 9
changes almost all these references "Ssanctus IThomas Such change
m1g SCCII natural for an Y scr1be Copyıng texti after 1324, but N Was

noted above, Uniuv. 2214 itself Wäas copled Dy the Samıe scr1ıbe ASs Vat. lat.
1087, IC refers Aquınas dAS "sanctus IThomas Assuming that these
last [W:  e) manuscr1pts WETIC copled after 1324, probably after the ea of
Massa, 1t 1S surprisıng that the scr1be remaıned al his exemplar of
book in thıs regar! and dıd NOTL COTTECI Thomas tiıtle Indeed, the change
from 'frater Thomas "Ssanctus Thomas ın the Bolognese INanlu-

sCT1pts MaYy NOTL be result of scr1bal cCorrection but the result of later
redaction. The ICXT of the olleg10 dı Spagna manuscrı1ıpt dıffers al
number of po1inNts Irom that Oun iın Univ. 2718 and also has NOTL
OUuUnNn! In the latter manuscript“®. But WEIC those changes introduced when
Massa revised h1s {e XI after eadıng the Sentences al arls, CI does the IX T

% Naples, Bıbl Naz., ur 72vb-73va: C£. GLORIEUX, liıtterature
quodlibetique IL, 116 Ihe questions 18 S1X and SCVECII 1n SCQUCNICE in thıs
Quodlıbet, but in ITE VEISC order In the manuscrI1pt, whiıich indıcates they WEIC known Dy
numbers. IMay also that the. [WO quest1ons from "magıster Guiullelmus” in the Naples
manuscr1pt, {f. 1Ova-14rb, that ollows ımmediately UDO! the. quodlıbetic
questions, also Dy Wıllıam of T1emoOona.

The fact tha:. In Unıv. 2214 SCOtuSs 18 cıted "Johannes SCOtusS” also
early

%® Compare, fr example, Bologna Unıv. 2214, 4A7lr and Bologna, Colleg1ı0 dı
Spagna 40, 38v; Unıv., 50r-5S0v, and S5Spagna, V-  ” Unıv., 55v-5S5v, and
pagna, 521r-52v
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oun ın Univ. 7714 represent pre-Parısıan version?
Tapp Was ultımately cConvınced that 1325-26 Was the ate for

Massa’s Parısıan baccalaureate, but aft Varı0us pOolINts ın hıs 956 artıcle he
also eferred Massa’s ar Yy the Sentences N lectura lecto-
F1S, serles of lectures 0)8 questions wrıtten urıng the per10d of the
lectorate, that 18 the per10 between the five VYCars inıtlal study in eology
and the point al 1C ıf ONEC WeIiIC fortunate, ON W das chosen
Parıs 4S sententiarius?!. urıng these 4S lector, A COu last
ell VCI decade, ON taught 1ın the Varı0us Studia of the provınce.
Gregory of Rımin1i1, for example, after h1s YCaI>S of inıtlal study at Parıs,
ectured for twelve VCAars in VarlOous sStudia in northern aly (specıfically
Bologna, adua, and Perugıla) before eing appointed read the Sentences
at Paris  28 imi1larly, the perT10: of lectorate and baccalaureate for
Dıonysius de Multina Was fourteen YCaI>s inclusive.””

The Sentences of Peter Lombard Wäas OMNC of the maJor
IC lectures WOUu be needed ın the provıncıal Studla, and eCctors
Oou that task Ouft of currıcular need d ell 4S preparatıon for
their time aSs sententiarıu4s In studıum generale. Ihıs Was NnOTL peculıar-
1ty of the Augustinıan educatıonal SySteEmM. It became COMMON ın the four-
teenth for prospective bachelors read the Sentences al lesser
studiıum of the order before advancıng the eve of acnhnelor al Parıs
Pre-universıty lectures the Sentences have urvıved for Peter Aureol,
alter Chatton, dam odeham, and the Augustinıan John of Burgos”.

It has commonly been assumed that pre-university lectures the
Sentences WEIC wrıtten wıthın IW  ®) OT three VCAars of becoming un1ıversity

27 YPMA, La formation des professeurs chez les ermutes de Saıint Augustin de 1256
1354 (Parıs, 42-45

I, D (#1097) For re-examınatıon of these bıographical etaıls,
MARCOLINO, "Eınleitung,” In ARIMINENSIS OKESA Lectura Super Primum el
Secundum Sententiarum, [ RAPP and ARCOLINO, (Berlın,
X1-XVIL.

29 1, #952 x  quı In Parısıiensi Qual In alııs tudıls generalıbus
quatuordecım annıs egerat el Sententias In dıicto studı0 Parısiensiı compleveratTHEQUAESTIONES IN SENTENTIAS OF MICHAEL DE MASSA  201  found in Univ. 2214 represent a pre-Parisian version?  Trapp was ultimately convinced that 1325-26 was the date for  Massa’s Parisian baccalaureate, but at various points in his 1956 article he  also referred to Massa’s commentary on the Sentences as a lectura lecto-  ris, a series of lectures or questions written during the period of the  lectorate, that is the period between the five years initial study in theology  and the point at which, if one were fortunate, one was chosen to return to  Paris as sententiarius”. During these years as lector, which could last  well over a decade, one taught in the various studia of the province.  Gregory of Rimini, for example, after his years of initial study at Paris,  lectured for twelve years in various sfudia in northern Italy (specifically  Bologna, Padua, and Perugia) before being appointed to read the Sentences  at Paris”. Similarly, the period of lectorate and baccalaureate for  Dionysius de Mutina was fourteen years inclusive.”  The Sentences of Peter Lombard was one of the major texts on  which lectures would be needed in the provincial studia, and lectors no  doubt fulfilled that task out of curricular need as well as preparation for  their time as sententiarius in a studium generale. This was not a peculiar-  ity of the Augustinian educational system. It became common in the four-  teenth century for prospective bachelors to read the Sentences at a lesser  studium of the order before advancing to the level of bachelor at Paris.  Pre-university lectures on the Sentences have survived for Peter Aureol,  Walter Chatton, Adam Wodeham, and the Augustinian John of Burgos®.  It has commonly been assumed that pre-university lectures on the  Sentences were written within two or three years of becoming a university  ” E. YPMA, La formation des professeurs chez les ermites de Saint Augustin de 1256  ä 1354 (Paris, 1956), pp. 42-45.  %® CUP II, 557 (#1097). For a re-examination of these biographical details, see V.  MARCOLINO, "Einleitung,” in GREGORIUS ARIMINENSIS OESA Lectura Super Primum et  Secundum Sententiarum, ed. A. D. TRAPP and V. MARCOLINO, Bd. 1 (Berlin, 1981), pp.  Xi-XVil.  ” CUP I, 404, #952: "qui tam in Parisiensi quam in aliis studiis generalibus  quatuordecim annis legerat et Sententias in dicto studio Parisiensi compleverat ...."  * K. H. TACHAU, French Theology in the mid-fourteenth century, in Archives  d’histoire doctrinale et litt&raire du moyen äge 51 (1984), 41-80, at 55-59. John of  Burgos read the Sentences at Amiens five years before he revised them for presentation at  Paris as sententiarius. James of Pamiers’s citation of Massa’s opinions does not change  this picture, since Pamier’s Quodlibet, as we have seen, could date to the mid-to-late  1330s, after Massa’s baccalaureate. Moreover, citing another scholar before the latter’s  baccalaureate, while unusual, is not unheard of. Walter Chatton cited and discussed the  opinions of one of his own precocious theological students, namely Adam Wodeham,  some eight or ten years before Wodeham became sententiarius at Oxford; see G. GAL,  introduction to Ockham, Summa logicae, 53*-54*,JT ACHAU, French I’heology In the mid-fourteenth Cenltury, In Archives
d'’ histoire doctrinale el litteraire du MO YEN age 51 (1984) 41-80, al 55-59 John of
Burgos read the Sentences al Amıiens five YCaIrs before he. revised them for presentation al
Parıs sententLiarıus. ames of Pamıiers’s Cıtatıon of Massa’s OPIN10NS does NOL change
thıs pıcture, SINCE Pamıier’s Quodlıbet, have SCCHL, could the mıd-to-late
S: after Massa’s baccalaureate Moreover, cıung another scholar before the latter
baccalaureate, ıle unusual, 18 NOL unheard of. Walter Chatton Cıted and discussed the
OPIN10NS of ON of hıs OW PreCOCIOUS theologıcal tudents, namely Adam Wodeham,
SOME e1g ten yYCars ore. W odeham became sententLiarıus al Oxford: GAL,
introduction ckham, S umma log1iCae, n N_ SAR
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sententiarıus. But th1ıs impress1ion 1$ derıved from the fact that all
bachelors usually the yYCar eIOre theır Hirst sentential ecture In
preparatıon for that task, and SOINC of the pre-unıversity ectures cıted
above, mMOSstT of them Francıscan, Can be placed ın the VCAars immediately
preceding the OIT1IC12. un1ivers1ıty lectures But other mendicant order had
4S long per10d of pre-baccalaureate teachıng 4S the Augustinlans, and the
examınatıon and appomntment of eCtOrs wıthın the Augustinian order CICG-

dentialed them ecture anı y of the required of the theologıica.
ST Ihus, 1f the text of Bologna, Univ. 27214 1$ ectura lectoris, 4S

Trapp suspected, then the reference the opınıon of the Pr10T general
dıvıne attrıhbutes 1$ Just 4S much of the pre-un1vers1ity lectures d

eferring Aquınas dS "frater Thomas And iın 1g of the fact that the
lectorate credentialed ONC ecture anı y of the requıred there 18

WaY of determinıng al what poıint ın the lectorate ONeE m1g egın
COMPDOSC lectures the Sentences.

ere 18 CaS Y WaYy determıne whether the version of Massa’s
In prımum sententiarum belongs h1s baccalaureate 0)8 h1is pre-bacca-
laureate VCAars Aas lector, and ıf the latter, when urıng h1s lectorate they
m1g have been wriıtten. Yet the fact that Michael de Massa dıed al arls

al least111e relatıvely and ST1 achelor of theology”
twelve VCars after the IGX of h1s ar Y book in Univ. 29214

inclined VICW that teExXt N pre-Parısıan, pre-baccalaureate version
of the aTYy he later SaVC AS sententiarıus at the (irands Augustins
CONvent 1ın Parıs 'Ihat latter need NnOTL have OCCcurred before he WasSs

appoıinted definitor for hıs proviınce at the Venice chapter iın 1342 Gregory
Oof Rımin1, ıle lector al the CONvent of Bologna iın 133% Was appoıted
definitor fOor that province at the General Chapter ın Sıena, four
before he became sententiarıus al Paris  32 In short, Massa’’s readıng of the
Sentences al Parıs mMust have OCCurred after that of eTal! of S1ena,
1323 and before Massa’s ea In 1337 but NONC of the evidence de-
ser1bed above requıres us ate h1s Parısıan ectura at an Yy partıcular
pomint wıthın that

Tapp Was incliıned date Massa’s baccalaureate early, 1ın 1325-26,
and explaın h1ıs aılure advance the doctorate grounds of h1s
eing blocked delayed fOr ideological ITCcasONS, namely that h1s sSuppose
adherence the .  ultra-Aegıdıan  M placed hım Outft of favor urıng the

4] Bibliographia Augustiniana IL, 191 "decessıt Parısiuls dıe maı annO 133
CUMM adhuc Baccalaureus er in tlorıda sepultusque funt In NOsSLra ecclesıa, e1 In
1US sepulchro subsıgnata volumına edıta202  W.J. COURTENAY  sententiarius. But this impression is derived from the fact that all  bachelors usually spent the year before their first sentential lecture in  preparation for that task, and some of the pre-university lectures cited  above, most of them Franciscan, can be placed in the years immediately  preceding the official university lectures. But no other mendicant order had  as long a period of pre-baccalaureate teaching as the Augustinians, and the  examination and appointment of lectors within the Augustinian order cre-  dentialed them to lecture on any of the required texts of the theological  program. Thus, if the text of Bologna, Univ. 2214 is a lectura lectoris, as  Trapp suspected, then the reference to the opinion of the prior general on  divine attributes is just as much a part of the pre-university lectures as  referring to Aquinas as "frater Thomas". And in light of the fact that the  lectorate credentialed one to lecture on any of the required texts, there is  no way of determining at what point in the lectorate one might begin to  compose lectures on the Sentences.  There is no easy way to determine whether the version of Massa’s  In primum sententiarum belongs to his baccalaureate or to his pre-bacca-  laureate years as lector, and if the latter, when during his lectorate they  might have been written. Yet the fact that Michael de Massa died at Paris  at least  while relatively young and still a bachelor of theology“”'  twelve years after the text of his commentary on book I in Univ. 2214 —  I am inclined to view that text as a pre-Parisian, pre-baccalaureate version  of the commentary he later gave as sententiarius at the Grands Augustins  convent in Paris. That latter event need not have occurred before he was  appointed definitor for his province at the Venice chapter in 1332. Gregory  of Rimini, while lector at the convent of Bologna in 1338 was appointed  definitor for that province at the General Chapter in Siena, four years  before he became sententiarius at Paris®. In short, Massa’s reading of the  Sentences at Paris must have occurred after that of Gerard of Siena, c.  1323, and before Massa’s death in 1337, but none of the evidence de-  scribed above requires us to date his Parisian lectura at any particular  point within that range.  Trapp was inclined to date Massa’s baccalaureate early, in 1325-26,  and to explain his failure to advance to the doctorate on grounds of his  being blocked or delayed for ideological reasons, namely that his supposed  adherence to the "ultra-Aegidians" placed him out of favor during the  3 PERINI, Bibliographia Augustiniana IL, 191: "decessit Parisiis die 10 mai anno 1337,  cum adhuc esset Baccalaureus et in florida aetate, sepultusque fuit in nostra ecclesia, et in  eius sepulchro subsignata volumina a se edita ...."  2 MARCOLINO, "Einleitung," xii.MARCOLINO, "Eınleitung, ” ‚6J
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generalshıp of Wıllıam of Cremona’®. But 1f ON dates hıs baccalaureate
later, iın the late OT early S7 then what AaDDCAaISs be elay In
promotion the magı1ısterıum becomes INOTC understandable Parısıan StTat-
ufes ın the and requıred mınımum S1X-year perT10| between
eadıng the Sentences and promotıon the magıster1um, urıng C
time the Orme achelor WasSs expected be ın residence aft Parıs and
partıcıpate ın disputations”. Since there 15 evidence that Massa sought
OT obtaıned papa. exemption from thıs rule (18.. promotion gratia), An

Man Yy others dıd urıng the pontificate of John AXAAXII, MAaY A4aSSUMmMe that
the rule apphed hım The normal walting peTI1O: IMNaYy have been delayed
CVCH INOITIC Dy papa. intervention in the PITOCCSS of appoıntments read the
Sentences and promotıion the magısterıum at Parıs Since only ONEe

achelor in rel1g10us Order COu read the Sentences iın anı y ON academıiıc
VCAT, and S1ince promotion the magısterıum by anı y entaıled
oblıgatıon of TESCNCY (at least for the better 9} of academiıc year) and
residency (part of 1C COUu be as magister Anon regens), CVOCTY
papa insertion into the of candıdates estabDblıshe: Dy the general
chapter of the Oorder elay In the advancement of OÖIMNCOMNC else.
Despite the of the Augustinian order CMNSUTC that promotions
DEr litteram DEr hullam dıd NOTL disadvantage those eekıng promotion
r120F0Se, these intervent1Oons probably dıd delays. The records of the
Augustinıian eneral chapters urıng the later YCaIs of John’s pontificate
attest the tensions caused Dy papa. interventlon. And 1t Was probably
cCcommodate the needs of candıdates in the rel1g10us orders that urıng
the Q} per10d John attempted bend Parısıan practice Dy DICSSUT-
ıng the chancellor OW desıgnated mendicants read the Sentences
urıng the SUTMNIMMECT vacatıon, beginnıng d SC()OIMN d the ON eadıng uring
the academıc yYCal COUu be persuaded "complete” HIS lectures.

Neıther the S$1X-year rule 1910)8 the interposing of other candıdates Can

explaın elay of INOTC than twelve YCaIs between the Dbaccalaureate and

I1 RAPP, Augustinian Theology,
In A  DD of 13238 requesung promotıion gratia of Pıerre Ooger ater Clement

VI), John XII eferred the SIX-yeCar rule, I, BEZ: #8272 on obstantıbus quod
LeEMPOTS lecture SUC ıbrı ntentiarum SCX aNNOTuUumM spatıum mınıme Sıt elapsum, DCT
YJUOTUM spatıum de CcCOoONsuetudıne SCH StatuLo ejusdem studıl debent, dıcıtur, acalarıı
CXDECCLare, Dr1usquam ad magısterıum In dıcta scıentia presententur And In sımılar

In 1 344 from Clement VI behalf of of St Denıs, IL,
#1093) "necnon lıbros ententiarum laudabılıter, jJam Sıt in SsecCundo MNO inclusıve
DOSL eandem ecturamTI-IEQUAESTIONES IN SENTENTIAS OF MICHAEL DE MASSA  203  generalship of William of Cremona”. But if one dates his baccalaureate  later, in the late 1320s or early 1330s, then what appears to be a delay in  promotion to the magisterium becomes more understandable. Parisian stat-  utes in the 1320s and 1330s required a minimum six-year period between  reading the Sentences and promotion to the magisterium, during which  time the formed bachelor was expected to be in residence at Paris and to  participate in disputations*. Since there is no evidence that Massa sought  or obtained a papal exemption from this rule (i.e., promotion ex gratia), as  many others did during the pontificate of John XXII, we may assume that  the rule applied to him. The normal waiting period may have been delayed  even more by papal intervention in the process of appointments to read the  Sentences and promotion to the magisterium at Paris. Since only one  bachelor in a religious order could read the Sentences in any one academic  year, and since promotion to the magisterium by any means entailed an  obligation of regency (at least for the better part of an academic year) and  residency (part of which could be fulfilled as magister non regens), every  papal insertion into the sequence of candidates established by the general  cChapter of the order meant a delay in the advancement of someone else.  Despite the attempts of the Augustinian order to ensure that promotions  per litteram or per bullam did not disadvantage those seeking promotion  rigorose, these interventions probably did cause delays. The records of the  Augustinian general chapters during the later years of John’s pontificate  attest to the tensions caused by papal intervention. And it was probably to  accommodate the needs of candidates in the religious orders that during  the 1332-1334 period John attempted to bend Parisian practice by pressur-  ing the chancellor to allow designated mendicants to read the Sentences  during the summer vacation, beginning as soon as the one reading during  the academic year could be persuaded to "complete" his lectures.  Neither the six-year rule nor the interposing of other candidates can  explain a delay of more than twelve years between the baccalaureate and  3 TRAPP, Augustinian Theology, 170-73.  % In a letter of 1323 requesting promotion ex gratia of Pierre Roger (later Clement  VI), John XXII referred to the six-year rule, CUP II, 272, #822: "Non obstantibus quod a  tempore lecture sue libri Sententiarum sex annorum spatium minime sit elapsum, per  quorum spatium de consuetudine seu statuto ejusdem studii debent, ut dicitur, bacalarıi  expectare, priusquam ad magisterium in dicta scientia presententur ....” And in a similar  letter in 1344 from Clement VI on behalf of Bertaud of St. Denis, CUP II, 551-52,  #1093): "necnon libros Sententiarum laudabiliter, cum jam sit in secundo anno inclusive  post eandem lecturam .... Non obstantibus quod a tempore lecture sue libri Sententiarum  sex annorum spacium minime sit elapsum, per quorum spatium de consuetudine seu  statuto ejusdem studii debent, ut dicitur, bacalarıi expectare, priusquam ad magisterium in  dicta scientia presententur ...."Non obstantıbus quod I[CeMDOTEC lecture SUC ıbrı Sententiarum
SCX ANNOTUM spacıum mınıme S1it elapsum, DCI O] spatıum de cOonsuetudıne SCH

ejusdem studı1 nt, ul dıcıtur, bacalarıı CXDpeClare, priusquam ad magısterıum in
dıcta scıentia |9)TI-IEQUAESTIONES IN SENTENTIAS OF MICHAEL DE MASSA  203  generalship of William of Cremona”. But if one dates his baccalaureate  later, in the late 1320s or early 1330s, then what appears to be a delay in  promotion to the magisterium becomes more understandable. Parisian stat-  utes in the 1320s and 1330s required a minimum six-year period between  reading the Sentences and promotion to the magisterium, during which  time the formed bachelor was expected to be in residence at Paris and to  participate in disputations*. Since there is no evidence that Massa sought  or obtained a papal exemption from this rule (i.e., promotion ex gratia), as  many others did during the pontificate of John XXII, we may assume that  the rule applied to him. The normal waiting period may have been delayed  even more by papal intervention in the process of appointments to read the  Sentences and promotion to the magisterium at Paris. Since only one  bachelor in a religious order could read the Sentences in any one academic  year, and since promotion to the magisterium by any means entailed an  obligation of regency (at least for the better part of an academic year) and  residency (part of which could be fulfilled as magister non regens), every  papal insertion into the sequence of candidates established by the general  cChapter of the order meant a delay in the advancement of someone else.  Despite the attempts of the Augustinian order to ensure that promotions  per litteram or per bullam did not disadvantage those seeking promotion  rigorose, these interventions probably did cause delays. The records of the  Augustinian general chapters during the later years of John’s pontificate  attest to the tensions caused by papal intervention. And it was probably to  accommodate the needs of candidates in the religious orders that during  the 1332-1334 period John attempted to bend Parisian practice by pressur-  ing the chancellor to allow designated mendicants to read the Sentences  during the summer vacation, beginning as soon as the one reading during  the academic year could be persuaded to "complete" his lectures.  Neither the six-year rule nor the interposing of other candidates can  explain a delay of more than twelve years between the baccalaureate and  3 TRAPP, Augustinian Theology, 170-73.  % In a letter of 1323 requesting promotion ex gratia of Pierre Roger (later Clement  VI), John XXII referred to the six-year rule, CUP II, 272, #822: "Non obstantibus quod a  tempore lecture sue libri Sententiarum sex annorum spatium minime sit elapsum, per  quorum spatium de consuetudine seu statuto ejusdem studii debent, ut dicitur, bacalarıi  expectare, priusquam ad magisterium in dicta scientia presententur ....” And in a similar  letter in 1344 from Clement VI on behalf of Bertaud of St. Denis, CUP II, 551-52,  #1093): "necnon libros Sententiarum laudabiliter, cum jam sit in secundo anno inclusive  post eandem lecturam .... Non obstantibus quod a tempore lecture sue libri Sententiarum  sex annorum spacium minime sit elapsum, per quorum spatium de consuetudine seu  statuto ejusdem studii debent, ut dicitur, bacalarıi expectare, priusquam ad magisterium in  dicta scientia presententur ...."
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Massa’s N achelor at the time of hıs ea We probably
lookıng, therefore, al textual Jegacy that includes pre-Parısıan Lectura
lectorıs (c 3724 Sqg.), Parısıan Lectura haccalaurıl (C 1332 ın 1g of
hıs academıc rank and place of residence al the time of hıs ea 1ın
and poss1bly questi1ons that derıve from later SUOUICEC rev1is1ıon (C 333
57) It 1S thiıs last problem that NO turn

CONTENT VAT. LAT. 087

Unlıke Massa’s In prımum sententiarum, h1s ar Y book
of the Sentences iın Vat lat 1087 contaıns quest1ons derıved from

dıfferent academiı1c OCCAas10ons ÖT per1 in the dıtorıial PTOCC5SS. Portions of
that manuscrI1pt referred h1ıs Lectura Ordinarıa 0)8 Opus ordına-
L1IU. ıle other sect1o0ns desiıgnated d addıtiones and, for [W:  ®)

quest1ons, quaestiones extraordinariae®. Tapp discussed these dıifferent
tEeXT unıts at SOMNNC ljength, believing that Massa intentionally constructed h1s
quest1ons the Sentences, CVECIMN the pre-Parısıan vers10n, A dıstinct IX

un1ıts. rapp viewed the term ODUS ordinarıum ds Massa’s title for his
Lectura lectorIis, cComposed before he became acheloOor al Parıs urıng

35 The lectura Oordinarıa AI only NCC in Vat. lat. 1087, 25va (“"quia de
talı entitate fuınt quaestio proposito In ectura ordınarıa secundum sententiarum
quaestione quıinta In unıverso ) and refers 34ra, 1C. although the first
question In that sect10n, 1S the fifth questi1on of OSse esignat' ODUS ordinarıum, the
fiırst four appearıng {f. Tra-1/vb The term ODUS ordinarıum AaDDCAIS 52rb ("Sed
antecedens fuıt probatum in ]% ordinarıo CIrca PrTINCIDIUM secundı sententiarum
quaestione Ila: Utrum eus possıt alıquıid de OVO creare ); 53va ere in tertia
dıfficultate princıpalıs quaestion1s D secundum sententiarum in ordinarı0");
61lrb (”exposıtum funt 1rca princıp1um prımae quaestion1s D SeCUNdO sententiarum In
ODEIC ordinarıo”); 68va (“et 1istam dıffiıcultatem 'aC! ın ODETE ordınarıo In materıa de
angelıs" secti1on that goL added); 01vb (“multiplicıter probavı quaestione
prıma dıfficultate secunda in UDCIC ordinarıo SUDCI secundo TO sententiarum ” ); Y4vb
(..DEC tamen dıfficultatem stam intendo pertraclare UnNc ad MAaCSCHS, sed pertractabo in
materı1a de angelıs In ODCIC ordinarıo SUDCI secundum 1brum sententharum agaın, In
the future Nnse All ese Cross-references, includıng the reference the ectura
ordinarıa, OUN! In the addıtiones, NOL In the ODUS ordiınarıum

The addıtiones dl in Vat. lat. 1087, 51vb A CrOss-referencCe from
secti1on of the ODUS ordınarıum question ın the addıtiones: x  INn addıtionıbus, quaesti0-

prima: Utrum creatio CHO sıt alıquıs absolutus IintrnseCus Ips1 Deo” But that
tiıtle also internally wıthın the addıtiones; Olrb: A  quıa tamen de 1sta materıa
tractavı materı1a S1' el dıffuse super1us In quaestione in 1U 0N1DUS Utrum videlicet
Deus pOossıt facere creaturam QuUaC ure!l PCT UNICUmM instans tantum ;  x Item
per1us in PTINCIPIO addıtıonum In materı1a de creatione INn quaestione lla: trum204  W.J. COURTENAY  Massa’s status as bachelor at the time of his death. We are probably  looking, therefore, at a textual legacy that includes a pre-Parisian Lectura  lectoris (c. 1324 sqgq.), a Parisian Lectura baccalaurii (c. 1332 in light of  his academic rank and place of residence at the time of his death in 1337),  and possibly questions that derive from a later source or revision (c. 1333-  37). It is to this last problem that I now turn.  THE CONTENT OF VAT. LAT. 1087  Unlike Massa’s In primum sententiarum, his commentary on book  II of the Sentences in Vat. lat. 1087 contains questions derived from  different academic occasions or periods in the editorial process. Portions of  that manuscript are referred to as his Lectura ordinaria or Opus ordina-  rıum  k 35  ‚ while other sections are designated as additiones and, for two  questions, quaestiones extraordinariae*. Trapp discussed these different  text units at some length, believing that Massa intentionally constructed his  questions on the Sentences, even the pre-Parisian version, as distinct text  units. Trapp viewed the term opus ordinarium as Massa’s title for his  Lectura lectoris, composed before he became a bachelor at Paris. During  3 The term lectura ordinaria appears only once in Vat. lat. 1087, f. 25va ("quia de  tali entitate fuit quaestio a proposito in lectura ordinaria super secundum sententiarum  quaestione quinta in universo”) and refers to q. 5 on f. 34ra, which, although the first  question in that section, is the fifth question of those designated as opus ordinarium, the  first four appearing on ff. 1ra-17vb. The term opus ordinarium appears on f. 52rb ("Sed  antecedens fuit probatum in opere ordinario circa principium secundi sententiarum  quaestione illa: Utrum Deus possit aliquid de novo creare”); f. 53va ("quaere eas in tertia  difficultate principalis quaestionis super secundum sententiarum in opere ordinario"); f.  61rb ("expositum fuit circa principium primae quaestionis super secundo sententiarum in  opere ordinario"); f. 68va ("et istam difficultatem tractabo in opere ordinario in materia de  angelis” — a section that never got added); f. 91vb ("multipliciter probavi quaestione  prima difficultate secunda in opere ordinario super secundo libro sententiarum"); f. 94vb  ("nec tamen difficultatem istam intendo pertractare nunc ad praesens, sed pertractabo in  materia de angelis in opere ordinario super secundum librum sententiarum" — again, in  the future tense). All these cross-references, including the reference to the lectura  ordinaria, are found in the additiones, not in the opus ordinarium itself.  3% The term additiones appears in Vat. lat. 1087, f. 5S1vb as a cross-reference from a  section of the opus ordinarium to a question in the additiones: "in additionibus, quaestio-  ne prima: Utrum creatio actio sit actus aliquis absolutus intrinsecus ipsi Deo". But that  title also occurs internally within the additiones; e.g. f. 91rb: "quia tamen de ista materia  tractavi a materia [sic] et diffuse superius in quaestione 9 in additionibus: Utrum videlicet  Deus possit facere creaturam quae duret per unicum instans tantum”; f. 131vb: "Item su-  "  perius in principio additionum in materia de creatione in quaestione illa: Utrum ....  Within the sequence of additional questions, the two on duration are called quaestiones  extraordinariae.Wıthın the of addıtional questions, the [WO duratıon called quaestiones
extraordinarıae.
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the VCar before hıis YCar bıiennı1um N Parısian Sententarıus, and
probably continuing 1ıle he read at Parıs, Massa supposedly
ser1es of 11C quest1ons that became his addıtiones. ccording Tapp,
the phrases sexternı extraordinarıl and quaestiones extraordinarıiae
sımply other EXpress1i0ns for these addıitiones. Ihe implication of thıs VIEW
1s that all text unıts WOU. have been produced eıther eIOre Massa
became achelor of eology urıng his YCar OT VCAaIrS N sSententarıus.

0)81% pO1Nt, however, Trapp suggested that SOMEC of the addıtional
quest1ons m1g derıve from quaestiones disputatae?'.

Another VIEW 18, however, possıble. Nowhere 0€6Ss Massa usec the
phrase Lectura lectori1s. He does uUsec the eXpress10ns Lectura ordinarıia and
ODUS ordinarium. In 1g of the fact that In un1ıversıity Oordinatio Wäas
the T applıed the version of work revised and edıted for publiıca-
t10n, ıt 18 unlıkely that Massa WOUuU IN such eXpression refer DIC-
baccalaureate questi1ons the Sentences. It 15 INOTC lıkely that Massa

Dy that title eıther hıs TIst revised version of h1s sentential
questi1ons from h1s Parısıan baccalaureate, al least the "offic1i1al” vers1o0n
presented as sententiarıus It 1$ important nNOote ın this regarı that Massa

refers h1s ar y book d hIs OD ordinarium. Only
substantıal portion of h1is questions DOO 11{ eferred ın that
anneT. And that portion dates after :326; SIince exander of Elp1d10 15
eferred 4S "reverendus magıster bonae memorTIlae ||38.

the Same time, both Massa’s Commentarıes books and 11
refer [E XT1 unıts SCDaTaALE from the maın body of those works. In the Casec
of book L, these addıtional IC unıts eferred N sextern]
extraordinaril, presumably meanıng quıres contaınıng ONEC INOIC
questi1ons that WEeIC NOTL of the orıgınal text  39 One of these references
1$ 102 question the Irınıty that Was probably have been

of boo The ther 1S reference questi1ons motion that MAaYy be
referring materıal eventually nclude': in book II

TIhe quaestiones extraordinariae that SUrVive aATC OUuUnNn! only 1n
book I, belong together wıth the additiones, and IMaVY ell be
chronologically the last questi1ons wrıtten, N the Namne Whether

I RAPP, Massa, 111
Vat. lat. 1087 07vyb (at the beginning of queétions that belong the OD

ordinarium). exander dıed in 1326
39 Bologna, Unıv. 2214, Ta "De alııs CIO trıbus quaestionıbus mot1is 1rca 1stam

distinctionem requıre In SsexXternıs extraordıinarılis in quıbus succıncte teug1
dıfficultatum." [Ibıd., 210vb and Bologna, Colleg1i0 dı Spagna 4  '9 73vb "De ma
quaestione, scılıcet verbum in dıvyıinıs dicatur notionalıter, dıcetur In SECXIErNO
extraordınarıo, ubı quod dıcıtur notionalıter."
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NOL these later quest1ons derıve from dıfferent academiıc CONTEXT, such
4S questi1ons Arıstotle’s Physics, they WEeEeIC wrıtten after the inıtıal
questl1ons book I1 of the Sentences”. oug iın the form ın 1
they Survıve they WEIC esigne redesigned 4A5 ona quest1ons
the Sentences, 1t 15 unclear whether theıir fusıon 1IntOo ON volume Wäas

Massa’s plan Was assembly that took place after h1s ea All SS-

references the Aaddıtiones that specıfy Ocatıon wiıthın the Same

volume, N indicated by Super1Us, internal the addıtiones and do NnOT

indıcate whether the Aaddıtiones WE be Oun ın wıth the ODUS
ordinarıum. In fact, al ONC point in the Aaddıtiones ( Vat. lat. 1087, V
those quest1ons esCT1DE! AS separate work: "”S1Cut dıctum fuıt
super1us, quaestione el quaestione 1St1us operI1s iın PTINC1P10,
presumably distinguısh it {rom hıs ODUS ordinarıum. cshould also be
noted that the first ZTOUD of addıtional quest1ons (If. 17v-34v) has MAanYy
internal references itself N eıng 1n eren Darts of ON "sextern . But
al the time the addıtional questi1ons WEIC eing el the OD ordinarıum
Was a1sSO undergoing rev1s10n, nOL all of IC OUunN! 1ts WaY into the
Vatıcan manuscrı1pt. Iwıce Massa referred h1ıs quest1ons angels (ın
the future tense!) that WEIC have been of the ODUS ordinarıum.

The questi1ons that Ooncentrat! 1SSUES ın physıcs, prıimarıly
quest1ons motion and time, belong the addıtiones and WEeIC

wrıtten after the sententlial questi1ons book It 15 ın these questi1ons
that find the references the ()ecamistae and Ockhamist physıics
TIhe inclusıon fusıon of these questions wıthın the body of Massa’s In
secundum sententiarum, 1C have been incomplete PTOCCSS
al the time of h1s ea and Was left, Tapp suggested, later scr1be
(JI editor, makes ıt lıkely that these later quest1ons belong the last
of Massa’s ıte Datıng both the editorlial PTOCCSS d ell 4A5 Massa’s
quest1ons In 1ELONLDUS the elps explaın Why, ap from the
undatable reference Massa Dy James of Pamıers, Massa’s In prımum
sententiarum 1$ nNnOL cıted Dy other authors until Gregory of Rımin1 dıd
ın 1342, and why Massa’s In secundum sententiarum, in state of rev1sıon

Wäas NOL unusual for mendicants INn the per10d between the lectures the
Sentences and promotıon the doctorate ecture. stotle. am ’ s questions
Aristotle’s Physıics ong thıs per10d In hıs CaICcClI, do those of Hugolıno of ÖOrvıeto:
Cf. Der Physikkommentar Hugolins Von Orvieto ESA (Berlın,
ere other 111StanCEes of fourteenth-century authors, for example Walter Chatton,
Incorporatıng nNto theır Sentences commentarıes questions derıved from dısputatiıons; cf.

ROWN, alter Chatton’ s 'Lectura‘ and Wılliam of Ockham s Quaestiones In
Libros Physıcorum Aristotelis’ , In ESSays Honoring Allan Wolter, ed. FRANK
and (St. Bonaventure, al
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at the time of hıs ea WasSs cC1ıted Dy AaNyONC. It also explaıns why
the Content of Massa’s In secundum sententiarum, especılally the sect1ons
entitled by Massa iımself ASs the additiones, reflect COntroverslies that,
according all other evıdence, became COMNCEIN al Parıs In the m1d-to-
ate Michael de Massa IMaYy ST1 be the earhest evıidence of those
CONCETNS, but that evidence AapPCATsS be much closer the events of
1339-41 than previously hought

Madıson, Wısconsın ıllıam OURTENAY
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BOEKB  EKING COMPTE

hrıstopher CKER, Johannes Klenkok Friar s Life, 0-I1  , In:
TIransactions of the American Phılosophical Soclety vol 63 3,
Phiıladelphia (TIhe American Phılosophic Soclety) 1993, VUI, 116
Seıten.

Dıiıese ohl umfassendste Bıographie, dıie bısher über ohannes
Klenkok geschrieben wurde, 1st Teıl einer nd  toral dissertation", die ın
den USA be1 Professor Karlifrıed TOE NC VO: "Princeton Theological
deminary ” erarbeıtet wurde. In fünf apıteln stellt er das en des
Klenkok dar, wobel dıe Überschriften in or1gineller Weıise enKOkKs
erken DbZw. den damalıgen Bezeichnungen se1iner jeweılıgen beruflichen
ufgaben Ssiınd. Unter dem 1te WEIC eın Sasse geboren”
wird über und Leben in se1ner nıedersächsischen Heimat berichtet.
Das olgende Kapıtel 1st beüutelt "Fıide catholıce nullatenus repugnantes’
und handelt VOoNn seinen Studien 1mM Orden und den Unı1iversitäten VOoN
Parıs un Oxford, SOWI1e VON se1iner XIOrder Tätigkeıt als Magıster der
Theologie. Der 1te. des drıtten apıtels "Sassen nıcht schenden“”
behandelt seine Tätgkeit "studıum generale‘ der Augustiner Erfurt
und seinen Kampf den Sachsenspiegel. Das nächste Kapıtel erich-
tet VON seinem en in der Dıözese Olmütz als Inquisıitor, Famılıarıs,
Domesticus ei Commensalıs" des 1SCNOIS ohannes VOoNn Neumarkt Im
Schlußkapıtel erscheıint Klenkok als der "Poenitentlarius noster” aps
Gregors XI in Avıgnon

Der Autor hatte Gelegenheit, Urc Jahre seine Forschungen in
Deutschlan: vervollständıgen und sıch eingehend mıt dem großenteils
I11UT handschriıftliıch überheferten Nachlaß des Johannes enkok
befassen. e1 1st CS iıhm auch gelungen, das erzeichniıs der CcNrıften
des Klenkok noch mıt bısher unbekannten Titeln ergänzen, ämlıich
einem Kommentar dem Buch des Arıstoteles hermen1as" S
Anm L/ eıner "Postilla in evangelıum Matthae1" (S Anm 20) und
einer Schrift mıt dem allgemeınen 1te “ Sophıismata", dıe Klenkok VON

Amplonius Rattinck rund Jahre später zugee1gnet wurde. TE11C siınd
alle. diese er heute verschollen uch ZUT Lebensgeschichte des Klen-
kok nng er wertvolle Ergänzungen. SO kann der 1SNe-
rngen Annahme, dal} enkok in Bücken südlıch VON Hoya (Nıedersachsen)
geboren wurde, das Schloß VON Hoya als Geburtsort nachweilisen (D

Dıe e1 Von Benutzung der DE  en und
ungedruckten Quellen und einer überdurchschnittliche Kenntnis der
einschlägigen Literatur. Allerdings 1st dem Autor be1 seinen Ausführungen
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über das Augustinerkloster ın SNaDruC (S 2-1 dıe gediegene Arbeıit
des TIThomas Beckmann ehemalıge Augustiner-Eremitenkloster
Osnabrü  ' (ın snabrücker Geschichtsquellen und Forschungen XI,
SNAaDTUC. entgangen.

Be1l der leiıder ziemlıch lückenhaften urkundlichen Bezeugung des
Klenkok und se1nes Lebenslaufes mußte sıch er ın nıcht wenıgen
Fällen mıt mehr der wen1ger egründeten Hypothesen egnügen, dıe nıcht
immer überzeugen. Das gılt schon für se1ine Deutung VON enKOKs He1-
matkloster: "cConventus Hervordens1is” (S Anm 20) FEın IC 1ın die
Regıister des dreibändıgen er Urkundenbuches VON (Overmann
älßt klar erkennen, daß dıe lateiniısche Form für Erfurt 1mM und 15
Jahrhundert keinen "H'-Lau Anfang und eın A für llfn kannte, und
daß somıt für Schiphower und se1ne e1t eiıne Verwechselung Herfords mıt
Erfurt nıcht anzunehmen 1St. Schiphower hat zweiıftfellos ın seinem Brief
den Augustinerprior ohannes eikener VO Jahre 1496 und iın anderen
se1iner erke Herford als enKOkKs Heıiımatkloster bezeugen wollen;

aber dafür eın Zeuge se1n, auch WEeNnNn se1n eıgenes ofeß-
kloster SNAaDTuC. Unbegründet erscheıint ferner dıe Hypothese, das
"studıium generale” der Augustiner Magdeburg se1 das Jahr 1341
eingegangen un erst viele Tzehnte später UuUrz VOT 1391 wılıeder ZUuU

en erwacht (S Anm 10, J4 und mıt Anm Z) Denn eın
olches philosophisch-theologisches tudiıenhaus des ens eine VOIN

der Ordensleıtung errichtete Institution auf Dauer, deren Fortbestand ın
dıesem Fall gerade auch Urc den au zanlreicher Manuskrıipte
1mM Iüe 25% bestätigt WIT! Das Fehlen VO  —_ weılteren Nachrichten über
d1eses Studienhaus während der genannten TE se1ne Erklärung
darın, dalß für diese Zeılt keine Provinzkapıtelakten, keine Personallısten,
keine Totenbücher Oder Ahnliches der sächsisch-thüringischen Augustiner-
DrOVINZ erhalten S1nd. Ob Klenkok nach se1iner Rückkehr VON Oxford
1361 sofort dıe Leitung des "studium generale” ın Erfurt übernahm,
anscheinend als Provinzlal 1ın den Jahren 1363-68 seinen Wohnsıtz
atte, oder vielleicht zunächst einıge Zeıit "lector primarıus” 1m agdebur-
SCI Studienhaus arubDer geben die bIs jetzt bekannten Dokumente
TEe111C keine uskun

en1ıg glaubhaft erscheint dıe Annahme, VO Gene-
ralkapıtel se1nes ens in Florenz Pfingsten 1371 nochmals nach
ähren zurückgekehrt se1 (S 76); DevOor sıch nach Avıgnon egab,
w{ schon 1m Sommer 1372 als "poenitentlarıus minor” bezeugt 1sSt. Hın-

dıe Feststellung VON Cker, daß N bıs Jetzt keine "evidence”
für eiıne Lehrtätigkeit enKOKs in Prag g1bt, beachtenswert se1n. chlıeß-
iıch se1 noch eın kleiıner Irrtum berichtigt: Anm A 1st ıe Rede
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davon, daß Heıinrich VON Friemar der Altere 1m Augustinerkloster
Vorlesungen gehalten habe Davon 1st nıchts bekannt: der ırkungs- und
Ohnort des älteren Friemarers nach se1iner Rückkehr dus Parıs bIs
seinem Tod 1m anre 1340 nach den urkundlichen Zeugnissen immer das
Erfurter Kloster. Vgl azu auch den Beıtrag des Rezensenten:
’studium generale‘ der Erfurter Augustiner. iıne Keıimmzelle der theolo-
gischen Fakultät der Erfurter Universität" "Denkender Glaube ın
Geschichte und Gegenwart". Festschrift aus nla der Gründung der Umi-
versıität Erfurt VOTI 600 ahren, her. Inst und Feijereis, Leipzig,
Benno Verlag 1992, 35-45, hler 381

Die erwähnten edenken einzelnen Hypothesen des Autors
schmälern aber In keiner Weıise den bleibenden Wert se1iner gediegenen
Untersuchung. Mıiıt Kenntnis der Quellen un Literatur versteht DS

Christopher CcCker, Gestalt un iırken des nıederdeutschen Augustiners
auf dem iıntergrun der Zeitgeschichte und se1ner Umwelt dem modernen
Leser nahezubringen.

ürzburg Olar ZUMKELLER OSA
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MAGIS ... PRO NOSTRA SENTENCIA  JOHN WYCLIF, HIS MEDIAEVAL PREDECESSORS AND  REFORMED SUCCESSORS, AND  A PSEUDO-AUGUSTINIAN EUCHARISTIC DECRETAL  John Wyclif had not a high regard for Lanfranc. There were gen-  eral grounds: though he lived three hundred years earlier, Lanfranc was on  the wrong side of the great millennial divide. For the first one thousand  years after the ascension of Christ, Satan, the father of lies had been  bound, as the Apocalypse says. Consequently, in that time, there had been  a succession of truthful teachers, "correctly logical, philosophers con-  formed to the faith of Scripture"'. Ambrose, Augustine and Jerome were  the principal of these, and "any of them is one thousand times more valu-  able than a dozen subsequent doctors and popes, when the enemy of truth  m2  is free and sowing lies contrary to the school of Christ  -There were;  moreover, particular grounds which moved Wyclif to go far beyond de-  spising Lanfranc’s authority. He both made him an object of invective, and  al_so directed reason, as well as, scriptural and patristic authority against  him  There was the manner of Lanfranc’s attack on Berengarius, to  whom Wyclif had a most ambiguous relation. He was strongly enthusiastic  for the decretal Ego Berengarius which recorded the confession of  Berengar. But this was, after all, an enforced retraction!* They were, in  ' JOoHANNIS WYCLIF, De Eucharistia Tractatus Maior, ed. J. LOSERTH, (London,  1892), p. 286: "Sed pro distinccione doctorum in ista materia notandum quod Sathan pater  mendacii ligatus est mille annis post ascensionem Domini (ut dicitur Apok. XX, 2 ).  Tempore autem huius ligacionis successerunt doctores veridici, recti loyci atque  philosophi conformes fidei scripture".  ? JOHANNIS WYCLIF, Tractatus de Apostasia, ed. M. H. DZIEWICKI, (London, 1889),  p. 50: "unde allegavi sepe pro hoc sensu Ambrosium, Augustinum et Jeronimum doctores  precipuos in primo millenario etatis ecclesie, quando ligatus est sathanas, pater mendacii;  et quilibet eorum valet mille duodenas doctorum vel paparum sequencium, quando solutus  est inimicus veritatis, seminans mendacia contraria scole Christi".  * M. KEENn, Wyclif, the Bible, and Transubstantiation, in A. KENNY, ed., Wyclif in his  Times, (Oxford, 1985), p. 12: judges that Wyclif misread "the decretal of Nicholas II that  embodies Berengar’s confession" and gave it "the opposite of its intended sense". See alsoPRO SENTENCIA
JOHN HIS MEDIAELVAL PREDECESSORS AND

REFORMED SUCCESSORS, AND
PSEUDO-AUGUSTINIAN EUCHARISTIC DECREIAL

Jo  s yclıf had not hıgh regar for Lanfranc ere WEeEIC SCH-
eral grounds: though he 1ve| three hundred earlıer, Lanfranc Was

the WIONS sıde of the great miıllennıal dıvıde For the first ONC thousand
YCals after the ascensi1on of hrıst, Satan, the father of lıes had een
OUuUnN! the Apocalypse Say>S Consequently, in that time, there had een

SucCCessi1o0n of truthful teachers, "correctly ogıcal, phılosophers COINl-

orme: the al of Scripture"”.  nl Ambrose, Augustine and Jerome WeEeTIC

the princıpa of these, and „"  any of them 1S ON thousand times ILNOTC valu-
able than dozen subsequent doctors and OPCS, when the 3081 of truth

21s free and SOW1INg lıes CONLrary the school of Chrıst ere WETIC,
E} partıcular grounds 1C moved Wyclıf far beyond de-
spisıng Lanfranc’s authorıity. He both made hım object of invective, and

dırected rCcason, ell aAS, scriptural and patrıstic authorıty agaınst
hım

ere WAas the of Lanfranc’s attack Berengarıus,
whom Wyclıf had mMoOst amb1gu0us relatıon. He WAas strongly enthusıastıc
for the decretal E20 Berengarius i recorded the confession of
Berengar. But thıs Wäs, after all, enforced retraction!® They WETIC, In

' IOHANNIS W YCLIF, De Eucharistia Tractatus Maior, ed LOSERTH, ondon,
286 DIO dıstiınccione doctorum In ista mater1a notandum quod Sathan

mendacı1 lıgatus est mM1 annıs post ascens1ionem Domuinı (ut dıicıtur Apok XX,
Tempore autem hu1lus lıgacıon1s SUC!  Tunt doctores ver1dic1, rect]! OYCI
phılosophı conformes fiıde1 scripture".

HANNI W YCLIF, Iractatus de Apostasia, ed DZIEWICKI, (London,
„  unde allegavı SCDC PTro hoc Ambrosium, Augustinum et Jeronımum doctores

prec1puos in prımo millenarıo etatıs ecclesıe, quando lıgatus est sathanas, mendacı1:;
et quılıbet OTUM vale! mıiılle duodenas doctorum vel sequenCIUum, quando solutus
est INIM1ICUS verıtatıs, semıinans mendacıa contrarıa scole Christi"

KEEN, Wyclif, the Bible an Iransubstantiation, in KENNY, ed., Wyclif in his
Times, (Oxford, Judges that Wyrclıf 1sread "the ecrefta: of ıcholas I1 that
embodıes Berengar’s confession" and DgaVvVc ıt uthe opposıte of 1ts ntended sense"'. See Iso
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Wyrclıf’s VIEW, fellow soldiers 1ın the arı of truth Like the Berengar of
the decretal, Wyclıf held both that the sacrament of the altar Was truly,
CVCNH, "substantıally”, the body of Christ, and also that the dentıity of the
sacrament and hrıst’s body WAas figuratıve. The decretal Ca the

both TEa and wıne, and also the true body and (070] Thus,
Wyclıf WOU. wısh, Berengar stand both for real and

al$o agaınst A transubstantıiation 1C WOU annıhılate the TrTeAa|l and
WITNIC

Lanfranc, "though he WOU. be holy INAaN, had proceeded ın
another hıs nOot artıfıcıal but rather inept invective" agaınst
Berengar. Not only WAas the invective inapproprliate saınts, but it Was

merely negative, produce evıdence, and wrongly construed the ancıent
fathers“. econdly, and fundamentally, Lanfranc WAas A  one of the fırst

"ö5cultıvators of the eOrYy of accıdents Thıs theory ıf maiıntaıined, WOU.
requıre the church canonize stotle and OTpPHAYTY, detaching substance
and accıdents that the consecrated sacrament must be eiıther
substantıally TEeAl 0)4 substantıally the body of Christ, NOT both TIhus it
had ruined modern eucharıstic doectrine®.

Wyclıif’s opposıtıon thıs doctrine WAas phılosophıc,

KENNY, Wyclif, (Oxford, 88. LEFF, 'oOhn Wyclif: The 'ath Dissent,
Raleıigh eC; Hıstory, Proceedings of the British Academ,y, vol W 178, de
Apostasia, VI1. De Eucharistia, Z both affırms the decretal and the gloss
it On Wyrclıf"s euchariıstic theology generally, which both have een the major

of h1s conflıct ıth ecclesijastical authorıties and have undergone amenta.
development, SCC the above and {8} CATTO, Wyclif and the 'ult of the Eucharist,
Katherine and Dıana WOOD, eds., The Bible In the Medieval World, Essays ıIn
emory of Beryl Smalley, Studıies UrC. Hıstory, subsıdıa 41 (Oxford, 269-
286, LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics INn Wyclif’s Theology, ın Anne HUDSON and
Miıchael eds., From Ockham Wyclif, Studies ıIn UrC. Hiıstory, subsıdıa 5‚
(Oxford, 217-232, idem, Wyclif and Huss. Doctrinal Comparison,
KENNY, ed., Wyclif INn his I imes, 05-25, Heather John Wyclif and the
Öptics of the Eucharist, Anne HUDSON and Miıchael eds., From Ockham
Wyclif, 245-258 and WORKMAN, John Wyclif, Study of the English Medieval
Church, vol (Oxford, 1, 3()-45 TIhe sıdes of h1s eucharıstic doctrine, 1e
desıre for real and opposıtıon the doctrine of transubstantıatıon, INaYy be SCCH

hıs ractatus de Blasphemia, ed. WICKI, (London, m VM
de Eucharistia, 283 "Iste utem Lanfrancus, 1Ce! fuerıt Sanctus, alıunde tamen In

inveccıone inartıf1C10se procedit, quıa Siıne evıdencıa DUN! contendit", SCC also FT
and 288 and de LpDOsStasia, 194

de Eucharistia, "Lanfrancı quı videtur fulsse de Dr1m1s cultoribus
accıdentis".

de Apostasia, \ "S1 ıgıtur oportet fidelem credere ut fiıdem catholıcam, quod
sacramentum 'arıs sıt accıdens Sıne subiecto, eit Porphirıus ei Arıstoteles In isto
verissıme pertinentissıme laboravunt, oportet 1sto cCanonisare sentenc1as Su0os”.
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CONSCQUCNCEC of hıs realısm. In hıs treatise de Eucharistia, St Augustine 15
ırst employe a4as authorıty that A  NO accıdent 15 able ex1ist wiıthout
underlyıng subject", and h1s early phılosophıca. tract, de Quantitate
Animae, 15 quoted often and al length’. But later, after attack St
Ihomas Aquınas’ eucharıstic doctrine, example of thıs bad eachıng
wıthout basıs In Scripture OT the greater part of the doctors, yclıf

that "decretal, W.  1C wıth ıts gloss, all the decretals of the
saınts, makes MOStT for OUT posıtıon. For 1ın ıt] Augustine dıstinguishes
between the sacrıfıce and the sacramentsJOHN WYCLIF  215  consequence of his realism. In his treatise de Eucharistia, St. Augustine is  first employed as an authority that "no accident is able to exist without an  underlying subject", and his early philosophical tract, de Quantitate  Animae, is quoted often and at length’. But later, after an attack on St.  Thomas Aquinas’ eucharistic doctrine, as an example of this bad teaching  without basis in Scripture or the greater part of the doctors, Wyclif comes  to that "decretal, which, with its gloss, among all the decretals of the  saints, makes most for our position. For [in it] Augustine distinguishes  between the sacrifice and the sacraments. ... So he calls the sacrifice an  aggregate, not something which results by means of a composition of parts  [namely] of sensible sacrament and the body of Christ with his blood.  Moreover Augustine approves of figurative speech [in this matter] ..." The  bitter and astonishing irony is that what Wyclif quotes as Augustine  against Lanfranc and his followers are the words of Lanfranc himself!®  7 de Eucharistia, p. 3: "per multiplex testimonium Augustini quod nullum accidens  potest esse sine subiecto" and see pp. 5 and 133. DZIEWICKI, introduction to de Apostasia,  p. xxi, asserts: "His doctrine of the Eucharist is an evident deduction from his Realism".  This is the position also of the introduction to de Eucharistia, of WORKMAN, op. cit., ii,  pp- 30 ff.; Leff and Phillips in the articles cited in note 3 above, see it arising from  Wyrclif’s realism and the inconceivability of the annihiliation of substance for him. M.  KEEN, art. cit., treats this view (p. 10) and modifies it; Wyclif was motivated in his  campaign against transubstantiation "rather from the point of view of abuse than of a  metaphysical system" (p. 11). Keen’s view is also that of CATO, art. cit. But no one  doubts the centrality of his philosophical realism and commitment to the theory of  indivisibles for his theology, as Keen makes clear at The Influence of Wyclif, in A.  KENNY, ed., Wyclif in his Times, p. 144. These also determine his view of sin (A. KENNY,  The Realism of the ‘De Universalibus’, in A. KENNY, ed., Wyclif in his Times, p. 29,  idem, Wyclif, pp. 10-17), Scripture and church (N. KRETZMANN, Continua, Indivisibles,  and Change in Wyclif’s Logic of Scripture, in A. KENNY, ed., Wyclif in his Times, pp. 31-  63, M. TRESKO, John Wyclif’s Metaphysics of Scriptural Integrity in the ‘De Veritate  Sacrae Scripturae’, in Dionysius, 13 (1989), 153-196, LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics,  pp- 224-226, 232, and PHILLIPS, art. cit., pp. 249-250).  $ The two parts of the quotation are taken from Gratian’s Decretum, treatise de  consecratione, distinction 2, chapter 48, with the standard accompanying gloss or  explanation, known, from its first words, as Hoc est. The best present edition is by A.  FRIEDBERG in Corpus Iuris Canonici, vol. 1 (Lipsis, 1879 - reprint Graz, 1959) at  columns 1331 and 1332. Gratian’s title for the decree is Sacramentum, et res sacramenti  sacrificium ecclesiae conficitur and he credits it to Augustinus in libro sentenciarum  Prosperi. Wyclif’s remarks at de Eucharistia, p. 224, are: "Doctum est autem quod  sentencia Thome sit nimis debilis in hac parte; nec dubito quia nulla nova sufficiencia  subintrabit, quia non fundatur in scriptura vel maioribus doctoribus  notandum quod  inter omnia decreta sanctorum istud decretum cum glossa sua magis facit pro nostra  sentencia. Augustinus enim distinguens inter sacrificium et sacramenta dicit quod  ‘sacrificium conficitur ex sacramento et re sacramenti que est corpus Christi et sanguis’,  ut est in persona Christi, non quod deitas et humanitas sint partes Christi est eiusSo he ca the sacrıfıce
aggregalte, noOoTt somethinga results by of composition of parts
namely| of sens1ıble sacrame and the body of hrıs wıth h1is (070]
Moreover Augustine of figuratıve speech [ın thıs matter| TIhe
bıtter and astonıshıng 1IrONYy 15 that what Wyclıf quotes dS Augustine
agaınst Lanfranc and hıs followers AIC the words of Lanfranc himself!®

de Eucharistia, ,  per multiplex testimonı1um ugustını quod nullum accıdens
potest SSC sSıne subiecto  M and SCC and 133 DZIEWICKI, introduction de LDOsStasia,

XXI1, asserts "Hıs doctrine of the Eucharıst 15 vıident deduction from hıs Realısm  ”
Thiıs 15 the posıtıon 1Iso of the introduction de Eucharistia, of WORKMAN, CI 1,

B eff and Phıillıps the artıcles C1ite: in ote above, sSCcCC it arısıng from
Wyclıf"s realısm and the inconce1vabılıty of the annıhılıation of substance for hım.
KEEN, Aart. H.. thıs 1eW 10) and modifies ıt; Wyclıf Wäas motivated h1s
campaıgn agaınst transubstantiation "rather TOmM the pomt of 1eW of abuse than of
metaphysıcal system” 11). Keen’s VIEW 1s also that of CATO, CıL. Rut OIlCc

doubts the centralıty of hıs phılosophıcal realısm and commıtment the theory of
iINnd1ıvısıbles for hıs theology, Keen makes clear at The Influence of Wyclif,
KENNY, ed., Wyclif INn his / imes, ese Iso determiıne h1s 1eW of SIN KENNY,
The Realism of the ‘De Universalibus ', in KENNY, ed., Wyclif In his I imes, 29,
iıdem, Wyclif, * Scripture and Urc KRETZMANN, Continua, Indivisibles,
an Change In Wyclif’s OgZiC of Scripture, In ENNY, ed., Wyclif in his / imes, 31-
63, IRESKO, '"ohn Wyclif’s Metaphysics of Scriptural ntegri In the 'De Veritate
Sacrae Scripturae , 1n Dionysius, (1989). 153-196, LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics,

224-226, 232, and ArtL. CIt., 249-250).
Ihe parts of the quotation taken TOom Gratjan s Decretum, treatıse de

consecratione, dıstincetion 2’ chapter 48, wıth the standard accompanyıng gloss
explanatıon, Known, from ıts fıirst words, Hoc esL. Ihe best present edıtıon 15 by

Corpus Turis Canonici, vol 1ps1s, 1879 reprint Graz, at
columns 1331 and 3372 Gratian s for the decree 1s Sacramentum, el res sacramenti]
sacrificium ecclesiae conficitur and he credıts it Augustinus In libro sentencıarum
Prosperi. Wyrclıf"s remarks at de Eucharistia. 224, aAIe "Doctum est Au! quod
sentencıa ome sıt Nımı1s debiıilıs in hac pal.t’ NeEC dubito quıa Nu. OVa sufficıienc1a
subıintrabıt, quıa NON fundatur in SCr1p' vel maıj0rıbus doctorıibus notandum quod
inter mnı1a decreta SanCcLOorum stud decretum glossa SWa magıs 'nC1' DIo NnOstra
sentencı1a. Augustinus enım dıstınguens inter sacrıfıc1ıum eit sacramenta dıcıt quod
“sacrıfıcı.m conficıtur sacramento el sacramenti! quc est u Christı et sangu1s’,
ut est PCTSONA Christi, NON quod deıtas eit humanıtas sınt Christı est 1US
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More mportantly, the passSagc quoted 15 inconsıstent wıth the genuılne
teaching of Augustine, known Wyclıf, and Was recogniızed such by
earlıer theologıans.

Master Wyclıf 15 quoting passagc IC Gratian’s Decretum
falsely attrıbuted Augustine and falsely abeled the Sentences of
Prosper. How Lanfranc Camne be credıted Augustine, what Lanfranc
teachıng In the passSagc WAäs, how ıt 15 INg1Iy opposed Augustine’s
OWI)l teachıng the nNatu: of sacramen(tSs, and in what earlhıer
mediaevals dıscerned and indıcated that the DassSasc Was problematical,
mMust consıder later. We discover that, hundred YCaIs after
yclıf, Anglıcan Reformers of the sıxteenth tu  > despıte theır
advantages relatıve Wyclıf and other mediıiaevals In both the avaılabılıty
of genuıne and the erıtic1ısm of falsely attrıbuted, made the SaIinc

mistake Wyclıf. We should iın CO:  CC, consıder care
the FrOOLT of hıs CITOIL, nOoTt only for what it reveals about hım and hıs tiıme,
but also that Cal COMDAIC hım hıs predecessors and SUCCESSOTS

yclıf’s problem Was not exXxcessive gullıbılıty. He neıther accepted
the doctrine NOT the authenticıty of what he Oun! ıIn the Decretum wıthout
question. Indeed, he iınveıghs agaınst the g10ss 'Eg20 Berengarıus’ in the
Decretum, and, In hıs eucharıstic and other treatıses, ıt 1$ the conception of
authorıty and vernmen ıC he discerns In them IC he ODDOSCS
above all Hs speaks of the ”  stup1 heresy of the decretalısts" and ODDOSCS
theır authority”. Certamly, he WOU COTTECT the later decretalısts by
of the doctors of the fırst Christian mıllenıum OUnN! both wıthın and
wıthout the Decretum. It 1S part of hıs pleasure and prıde dialecticıan

the old agaınst the 181%)  S from wıthın the SaInllec work!®©. But, Eeven

when cıtıng the fathers, he oes noTt Sımply accept what he 15 g1ven. He

quıddıtates, qUaTum est L[OTUS hrıstus. S1C sacrıfıcıum dicıt aggregatıve et 9(0) 01 pPCT
viam COMPOSI1IC1ON1S partıbus sacramentum sensıbıle ei COTDUS Christı CUIMIN sanguıne.
Ulterius Augustinus approbans locucıonem tropicam ıta ser1bit “Caro st1 el quam sub
forma panıs opertam in Sacramento acCCıpımus216  W. J. HANKEY  More importantly, the passage quoted is inconsistent with the genuine  teaching of Augustine, known to Wyclif, and was recognized as such by  earlier theologians.  Master Wyclif is quoting a passage which Gratian’s Decretum  falsely attributed to Augustine and falsely labeled as the Sentences of  Prosper. How Lanfranc came to be credited to Augustine, what Lanfranc’s  teaching in the passage was, how it is strikingly opposed to Augustine’s  own teaching on the nature of sacraments, and in what sense earlier  mediaevals discerned and indicated that the passage was problematical, we  must consider later. We shall discover that, two hundred years after  Wyclif, Anglican Reformers of the sixteenth century, despite their  advantages relative to Wyclif and other mediaevals in both the availability  of genuine texts and the criticism of texts falsely attributed, made the same  mistake as Wyclif. We should pause, in consequence, to consider carefully  the root of his error, not only for what it reveals about him and his time,  but also so that we can compare him to his predecessors and successors.  Wyclif’s problem was not excessive gullibility. He neither accepted  the doctrine nor the authenticity of what he found in the Decretum without  question. Indeed, he inveighs against the gloss on ‘Ego Berengarius’ in the  Decretum, and, in his eucharistic and other treatises, it is the conception of  authority and government which he discerns in them which he opposes  above all. He speaks of the "stupid heresy of the decretalists" and opposes  their authority”. Certainly, he would correct the later decretalists by means  of the doctors of the first Christian millenium as found both within and  without the Decretum. It is part of his pleasure and pride as a dialectician  to turn the old against the new from within the same work'®. But, even  when citing the fathers, he does not simply accept what he is given. He  quidditates, quarum utraque est totus Christus. Sic sacrificium dicit aggregative et non per  viam composicionis ex partibus sacramentum sensibile et corpus Christi cum sanguine.  Ulterius Augustinus approbans locucionem tropicam ita scribit: ‘Caro Christi et quam sub  forma panis opertam in sacramento accipimus ... Si quod caro est corporis et sanguis est  sanguinis sacramentum’. Hic patet quod iste sanctus loquitur tropice ut scriptura et docet  quod corpus Christi ibi absconditur sic quod non ibi videtur oculo corporali. Et ... expla-  nat et applicat hunc sensum expressius: ‘Panis’, inquit, ‘celestis qui vere est caro Christi  suo modo vocatur corpus Christi cum revera sit sacramentum corporis Christi’ quod  exponit anterius per hoc quod istis signatur vera caro Christi et sanguis". He then quotes  the gloss to the effect that the heavenly sacrament is called the body of Christ improprie  and returns to the decretal where it says that the immolation made by the priest’s hands is  the passion, death and crucifixion non rei veritate sed signandi misterio.  ? de Eucharistia, p. 126: "stultam heresim decretistarum"; also pp. 172 and 225.  '° Je Eucharistia, pp. 23, 35, 163, 221, 288; de Apostasia, pp. 57, 64, 85, 109, 213  and elsewhere.S1 quod Cal est COrporI1s el Sangu1s est
Sangu1nıs sacramentum). Hıc quod iste Sanc Oqur Topıce ut scr1p' et 0Ce'
quod Christı 1b1 abscondıtur SIC quod NON 1bı VI| oculo corporalı. Ft216  W. J. HANKEY  More importantly, the passage quoted is inconsistent with the genuine  teaching of Augustine, known to Wyclif, and was recognized as such by  earlier theologians.  Master Wyclif is quoting a passage which Gratian’s Decretum  falsely attributed to Augustine and falsely labeled as the Sentences of  Prosper. How Lanfranc came to be credited to Augustine, what Lanfranc’s  teaching in the passage was, how it is strikingly opposed to Augustine’s  own teaching on the nature of sacraments, and in what sense earlier  mediaevals discerned and indicated that the passage was problematical, we  must consider later. We shall discover that, two hundred years after  Wyclif, Anglican Reformers of the sixteenth century, despite their  advantages relative to Wyclif and other mediaevals in both the availability  of genuine texts and the criticism of texts falsely attributed, made the same  mistake as Wyclif. We should pause, in consequence, to consider carefully  the root of his error, not only for what it reveals about him and his time,  but also so that we can compare him to his predecessors and successors.  Wyclif’s problem was not excessive gullibility. He neither accepted  the doctrine nor the authenticity of what he found in the Decretum without  question. Indeed, he inveighs against the gloss on ‘Ego Berengarius’ in the  Decretum, and, in his eucharistic and other treatises, it is the conception of  authority and government which he discerns in them which he opposes  above all. He speaks of the "stupid heresy of the decretalists" and opposes  their authority”. Certainly, he would correct the later decretalists by means  of the doctors of the first Christian millenium as found both within and  without the Decretum. It is part of his pleasure and pride as a dialectician  to turn the old against the new from within the same work'®. But, even  when citing the fathers, he does not simply accept what he is given. He  quidditates, quarum utraque est totus Christus. Sic sacrificium dicit aggregative et non per  viam composicionis ex partibus sacramentum sensibile et corpus Christi cum sanguine.  Ulterius Augustinus approbans locucionem tropicam ita scribit: ‘Caro Christi et quam sub  forma panis opertam in sacramento accipimus ... Si quod caro est corporis et sanguis est  sanguinis sacramentum’. Hic patet quod iste sanctus loquitur tropice ut scriptura et docet  quod corpus Christi ibi absconditur sic quod non ibi videtur oculo corporali. Et ... expla-  nat et applicat hunc sensum expressius: ‘Panis’, inquit, ‘celestis qui vere est caro Christi  suo modo vocatur corpus Christi cum revera sit sacramentum corporis Christi’ quod  exponit anterius per hoc quod istis signatur vera caro Christi et sanguis". He then quotes  the gloss to the effect that the heavenly sacrament is called the body of Christ improprie  and returns to the decretal where it says that the immolation made by the priest’s hands is  the passion, death and crucifixion non rei veritate sed signandi misterio.  ? de Eucharistia, p. 126: "stultam heresim decretistarum"; also pp. 172 and 225.  '° Je Eucharistia, pp. 23, 35, 163, 221, 288; de Apostasia, pp. 57, 64, 85, 109, 213  and elsewhere.expla-
nat ei applıcat hunc SCHNSUMM eXpressI1us: ‘Panıs’, Inquıit, ‘celestis quı CGIe est ‚aTrO st1
SUOo modo COTDUS Chriıstı CUIM IECVCIA sıt sacramentum COTpOTrIS hrısti" quod
exponit anterıus DCT hoc quod 1st1s sıgnatur VvVera Cal‘ ST1 ei sangu1s". He then quotes
the gl0ss the effect that the eavenly sacramen!' 15 called the body of hrıs improprie
and returns the ecreta. where it SaySs that the immolatıon made by the priest’s anı 15
the passıon, death and crucıifixion ANON rel verıtate sed signandi mister1l0.

de Eucharistia, 126 "stultam heresim decretistarum  ” also 172 and 225
10 de Eucharistia, 2 $ 35 163, 224 288; de Apostasıa, 5 $ 64, 8 E} 109, 213

and elsewhere.
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rejects, correctly, pPasSsSagc scrıibed Augustine Spur10us and
9 incorrectly, eOrYy for the alse ascrıption it Was by
Augustine of Canterbury instead of 1ppo Hıs erıtical grounds for
hrowıng thıs text Out of the Augustinıan COFDUS AdIic TOA| and sound:
there AICc problems both of style and content, and ıt VUDDOSCS what 15 often
taught iın hıs accepted 00 "Never WEIC such words OT Op1n10Ns found
1in Augustine !ull Moreover, ıt 15 clear, both from hıs long cıtatıons of de
Ouantitate Animae and, because of the grounds he sed reject what he
takes Spur10us Augustine, that he had ole 00 of the fathers
avaılable hım and that he had read INnan of them

Why then 0€es Master yclıf not reject; 0)8 al least decline Uusc
the decretal Hoc est In IC the doctrine of 'anc bears the amne of
Augustine? Ihree features of hıs writing aTre suggestive: he wrıtes
polemically and for practical, NOoTt theoretical, ends, hıs VIeW of church
hıstory nables hım wıth theologıans 1CcCAarIeTr hım than
the fathers, and what he 1N| In Lanfranc presented Augustine

de Apostasia, "Ht ad allegatum de eato Augustino VI| am
stilo quam sententia quod NUMqgUam Tant ista verba vel sentencıa ugustinı, quıd NeEC
z  - legıbus vel posteri0ribus doctoribus cCommunıter allegata, sed SCOTUMmM opposıta
hıbrıs Augustinı communıbus crebrius inculcata  ” Ihe compıilatiıon of the Z  - quantıty of
materı1al falsely ascrıibed ugustine the Miıddle Ages 15 ell underway but remaıns
incomplete. The assessment of the character of the ıtera' and the Causcs for ıts
existence and quantıty has only Just begun The followıing recent ımportant
contrıbutions hıch g1ve bıbliographic ACCc°cs5 earlıer ST1L essentıial work:
BLUMENKRANZ, La SUFrVvVIie medievale de saınt Augustin fravers Ses apocryphes, In
Augustinus Mazgister. Congres international augustinıen, Paris, 21]-24 Septembre, 1954,
vols., 11 (Parıs, X  P KROON, Pseudo-Augustin IM Mittelalter.
Entwurfeines Forschungsberichts, in Augustiniana, (1972). 511-530, DEKKERS,
Le SUCCES etonnant des ecrits pseudo-augustiniens Moyen Age and MACHIELSEN,
Contribution E  e  tude de Ia pseudepigraphie medievale matiere patrıstique. Problemes
d’attriıbution el de remanıement des homiletiques, both Fälschungen IM
Mittelalter. Internationaler Kongres der Monumenta (G(rermaniae Historica München,

September 1986, vols., Fingierte Briefe Frömmigkeit und Fälschung,
Realienfälschungen, Monumenta Germanıiae Hıstorica Schriften, 33 5 (Hannover,

361-368 and 345-359, P.-L FRANSEN, D Eugippius ede le Venerable. DFODOS de
leurs florileges augustiniens, ın Revue Benedictine, (1987), 187-194,
MACHIELSEN, CIavis Patristica Pseudepigraphorum Medii Aevl, Vol Opera Homiletica
Dars (Praefatio)(Ambrosius-Augustinus), Orpus Christianorum Ser1l1es atına (Turnhout,

DEKKERS, Quelques nOTLes SUr les florileges augustiniens Aancıens el medievauXx,
Augustiniana, (1990). 27-44 aAaDDCATrs that the pseudepigraphal Augustinıan

ul whole intentional TauU! 15 Tare, but that VE ften 'alse works WEIC much
INOTE popular than cComparable genuine 19 (5NJI Blumenkranz wriıtes: "On vient de dıre quC
’esprit criıtique est partıculıerement sSeNs1. quand CEes textes Supposes SONLT employes
dans controverse” (p.
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coincıdes wıth hıs phılosophiıcally determıiıned eucharıstic EOTY.
The Contemporary reader, ıke the nıneteenth edıtors of

these X 15 struck by the virulence of the attacks the opposition “.
Ihe IMNeTIEC fact that [WO of the treatises in 16 fınd hıs eucharıstic
heology AI entitled de Apostasıia and de Blasphemia Says enough. Both
of them egın wiıth, expand UuDOIN, and repealt agaın and agaln, Wyclıf’s
theorıies about the W1 and dıabolical corruption of the modern church,
cCorruptions he has experienced In terms of personal deprivations and
losses al the anı of the eccles1jastıcal government. Hıs attack modern
eucharıstic heology takes place wıthın attack the Siructiure and
exerc1ıse of Z0oVve In contemporary Chrıistendom We told that
Wyclıf consıdered SOTIILC of these treatises be of h1s Summa
Theologica; ıf S' its theoretical character 1s secondary”>. Certamly
medıiaeval heology had always struggle free itself from the urgent
and practical CONCEINS of the C  UrCc. and ıts anguage Was often polemical
and ars but Wyclıf’s eucharıstic treatises belong at the extireme end!*

Generally the medıiaeval theologıans there Was dıvısıon
between the treatment accorded the authorıties of the Chrıistijan past and
contemporarıles. TIhe eginnıngs of Latın eucharistıic CONLTOVETISY in the
nınth CeNTUry arec characterized by C1vilıty, calm and contemplatıve
tTeedom 704 dıd not last It9 that Paschasıus Radbertus
and Ratramnus dıd nOoTt ırectly address ONe another ‘> Panıc Was first
aroused when it appeare that the CONTtrOverSYy sei the athers agaınst ONMNC

another and Augustine agaınst himself!®.

12 For thıs and hat ollows SCcCC and above, the introductory CSSays the
treatises cıted, and WORKMAN, CIL. He consıders "Wyclıf the sacraments” wıthın
his chapter "Wyclıf"s Ooncepts of UrCc and State'"

13 de Apostasılia, V1 and KENNY, Wyclif, and 03 The introduction the
I ractatus de Universalibus, ed MUELLER, (Oxford, and Ivan MWUELLER,

"Summa ”“ of 'ohn Wyclif, Anne HUDSON and Miıchael eds., From
Ockham Wyclif, 179-183 useful the of his works: KENNY, Wyclif,

g1ves the pomt at which hıs theologıcal from speculatıon the
practical.

On thıs problem In relatıon Aquiınas, CC Ihe Setting of the Summa
I' heologiae of Saint OmAS, The Etienne Gilson Ser1i1es 57 oronto, Is Thomas
equanımıty and charıty in the treatment of those wıth whom he AaBICcC> and those wıth
whom he dıffers, result of hıs SUCCESS achieving theoretical freedom and approprıiate
form for eology?

s See ean-Paul BOUHOT, Ratramne de Corbie, Histoire litteraire el CONLrOvVerses

doctrinales, (Etudes Augustinjennes, Parıs, 7', 72-4, VT
16 In the opınıon of BOUHOT, iDid, 125-7, Ratramnus dıd NOT understanı the

he quoted from Augustine (de Doctrina Christiana al chapter XX X111 and Epistola ad
Bonifacium at XXXV) hıs De Corpore el Sanguine Domini (ed IN VAN DEN BRINK,
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The exTi majJor round of conflıct about the eucharıst, between
Lanfranc and Berengar, Was full of personal anımosıI1ty, bıtterness, and
contempt . The of the venerated athers WeIC hurled back and forth
ıke SPCAaIS. The results WeTiIC opposed ere Was both increased
CONSCIOUSNESS of the dıfferences between the ex(s, wıth the CONsequent
suspicıon that SOTINEC WeTIC Spur10us, and also the desıre 1(8) accumulate
INan 4S possıble or OUT position  n18. The CONCErTN authoritatıve

| Amsterdam, 1954], 221) contradıcting themselves the ther fathers he cıtes. Nor
15 it NECCESSaTY regar| the Fredugard whom Paschasıus wrıtes thınkıng them
contradıctory. But, at Iınes 72-4 (Epistola ad Fredugardum PASCHASIUS TUS,
De Corpore el Sanguine Domini, ed PAULUS, CCM repols, 147,)
Paschasıus sks whether "1pse egregIius doctor Contra diceret, ut recolo
sermonıbus ad neophıtos?" Thıs 15 SpUr10US Augustine SCc«C AUGUSTINE,
Sermones post Maurinos reperti, Miscellanea Agostiniana, vol 19 ed MORIN,
ome, 18-20, De Sacramentis In die paschae. RABANUS AURUS (De
Corpore el Sanguine Domini adversus Katpertum, 112 at col 15 astonıshed aft
hat he finds Ambrose be reported wrıting and thinks Augustine dıspute
Ambrose: however, anus 1S already dealıng both wıth the VC) free handlıng of
Ambrose by Paschasıus Radbertus and wıth of Paschasıus hımself posiıng
Augustine. HERIGER LOBBES, whose treatıse De Corpore el Sanguine Domini 18
incorrectly identified wrıtten Dy Gerbertus afiterwards Pope Sylvester 1) 139, 1S
labourıng under the Sa1lllc problems Rabanus but he still the texts Can be
reconcıled A  S1 ad plenum ei dıiscrete essent intellectae", col 179 B- (see BOUHOT,
CH.: 34-5)

. See SOUTHERN, Lanfranc of Bec and Berengar of [ours, Studies In
Medieval History presented Frederick Maurice Powicke, edited by HUNT,
PANTIN and THERN, (Oxford, 27-48; yLanfranc el
Berenger. La CONLroverse eucharistique du Xie siecle, Spicılegium AaCTUumMm Lovanıense, 3°
(Leuven, and .9 Eg20 Berengarius, In Journal of I heological Studies,

(1989)
I® OF JEGE, Liber de Sacramentis Corporis el Sanguinis Domini (PE 180) lon

1C| SGn I_ ’‘idee du Sacrifice de Ia Messe d apres les theologiens depuis
l’origine JUuSqu a NOS JOUFS (Parıs, /79117£.; HARING, Study In the
Sacramentology of Alger of Liege, Mediaeval Studies, (1958), 41-78:
s C: 465-71] 18 the elr the CONLTOVETISY both terms of the dıverse
interpretat1ons of and Iso terms of the accumulation of pseudo Sıgnificantly
ger begıns wıth 1eW the varıety the wrıtings of the saınts the Dody and
00 of hrıst and the in the dıtiıon. He collects and trıes reconcıle the
sententiae and 15 1Impo for Giratian and the twelfth CENTUTY collections. He

have een influenced Dy UITMUND OF AVERSA who abours mightıly in hıs De
Corporis SangZuinis Christi Veritate In Eucharistia (PL 149) SaVe Augustine from the
interpretation of stulte ef Iinsıpıentissime Berengarli 1457C) and who produces great
Trange of ugustinıan and pseudo-Augustinian Much the Same be saıd of
DURANDUS OF IRO Liber de Corpore el Sanguine Christi CONIFra Berengarium el
IUS sectatores (PL 149) More Drielly, but sımılarly, there 18 ILLIAM OF ITHIERRY’S
De Corpore el Sanguine Dominıiı (PL 180) 1C. recogniızed the apparent contradıctions
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9 harmoniızed from one’s standpoıint, resulted in development of
the florilegia. ese collections of exXTis detached from the 00 1C
they belong had ex1isted from the beginnıng. (vw the genumne er
Sententiarum of Prosper of Aquıtaine Was compıle: durıng Augustine’s
ıfe OT Just after. Its sententiae arc all from Augustine and are all authentic.
But the evelops Next, gel the mıxed florilegia number of
athers and scripture sStrung together matter and the uUsSsc of earher
orilegia provıde the As ıIn Bede these MaYy SCIVC 1D11C2Q.
Commen(TarYy. IT'hen, aITıve al the arran. of from dıverse
OUTCES for doctrinal argument and polemical assertion. The pseudo
Sentences of Prosper 15 Just ONC example of thıs development””. The fact
that theologıcal argument in thıs per10 (as it 111 be agaın In the sıxteenth
cen Was often the polemical interpretation of patrıstic texXT, 0)8

accumulatıon of E} made the confusıon of ancıent and modern authors
the ILNOTIC CaSY.

The exTi ıIn the development of theologıica forms proceeds
naturally from thıs 0)el  ® The reconcılıatiıon of dıverse authorities 1S the a1ım
of Gratijian’s Decretum, the SOUTCE for Wyclıf of hıs passagc of Lanfranc
under the amnec of Augustine. The Decretum 1S, In fact, entitled: C’oncor-
dantia Discordantium Canonum, LE.; The Concordance of Discordant
Canons. Reconcıilıatiıon 15 the ultımate aım also of Peter Abelard’s SIC el

and obscurıties of the fathers and and g1ves 1ist of Diversae sententiae
SaNCLIOrum 1a77 de COFDOFE domini beginning al 362D HILDEBERT OF LAVARDIN 1s
rather exception wıth h1s Brevis de Sacramento altarıs (PL LE hıch
produces massıve compilatıon NOT complex theory by hıch dıversıty and apparent
contradıction reconcıled, but attempts hold thıngs ogether wıth Vaguc secundum
modum aliquem existendi. Generally these theologıans ead the WaY the famous
text 0O0| which the twelfth Century produce: for the rest of the mediaeval per10 and
beyond.

19 See DEKKERS, Quelques notes, 78 and T, P} FRANSEN, D ’ Eugippius,
P.TI. GRAY, 'The Select Fathers Canonizing the Patristic Past, Studia Patristica
X 24 |for the 1987 Conference], (Leuven, 21-36, PROSPER OF AQUITAINE,
Liber Sententiarum, Orpus Christianorum Serlies Latına ( Turnhout,
for StOry of the development of Patrıstic florilegiae, and for the genulne Sentences of
Prosper. In contrast, derıving from genuılne writings of Augustine, but hıch have
been arrange: and explaıned 'ansIiorm theır SOUTCES eıther by development
CON!  ictio0n and passe works of Augustine reproduced C:
xtraıts de Paschase Radbert", 759-786 and "Extraits de Tanc",  n 786-797;
MORIN, Cıte: note above: FOLLIET, Un abrege du ‘De Sacramento Corporis el

SANZUINIS Domini' d’Alger de Liege, MLS 'OUS le NO: de Augustin, 1n Recherches
augustiniennes, 8, (Parıs, w BOUHOT, Extraits du ‘De Corpore el

Sanguine Domini de Paschase Radbert OUS le NOmM d’Augustin, in Recherches augusti-
nıennes, (Parıs,
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Non, of the Decretum and Panormia of Ivo of Chartres, and of Peter
ombard Sententiae*. But neıther In the NOT in the sıxteenth
centuries Can theology remaın satısfıed wıth such form It proved

In both per10ds lectio, the readıng, exXxeges1s and
cCommentary exis, from systematıc heology proper“'. the thırteenth
Century, characterıstic results of the eed for Ne  S theologıca. forms aDDCAaTr
In the cCommentarıes by Ihomas Aquınas ıblıcal, patrıst1ic (he COIMM-
mented the Divine Names of the pseudo-Dionys1ius), and philosophic
9 ın hıs Uus«c of the quaestio in the Commentary ombard Senten-
f1ae, and in the existence, iındependently of these commentarıes, of the
great SUMMAE, especılially the Summa Theologiae 1C WAas inspıred by the
eed nıte theologıca form and content“. Wıth the second stage of

For Ivo of Chartres, SCC 161; HAÄARING, Aart. Cit., 51-6 and 65 wrıtes that Ivo
Was for ger and Gratian, Nal Iso I9 m O 461, note Gratian
used both Alger and Ivo The Prologue of SIiCc el Non. Critical
Edition, edıted by and N’ (Chıcago, explicated Dy Jean
JOLIVET, Arts du langage el theologie hez Abelard, Etudes de philosophie medievale

(Parıs, 3 provıdes the best of hat Was intended these
collecti10ns. TIhe euchariıstic section of the sentences 1s found Sententiae In Libris
Distinctae, vol., IL, (Grotta- errata,

On the MOvemen! Dy which Scriptural exeges1s Came nclude theologıcal and
phiılosophical questions, SCcCC Marcıa COLISH, ‘Psalterium Scholasticorum : Peter
Lombard and the Emergence of Scholastic Psalms Exegesis, in Speculum, 6 E # E uly,

531-548 "Gilbert (of Poıitiers| 18 really the first scholastıc eXegele of salms
develop theologıcal quaestiones Out of the {® The classıc work these
developments 15 SMALLEY, The Study of the Bible In the Middle Ages, 3Ard edn
(Oxford, For SUHMUMNAaTY, SCC Rıchard SOUTHERN, Beryl Smalley and
the Bible, in ALSH and eds., The Bible In the Medieval World. ESSays In
Memory of Beryl Smalley, But che had revise radıcally her VIEWS the
ırteenth CenNntury especlally 1g of Henri Al Exegese medievale. Les quatre
SE de [ ’E‘criture, vols., Theologie 41, and arıls, 1959-1964) and of the study
of the organızatıon of medieval eachıng reported, for example, in M.-
Toward Understanding Yg Ihomas (Chicago, She 1S, however, rıght OU! the
dırection of the developments VCcCxn ıf the Causes and the stages must be reconsıdered.
ecently ere 1S JORDAN, Ordering Wisdom. The Hierarchy of Philosophical
Discourses In Aquinas, Publications In Medieval Studies Al (Notre Dame, » 1n
which the i  < CONSCHNSUS ll be OUN! See ‘Secundum dionysium dicendum quod
superlores angeli HUNGUUAM immediate CIrCca minısterium habent‘: Aquinas, Proclus and
Isaiah V1.6, 1ın Platonism and Medieval Philosophy, ed. Robert AN, (Albany, New
ork: SUNY Press,

See God In Himself: Aquinas’ Doctrine of God Expounded INn the Summa
Theologiae, (Oxford, 19-35 Brevard CHILDS, Biblical T’heology of the Old
and New lestaments: Theological Reflection the Christian Bible, (Miınneapolıs:
Fortress Press, 40-43 still Aquınas accordıng the early VIEWS of 1C|
Smalley later repented; but, at 49, he advances the argument when he notes that, whıle
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eformed heology 1n the sıxteenth CenturYy, COTMNNC Rıchard Hooker’s
Aaws of Ecclesiastical Politie and Jo  S Calvın’s, equalliy systematıc,
Institutes of the Christian eligion. In both the and the sıxteenth
centurIies, the scientific Og1C C forms theologıcal discourse must

be hıdden assumption. It must COINC Oout ınto the OD Theologıca
Cclence must become ıtself theologica object. Wyclıf Can only be
understood part of the late mediaeval development of thıs phılosophiıcal
self-conscio0usness In heology.

Thıs demand, therefore, that the OgI1C through 1C theology 15
systematızed and ıts Content understood be ıtself ırectly subject for
theologıca reflectiıon 1S later mediaeval development, though ıts
necessity ses Out of problems In the earlıer StOTY. The divisıons about
1C OgI1C 1S appropriate, and the dırect and self-cCOonsSCI10us connection of
these logıics the theologıca. character of theır Systems, belong especlally

the theologıans of yclıf’s OW: time. But, Just hıs veneration for
authoriıties from the first Christian mıllennı1um nables hım TEa
moderns and contemporarıes wıth ontemp(t, fee]l eed COMeEe

wıth them SVCN about commonliy sed also it forces
hım and them miıisuse these and these venerated authorities“. Ihe
ancıent must answer modern questions poseı in modern form, and 1in
the old authorıties Must be OUuUnN!| the phılosophiıcal OgI1C for CONtemMpOTrarYy
theologıca SYySiemSs.

As already indıcated, the fiırst IN of Augustine in Wyclıf"s de
Eucharistia 15 of hıs de Ouantitate Anıiımae. Thıs earl y, purely phılo-
sophıca dıalogue 15 Suppose: provıde authorıtatıve grounds for rejecting
the separatıon of substance and accıdents essentıial eucharıstıic heology
after Lanfifranc He 1ın In it the metaphysıc K 189 15 generally recognized
as determinatıve of hıs eucharıstic theology, lercely antı-nominalıst
Platonıc realısm. Michael Iresko’s aCCOunt of Wyclıif’s A  metaphysıcs of

alvın, lıke Aquınas, separates exeges1s and eOlogy, he 0€es it for the opposıte 1C4SOIMN

"Thomas Aquımas wrote Summa S the whole of Christian teachıng ınto
1C| the provıde buildıng blocks In strıkıng Contrast alvın reversed
the process! The role of theology Was a1d interpreting the Bıble Hıs INOVE Was
the direction of dogmatıcs exeges1s”. Thıs Onftrast 18 enlıghtenıng and it sustaıns
fundamental pomt about the necessity of dıvidıng the eNrES, but it 18 equally that the

of phılosophical and theological reflection 1s for Aquınas gathered back into h1s
commentary Scripture; SCcC armelo PANDOFI, San Tommaso filosofo nel Commento al
Salmı Interpretatione dell’essere nel modo ' esistenziale‘ dell invocazione, (Bologna,

and Towards, 233 234 and STA
23 For hıs hıstorical schema, SCC note above. WORKMAN, CI IL, 3 E note 5‚

indicates that Wyclıf dıivided the hıstory of eucharıstic doctrine into three per10ds: the first
mıllenı1um, from Berengar NNOcent INL, modern doctors of the ast 200 YCAars
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Scriptural integrity" discerns sımılar relatıon to the ancıent authoriıties:
"Ihere alllc time when he experienced LICW insıght into the WaY
meanıng 15 contaıned ın ScriptureJOHN WYCLIF  223  Scriptural integrity" discerns a similar relation to the ancient authorities:  "There came a time  when he experienced a new insight into the way  meaning is contained in Scripture ... The turning point that Wyclif describes  was his conversion to realism. He came to consider this metaphysics a  tradition that had been upheld by the providence of God ... For without  universals, he held, there can be no truth, and without a philosophy that relies  upon universals there can be no assurance of truth ... He describes this event  in De Dominio Divino. ‘For I cannot demonstrate and understand the creature  except through demonstrating and understanding God. I went a long time  before I understood this theory of ideas from Scripture. But I discovered it  unexpectedly when I received illumination from God, whereupon I gave joyful  thanks to him, along with his servant Augustine and all the others, whom God  ordains from eternity to minister to me and help me to this understanding  nvZ4_  It is not surprising that Wyclif should give credit to Augustine for helping  him arrive at a theory of universals. Augustine understood knowing and  reality in a way which owed much to the Platonic tradition, though,  importantly, the form and content of his philosophical and theological  logic were very different from their character in the fourteenth century.  But, as Michael Tresko remarks, "What is most striking here is that Wyclif  n25  claims to have found universals in the teaching of Scripture  .  One half of our own century would have been less surprised than  we are. The so-called "biblical theology" and Etienne Gilson’s discovery  of what he takes to be Aquinas’ philosophical logic in Exodus with its  "philosophy of esse" are positions analogous to those of Wyclif”®. But  many of the dilemmas of theology in the second half of the twentieth  century are owed to the now evident impossibility of reading theology and  philosophy immediately into, and, as a result, out of, the Bible. Revelation  no more teaches philosophical realism — as opposed to nominalism —  ?% TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 160-61. See also LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, p. 224.  3 Jbid. On Wyclif’s special attachment to Augustine, see KENNY, Wyclif, p. 10 and  KRETZMAN, art. cit., p. 48.  2% See W.J. HANKEY, Dionysian Hierarchy in St. Thomas Aquinas: Tradition and  Transformation, in Actes du Colloque sur Aeropagite et sa posterite en Orient et en  Occident, ed. Ysabel DE ANDIA, serie Moyen Äge (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1995),  412-445, in press., idem, ‘Secundum dionysium”; idem, Making Theology Practical:  Thomas Aquinas and the Nineteenth Century Religious Revival, in Dionysius, 9 (1985),  pp. 94-6; idem, Scripture and Theology: the Current Dilemma, in The Scriptures and  Modern Christian Teaching ‚ ed. G.R. BRIDGE (Charlottetown: St. Peter Publications,  1989), pp. 7-21, especially p. 8; Jonathan Z. SMITH, Drudgery Divine: On the  Comparison of Early Christianities and the Religions of Late Antiquity, (London, 1990),  p. 77 and E. ZUM BRUNNn, Le Dieu de Platon et le Dieu de Möise, in Saint Augustin, ed.  P. RANSON, Le Dossiers H, (Giromagny, 1988), pp. 35-39.The turnıng pomnt that Wyclıf descr1ibes
Was h1is conversion realısm. He ame cons1ıder thıs metaphysıcs
tradıtion that had been upheld by the provıdence of GodJOHN WYCLIF  223  Scriptural integrity" discerns a similar relation to the ancient authorities:  "There came a time  when he experienced a new insight into the way  meaning is contained in Scripture ... The turning point that Wyclif describes  was his conversion to realism. He came to consider this metaphysics a  tradition that had been upheld by the providence of God ... For without  universals, he held, there can be no truth, and without a philosophy that relies  upon universals there can be no assurance of truth ... He describes this event  in De Dominio Divino. ‘For I cannot demonstrate and understand the creature  except through demonstrating and understanding God. I went a long time  before I understood this theory of ideas from Scripture. But I discovered it  unexpectedly when I received illumination from God, whereupon I gave joyful  thanks to him, along with his servant Augustine and all the others, whom God  ordains from eternity to minister to me and help me to this understanding  nvZ4_  It is not surprising that Wyclif should give credit to Augustine for helping  him arrive at a theory of universals. Augustine understood knowing and  reality in a way which owed much to the Platonic tradition, though,  importantly, the form and content of his philosophical and theological  logic were very different from their character in the fourteenth century.  But, as Michael Tresko remarks, "What is most striking here is that Wyclif  n25  claims to have found universals in the teaching of Scripture  .  One half of our own century would have been less surprised than  we are. The so-called "biblical theology" and Etienne Gilson’s discovery  of what he takes to be Aquinas’ philosophical logic in Exodus with its  "philosophy of esse" are positions analogous to those of Wyclif”®. But  many of the dilemmas of theology in the second half of the twentieth  century are owed to the now evident impossibility of reading theology and  philosophy immediately into, and, as a result, out of, the Bible. Revelation  no more teaches philosophical realism — as opposed to nominalism —  ?% TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 160-61. See also LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, p. 224.  3 Jbid. On Wyclif’s special attachment to Augustine, see KENNY, Wyclif, p. 10 and  KRETZMAN, art. cit., p. 48.  2% See W.J. HANKEY, Dionysian Hierarchy in St. Thomas Aquinas: Tradition and  Transformation, in Actes du Colloque sur Aeropagite et sa posterite en Orient et en  Occident, ed. Ysabel DE ANDIA, serie Moyen Äge (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1995),  412-445, in press., idem, ‘Secundum dionysium”; idem, Making Theology Practical:  Thomas Aquinas and the Nineteenth Century Religious Revival, in Dionysius, 9 (1985),  pp. 94-6; idem, Scripture and Theology: the Current Dilemma, in The Scriptures and  Modern Christian Teaching ‚ ed. G.R. BRIDGE (Charlottetown: St. Peter Publications,  1989), pp. 7-21, especially p. 8; Jonathan Z. SMITH, Drudgery Divine: On the  Comparison of Early Christianities and the Religions of Late Antiquity, (London, 1990),  p. 77 and E. ZUM BRUNNn, Le Dieu de Platon et le Dieu de Möise, in Saint Augustin, ed.  P. RANSON, Le Dossiers H, (Giromagny, 1988), pp. 35-39.For wıthout
unıversals, he held, there Call be truth, and wıthout phılosophy that rehes
upON un1ıversals there Can be 4A4SSUTAaNCE of truthJOHN WYCLIF  223  Scriptural integrity" discerns a similar relation to the ancient authorities:  "There came a time  when he experienced a new insight into the way  meaning is contained in Scripture ... The turning point that Wyclif describes  was his conversion to realism. He came to consider this metaphysics a  tradition that had been upheld by the providence of God ... For without  universals, he held, there can be no truth, and without a philosophy that relies  upon universals there can be no assurance of truth ... He describes this event  in De Dominio Divino. ‘For I cannot demonstrate and understand the creature  except through demonstrating and understanding God. I went a long time  before I understood this theory of ideas from Scripture. But I discovered it  unexpectedly when I received illumination from God, whereupon I gave joyful  thanks to him, along with his servant Augustine and all the others, whom God  ordains from eternity to minister to me and help me to this understanding  nvZ4_  It is not surprising that Wyclif should give credit to Augustine for helping  him arrive at a theory of universals. Augustine understood knowing and  reality in a way which owed much to the Platonic tradition, though,  importantly, the form and content of his philosophical and theological  logic were very different from their character in the fourteenth century.  But, as Michael Tresko remarks, "What is most striking here is that Wyclif  n25  claims to have found universals in the teaching of Scripture  .  One half of our own century would have been less surprised than  we are. The so-called "biblical theology" and Etienne Gilson’s discovery  of what he takes to be Aquinas’ philosophical logic in Exodus with its  "philosophy of esse" are positions analogous to those of Wyclif”®. But  many of the dilemmas of theology in the second half of the twentieth  century are owed to the now evident impossibility of reading theology and  philosophy immediately into, and, as a result, out of, the Bible. Revelation  no more teaches philosophical realism — as opposed to nominalism —  ?% TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 160-61. See also LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, p. 224.  3 Jbid. On Wyclif’s special attachment to Augustine, see KENNY, Wyclif, p. 10 and  KRETZMAN, art. cit., p. 48.  2% See W.J. HANKEY, Dionysian Hierarchy in St. Thomas Aquinas: Tradition and  Transformation, in Actes du Colloque sur Aeropagite et sa posterite en Orient et en  Occident, ed. Ysabel DE ANDIA, serie Moyen Äge (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1995),  412-445, in press., idem, ‘Secundum dionysium”; idem, Making Theology Practical:  Thomas Aquinas and the Nineteenth Century Religious Revival, in Dionysius, 9 (1985),  pp. 94-6; idem, Scripture and Theology: the Current Dilemma, in The Scriptures and  Modern Christian Teaching ‚ ed. G.R. BRIDGE (Charlottetown: St. Peter Publications,  1989), pp. 7-21, especially p. 8; Jonathan Z. SMITH, Drudgery Divine: On the  Comparison of Early Christianities and the Religions of Late Antiquity, (London, 1990),  p. 77 and E. ZUM BRUNNn, Le Dieu de Platon et le Dieu de Möise, in Saint Augustin, ed.  P. RANSON, Le Dossiers H, (Giromagny, 1988), pp. 35-39.He descr1ibes thıs even!
in De OMINLO Divino. °For Cannot demonstrate and understand the creature

eXcept through demonstrating and understandıng God went long time
before understood thıs eOrYy of ideas from Scripture But discovered ıt
unexpectedly when received ıllumınatıon from God, whereupon DaVC Joyful
thanks hım, along wıth hıs sSservant Augustine and all the others, whom God
ordaıns from eternity minıster and help this understandıng nvZ4_

It 15 nOot surprising that Wyclıf cshould g1ve credit tOo Augustine for helping
hım arrıve al eOTrYy of unıversals. Augustine understood knowıng and
realıty ın WaYy hıch owed much the Platoniıc tradıtıon, though,
importantly, the form and content of hıs phılosophiıcal and theologıca.
Og1C WEeEeIC V dıfferent from theır character in the fourteenth
But, d Miıchael Iresko remarks, "What 15 MOStT strıkıng ere 1S that yclıf

125claıms ave OUnN! unıversals in the teaching of Scripture
One half of OUT OW WOU. ave een less surprised than

AI The SO-Calle' "bıblıca theology” and Etienne (Anlson’s discovery
of what he takes be Aquiınas’ phılosophiıcal Og1C in Exodus wıth ıts
"phılosophy of esse”" aAarec pos1ıti1ons analogous those of Wyclif”®. But
Man Yy of the dılemmas of heology in the second half of the twentieth

AI owed the NO  < evıdent ımpossıbılıty of readıng theology and
phılosophy iımmediately into, and, d result, Out Of, the Revelatıon

INOTEC teaches phılosophical realısm opposed nomiınalısm

I RESKO, art. CH.. See 1Iso LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, 224
25 Thid. On Wyrclırf"s specıal attachmen: Augustine, SCC KENNY, Wyclif, and

KRETZMAN, ArtT. H..
See HANKEY, Dionysian Hierarchy In A Thomas Aquinas: Tradition and

Transformation, In Cclies du Colloque SUr Aeropagite et posterite Orient el
Öccident, ed Y sabel ANDIA, ser1e oyen Age (Parıs Etudes Augustiniennes,
412-445, 1n , ıdem, ‘“Secundum dionysium ; ıdem, Making Theology Practical:
T homas Aquinas and the Nineteenth Century Religious Revival, Dionysius, (1985),

94-6; idem, Scripture and Theology: the Current Dilemma, in The Scriptures and
Modern Christian Teaching ed BRIDGE (Charlottetown: St eiter Publıcations,

7-21, especıially 8 onathan MIT' Drudgery Divine: On the
Comparison of Early Christianities and the Religions of Late ntiquity, (London,

and ZUM BRUNN, Le Dieu de Platon el le Dieu de Möise, ın Saint Augustin, ed.
Le Dossiers H, 1romagny, 35-39
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than it OpPpPDOSCS transubstantıiatiıon, as Wyclıf claıms it does  27 because it
Ca the food of the eucharistic meal "bread”. One OT another phılo-
sophıcal Og1C OT theoretical construction IMNa y be INOTEC OT less capable of
g1ving ratiıonal cContent what revelatıon o1VvesS, of enablıng us lıve in
WOT. that 15 complete for reflection, and of sustaınıng ıtself dıalectically.
Because the belıever WONU. understand, he 15 far from indılieren] phılo-
sophıca. theory. But the Scripture o€es not SaVC hım from the paın of the
OUur of phılosophıc reflection“®.

What 15 the doctrine of Hoc est? How o€eSs it er from Augus-
tine’s teachıng that SOIINC earlıer mediaeval theologıans eıther rejected
ıts doctrine eing from Augustine’s DCH, OT indıcated that it dıd nNnOL fıt
hıs other teachıng, OT TEE! themselves from dependence 1ts authorıty?
Why 0€es Wyclıf regard it above all other decretals MAaQLS224  W. J. HANKEY  than it opposes transubstantiation, as Wyclif claims it does”, because it  calls the food of the eucharistic meal "bread". One or another philo-  sophical logic or theoretical construction may be more or less capable of  giving rational content to what revelation gives, of enabling us to live in a  world that is complete for reflection, and of sustaining itself dialectically.  Because the believer would understand, he is far from indifferent to philo-  sophical theory. But the Scripture does not save him from the pain of the  labour of philosophic reflection”®.  What is the doctrine of Hoc est? How does it differ from Augus-  tine’s teaching so that some earlier mediaeval theologians either rejected  its doctrine as being from Augustine’s pen, or indicated that it did not fit  his other teaching, or freed. themselves from dependence on its authority?  Why does Wyclif regard it as above all other decretals magis ... pro nostra  sentencia?  Gratian indicates its purposes for him in the title: "The sacrifice of  the church consists in the sacrament and in the reality signified by the  sacrament (res sacramenti)". And quotes what he designates as Augustine  in libro sentenciarum Prosperi as follows:  "the sacrifice of the church consists of two things: in two it remains: of the  visible form of the elements and of the invisible flesh and blood of our Lord  Jesus Christ; both of the sacrament and the thing signified by the sacrament:  even as the person of Christ stands and consists of God and man, since he is  true God and true man, for everything contains in itself the nature and truth of  that in which it consists. Now the sacrifice of the church consists of two  things: the sacrament and the thing signified by the sacrament, that is, the  body of Christ. Therefore there is both the sacrament, and the reality to which  the sacrament refers, that is, the body of Christ".  The first part of Wyclif’s quotation is drawn from these words.  Gratian goes on to quote, what he supposes are the words of  Augustine, further:  "1. There is his flesh, which we receive in the sacrament working in the form  of bread, and there is his blood, which we drink under the form and taste of  wine. Evidently flesh is sacrament of flesh and blood is sacrament of blood.  By flesh and blood, each invisible, spiritual, intelligible is signified the body  of our Lord Jesus Christ, visible and palpable, full by grace and by divine  majesty of all virtues. 2. As the heavenly bread, which is the true flesh of  Christ is called the body of Christ, since in very truth it is sacrament of the  27 For example at de Apostasia, p. 181, de Eucharistia, pp. 224 and 288; see KEEN,  Wyclif, p. 12 and KRETZMAN, art. cit. for other philosophical positions derived from "the  logic of Sceripture".  23 See my The Bible in a Post-Critical Age, in After the Deluge, Essays Towards the  Desecularization of the Church, ed., Wm. ODDIE, (London: SPCK, 1987), pp. 41-92, es-  pecially pp. 41-3 and 69-72.DFO NOSIra
sentencia?

Gratian indıcates its PUITDOSCS for hım in the tıtle sacrıfıce of
the UrCc consısts In the sacrament and in the realıty sıgnıfıed Dy the
sacrament (res sacramenti)”. quotes what he designates as Augustine
INn FYOo sentencliarum Prosperi ollows

"the sacrıfiıce of the church consısts of things: in it remaılns: of the
visıble form of the elements and of the invisıble flesh and 00 of Lord
Jesus Christ; both of the sacrament and the thıng signifie: Dy the sacramen!t:
VCIN the Crson of Chriıst stands and consısts of God and MMan, SInCe he 15

(G10d and IN for eVE)  ıng contaıns in iıtself the nature and truth of
that In ıe it consısts. Now the sacrıfiıce of the church consısts of
thıngs: the sacrament and the ıng sıgnıfle: Dy the sacramen(t, that 1S, the
body of Christ Therefore there 1Ss both the sacrament, and the realıty which
the sacrament refers, that 1S, the body of Christ"

The first part of yclıf’s quotation 1S drawn from these words.
Giratian SCS qu  9 what he are the words of

Augustine, er
n1 ere 15 hıs flesh, 1C recelıve In the sSsacrament workıng in the form
of rea| and there 15 h1ıs 00 which drınk under the form and of
WINe Evıdently flesh 15 sSsacrament of flesh and 00O! 15 sacrament of 00
BYy flesh and 00 each invisıble, spırıtual, intellıgıble 15 sıgnıfie the body
of OUT ord Jesus 1st, visıble and palpable, full by BTACC and Dy dıvine
majesty of all virtues. As the heavenly bread, which 1S the flesh of
Christ 15 called the body of 1st, Since In vVEeIy truth ıt 1S Ssacrament of the

27 For example at de Apostasıa, 181, de Eucharistia, 724 and 288; N KEEN,
Wyclif, 12 and ETZMAN, CIL. for ther philosophıcal pos1ıt1ons derıved TOM "the
og1C of Scripture”.

28 See The Bibhle In Post-Critical Age, After the Deluge, SSAYS Towards the
Desecularization of the Church, ed., Wm. ONdon: SPCK, 41-92, CS-

peclally 41-3 and 69-/2
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body of Christ, namely of that body which being visıble, palpable and mortal
Was put the (0)  ‚ and, that ımmolatıon of the flesh which 15 made by
the priest s hands, 15 called the passıon, death, crucifixion of Christ not ıIn the
V truth of the thın but In signifyıng MYSLETY, the sacrament of al
1.e baptısm, 18 faıth"

gloss explanatiıon accompanıed thıs decretal 1ın the form
the authors consıder OUunNn! it

eavenly sacrament, 1C truly represents the body of Christ, 15 called
Christ’s body, but a(8)1 ıIn plaın speech. Therefore the uthor] SdyS 1n certaın
Way’, not in the truth of the thıng, but Dy s1gnıfyıng mMYSTeTY; thıs 15 the

it 15 called the body of Chrıist, 1t sıgnıfies it the body]"”®.
Wyclıf also sed part of the second section of the decretal and Its gl0oss

In 1926, epin traced the PDITOCCSS by 36 Lanfranc’s De ( Or-
DOFEe el SanQzuine Domini (PL 150,421-425), Was chopped rearranged,
abrıdged and entered eucharıstic CONLTOVEISY for 500 primarıly, but
NOLT exclusıvely, Augustine’s Sentences of Prosper. of ıt WeIC ST1

29 For references SCC ote above, the text 15 OC est quod dicımus, quod omnıbus
modis approbare contendimus, sacrıfıc1um ecclesıe conficı duobus, 19(6) CONstare
vıisıbilı elementorum specıle, el invısıbiılı Domuini nostrı Jesu Christı Carne eit sanguılne; et
sacramen(to, el sacramentI, ıd est COTDOTC Christi, Sıcut DErSONa Chrıstı Constat et
conficıtur Deo et homine, Ipse stus VEeTUS Deus sıt et eIus homo, quıla mMn1s
105 11L Larum ICI U na  am ei verıtatem In continet, quıbus onficıtur. ONTICI!
autem sacrıfıcıum eccles12e duobus sacramen(to, eit sacrament!, 1d est u Christi
Item: Caro 1US est, quam orma panıs opertam 1n sacramento aCC1pımus, ei Sanguls
e1us, quCm sub V1nı specıe SAaDOTIC potamus Caro videlıcet Carnis, ei SanquI1Ss
sSsacramentum Sangu1n1Ss; CaIllec ei sanguıne, utroque Invisıbıilı, spırıtuali, ıntellıgıbıilı,
sıgnıfıcatur visıbıle Domuin1ı nostrı1ı lesu Christı, eit palpabıle, plenum gratia Oomnıum
virtutum, ei dıvına maıestate. Item: Sıicut CTSO celest1is panıs, quı vere”* ‚A1O Christı est,
SUO modo VOCatur u Christi, CUIIN IeVCOIa sıt sacramentum COrporI1s stl, iıllıus
videlıcet, quod visıbıle, quod palpabıle, mortale in IUC® est posıtum, vocaturque 1psa
carnıs inmolatıo, quc sacerdotis manıbus Ht Chrıstı passı10, INOTS, CrucC1f1xX10, 19(0) 81 re1i
verıtate, sed sıgnıfıcantı mister10: SIC entum fıde1, quod baptısmus ıntellıgıtur, fiıdes
est  d Ihe VeErE, which have affıxed 18 missıng from the edıtions lısted in the
following Otfe ell TOmM REMBOLT, Parıs, 1507 CCCCXXXUUI verso) and
earher printings. The reformers ıt wıthout the ere and theır do Nnot
protest. ave found it first Parısıan edıtiıon of 1612 which notes "Haec eadem
habentur apud Lanfrancum (ex quO C1ta! Ivo) el apud gerum (quı ıtıdem Gratianus
TO sententiarum Prosper1) NOoON tamen eodem ordıne CONOCAa: Fx quıbus quıdem
auctorıbus nonnulla SuUunt emendata”. So it that ater scholarshıp the ere

when ıt discovered the SOUTCE of the texT.
The gloss reads "Coeleste sacramentum, quod OI T  al ul Chrısti,

dıcıtur stl, sed improprie. nde dıctur, SUO mOdo; sed NON rel verıtate, sed
sıgnıfıcante mySster10; uft sıt SCHSUS, Vocatur u Christı; 1d esT, sıgnıificat" the
following London edıtıons Franco1s Fradın, [933: apud Hugonem et Haeredes emonıs
Porta, 1541; Ausultus, 1559
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credıted In the sıxteenth Century Ambrose and Gregory the Great, for
example.) Thıs Was ITrONIC twıst g1ve Prosper’s faıthfully reproduced
Sentences from Augustine! Subsequent scholarshıp has only refined the
relatıon between Ivo of Chartres and ger of jege In the transmıssıon of
the text De orpore el{ Sanguine Dominl, Lanfranc 15 respondıng
Berengar and In partıcular Berengar’s cıtatıon and interpretation of
portion of Augustine’s Letter Boniface*”. Thıs letter entered eucharıstic
CONtrOVerSYy rıght al the eginnıng wıth Ratramnus’ De Corpore el angul-

Domini, and 15 quoted al length ell In iragments and bridge-
throughout the e1g centurıes considering. In CVECIY debate,

both sıdes consıder ıt theır 0} DFO nNOSIra sententia. Moreover, SINCE,
interpreted Dy Berengar and reinterpreted Dy Lanfranc, ıt enters collections
ıke Gratian’’s Decretum, elard  s SIC el Non and ombard Sentences, ıt
1S OUuUnN! both sıdes of questions! Thıs 1S, however, another STOTY hıch

hope SOOMN ell in another place Whıle Berengar cıtes the letter often
In hıs works, he g1ves only few words OT al most ONC (always
the Samne words and the Sarmne sentence) make only OMNC point. Ihe SCI1-

1S ıf the sSsacraments had nNnOoTt certaın lıkeness the realıtıes of
i e they AIl sacramen!ts, they WOUuU not be sacraments al " the poimnt:
there 1S lıkeness (similitudo between sacrament and thıng, not
dentity OT equality (identitas, equalitas)”“.

Epistle 9 C 33,363-64; SEL 34/2, ed. GOLDBACHER (Vıenna,
O-31; er numerations designate it Epistle 2 E} Wyclıf cıtes ıt both and
For Berengar SCC Rescriptum CONLFra Lanfrannum, ed R.B HUYGENS, CCM
(Turnhout,

32 “Sl enım sacramenta quandam simılıtudınem ICI UMNN QqUaTumn SUnt sacramenta,
DNON aberent, OMNIınNO NON essent” quoted Rescriptum III, 190-192; h1s pomt May be
found for example al Rescriptum II, 243'7-2444 "Cum egas In eato Ambros1ıo0
sımılıtudınem prec10s1 San gu1nıs bıbis’ legas et eato Augustino epıstola ad
Bonefacıum ep1SCOpuUm: S1 sacramenta reTunmNnl, QqUarum sacramenta sunt, S1111}  inem NOn
aberent (non aıt rerum, (quas erant), vecordıter asser1s SS5C in sacramenti1s 'arıs
ımılıtudınem panıs ef Vinı, ad quod confirmandum ımılıtudıinıs adverbıa HON valere ad
ıdemtitatem vel equalıtatem scr1psıistı, indıgne satıs erudıtione". Hıs pomint ere 1S the
Sda1i11Cc that made Dy Ratramnus there 1s the Samlıe 1ıkeness both before and fter
consecratıion. er references thıs Passagc I, -  y IL, and 28TO-
2871 and La lettre d’Adelman de Liege Berengar de Tours, RB HUYGENS, Textes
latins du AXIle XIIIe siecle, Studı Medievalı, ser1e terza I1 (1967), 477, 35-40
Berengar and hıs ought that the treatise by atramnus, IC Orme!
Berengar’s euchariıstic VIeWS, but hıch he had only read Wäas Dy John Scot
Eriugena, regarded heretic (see note 3 % below). Berengar WAas CONvınced that ıf
Eriugena WAas heretic indeed WeTEC Augustine, Jerome and Ambrose (see
Huygen’s artıcle al 455 and 456 and Rescriptum I‚ 42- On Berengar’s partıal
readıng of .atramnus, SCC Jean de ONTICIOS al 457 of Huygen’'s artıcle and Epistola
Berengarlii ad Ascelium (FL 150), 66B, lınes PTE The only longer quotatiıon of Epistle
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But ıf Berengar’s reaction Lanfranc’s eucharıstic theories Was

conservatıve, old fashıonedly Augustinıan and doctrinally sımple, the
opposıte 15 irue of Lanfranc’s developments””. He has cConvınced Jean de
Montclos, in OUT time, and the of thıs scholar, though
complex, also persuade 901 that Lanfranc’s interpretations and develop-

of Augustine WEIC NCCCSSaTY both for the reconcılıatıon of the
dıverse aspects of Augustine’s doctrine and also for furthering it in the
eleventh Moreover, Lanfranc’s contemporarıes WEIC convınced
of thıs that they identified Lanfranc’s words those of Augustine and
other athers

TOM Rabanus Maurus 0 the realıst sıde of ; the CONLrOVerSY
ere °realıst’ 15 opposed noTt ‘nominalıst’”, the phılosophıca. posıtıon
opposed Wyclıf’s, but ‘T1gurative’ OT “sacramentalıst’, the posıtıon in
the eucharıst CONtLrOVerSY taken Dy Berengar, eY, Cranmer and ewel,
for example, and perhaps Dy Ratramnus WAas also assısted by the ıdenti1-
ficatıon of wrıtten Dy Paschasıus Radbertus the words of
Augustine. ese, d ep1n showed, substituted for Augustine’s
teachıng the body of hrıs 11Cc  S teachıng IC 15 essentıal for the
11C  S doctrinal developments:

"whıiıle for Augustine there three INanneTSs of understandıng °the hrıst”
God, God made IN and identified wıth the entire body of the

church, of which he 15 the Head, Paschasıus speaks of three INanneTrs of
understandıng °the body of which 15 entirely dıfferent. the
explanatıon which he g1ves hıs thought 15 In effect VEIYy dıvergent: the body
of Christ 15 able be hıs natural body, hıs eucharıstic body, hıs mystıcal
body the Church"**

ere 1S nothıng INOTC important the estern doctrinal developments
than the changes in the understandıng of hrıst’s body” Fınally,

9 E by Berengar 1s ın Un inedito di Berengario di Tours ı] concilio Romano del
1079, ed sOrbis OMANUS Biblioteca di est medievale, Miılan,

119; but it extends beyond the portion cıted by atramnus and thıs treatise 15 NO W

regarded by dıscıple of Berengar SCCy €il.. v Indeed, Man
problems Ssurround the authenticıty and datıng of the remaıns of erengar’s wrıtings, SCC

'ANI, Status quaestion1s dei falsi berengariani: ole sulla prıma fase della
disputa, ın Fälschungen IM Mittelalter. Gefälschte Rechtstexte der bestrafte Fälscher,
M.G 33, annoVver, 191-215

33 See Southern and OnN{tiIcCclos Cıte' note 1/ above.
hıs 18 translatıon of CIL. at 765; for the development, SCC Iso

HARING, Cil,. andy CI CSD 405 Ihe ast thınks Augustine
inspıred the development.

35 NSee DE A Corpus Mysticum. L’eucharistie et [’Eglise V dage, 2nd
dıtıon (Parıs, KANTOROWICZ, The King s Iwo Bodies: Study INn Medieval
Political T'heory, (Princeton, 194 ff.; INGAR, L’Eglise de saınt Augustin
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however, ıt 15 when jJudging 1C sıde, realıst OT figuratıve, WAas

MmMoOst aıthful tO Augustine consıder CUr10US fact.
ıle the words and doctrines of Paschasıus and Lanfranc WeTC

identified d those of Augustine, Ratramnus’ De Corpore 21 Sanguine,
IMNOTE nearly exegetical lectio of Augustine than dialectica quaestio,

be iıdentified 4S wriıtten by Jo  34 Scot Eriugena, regarde: 4S

heretic. Moreover, Ratramnus’ treatıse disappeared from 1eW until the
sixteenth u  9 eXcept fOor thıs brief 18NOM1N1I0US appCAaranNncC 1n the
eleventh CEeNTUrYy because Berengar had read part of it” Evıdently, the
theologıans In that Augustinian AaYC of the estern church recognized hım
In the doctrinal developments made by Paschasıus and Lanfranc Bou-
hot has made much the Sarmnlc kınd of Case for Paschasıus Iirue iscıple
of Augustine that Monclos made for Lanfranc, and regards Lanfranc, not

Berengar, aSs the elr of both Paschasıus and Ratramnus. FOor, wıth the
exception of pıece of deception by Godescalc, AI NOT confronting

u37_intentional fraud, only, what NO call, "communiıcatıon problems
Just after Berengar’s favorıte NS from Augustine’s letter

Boniface, the Bıshop of 1ppo wrıtes:
"From thıs simılıtude, commonly hey have the of those thıngs (of
which they AICc sacraments). So therefore In certaın WaYy the sacrament of the
body of Christ 15 the body of Christ and the sacrament of the 00 of Christ

l’epoque moderne, (Parıs, For SUMINAaT y of the question In the hıstorıical and
doctrinal context considering, SCcCC PELIKAN, The Christian Tradition, vol., HL,
The Growth of Medieval T’heology (600-15300), (Chıcago, 191-202 Up date
bıblıography 11l be found In Thomas Aquinas ’ Vision of the Church.
Fundamentals of Ecumenical Ecclesiology, Tübınger theologische Studiıen 27 (Maınz,

and SCULLY: The Theology of the Mystical Body of Christ INn French
Language Theology In The Irish Theological QuartertTy, (1992). 58-74

36 See notes 1 E 18 and above; the fate of atramnus work, essential the
'otice Bibliographique DYy J.N. VAN DEN h1s dıtıon of the De Corpore el

Sanguine Domini, 605 and BOUHOT, 77 P 83 and elsewhere. At note

5 $ 139, that the identificatıon of atramnus work by Eriugena 15
problem «x  nsoluble  ” Eriugena’s sacramental doctrine and hat hım it VE
ıTieren: from the doctrine and approac of Ratramnus; the fırst. SCC G.S WALKER,
Eriugena s Conception of the Sacraments, Studies In Church istory, vol 3, ed.
IN eıden, 150-158 and Oratio Placabilis Deo  n Eriu-
SENA Fragmentary FEucharistic Teaching In light of the Doctrine of the Periphyseon in
Dionysius, 13 (1989), At PELIKAN, C: e there 15 usefu.
SUMIMAaTr'y of the fate of the eucharıstic treatises of Paschasıus and RKatramnus and
references praise of Paschasıus’ genuıne wrıtings by h1is SUCCESSOIS

EW On the fraud of Godescalc, SCC BOUHOT, CLE 55-6 and Aart. CH. 135
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18 the 00 of Christ, lıkewıise the sacrament of faıth 15 faith">3
thınk it INaYy be Nowed that ON 0€es nOT become partısan in the

centurıes long debate OVECT the meanıng of thıs text Sa y ıt admıts of
ambiıgulty; the secundum quendam modum 1S nNOoTt specıfied. The connection
made wıth namıng ea Ihomas Cranmer and others in the sixteenth

settle atters by translatıng ıt "after certaın of
SPeCCOH ; but thıs 1S interpretative translatıon and 15 both reasonably
objecte: by hıs opponents and reasonably Justified by him:  359 Wyclıf

3 "Ex hac autem sımılıtudıine plerumque 1am ıpsarum TECTIUMN nomına accıpıunt, sıcut
CISO secundum quen modum sacramentum COrporI1s Christı COIDUS Christı est, SdCId-
mentum San gu1nıs Chriıstı Sanguls STı esT, ita sacramentum fide1 fides est  x See note 31
above, CSEL, S3T lınes S

39 TIThomas CRANMER, Writings and Disputations relative the Sacrament of the
Lord’s Supper, Parker Soclety (Cambrıdge, i Bıshop Gardıner of
Wınchester objects An  NOr St. Augustine hath such words, but only secundum quendam
modum, fter certaın INaNNCT, whereas put ‘of speech‘’ 1s addıtion INOTEC than truth
requıired of necessity” 126) Cranmer replies "read the place of St. Augustine who will,
and he fınd that he speaketh of the INanneTr of speech, and that of such INanneTr of
speech, calleth OMNC thıng by the Namme of another, where it 15 19(0)1 the VC] thıng indeed"

127} John WEL, The Works of John Jewel, vols, arker Socliety Cambrıdge, 1845
-50), L, 167 has uby certaın of speech"; 1L, 570; H1L, 471 and 602 have
"after ertaın of speech"; but at I, 489 and 503, he omıts "Of speech"”. Wm.

Defense of the Sincere and Irue Translations of the Holy criptures Into the
English Iongue, arker Soclety (Cambrıdge, 270 Iso translates "after certaın
manner” wıthout "of speec  , GRINDAL, Fruitful Dialogue hbetween Custom and
Verity declaring these words of Christ. "This 15 body  LL The 'emains of Edmund
Grindal, er Socılety (Cambrıdge, 61 But ıcholas Treatises an
Letters of Dr Nicholas Ridley, er Socıiety Cambrıdge, 4!  s has "after
certaın INanneTr of speech‘”. Rıdley probably introduced Cranmer thıs passagc SINCe ıt

he had made hım acquaınted ıth Ratramnus who quoted ıt at length and ıth
whom it entered eucharıstic Controversy. On atramnus, eYy and Cranmer, SCC IN
VAN DEN CH.: 100-102 and the introduction by }} PACKER The Work of
T homas Cranmer, TIhe Courtenay 1brary of Reformatıon Classıcs AA (Appleford,
Berkshıre, XV1 "Ihe 1T mılestone Was change mınd OU' the nature of
the eucharistic SCNCC, 1C. he ame In 1546 when “doctor Rıdley dıd confer ıth
INC, and by sundry persuas1ıons and authorıties of doctors TEW quite from

‚R1Op1nıon In the Otfe Packer Says "Rıdley eached h1s 1415  < 1eW of the eucharıstic
through readıng Ratramnus nınth-century actJOHN WYCLIF  229  is the blood of Christ, so likewise the sacrament of faith is faith"*®,  I think it may be allowed that one does not become a partisan in the  centuries long debate over the meaning of this text to say it admits of  ambiguity; the secundum quendam modum is not specified. The connection  made with naming leads Thomas Cranmer and others in the sixteenth  century to settle matters by translating it "after a certain manner of  speech", but this is an interpretative translation and is both reasonably  objected to by his opponents and reasonably justified by him“°. Wyclif  3 "Ex hac autem similitudine plerumque iam ipsarum rerum nomina accipiunt, sicut  ergo secundum quendam modum sacramentum corporis Christi corpus Christi est, sacra-  mentum sanguinis Christi sanguis Christi est, ita sacramentum fidei fides est". See note 31  above, CSEL, p. 531, lines 5-9.  3 Thomas CRANMER, Writings and Disputations relative to the Sacrament of the  Lord’s Supper, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1844), pp. 124-27; Bishop Gardiner of  Winchester objects: "nor St. Augustine hath no such words, but only secundum quendam  modum, after a certain manner, whereas to put ‘of speech’ is an addition more than truth  required of necessity" (p. 126). Cranmer replies "read the place of St. Augustine who will,  and he shall find that he speaketh of the manner of speech, and that of such a manner of  speech, as calleth one thing by the name of another, where it is not the very thing indeed"  (p- 127). John JEWEL, The Works of John Jewel, 4 vols, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1845  -50), I, p. 167: has "by a certain manner of speech"; II, p. 570; HII, pp. 471 and 602: have  "after a certain manner of speech"; but at I, pp. 489 and 503, he omits "of speech". Wm.  FULKE, A Defense of the Sincere and True Translations of the Holy Scriptures into the  English Tongue, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 270 also translates "after a certain  manner" without "of speech", so E. GRINDAL, A Fruitful Dialogue between Custom and  Verity declaring these words of Christ: "This is my body", The Remains of Edmund  Grindal, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 61. But Nicholas RIDLEY, 7reatises and  Letters of Dr Nicholas Ridley, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 40, has "after a  certain manner of speech". Ridley probably introduced Cranmer to this passage since it  seems he had made him acquainted with Ratramnus who quoted it at length and with  whom iit entered eucharistic controversy. On Ratramnus, Ridley and Cranmer, see J.N.B.  VAN DEN BRINK, op. cit., pp. 100-102 and the introduction by J.I. PACKER to Zhe Work of  Thomas Cranmer, The Courtenay Library of Reformation Classics 21 (Appleford,  Berkshire, 1964), p. xvi: "The third milestone was a change in mind about the nature of  the eucharistic presence, to which he came in 1546 when ‘doctor Ridley did confer with  me, and by sundry persuasions and authorities of doctors drew me quite from my  au  opinion  . In the note Packer says: "Ridley reached his new view of the eucharistic  presence through reading Ratramnus’ ninth-century tract ... printed at Cologne in 1532  and Geneva in 1541 ... This seems to have been in 1545." There is, however, nothing in  Ratramnus to justify this translation, and its defect is that, for Augustine, the similitude of  the thing and the sacrament is the cause of the common name, but their identity is the  work of the divine Logos and is not reducible to subjective acts of signifying or naming.  What separates the Reformation from Augustine and the mediaevals lies in a difference  between them on the relation of subjectivity to God and objective being. We must ask if  Cranmer and his companions are capable of understanding Augustine on this matter. They  regard reality from another perspective; see note 41 below.printed at Cologne In 1532

and Geneva 1541JOHN WYCLIF  229  is the blood of Christ, so likewise the sacrament of faith is faith"*®,  I think it may be allowed that one does not become a partisan in the  centuries long debate over the meaning of this text to say it admits of  ambiguity; the secundum quendam modum is not specified. The connection  made with naming leads Thomas Cranmer and others in the sixteenth  century to settle matters by translating it "after a certain manner of  speech", but this is an interpretative translation and is both reasonably  objected to by his opponents and reasonably justified by him“°. Wyclif  3 "Ex hac autem similitudine plerumque iam ipsarum rerum nomina accipiunt, sicut  ergo secundum quendam modum sacramentum corporis Christi corpus Christi est, sacra-  mentum sanguinis Christi sanguis Christi est, ita sacramentum fidei fides est". See note 31  above, CSEL, p. 531, lines 5-9.  3 Thomas CRANMER, Writings and Disputations relative to the Sacrament of the  Lord’s Supper, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1844), pp. 124-27; Bishop Gardiner of  Winchester objects: "nor St. Augustine hath no such words, but only secundum quendam  modum, after a certain manner, whereas to put ‘of speech’ is an addition more than truth  required of necessity" (p. 126). Cranmer replies "read the place of St. Augustine who will,  and he shall find that he speaketh of the manner of speech, and that of such a manner of  speech, as calleth one thing by the name of another, where it is not the very thing indeed"  (p- 127). John JEWEL, The Works of John Jewel, 4 vols, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1845  -50), I, p. 167: has "by a certain manner of speech"; II, p. 570; HII, pp. 471 and 602: have  "after a certain manner of speech"; but at I, pp. 489 and 503, he omits "of speech". Wm.  FULKE, A Defense of the Sincere and True Translations of the Holy Scriptures into the  English Tongue, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 270 also translates "after a certain  manner" without "of speech", so E. GRINDAL, A Fruitful Dialogue between Custom and  Verity declaring these words of Christ: "This is my body", The Remains of Edmund  Grindal, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 61. But Nicholas RIDLEY, 7reatises and  Letters of Dr Nicholas Ridley, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 40, has "after a  certain manner of speech". Ridley probably introduced Cranmer to this passage since it  seems he had made him acquainted with Ratramnus who quoted it at length and with  whom iit entered eucharistic controversy. On Ratramnus, Ridley and Cranmer, see J.N.B.  VAN DEN BRINK, op. cit., pp. 100-102 and the introduction by J.I. PACKER to Zhe Work of  Thomas Cranmer, The Courtenay Library of Reformation Classics 21 (Appleford,  Berkshire, 1964), p. xvi: "The third milestone was a change in mind about the nature of  the eucharistic presence, to which he came in 1546 when ‘doctor Ridley did confer with  me, and by sundry persuasions and authorities of doctors drew me quite from my  au  opinion  . In the note Packer says: "Ridley reached his new view of the eucharistic  presence through reading Ratramnus’ ninth-century tract ... printed at Cologne in 1532  and Geneva in 1541 ... This seems to have been in 1545." There is, however, nothing in  Ratramnus to justify this translation, and its defect is that, for Augustine, the similitude of  the thing and the sacrament is the cause of the common name, but their identity is the  work of the divine Logos and is not reducible to subjective acts of signifying or naming.  What separates the Reformation from Augustine and the mediaevals lies in a difference  between them on the relation of subjectivity to God and objective being. We must ask if  Cranmer and his companions are capable of understanding Augustine on this matter. They  regard reality from another perspective; see note 41 below.hı1s have een 19545 ere 1S, however, nothing in
Ratramnus Justify thıs translatıon, and 1ts defect 1s that, for Augustine, the sıimılıtude of
the thıng and the Sacrament 1S the of the Name, but theır dentity 1s the
work of the dıvine Logos and 1s not reducıble subjective CTS of sıgnıfyıng namıng.
What separates the Reformatıon TOmM Augustine and the mediaevals 1€eS$ dıfference
between them the relatıon of subjectiviıty G0od and objective eing. We MUust ask ıf
Cranmer and hıs Companıons dICc capable of understandıng Augustine thıs matter. They
regarı realıty from another perspective; SsSCcCC ote 41 e1I0W.
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takes the Same approac. 4S Cranmer, interpreting the pasSagc thus
"+hıs mode Augustine explaıns NOL accordıng substance but accordıng
s1ignification. then that thıs ought be understood accordıng certaın
allegory and figure and not accordıng ıdentity nature|l40.

But there 1S another sıde the PassSagc and, ıf Dage 1Ss rıght,
Augustine“. The connection between the sacrament of al 1.e baptısm,
and faıth 1S not sımply nomiınal. 10 the Iwenty-fifth of the Anglıcan
Articles of Religion:

"Sacraments be NOL only badges tokens of Christian men s profession,
but rather they be certaın SUI! wıtnesses and effectual S1gNs of BTACC Dy
16 he doth work invisıbly in 'u42

The sacraments S12N1 ealıty 1C also works through them In
CaSC, logıcally, siımılıtude requiıres SOTINC element of ıdentity between the
terms compared. For the sacramental realısts lıke Lanfranc and Paschasıus,
the simılıtude between the eucharıstic sıgn and and the thıng it sıgnıfies
requires real, not merely nomıinal, dentity. The dentity 1S nOoTt Just in the
subjective aCTSs of s1gn1fyıng, rather s1ıgnıfyıng has ıtself objective
presupposıtion. Because, for them, the subjective sıde 1S CcCovered by the
sacrament 1QUFd, 1.e as s1gn1ıfyıng, verıtas requıres dentity
belonging essentia.

Happıly, do not need, for the PUTITDOSCS of thıs DAaDCTI, explaın

et Ilum modum explicat Augustinus, NOMN secundum substancıam, sed secundum
s1gn1ıficacıonem. Eg0 utem 1C0O hoc debere ıntellıgı secundum quendam tropum ef
fiıguram et 1ON secundum quendam ydemptificacıonem vel naturam ”; de LDOSTASIA, 51

SAGE, L’Eucharistie dans la pensee de saınt Augustin, Revue des etudes
augustinıennes, (1969), "Le ‘secundum quemdam modum)’ n elımıne
pas le realısme de la formule230  W. J. HANKEY  takes the same approach as Cranmer, interpreting the passage thus:  "this mode Augustine explains not according to substance but according to  signification. I say then that this ought to be understood according to a certain  allegory and figure and not according to identity or nature  u40.  But there is another side to the passage and, if A. Sage is right, to  Augustine*', The connection between the sacrament of faith, i.e. baptism,  and faith is not simply nominal. To quote the Twenty-fifth of the Anglican  Articles of Religion:  "Sacraments ... be not only badges or tokens of Christian men’s profession,  but rather they be certain sure witnesses and effectual signs of grace  ü by  which he [God] doth work invisibly in us ..  'll42  The sacraments signify a reality which also works through them. In any  case, logically, similitude requires some element of identity between the  terms compared. For the sacramental realists like Lanfranc and Paschasius,  the similitude between the eucharistic sign and and the thing it signifies  requires real, not merely nominal, identity. The identity is not just in the  subjective acts of signifying, rather signifying has itself an objective  presupposition. Because, for them, the subjective side is covered by the  sacrament as figura,  i.e. as signifying, veritas requires an identity  belonging to essentia.  Happily, we do not need, for the purposes of this paper, to explain  40 n  et illum modum explicat Augustinus, non secundum substanciam, sed secundum  significacionem. Ego autem dico hoc debere intelligi secundum quendam tropum et  figuram et non secundum quendam ydemptificacionem vel naturam"; de Apostasia, p. 51.  * A. SAGE, L’Eucharistie dans la pensee de saint Augustin, in Revue des etudes  augustiniennes, XV (1969), pp. 209-40: "Le ‘secundum quemdam modum’ ... n’elimine  pas le realisme de la formule ... Le corps et le sang du Christ sont ‘in sacramento’ aussi  reellement presents que la foi dans le bapte&me" (p. 219). He makes the necessary point  that for Augustine the subjective and objective sides are united by the Logos "incree" (p.  218) found in Scripture and understood both there and in Augustine’s Neoplatonic  philosophy as living and active, running through and uniting all things. H. CHADWICK,  art. cit., p. 419 says: "Certainly, Augustine used much symbolist language about the  eucharist... [but his] doctrine of Eucharistic presence is not merely symbolist".  %* I have quoted the edition of the Thirty Nine "Articles of Religion" as printed in The  Book of Common Prayer 1962 Canada, pp. 707-8; but they may be found generally in  editions of Z7The Book of Common Prayer and elsewhere. On the sacramental doctrine of  the Articles, one might now start with O. O’DONOVAN, On the Thirty Nine Articles: A  Conversation with Tudor Christianity, (Exeter, 1986), pp. 126ff. and R. T. BECKWITH,  The Doctrine of the Sacraments in the Thirty-Nine Articles, in The Thirty-Nine Articles,  ed. G. R. BRIDGE, (Charlottetown, P.E.I., 1990), pp. 68-78. Their doctrine may be called  "symbolic instrumentalism", a term used for Calvin’s teaching: see P. J. LEITHART,  What’s Wrong with Transubstantiation? An Evaluation of Theological Models, in West-  minster Theological Journal, 53 (1991), 321, note 96.Le COIDS ei le Sall; du hrıst SONT sacramento’ aussı
reellement presents que la fO1 dans le bapteme” 219) He makes the NCCESSaTY pOo1n!
that for Augustine the subjective and objective sıdes unıiıte: Dy the 0g20S iıncree  ‚0
218) found Scripture and UunderstO0O both there and Augustine’s Neoplatonic
phılosophy lıving and actıve, runnıng oug) and unıtiıng all thıngs. .

C 419 SaysS "Certaunly, Augustine used much symbolıst anguage OU! the
eucharıst. (but h1S] 0CC of Eucharistic 15 NOL merely symbolıst".

42 ave quoted the edıtiıon of the Th: Nıne "Articles of Relıgion" printed The
ook of Common rayer 1962 Canada, 707-8; but they MaYy be found generally In
edıtions of The ook of Common rayer and elsewhere. On the sacramental OC of
the Artıcles, ‚0)41= might DOW ST ıth O’DONOVAN, On the I’hirty Nine Articles:
Conversation ith Tudor Christianity, (Exeter, and y
The Doctrine of the Sacraments In the I hirty-Nine Articles, In The I'hirty-Nine Articles,
ed. BRIDGE, (Charlottetown, P-B.k. 68-78 Theır doctrine mMaYy be called
"symbolıc instrumentalısm"', te]  3 used for VINn'Ss eachiıng: SO 9
What Wrong ith TIransubstantiation? An Evaluation of Iheological Models, West-
minster Theological Journal, 53 (1991), 321, note
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the precıse OgI1C 1C compels and g1ves meanıng the 1C
became known A the Sentences of Prosper”. We aATrec doubly fortunate in
thıs because NOT only 15 thıs step in the development of eucharistic realısm

1I11ICU. ONC, but also even Lanfranc’s most sympathetic followers,
mediıiaeval and modern, AaQICC that h1is phılosophıcal OgI1C 15 NOLT adequate

hıs argument. Berengar 15 sımpler, clearer, INOTC intellıg1ble, hıs WaYy
of usıng Augustine’s ad Bonifacium 15 indıcatıve 1Cc 15 doubtless
why he really conceded that hıs posıtıon Was WIONS He had
reason thınk it was! Neıther the conceptual anguage the
doctrine of transubstantıatıion, NOT the term ıtself, were used Dy Lanfranc.
Moreover, the problems encountered Dy Lanfranc’s SUCCESSOTS for
example, ger of Jjege and Gultmund of Aversa In rendering hIis
statements intellıgıble and reconcılıng them wıth what they took be the
other dicta of Augustine and the athers made it clear noTt only that he had
made leap forward, but that another leap Wäas requıred. The Arısto-
telıanısms of the twelfth and the thırteenth centurıes and theır employmen
Dy Aquınas and others iın the Servıice of the doctrine of transubstantiatiıon
have, in thıs context, theologıca. necessıity, there 15 dle OT eXiIraneOus
ımportatıon of phılosophy into faith“*.

We mustT, however, follow Lanfranc thıs far the mode of the sımıl-
ıtude between the Sacrament of the altar and the realıty it sıgnıfles requıres
for hım both dıfference, that the remaıns sıgnıfyıng figu-

and alsoO essentıal ıdentity, that ıt 1S effective In verıtate. Thus,
the first part of Hoc B5ST, quoted above SaVYS, the sacrıfıce of the church 1S
NOoTt only of the sacrament dıstınguıshed irom ıts realıty, but also of the
realıty of the body and (070] of hrıs TIhe ımmolatıon al the an! of
the priest 15 in sıgnıfyıng mMYSTETY, there 1S 11Cc ea of Chrıst In real
fact, but the sacrıfice 1S nonetheless of the realıty, nOoTt Just of the

43 They expliıcated y CI
See eter the Venerable quoted by Ontfclos al 460, the argument TOom 441

of Lanfranc el Berenger, the artıcles have Cıte\ by Härıng and Chadwick, and
PELIKAN, CHE:. 202-204 Ler negatıve treatment of Aquınas derıves 1n part
TOmM faılure derstand the Arıstotelianısm of IThomas’ predecessors and the unıty of
eology and phılosophy In thıs per10d, (art. C: 296-306). On transubstantiation, K
Joseph GOERING, The Invention of I ransubstantiation, raditio, (1991), 158
which offers "the tentatıve hypothesıs that the term °transubstantıiation’ Was fırst
introduced al Parıs around 1 140, and that Pullen Was its inventor". On Aquımnas,
SCS MOSst recently the 1SSuUe of Revue des SCIENCES philosophiques el theologiques G
Avrıl, devoted Saint Thomas d’Aquin el l’eucharistie: Un HIR exemplaire
echanges entre philosophie el theologie wıth artıcles by Imbach, . DE Weber, and

Gy.
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sacramental 45  sign And, the second part SayS, the body 1S
of ıtself, invisıble ıng 15 sSsacrament of another invisıble realıty. Or,
pul it negatıvely, Ssacraments AI noTt Just outward and visıble S1Z2NS of
inward invıisıble realıties. 1I11ICU the decretal 1S, ıt (01 Sa y
something. For Lanfranc, because of the relatıons ON another of the
sacramental, the heavenly, and the © es of Christ (clearly
dıstiınguished for hım), and because of the unıon in the eucharıstic sacrıfıce
of the sacramental sıgn and the realıty sıgnıfie: thereby (whıch remaın for
Lanfranc dıstınguıshed ell ıdentifıed), the representatıve, figuratıve
and mystical iımmolatıon in external lıturgica actıon al the priest’s
an makes effective and really present fOor the CVCTI recurrıng needs of
the sınfu WOT. the hıstorıical bodıly ea! of Christ wıthout really slayıng
hım agaın OT affecting the impassıbılıty of hıs glor10us and ascended body
(thıs requıres dıstinction and ıdentity of lıturgical mMYSterYy and
sacramental realıty), ıt mMust be saıd both that the church offers her
sacrıfıce the realıty IC the Ssacrament refers, and also that the body
of hrıs 15 sacramen: of ıtself, sıgnıfyıng and sıgnıfied; the invısıble 1s
sacrament of the invisıble.

Ihe assertion in the fırst part 15 in order draw together
dıverse sStatements of Augustine. He certamly makes the dıstinction of
sacrament and sacramental realıty and he certamly wrıtes of offering by
the Urc of her realıty in hrıs contaıned in hrıst’s offerıng of
himself*. But the drawn together ın the of the
called Sentences of Prosper Ihe second of Lanfranc’s assertions clearly

45 interpreting 'anc teaching real euchariıstic sacrıfice, because of the
identity of SAaCTH:  nIum and res sacramenlti1, yel sacrıfıce IC 18 Iso figuratıve and
NOT carnal, followy CiH,;, who makes the pomnt INOTEC strongly
than Aart. Cit.. Härıng 1s usefu. at thıs poınt, especlally showıng
how ger of Jege and Gultmund of Aversa OUur lean the of Lan-
c’ adWIıiC also makes the pomnt. Gultmund’s treatment of the matter 1S gıven at
149, 1455, 1C 15 nslated part by Francıs CLARK, Eucharistic Sacrifice and the
Reformation, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Aasıl. aCc  Cn  9 406 Clark’s general argument
OU! the relatıon between the doctrines of eucharıstic and eucharıstic sacrıfıce 15
instructive, 18 hıs cons1ideration of mediaeval authors (pp 404-409). PELIKAN, C:,

1 84-204 g1ves SUTVCY of the teachıng and controversies concerning the real
thıs per10 and polnNts the emphasıs the sacrıfıce. sefu hat thıs INnecans 18

The Sacramental Presuppositions of Anselm ’s ‘Cur Deus Homo ,
Church LStOry, (1957), 265 have SOTINC remarks Wa Anselm and the Mediaeval
Doctors, Atonement and Sacrifice: Doctrine and Worship, ed.,
(Charlottetown: St Peter Publıcations, BA

See AUGUSTINE, In Tohannis Evangelium 26.11 3 C} 265), Sermon 292,
Infantes de Sacramento (PL 38, de (‚ivitate Dei X’ 4 E 294) and ÜM

4 $ 528) beginnıng.
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contradıcts both words of Augustine ell known OUT authors”’, and
also the specıfic character of what call hıs Platonism“®. ese pomnts
granted, OUT problem ıll be 18 explaın hOw the first part of the decretal
COUuU be laımed 4S authoriıtatıve ugustine Dy the sıxteenth CeNtury
nglıcan reformers, for whom the doctrine of eucharıstic sacrıfıce
ınvolved Was the of the V  OpIs. blasphemies, and how alıyONC
COU. claım the second part elonge o ugustine.

The problem 15 increased when reCOgNI1Ze, d must, that not
CVETYONC dıd wallow all of ıt Despıite ıts dıfficulties, the texTt 15
sufficıently clear that the problems wıth the second part became evıdent
V SOOIN. Ihe first indıcatıons WCIC In the efforts of ger of J1ege and
Gultmund of Aversa tOo reduce SOINC logıcal consistency what they
nheriıted from Lanfranc. But they, 1ıke MOStT of theır SUCCEOSSOTS eıther
sıde of the question, WeIC 11078 aDSOTDE: 1n the exigencles of CONTLTOVETISY
inquıre into the ineage of theır OUTCECS Then, there 1S the fact that Peter
Abelard includes lt, along wıth other, quıte dıfferent, Augustinıan In

47 For example, "S1gnum est enım 1CS5 praeter specıem, ingerıt sens1bus, alıud
alıquıd facıens cognitionem venıre De Doctrina Christiana IL, 1“ 17 3 'g
32) W sıgn 15 somethıng 1C. VeTrT and above the specıfic form which ıt iImpresses
the SCI1SCS Causes SOINC further object entfer cognıtion” hıch 15 found at LLAN-

de Corp. et Sang. CIiZ 130, 422 C‚ 1VO, Decretum IL, Ö, 161, 148C,
Panormia I’ SE 161, 1074 A: de Sacr. e 4, 180, ZI16; ABELARD, SIC el
Non UAXAY  ‚ FTZ. 407: GRATIAN, Decretum III, de Oons IL, c33 (Friıedberg 1,
LOMBARD, Sententiae I . (Grottaferrata 1L, 233X% AQUINAS, 1L, 60, L, ob]
sımılar 1ist could be gıven for "Sacrificıum CISO visıbıle invısıbılıs sacramentum, ıd est

sıgnum est”:  x„ De ( ivitate Dei A 417, Z} visıble sacrıfıce 18 the
Sacrament, 1.e the sacred S1gN, of the invisıble sacrıfıce". There 1s ımportant
bıblıographical otfe al Za of olume of the Grottaferrata edıtion of ombard
Sententiae (1981) and HARING, CIt., has suggestive remarks Alger’s alteratıon
of thıs tfext. Agaın ere 1s "Sacramentum est invısıbiılıs gratiae visıbılıs 'ormMa  “
Sacramen! 1S visıble form of invısıble Sahıd  grace , hıch fınd equalliy ell dıstrıbuted. It
becomes the definıtion and deriıves from AUGUSTINE, Epistola 105, 3
3 « 604). Important references AIc SIiCc el Non CAXVIUI, 109, 407; (JRATIAN
Decretum IL, de CONS., (Friıedberg 1, LOMBARD,. Sententiae I 1, and S,
(Grotta:  ferra! a, N: 2372 and 284) Many others could be supplıed.

4X On the complexı1ty of ugustine s moOovemen! from sensıble ıntellıg1ble and its
relatıon h1s PlotinJjan Neoplatonısm, SCcCC G0od In Himself, chap 2’ especılally,
45{Tr1. and Henry hadwıck’s introduction hıs translatıon of the Confessions (Oxford,

XM1-XXM11. Unpublıshed OcCcfiora. dıssertations by Dodaro (Oxford,
and Carreker (Dalhousıie, TaW the sensıble and intellıgıble ogether INOTEC

completely than do
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SIiC el Non; thıs implicıtly ra1ıses the question of hOow ıt 1ts  49 The
exıistence of what Jo  S ewe called VE barbarous gloss  „ ShOows that
the fıt 15 felt be tight”. The COomMmMentator 15 havıng rouble wıth the
notion of self-signiıfyıng sacrament(, self-signifyıng body, indeed, wıth
how, 4S "heavenly”", the body sıgnıfies al all Peter Lombard makes the
fact of problem evident°). As ıcholas ärıng remınds uS, the Master
of the Sentences introduces OUT passSagc wıth formula hıch "generally
heralds troublesome text”:

nHe DOCS tell that St. Augustine Was CONSC1IOUS of the bscurıty of h1s
OWI words (quia obscure dixeralt), fact which prompted hım (1.e Augustine)

Sa y that "the bread 15 called the body of Christ although 1n realıty, it 15 the
SacramentIum of Christ’s Body234  W. J. HANKEY  Sic et Non; this implicitly raises the question of how it fits“. The  existence of what John Jewel called "the very barbarous gloss" shows that  the fit is felt to be tight”. The commentator is having trouble with the  notion of a self-signifying sacrament, a self-signifying body, indeed, with  how, as "heavenly", the body signifies at all. Peter Lombard makes the  fact of a problem evident”'. As Nicholas Häring reminds us, the Master  of the Sentences introduces our passage with a formula which "generally  heralds a troublesome text":  "He goes on to tell us that St. Augustine was conscious of the obscurity of his  own words (quia obscure dixerat), a fact which prompted him (i.e. Augustine)  to say that "the bread is called the body of Christ although in reality, it is the  sacramentum of Christ’s Body ... just as the sacramentum of faith is called  Ta  Häring draws to our attention the hero, so far as criticism is concerned, of  the whole history, Gerhoh of Reichersberg, who, about 1136, wrote in a  book whose title is as interesting as its contents — Libellus de eo, quod  princeps mundi huius iam iudicatus sit or Liber de simoniacis i.e. A  Pamphlet on this: the prince of this world is already judged, the  following:  "Since a sacrament is a visible sign of invisible grace, I dare not apply the  word "sacrament" to Christ’s body secret and hidden from our sight. I dare not  call it a sacrament because it does not signify something sacred unless perhaps  it be called sacrament by virtue of its effects as it sanctifies the worthy  recipient ... For that reason, I cannot but feel amazed at the view of some  masters who affirm that by Christ’s body and blood — both of which are  invisible, intelligible — is signified the visible and palpable body of Christ.  After all, as a rule invisible things are signified by visible things rather than  u53'  visible things by invisible  %# See notes 18 and 45 above; in Sic et Non various selections from Liber  Sententiarum Prosperi are found in the massive Quaestio CXVII: De sacramento altaris  quod sit essentialiter ipsa veritas carnis Christi et sanguinis et contra (pp. 379 f£.), for  example number 46, p. 389.  %. JEWEL; L p: S03}  5l Sententiae IV, 10, 1 (Grottaferrata ii, p. 293).  5 HÄRING, art. cit., p. 74.  3 "Cum enim sacramentum sit visibile signum invisibilis gratiae, corpus Christi  secretum et nostro visui absconditum non audeo sacramentum appellare, quia non  significat rem sacram, sed est res sacra, nisi forte ab effectu dicatur sacramentum, quia  digne participantem sacrat ... Unde sententiam quorundam magistrorum affirmantium,  quod carne et sanguine Christi utroque invisibili intelligibili significetur corpus Christi  visibile ac palpabile, cogor ammirari, cum potius invisibilia per visibilia, quam visibilia  per invisibilia soleant significari, quod etiam affirmat auctoritas beati Augustini dicentis  ‘“Signum est res  . [de Doctrina Christiana II, 1,1]’ in Libelli de Lite, Imperatorum et  Pontificum, saeculis XT et XII, vol. 3, Monumenta Germaniae Historica (Hannover, 1897),Just the sacramentum of al 15 called
faith">*

ärıng draws OUT attention the hero, far ecrıticısm 15 concerned, of
the ole hıstory, Gerhoh of Reıichersberg, who, about 1136, wrote ın
book whose tıtle 15 interesting its 1DeLllus de El  9 quod
DFrinceps mundı Ahuius 1LAm iudicatus S1it OT er de SIMONLACLS 1.e
amphlet this the prince of this WOoTri L1$ already judged, the
followıing

"Sınce sacrament 1S visıble s1gn of invisıble SIACC, dare NOL apply the
word "sacrament“” Christ’s body secret and hıdden from OUT sıght. dare NOT
call it Sacrament because it does NOL s1gn1fy somethıng sacred unless perhaps
it be called sacrament Dy virtue of 1ts effects as it sanctıfies the worthy
recıpıent234  W. J. HANKEY  Sic et Non; this implicitly raises the question of how it fits“. The  existence of what John Jewel called "the very barbarous gloss" shows that  the fit is felt to be tight”. The commentator is having trouble with the  notion of a self-signifying sacrament, a self-signifying body, indeed, with  how, as "heavenly", the body signifies at all. Peter Lombard makes the  fact of a problem evident”'. As Nicholas Häring reminds us, the Master  of the Sentences introduces our passage with a formula which "generally  heralds a troublesome text":  "He goes on to tell us that St. Augustine was conscious of the obscurity of his  own words (quia obscure dixerat), a fact which prompted him (i.e. Augustine)  to say that "the bread is called the body of Christ although in reality, it is the  sacramentum of Christ’s Body ... just as the sacramentum of faith is called  Ta  Häring draws to our attention the hero, so far as criticism is concerned, of  the whole history, Gerhoh of Reichersberg, who, about 1136, wrote in a  book whose title is as interesting as its contents — Libellus de eo, quod  princeps mundi huius iam iudicatus sit or Liber de simoniacis i.e. A  Pamphlet on this: the prince of this world is already judged, the  following:  "Since a sacrament is a visible sign of invisible grace, I dare not apply the  word "sacrament" to Christ’s body secret and hidden from our sight. I dare not  call it a sacrament because it does not signify something sacred unless perhaps  it be called sacrament by virtue of its effects as it sanctifies the worthy  recipient ... For that reason, I cannot but feel amazed at the view of some  masters who affirm that by Christ’s body and blood — both of which are  invisible, intelligible — is signified the visible and palpable body of Christ.  After all, as a rule invisible things are signified by visible things rather than  u53'  visible things by invisible  %# See notes 18 and 45 above; in Sic et Non various selections from Liber  Sententiarum Prosperi are found in the massive Quaestio CXVII: De sacramento altaris  quod sit essentialiter ipsa veritas carnis Christi et sanguinis et contra (pp. 379 f£.), for  example number 46, p. 389.  %. JEWEL; L p: S03}  5l Sententiae IV, 10, 1 (Grottaferrata ii, p. 293).  5 HÄRING, art. cit., p. 74.  3 "Cum enim sacramentum sit visibile signum invisibilis gratiae, corpus Christi  secretum et nostro visui absconditum non audeo sacramentum appellare, quia non  significat rem sacram, sed est res sacra, nisi forte ab effectu dicatur sacramentum, quia  digne participantem sacrat ... Unde sententiam quorundam magistrorum affirmantium,  quod carne et sanguine Christi utroque invisibili intelligibili significetur corpus Christi  visibile ac palpabile, cogor ammirari, cum potius invisibilia per visibilia, quam visibilia  per invisibilia soleant significari, quod etiam affirmat auctoritas beati Augustini dicentis  ‘“Signum est res  . [de Doctrina Christiana II, 1,1]’ in Libelli de Lite, Imperatorum et  Pontificum, saeculis XT et XII, vol. 3, Monumenta Germaniae Historica (Hannover, 1897),For that TCasSO, Canno but feel amazed al the VIeW of SOME
asters who affırm that Dy Christ’s body and 00 both of which aIic

invisıble, intellıgıble 15 signifie: the 1sıble and palpable body of Christ.
fter all, dSs rule invısıble things aIc s1gnifie: by ısıble thıngs rather than

u53.ısıble thıngs Dy invısıble

See notes 18 and 45 above: Sic el Non Varı0us selections TOmM Liber
Sententiarum Prosperi AIc found ıIn the assıve Quaestio De sacramento altarıs
quod Sıt essentialiter 1DSa ver1ıtas CAaFNIiSs Christi el SANZUINILS el CONILra (pp 379 ff , for
example number 4 E} 389

1, 503
Sententiae I l 9 (Grottaferrata 1L, 293).
HARING, CI

53 "Cum enım sacramentum sıt visıbıle sıgnum invısıbılıs gratiae, u s{l
secretum eft NOSTro V1ISUlL abscondıtum 1OMN audeo sacramentum appellare, quıa NON

sıgnıfıcat TCII SaCTam, sed est ICS SaCTa, n1ıs1ı forte ab effectu dıicatur sacramentum, qula
dıgne partıcıpantem SaCrTra!234  W. J. HANKEY  Sic et Non; this implicitly raises the question of how it fits“. The  existence of what John Jewel called "the very barbarous gloss" shows that  the fit is felt to be tight”. The commentator is having trouble with the  notion of a self-signifying sacrament, a self-signifying body, indeed, with  how, as "heavenly", the body signifies at all. Peter Lombard makes the  fact of a problem evident”'. As Nicholas Häring reminds us, the Master  of the Sentences introduces our passage with a formula which "generally  heralds a troublesome text":  "He goes on to tell us that St. Augustine was conscious of the obscurity of his  own words (quia obscure dixerat), a fact which prompted him (i.e. Augustine)  to say that "the bread is called the body of Christ although in reality, it is the  sacramentum of Christ’s Body ... just as the sacramentum of faith is called  Ta  Häring draws to our attention the hero, so far as criticism is concerned, of  the whole history, Gerhoh of Reichersberg, who, about 1136, wrote in a  book whose title is as interesting as its contents — Libellus de eo, quod  princeps mundi huius iam iudicatus sit or Liber de simoniacis i.e. A  Pamphlet on this: the prince of this world is already judged, the  following:  "Since a sacrament is a visible sign of invisible grace, I dare not apply the  word "sacrament" to Christ’s body secret and hidden from our sight. I dare not  call it a sacrament because it does not signify something sacred unless perhaps  it be called sacrament by virtue of its effects as it sanctifies the worthy  recipient ... For that reason, I cannot but feel amazed at the view of some  masters who affirm that by Christ’s body and blood — both of which are  invisible, intelligible — is signified the visible and palpable body of Christ.  After all, as a rule invisible things are signified by visible things rather than  u53'  visible things by invisible  %# See notes 18 and 45 above; in Sic et Non various selections from Liber  Sententiarum Prosperi are found in the massive Quaestio CXVII: De sacramento altaris  quod sit essentialiter ipsa veritas carnis Christi et sanguinis et contra (pp. 379 f£.), for  example number 46, p. 389.  %. JEWEL; L p: S03}  5l Sententiae IV, 10, 1 (Grottaferrata ii, p. 293).  5 HÄRING, art. cit., p. 74.  3 "Cum enim sacramentum sit visibile signum invisibilis gratiae, corpus Christi  secretum et nostro visui absconditum non audeo sacramentum appellare, quia non  significat rem sacram, sed est res sacra, nisi forte ab effectu dicatur sacramentum, quia  digne participantem sacrat ... Unde sententiam quorundam magistrorum affirmantium,  quod carne et sanguine Christi utroque invisibili intelligibili significetur corpus Christi  visibile ac palpabile, cogor ammirari, cum potius invisibilia per visibilia, quam visibilia  per invisibilia soleant significari, quod etiam affirmat auctoritas beati Augustini dicentis  ‘“Signum est res  . [de Doctrina Christiana II, 1,1]’ in Libelli de Lite, Imperatorum et  Pontificum, saeculis XT et XII, vol. 3, Monumenta Germaniae Historica (Hannover, 1897),nde sententiam quorundam magıstrorum affırmantıum,
quod CaInlc el sanguıne Christı utroque invısıbilı intellıgıbılı sıgnıfıcetur u Christı
visıbiıle palpabıle, ammırarı, potius invısıbılıa DET visıbılıa, visıbılıa
PCI invısıbılıa oleant significarı, quod eti1am affırmat auctorıtas eatı Augustin1ı dıicentis
‘Sıgnum est ICS |de Doctrina Christiana IL, LEF Libelli de Lite, Imperatorum el

Pontificum, saeculis eft AII, vol. 3. Monumenta (Germaniae Historica (Hannover,
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He then ZOCS the "authorıty of St Augustine hıch affırms
thıs" and g1ves the I0CUs CIASSICUS from de Doctrina Christiana r IIA
sıgn 15 ıng 1C beyond the specıfic form it impresses the SCI1S5CS5

Causecs SOTINC er object OUT cognition”. (For latın texti SCC ofe

47)
By the thırteenth 1U  ’ head confrontatıon wıth 11I11CU

eX COUu. be voıded because the mMoOovemen! of theology Was nNOoT from
texti IEXL In lectio OT exposıtion, but from question question. Ihe
ogıcal iructure IC heology had in the mınd of the master begins
dominate. He took and placed them wıthın hıs questions
both form hıs question he wiılled and rıng Out only that aspect of
the texti 1C served the completeness and MOvemen of eology. Vast-

1y larger and LNOTC explicıt phılosophiıcal OgI1C also served free the
theologıca. argument from the OTass 7 the textual tradıtıon in thıs
arca had become. However., despıte the UsSs«c of the quaestio iın commenting

ombard Sentences, the problematıc derıving from Lanfranc had
be ea wıth somehow. Aquınas consıdered them in the exXxpos1itio LeXIus

followıng hıs theological questions in PTODCI form, and Bonaventure
simılarly ea wıth them In 14 Wıth the ST1 greater freedom of hıs
Summa Theologiae, St TIThomas SCS the Lanfranc C} ascrıbing theır
SOUTCC Augustine and Gregory, but only far they AiIc for
the complete formatıon of the heology of the sacraments*“.

Bonaventure certamly faces the contradıctions squarely; ıt 15
SdY, he observes, that the flesh 1S Ssacrament of the flesh because oth-

ıng 1S sıgn of ıtself and, if YOU should espond that 1n dıverse states
something Cal be both s1gn and what 15 sıgnıfie (Lanfranc’s WaY of
ınkıng), Bonaventure draws YOUITF attention that sıgn must be better
known than that 16 it poıints, what 15 Invısıbly 1n the sacrament
Can hardly be sıgn of the body visıble 1n heaven. Agaın, ıf yOu should
SdY, (as LOombard oes), that the flesh signıfies flesh in the form of rea|
Bonaventure observes that it 15 the TeAal 1C 15 visıble and palpable.
However, fınally, and determinatıvely fOor Bonaventure, Augustine Say>s
that the visıble flesh 1s sıgnıfle: by the invisıble flesh (our text)
Bonaventure AdL15WOIS Dy demonstratıon that there 1s double, nNnOoT

sıngle usec of f1guratıve speech; "because what belongs the s1gn 1S
attrıbuted 18 the sıgnıfi1e and what belongs the sıgnıfie 1S attrıbuted

267, Iınes 21{ff. have ollowe! Härıiıng’s translatıon.
For the here ın general, SCC references al nOtes 2 and above. Aquınas

uses the authorıty of anfranc dısguised Augustine at III, 6 $ 5 I 79
5 ITI, 83, 19 5: at III, 7 $ 1’ 'anc 15 under the of Gregory the Tea
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the ü  sign  ||55. The key for hım 1S what 15 contaıned in the Thus,
In the end, hıs solution 15 Lanfranc’s and all the dIc saved.
Bonaventure’s determıinatıon 15 dıfferent from what find 1ın
Aquınas Paradoxıically Bonaventure had proceeded from Augustinian
1eW of uman owıng doctrine of the sSsacraments 1C contradıcts
Augustine”®. Aquınas 11l do the opposıte.

In hıs Sentences mmentary, Aquiınas g1ves far less attention than
o€es Bonaventure to addressing and reconcılıng all the exXis For hım there
SCCII be contradıctions In what derıves from 'anc In another
passSagc of the old Archbıshop of anterbury, there 1S the that
"thıs 15 and thıs 15 a(0)1 the body" and the part of OUT texi from 1C
Bonaventure started o be "false' because nothing 18 sıgn of ıtself.
Aquınas it, not by anythıng elaborate d double allegory, but
rather by reference the SAdIllc key Bonaventure sed "these specles

55 Bonaventure, Commentaria In quatuor libros sententiarum Magistri 'etri Lombardi,
vol (Quaracchı, X’ 1) dubıa 4! "Item quaerıtur de hoc quod 1C1
Caro Carnıs el San gu1s sacramentum est sSanguın1s. Vıdetur enım male dıcere, quı1a nıhıl est
sıgnum SUl1 IDSIUS. 1 1Cas mıiıhı, quod idem sub dıversıs statıbus potest SsSCcC sıgnum eit

S1gna) uft CaIo, est sub sacramen(to, sıt sıgnum SUl,; est caelo, quod
VI dıcere lıttera SCqQUCNS, Contra s1ıgnum debet SSC notius sens1ıbus (quUamı s1ıgnatum;
sed Cal est sub sacramentfoO est invisıbilıs et ımpalpabılıs, caelo visıbiılıs eil
palpabılıs; CI SO NON est s1ıgnum 1US. S1 dıcas, siıcut dıcıt agıster, quod CAal‘ accıpıtur
DIO S1Z2N0 Carnıs, scılıcet DanNcC, Confira spec1es panıs est visıbilıis ei palpabılıs; sed
Augustinus 1cıt, quod aiInc invısıbilı s1ignificatur Calt‘ visıbılıs. Respondeo: Dıcendum,
quod tropologıcus est SCIIHNO NOCC tantum LTODO, sed duplıcı, quıa quod est S12N1
attrıbuıitur sıgnato el quod est sıgnatı attrıbuntur S1Z2N0. Specıes enım panıs est S1gNUm,
quon1am est visıbilıs, sed Cal interius Contenta est S1gna! quıa est invısıbılıs236  W. J. HANKEY  the sign"®. The key for him is what is contained in the sacrament. Thus,  in the end, his solution is Lanfranc’s and all the texts are saved.  Bonaventure’s determination is different from what we shall find in  Aquinas. Paradoxically Bonaventure had proceeded from an Augustinian  view of human knowing to a doctrine of the sacraments which contradicts  Augustine®. Aquinas will do the opposite.  In his Sentences commentary, Aquinas gives far less attention than  does Bonaventure to addressing and reconciling all the texts. For him there  seem to be contradictions in what derives from Lanfranc. In another  passage of the old Archbishop of Canterbury, there is the statement that  "this is and this is not the body", and the part of our text from which  Bonaventure started seems to be "false" because nothing is a sign of itself.  Aquinas saves it, not by anything as elaborate as a double allegory, but  rather by reference to the same key as Bonaventure used: "these species  ®3 Bonaventure, Commentaria in quatuor libros sententiarum Magistri Petri Lombardi,  vol. 4 (Quaracchi, 1889), X, 1, dubia 4, pp. 226-27: "Item quaeritur de hoc quod dicit:  Caro carnis et sanguis sacramentum est sanguinis. Videtur enim male dicere, quia nihil est  signum sui ipsius. Si tu dicas mihi, quod idem sub diversis statibus potest esse signum et  signatum, ut caro, prout est sub sacramento, sit signum sui, prout est in caelo, quod  videtur dicere littera sequens; contra: signum debet esse notius sensibus quam signatum;  sed caro, prout est sub sacramento est invisibilis et impalpabilis, in caelo visibilis et  palpabilis; ergo non est signum eius. Si tu dicas, sicut dicit Magister, quod caro accipitur  pro signo carnis, scilicet pane; contra: species panis est visibilis et palpabilis; sed  Augustinus dicit, quod carne invisibili significatur caro visibilis. Respondeo: Dicendum,  quod tropologicus est sermo nec tantum uno tropo, sed duplici, quia quod est signi  attribuitur signato et quod est signati attribuitur signo. Species enim panis est signum,  quoniam est visibilis, sed caro interius contenta est signatum, quia est invisibilis ... quasi  vellet Augustinus dicere: caro Christi visibilis et palpabilis signatur et continetur a specie  panis invisibiliter et intelligibiliter".  5 The essential difference between Aquinas and Bonaventure which is decisive here  is that Bonaventure allows for intellectual intuition for humans, Aquinas does not: see E.  H. COUSINS (ed.), Bonaventure: The Soul’s Journey into God, The Tree of Life, The Life  of St. Francis, The Classics of Western Spirituality (New York, 1978), p. 23; in the  Itinerarium, the first two stages are not strictly required; one may begin, as does  Anselm’s Proslogion, by passing directly into the self. On the complex, unresolved,  unsystematic "dualisme" of Bonaventure as compared to Aquinas, see E.-H. WEBER,  Dialogue et dissensions entre saint Bonaventure et saint Thomas d’Aquin ä Paris (1252-  1273), Bibliotheque thomiste 41 (Paris, 1974), pp. 140-142 and idem, La Personne  humaine au xiiie siecle. L’avenement chez les maitres parisiens de l’acception moderne de  l’homme, Bibliotheque thomiste 46 (Paris, 1991), pp. 90-108 and Alain DE LIBERA, Une  anthropologie de la gräce. Sur ‘La personne humaine au xiiie siecle’ d’ E.-H. Weber, in  Revue des sciences philosophiques et theologiques 77 (1993), pp. 241-254.quası
vellet ugustinus dicere: Cal‘ Chriıstı visıbılıs eit palpabılıs sıgna et continetur specıe
panıs invısıbılıter ei intelligıbılıter".

The essential dıfference between Aquınas and Bonaventure hıch 1S decıisiıve here
185 that Bonaventure allows for intellectual intuıtion for humans, quınas does NnOot SCC

COUSINS (ed.). Bonaventure: The Soul’s Journey into God, The Iree of Life, The Life
of SE Francis, Ihe Classıcs of Western Spirıtuality (New Y ork, 23 the
Itinerarium, the fırst not strictly required; ONe MaYy begin, does
Anselm’s Proslogion, by passıng ırectly into the self. On the complex, unresolved,
unsystematıc "dualısme" of Bonaventure compared Aquınas, SCcCC E.-H. EBER,
Dialogue el dissensions entre saınt Bonaventure el Saıint Thomas d’Aquin Parıs-

Bıblıotheque ‚Omıiıste 41 (Parıs, 140-147) and idem, La Personne
humaine XILLe siecle. 'avenement hez les maitres parısıens de [’acception moderne de
|’homme, Bıblıotheque thomiste (Parıs, and aın U/ne
anthropologie de Ia gräce. Sur 'La humaine XiLLe siecle’ E -H Weber,
Revue des SCIENCES philosophiques el theologiques (1993), 281258
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[of TeAl and wıne ] wıth the flesh contaıned called invısıble flesh">”.
However, in Aquıiınas, the definıtion of sacrament 15 not ırectly ouched
When he takes thıs ın hıs Summa eologiae, the changes he carrıed
through in the iructure of theologica argument ShOw theır importance.

In askıng "What 15 sacrament?" Aquiınas seeks first determiıine
hıch ıt belongs, and Inquıres o whether it belongs In the

Category of S12Ns. He introduces, in objection [WO and the sed Irda, 1L€e
both sıdes of the question, [WO of the V ell known sStatements of

Augustine 1C define S12n sensıble and make sacraments visıble
58  Signs But, 1i1e acknowledging that thıs creates problems for 1a-

insofar as they also en, St TIhomas determiıines thıs artıcle
by placıng sacraments in the f S1gNs wıthout stressing theır sens1-
ılıty. The question of the second artıcle 15 "Whether CVETIY sıgn of
sacred ıng 15 sacrament?" Here what 15 essentıal about S12Ns 15 NOT
theır sensıble aspect but rather that they ead from the known the
unknown, and what he emphasızes about sacraments 15 that they make
ICN holy” Ihomas Uus«c of OUT decretal in artıcle three 18 A  whether
sacraments aAre S12NS of OMNC ıng only  . 15 in order strengthen rther
thıs aSspectT. Augustine’s IN FO Sententiarum Prosperi 15 the authorıty In
the sed CONLIra. The poınnt, taken from what 15 in fact Lanfranc, 1S that r  1ın
the Sacrament of the altar the realıty sıgnıfle 15 [WO foldJOHN WYCLIF  231  [of bread and wine] with the flesh contained are called invisible flesh"””.  However, in Aquinas, the definition of sacrament is not directly touched.  When he takes this up in his Summa Theologiae, the changes he carried  through in the structure of theological argument show their importance.  In asking "What is a sacrament?" Aquinas seeks first to determine  to which genus it belongs, and inquires as to whether it belongs in the  category of signs. He introduces, in objection two and the sed contra, i.e.  on both sides of the question, two of the very well known statements of  Augustine which define a sign as sensible and make sacraments visible  signs°. But, while acknowledging that this creates problems for sacra-  ments insofar as they are also hidden, St. Thomas determines this article  by placing sacraments in the genus of signs without stressing their sensi-  bility. The question of the second article is "Whether every sign of a  sacred thing is a sacrament?" Here what is essential about signs is not  their sensible aspect but rather that they lead us from the known to the  unknown, and what he emphasizes about sacraments is that they make  men holy”. Thomas’ use of our decretal in article three as to "whether  sacraments are signs of one thing only" is in order to strengthen further  this aspect. Augustine’s in /ibro Sententiarum Prosperi is the authority in  the sed contra. The point, taken from what is in fact Lanfranc, is that "in  the sacrament of the altar the reality signified is two fold ... the true body  of Christ and the mystical"®. So, by this means, there is introduced the  three fold distinction of the body of Christ necessary to the developments  we have been considering: the eucharistic, the historical and the glorified  body. The effect of the article is to establish that the sacrament is cause of  holiness and in what sense. The sacrament sanctifies because it stands in  relation both to the historical body of Christ, in which the passion and  death securing our salvation occurred, and also to the glorious body, in  mystical union with which lies our hope. The essence of sacramentality is  here:  ” Scriptum super Sententiis Magistri Petri Lombardi, ed. M. F. Mo0Os, 4 vol., IV  (Paris, 1947), IV, dist. x, expositio textus, p. 427: "Videtur hoc esse falsum; quia nihil est  signum sui ipsius. Et dicendum quod carnem quae significat, nominat ipsas species quae  sunt signum carnis; et hoc tropice, ut Magister dicit. Et ipsae species cum carne contenta  dicuntur caro invisibilis quia sub specie illa caro Christi non videtur ..."  ® ST III, 60, 1, "Quid sit sacramentum", the texts of Augustine are de Doctrina  Christiana IL, 1, 1 and de Civitate Dei X, 5; see note 47 above.  ° ST III, 60, 2: "per nota ad ignota pervenire, ut scilicet proprie dicatur sacramentum  secundum quod nunc de sacramentis loquimur, quod est signum rei sacrae inquantum est  sanctificans homines". I quote Piana in the Ottawa, 1944 edition.  © ST III, 60, 3, s.c.: "quod in sacramento altaris est duplex res significata scilicet  corpus Christi verum et mysticum ut Augustinus dicit in libro Sententiarum Prosperi".the ITUu! body
of hrıs and the mystical"®®. DO, Dy thıs E there 1S introduced the
three fold dıstıiınction of the body of Christ the developments

ave een considering: the eucharıstic, the hıstorical and the glorıfie
body. The effect of the artıcle 15 establısh that the sacrament 15 of
holiness and ın what Ihe sSsacrament sanctıfıes because it stands in
relatıon both the hıstorical body of Christ, In 1C the passıon and
eg] securıng OUT salvatıon Occurred, and also the g10r10US body, in
mystıcal un1ıon wıth 1C lıes OUT hope The CSSCI1ICE of sacramentalıty 18
ere

5 / Scriptum Sententiis Mazgistri Petri Lombardiı, ed MOOS, vol.,
(Parıs, IV, dıst. Ays eXposıt1io0 427 "Vıde! hoc SSC falsum; qula nıhıl est
sıgnum SUl1 1PS1US. Et dıcendum quod AINCeIN QquaC sıgnificat, nomiınat 1pSsas specles QuacC
5  A sıgnum Carnıis: ei hoc tropiıce, uft Magıster dıcıt Ft ıpsae specles CaInNle OoOntenta
dıcuntur Cal‘ invisıbilis quıa subh specıe lla Calt‘ Chrıiıstı DON videtur

5 III, 60, } Quid sıt sacramentum ”, the of Augustine AI de Doctrina
Christiana IL, l, and de Civitate Dei X7 57 SCcCC oftfe above.

IIl, 60, 8  per otfa ad 1gnota pervenıire, ut scıilıcet proprie dicatur entum
secundum quod UNC de sacramentis loquimur, quod est sıgnum rel SaCIac Inquantum est
sanctıifiıcans homines". Pıana the ÖOttawa, 1944 editi1on.

ITI, 6 $ 3‚ uod In sacramento altarıs est duplex ICS sıgnıfıcata scılıcet
ul hristı VeIUM ei mysticum ut Augustinus dıcıt in lıbro Sententiarum Prosper1  ”"
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"The VC) fact that the term *‘sacrament‘’ s1ignıfies the realıty 16 sanctıfles
‚al that it should sign1ify the effect produced. For this notion 1s understood

461in the VE ConceptL of sanctıfyıng Just sanctıfyıng
The OU! artıcle of thıs question, whether sacrament 1S always

sensıble ing",  A makes clear that, by thıs poinnt, ave establıshe' only
that sacrament 15 sıgn of sacred ıng ıIn much 4S through it hu-
S AIcC sanctıfıed. Ihe question of its sens1bilıty remaıns unsettled. It
mMust 1O be 2Ce For OUT PUTrTDOSCS, the use of Augustine’s authorıity
ere 15 crucılal: he OMNCEC agaın 15 OUN|! both sıdes of the question in
objection three and ın the sed CONIFa. Moreover, the philosophıcal author1-

mMoOst ıimportant ere for unders  ıng  0 the relevant Og1C 15 Arıstotle:; the
determinıng sacred authorıty 18 Dionysıius the pseudo-Areopagıte. The mat-
ter in the end turns nOot the authorıty of Augustine, who 1S represented
both thınkıng that sensıble thıngs AICc the least of thıings "wıithout 1C
humans AIC able lıve well”, and also that sacraments ınvolve physıca
element and the comıng of the divıne word. ese arc, the of them,
genuine statements of Augustine dıifficult reconcile®?. Ihus the
turns rather the question of uman If humans ave intellectual
intuıtion, then they do noTt eed sensıble S1ZNS ead them to the holy. On
thıs aspect of anthropology, Augustine and hıs followers ATIC al est
amb1ıguo0us. As heıirs of OMNC tradıtıon of Neoplatonısm they SCCIN OW
for iıntellectual intuı1tion independent of sensatıon. Dionysıius 15

Aquınas’ SOUTCEC fOor another tradıtion of Chrıistian Neoplatonism affecting
estern mediaeval heology. For it humans COMNNC the ntellı-
g1 dıvıne realm eXCcept through the sensible®>. 5 S12NS 1
WOU ead must be sensible, nOT because S12NS aAfrec by natu: sensıble,
but rather because what (GJ0d WOU. usec make holy mMust be adapted

OUT condıiıtıion. By thıs COINC back affırm the genuılne text of

Lil, 60, 3’ ad "Dicendum quod hOoc quod sıgnıfıcat ICI

sanctıifıcantem, Oportel quod significet effec: quı intellıgıtur In 1psa sanctıfıcante
est sanctifıcans".

I1I, 60, 49 ob] ,  res sensıbıles sunt mınıma ona Sıne quıbus homo recte
Vivere potest” and "Augustinus 1C1 Uup! loan ccedit verbum ad elementum, el
fıt sacramentum

63 On Augustine and his ollowers SCC NOTfes and above:; Dıonysıus, God
In Himself, 48-52 Ihe reference for Aquinas, "Dıonysıus almost always tfollows
istotle”, 1S Scriptum Sententiis, 1L, dıst. 14, L 27 350); the MOSst
complete consıderation of the 1Cason in and for thıs apparently assoc1atıon 15
OOTH, Aristotelian Lporetic Ontology In Islamic and Christian Thinkers, Cambridge
Studıes in medieval ıfe and thought (Cambrıdge: ambrıdge nıversı' Press, TIhe
anthropologıca. impliıcatiıons of the unıfıcatıon are underlıned LIBERA, Art. Cit.,
2502254
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Augustine, the de octrina Christiana texti 1C appeared in the first
objection of the fiırst artıcle In thıs ser1l1es:

"And hence what dIiCc princıpally called S1gNs aIic what aATc offered the
SCNSCS, Augustine SayS In the sevorn/ d book of On Christian Doctrine ' s1gn
15 somethıng1 OVECTI and above the specıfic form 518 17 impresses upDON
the SCNSCS Causecs SOINC er object enter OUT cognıtion". Intellıg1ible
effects, however, do not have the essential I1Cason of S1gNs unless hey dIC

164made known through SOINC s1gn
Because the invisıble body 15 nOotT iıtself sens1ıble, it COu then only be
called sacrament A  1ın far ıt 15 sıgniıfie through somethıing sens1ıble"
(quodammodo SaAacCcramenla Inquantum SUuNnf significata DEr aliqua sensibi-
[ia) Augustine’s definıtion 15 saved by INCcans of Arıstotelıan and
Dıonysıan phılosophical heology.

In SU: the pseudo-Augustinıan Sentences of Prosper AIc not
rejected such. But theır eachıng 15 nOot able Augustine’s
genulmne definıtions of sıgn and of sacrament visıble s1gn eology has
TEE: iıtself from the onfused condıtiıon of the Augustinian textual
tradıtion. The theology of the sacraments 15 determined Dy Aquınas’
fundamental understandıng of (GJ0d and the human. Fınally, the theologıcal
anthropology 1Cc proviıdes place for Augustine’s definıtions 15 V
dıfferent from that of Augustine. It 15 lıkely that Ihomas doectrine of the
Ssacraments also dıffered ıimportantly from Augustine’s; thıs WAas certamly
the opınıon of the s1ıxteenth Ntu: reformers. Whether OT NOTt they WEeIC

rıght 1S question LOO large for uS, and SVECN LLNOTEC 1S the question
whether Aquınas and Augustine Aic better OT al the points where
they dıffer. Thıs, however, thınk Cal be shown: the sixteenth
Anglıcan reformers WeTC nOoTt better than theır mediaeval predecessors
eıther In dıscerning 1 WEEIC genumıne Augustine and IC exXts
WeTC illegıtimately athered hım, 0)8 1n theır willıngness uUuse CX
polemically, tendenti0usly, and wıthout CaIrc for theır PTODCI sense®

III, 60, 4! ad f inde est quod prımo et princıpalıter dıcuntur sıgna qQqua«C
sens1ıbus offeruntur: Ssıcut Augustinus 1C1 1n {{ de Doctrina Chrıstiana, quod "sıgnum est
enım ICS praeter specıem, quamı ingerıt sens1ibus, alıud alıquıd facıens
cognıtıonem venıre). Effectus autem ıntellıgıbıles NOn habent ratıonem S1g2N1 NSı
secundum quod 5  — manıfestatı PCI alıqua sıgna".

65 regreit be una| AaBICcC wıth Packer’s jüdgement of O0OMaAas Cranmer’s
metho: "havıng studied Scripture in its ıtera (LE na  a> grammatıcal, intended)
SCHSC, etting the ONEC text cCOomMMentTt another and relatıng ach author’s sStatements hıs
overall DE, the humanısts taught all the Reformers do, and havıng studied
patrıstic eology by the Samıe method, he had (0)901° SCC that hat the Fathers saıd
coıncıded for substance ıth hat the Scriptures sa1d ach pomint ea wıth." CH..

X11, SCe Ofe above. Nor 0€es the evidence indıcate such method for of the
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Let not egın wıth the WOTS but wıth the est. The Anglıcan
Bıshop Jo  S ewel, the officıal apologist for the Englısh Reformation®°®,
must ave SOINC of the praıise ave gıven Gerhoh of Reıichersberg. In
the first place, he rejects passSagc from the Decretum of Gratian wıth
doctrine ıke OUTS ıt derıves from Paschasıus rather than from Lanfranc

"Ihese words bastard and mı1sbegotten, nothiıng resemblıng eıther the
NOT the words of Augustine, but rather CONILTrary them both They

alleged only by certaın late writers, namely Dy Gratıian, by eier
Lombard, and by Algerius, 4S other thıngs also be wıthout great choice ÖT

167Jjudgement
Then, avıng thrown thıs texti out of the of Augustine g0o0od
grounds, he preven! the subversion of Augustine’s definıtion of
sacrament by usıng it interpret Tertullıan

"Here 15 imagıned another strange kınd of 1gures For hrıst’s body ıtself 15
L1LOW become 1gure And Augustine saıth Sigenum est quod specıem
ingerit OCulis: nA s1gn 1S thıng that offereth sıght unfo the AA  eye
Wherefore, by Hardıng’s Judgement, Christ’s VeC body appeareth
utwardly, and 15 SCCH In the Sacramen!: wıth OUT corporal CYCS. If S how
then 15 it there secretly, he sa1d before, and under covert? If nOL, how then
Can it be called figure?"®®

Fınally, havıng discerned the contradıction iınvolved ıIn the uUusc of
1gure in thıs WAaY, hıs practice has SOINC approx1imatıon (at least COMDPDAI-
atıvely hıs understandıng. Unlıke other Anglıcan reformers of thıs
per10d, he o€es 19{011 UuUsc the first part of Hoc est aSs the authoriıtatiıve words
of Augustine And In ON Casc only 0€Ss he qUu' version of the second
half of OUTr decretal

"Which thıng MaYy also laınly al Dy Augustine hımself In the SAalillc

place For thus he wrıteth and Jewel g1ves h1Is abbreviated latın text|240  W. J. HANKEY  Let us not begin with the worst but with the best. The Anglican  Bishop John Jewel, the official apologist for the English Reformation®®,  must have some of the praise we have given to Gerhoh of Reichersberg. In  the first place, he rejects a passage from the Decretum of Gratian with a  doctrine like ours - it derives from Paschasius rather than from Lanfranc.  "These words are bastard and misbegotten, as nothing resembling either the  sense nor the words of St. Augustine, but rather contrary to them both. They  are alleged only by certain late writers, as namely by Gratian, by Peter  Lombard, and by Algerius, as other things also be without any great choice or  1167  judgement  .  Then, having thrown this text out of the corpus of Augustine on good  grounds, he prevents the subversion of Augustine’s definition of a  sacrament by using it to interpret Tertullian:  "Here is imagined another strange kind of figures. For Christ’s body itself is  now become a figure ... And St. Augustine saith: Signum est quod speciem  ingerit oculis: "A sign is a thing that offereth a sight unto the eyes".  Wherefore, by M. Harding’s judgement, Christ’s very body appeareth  outwardly, and is seen in the sacrament with our corporal eyes. If so, how  then is it there secretly, as he said before, and under covert? If not, how then  can it be called a figure?"®  Finally, having discerned the contradiction involved in the use of  figure in this way, his practice has some approximation (at least compar-  atively) to his understanding. Unlike other Anglican reformers of this  period, he does not use the first part of Hoc est as the authoritative words  of Augustine. And in one case only does he quote a version of the second  half of our decretal:  "Which thing may also plainly appear by St. Augustine himself in the same  place. For thus he writeth: [and Jewel gives his abbreviated latin text] ... He  saith, (not the form, not the shew, not the accident, but) ‘The bread, that is the  body of Christ (not verily or indeed, but) after a manner, is called the body of  u69  Christ; whereas it is indeed a sacrament of the body of Christ ...  Anglican reformers’ use of Hoc est. For another comparison of the treatment of Augustine  by English Catholic and Protestant scholars in this period which reaches conclusions  comparable to mine see Robert DODARO and Michael QUESTIER, Strategies in Jacobean  Polemic: The Use and Abuse of St Augustine in English Theological Controversy, in  Journal of Ecclesiastical History 44,#3 (July, 1993), 432-449.  %® For the sense in which his Apology was official, see The Anglican Tradition: A  Handbook of Sources, ed. G. R. EVANS and J. R. WRIGHT, (London/Minneapolis:  SPCK/Fortress Press, 1991), pp. Xv-Xvi.  ©7 JEWEL, II, p. 603.  ® Ibid., 605.  © bla 04He
saıth, (not the form, NOL the shew, not the accıdent, but) “The bread, that 15 the
body of Christ (not verıly indeed, but) after 9 15 called the body of

31169Christ:; whereas it 15 indeed sacrament of the body of Christ240  W. J. HANKEY  Let us not begin with the worst but with the best. The Anglican  Bishop John Jewel, the official apologist for the English Reformation®®,  must have some of the praise we have given to Gerhoh of Reichersberg. In  the first place, he rejects a passage from the Decretum of Gratian with a  doctrine like ours - it derives from Paschasius rather than from Lanfranc.  "These words are bastard and misbegotten, as nothing resembling either the  sense nor the words of St. Augustine, but rather contrary to them both. They  are alleged only by certain late writers, as namely by Gratian, by Peter  Lombard, and by Algerius, as other things also be without any great choice or  1167  judgement  .  Then, having thrown this text out of the corpus of Augustine on good  grounds, he prevents the subversion of Augustine’s definition of a  sacrament by using it to interpret Tertullian:  "Here is imagined another strange kind of figures. For Christ’s body itself is  now become a figure ... And St. Augustine saith: Signum est quod speciem  ingerit oculis: "A sign is a thing that offereth a sight unto the eyes".  Wherefore, by M. Harding’s judgement, Christ’s very body appeareth  outwardly, and is seen in the sacrament with our corporal eyes. If so, how  then is it there secretly, as he said before, and under covert? If not, how then  can it be called a figure?"®  Finally, having discerned the contradiction involved in the use of  figure in this way, his practice has some approximation (at least compar-  atively) to his understanding. Unlike other Anglican reformers of this  period, he does not use the first part of Hoc est as the authoritative words  of Augustine. And in one case only does he quote a version of the second  half of our decretal:  "Which thing may also plainly appear by St. Augustine himself in the same  place. For thus he writeth: [and Jewel gives his abbreviated latin text] ... He  saith, (not the form, not the shew, not the accident, but) ‘The bread, that is the  body of Christ (not verily or indeed, but) after a manner, is called the body of  u69  Christ; whereas it is indeed a sacrament of the body of Christ ...  Anglican reformers’ use of Hoc est. For another comparison of the treatment of Augustine  by English Catholic and Protestant scholars in this period which reaches conclusions  comparable to mine see Robert DODARO and Michael QUESTIER, Strategies in Jacobean  Polemic: The Use and Abuse of St Augustine in English Theological Controversy, in  Journal of Ecclesiastical History 44,#3 (July, 1993), 432-449.  %® For the sense in which his Apology was official, see The Anglican Tradition: A  Handbook of Sources, ed. G. R. EVANS and J. R. WRIGHT, (London/Minneapolis:  SPCK/Fortress Press, 1991), pp. Xv-Xvi.  ©7 JEWEL, II, p. 603.  ® Ibid., 605.  © bla 04Anglıcan reformers’ UseCc of Hoc esti. For another comparıson of the treatment of Augustine
Dy Englısh Catholıic and rotestan! scholars ıIn thıs per10 which reaches conclusıons
comparable mMıne CS and Michael Strategies In Jacobean
Polemic: The Use and Abuse of W Augustine In English Theological Controversy,
Journal of Ecclesiastical istory 44 .#3 uly,

For the 1C| hH1s Apology Was officıial, SCC The Anglican Tradition:
Handbook of Sources, ed. and WERIGHT, London/Mınneapolıs:
SPCK/Fortress Press, XV-XVI.

67 1L, 603
68 Ibid., 605
69 Ibid., 794
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So the text he ST AD it has een changed make ıt conform hıs needs
he Can usc it he 0€Ss because he omıts caelestis from the text The

printers had already dropped the VvVere W.  1C In fact WOU. ave made 1t
'  verıily the body of Christ"!”9 Elsewhere he quotes only the gloss, which,

ave noted, he ca ".  very barbarous" but W.  1C. al anı y rate, has
inherent closer the in 1C he scs it and 1 15 not of
COUTSC ascrıbed Augustine’”.

Before eavıng Bıshop ewe wıth OUT amb1ıgu0us praıse of hıs
ambıgu0us posıtıon, should ote pomint of agreeme wıth Aquınas
26 suspect 15 sıgnıficant. ewel, iıke Aquıiınas, makes Augustine and
the pseudo-Dionysıus aAaBITCC In order strengthen the unıon of the

and intellıgıble sıdes In Augustine‘“.
What does thıs hıstory of ecriticısm of Hoc est demonstrate”? Fırst,

perhaps, that there 15 lıttle eritic1ısm that callıng it hıstory of eriticısm
15 LOO Strong. Then, that the meanıng of the texti 1S sufficıently clear
make evıdent ıts contradıction of genuine of Augustine the
sacraments sensıble S1gNs. galn, that those who accommodate the
contradıctory doctrines ONC another recogn1ıze the contradıction. er,
that al least from Peter Lombard orward, the uthorıty and the of
the texti and of its sanctıfıed author do nOoTt determıine Dy themselves the
weıght they ave In the formatıon of eucharıstic doctrine. Bonaventure,
after all, oes accept form of intellectual intuıtion for humans Just where
Aquımnas oes 18(018 Hereın les the weıght he g1ves Hoc est In determinıng
the definıtıon of sacrament. Fınally, Anglıcan theologıans supporting the
reformıng posıtiıon in the sixteenth ook be better than theır
predecessors from the days before Renaıissance earnıng 1ın theır Judgement
about and In theır UsScC of thıs text. But MaYy be able conclude INOIC

clearly f return them and Wyclıf investigate how they sed it.
the reformıng nglıcans who ave theır works publıshed 1in the

Parker Socıiety collection, besıde ewel, Ihomas Cranmer, IThomas Becon
and Ihomas Cooper employ Hoc e2st d authorıty scribed St
Augustine. For ONC of them 0€s ıt form theır doctrine of the sacrıfıce OT

the sacramen!t; indeed, ıt 1UNS in the opposıte direction from theır teachıng,
nonetheless, they fınd in ıt what they eed

I homas Cranmer declares hımself exercıised r  1ın the study of

70 On the printe: version he used, SCC and above.
See 3 503; 1L, 500; INL, 602

72 E 476: IL,D, 591; IL, 370 TIhe ast instance have CIite\| 1s especılally
CUT10US because neıther the er Soclety edıtor 19{078 have een able fınd the text
ascr1bed there Augustine.
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scripture and dıvinıty  ‚M from hıs yOoU: and therefore able llto alone, and
do examıne, Judge, and we1g all such weıighty matters” himself”. In
cContrast he characterizes hıs opponen! Bıshop Gardıner aSs "utterly 1gnorant
in holy scrıptures and doctors obstinately ent n the Iru:

y /4doctrine of thıs holy sacrament The Archbıshop o€es "neıther
willıngly about decelve the reader in the searching of St. Augustine,
(as yOUu UsSsCc do 1n CVETIY place),” DNOT O€s he tirust A  man OT frıend
herein". However, he hanks G0d

III neıther arrogant NOT WI. that 11 refuse the g00d advıce,
counsel, and admonition of . be he master, frıiend foe175

indeed, when he lısts the places where Augustine especılally teaches
that the body of Christ "  1S not corporally present, and corporally ealen.. he
ısplays wıde owledge of genuıne XTIS of the old bıshop of Hippo’®.
Nonetheless, In the debate, he 15 sometimes the first 118 introduce
from the Decretum of Gratıan, he SsSCs both genulne and SPUr10US ex(Is,
and he nMnNgs Hoc est ınto the argument of h1ıs OW) accord, not Just In
order A4NSWEeT ıts 19 by adversary””.

When he introduces and SsScs both parts of Hoc est 4S authorıty
wıth the weıght of Augustine it, 1.e d texti DFO NOSLIra sentenc1a
(to usec Wyclıf’s phrase,) the Archbishop 1n ngs IC indeed in
Lanfranc’s teaching, and thus also in the teXL, but the points he makes
wıth them AIic other than those al 3C the text alms. In COININON wıth
Lanfranc, Cranmer 1n in Hoc est that there 15 dıfference between the
sacrament and what it sıgnifies, and that the connections between
sSsacrament OT, In the Case of the oblatıon, lıturgical actıon, and what they
sıgn1fy ATrec V callıng"', "mystıica nOoTL in real tIrut 0)4 "lıterally", but
"figuratively In SOINC manner  n78. For example, he translates them In thıs
WAaY, treatıng the gloss ere as of the decretal:

lsTh offering 1C the priest maketh, 15 called improperly the passıon,
eath, crucıfyıng of Chrıist, NOLT that it 15 that, but that it sıgnıfieth it and
°the eavenly Sacrament which truly representeth Christ’s flesh 15 called
hrıst’s body, but ımproperly. therefore 15 sald, after , but NOLT in
the truth of the thıng, but In the s1gnıfyıng MYSTETY:! that the 15 thıs, it
15 called the body of 1st, that 15 SaY, signifieth’"”.

73 CRANMER, Parker D5ocIlety, L, 223
Ibid., 283

75 Ibid. 223
76 Ibid., 22
I7 Ibid., 126, > 242 DE T
78 Ibid., 128, DE 282
79 Ibid., RT
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For hım, "the words of St Augustine eing plaın, that ON Can be
more”:

"And thıs ONC place 15 sufficıent al full answer whatever YOU bring of
the of 15 1n the sacrament of Teal and wıne. For after
consecration the body and 0O of 18 be In them but 4S 1gures, althoug.

4801n the go recelvers he 15 really presentJOHN WYCLIF  243  For him, "the words of St. Augustine being so plain, that none can be  more":  "And this one place is sufficient at full to answer whatever you can bring of  the presence of Christ in the sacrament of bread and wine. For after  consecration the body and blood of Christ be in them but as figures, although  80  in the godly receivers he is really present ...  The passages quoted here come from a point in the long debate  with Bishop Gardiner where the two really work at this passage. Thomas  Cranmer comes close to recognizing that the teaching here is not all the  same as his own, for he acknowledges that the comparison in the first part  of the decretal with the union of natures in the person of Christ does not  serve his interpretation of the relation of sacrament and reality in the  sacrifice of the church:  "But yet this resemblance is not altogether like, as you say truly for so much;  for the person of Christ consisteth so of his Godhead and manhood, that they  be both in him in real presence and unity of person. But in the sacrifice it is  otherwise, where neither is any such union between the sacrament and the  n81.  truth of the sacrament, nor any such presence of the body of Christ  We may be surprised that the failure (from his perspective) of the simile  in the decretal does not alert him to its proper sense, especially as he has  grasped, and rejected, the decretal’s real point. But in this he is one with  Thomas Becon whose uses of the text are comparable to Cranmer’s®. In  relation to the section we are considering, Becon says:  "that as the person of Christ consisteth of two natures, that is to say, of his  manhood and of his Godhead; even so the sacrament consisteth of two natures,  of the elements of bread and wine, and of the body and blood of Christ. If the  elements of bread and wine remain, if that which we see with our eyes be  bread, who then perceiveth not evidently the manifest error of the popish  transubstantiation ..."  Thomas Cooper employs the decretal once where in fact he quotes the  gloss (acknowledging it as gloss). His purpose is contained within those of  Archbishop Cranmer*®*.  3 Ibid:  8! Jbid.  82 THOMAS BECON, Certain Articles of the Christian Religion Proved and Confirmed,  Parker Society (Cambridge, 1844), p. 458; the greater use of Hoc est is in The Catechism,  Parker Society (Cambridge , 1844), pp. 250, 268, and 284.  ®3 The Catechism, p. 268.  $ THOMAS COOPER, An Answer in Defense of the Truth against the Apology of  Private Mass, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1850), p. 204.TIhe quoted ere COIMINC from pomt ın the long debate
wıth Bıshop (Gardıner where the [WO really work al thıs pasSsSagc. Ihomas
Cranmer close recogn1ızıng that the teachiıng ere 15 not all the
SaInNc as hıs OW! for he acknowledges that the comparıson in the first
of the decretal wıth the unıon of natures ın the DCrSON of Christ oes noTt
SCITIVC hıs interpretation of the relatıon of sacrament and realıty In the
sacrıfiıce of the church

"But yet thıs resemblance 15 nNOT altogether lıke, yYyOUu SaYy truly for much:;
for the Crson of Chriıst consısteth of hıs Godhead and manhood, that hey
be both in hım In real and unıty of CT SON. But in the sacrıfıce ıt 15
otherwiıse, where neıther 1s such union between the sacrament and the

||81.truth of the sacrament, NOT al y such of the body of Christ

We IMay be surprised that the aılure Tom hıs perspective) of the simıle
in the decretal 0€s nNOLT alert hım 110 ıts PrOPCI 9 especlally as he has
grasped, and rejected, the decretal’s real poıint. But In thıs he 15 ON wıth
Ihomas Becon whose SCS of the texti ATIC omparable Cranmer’s*. In
relatıon the section AlC considering, Becon SaysS

"that the CI SON of T1S consısteth of na  €sS, that 15 SdY, of hıs
manhood and of hıs Godhead;: ven the sacrament consısteth of [WO natures,
of the elements of rea| and wiıne, and of the body and blood of Christ If the
elements of bread and wıne remaın, 1 that 1C SCC wıth OUT CYCS be
bread, who then perce1iveth nOoTt eviıdently the manıiıfest 110OT of the popısh
transubstantıiation

IThomas Cooper employs the decretal ONCEC where In fact he quotes the
gl0SS (acknowledging it as gloss) Hıs DUIDOSC 15 contaıned wıthın those of
Archbıshop Cranmer®*.

Ihid.
Ibid.

X22 IHOMAS Certain Articles of the Christian Religion Proved and Confirmed,
arker Socıiety Cambrıdge, 458; the greater use of Hoc est 15 in The Catechism,
Parker Socıiety (Cambrıidge 250., 268, and 284

83 The Catechism, 268
I HOMAS COOPER, An Answer In Defense of the ruth agaınst the Apology of

Private Mass, arker Society ambrıdge, 204
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SO by of what arec regarde. A4S hıs heirs”, return
Master John Wyclıf and hıs employmen of thıs decretal 16 of them all
MAaQLS facit DFO nNOSTIra sentencı1a. What dıd he find ın ıt? How dıd ıt match
hıs understandıng and hıs purposes”?

We INaYy egın to ADNSWeEeT these questions by returnıng the pomnt
al 16 left Ihomas Cranmer and Ihomas Becon: the comparıson In
Lanfranc between, the OMNC sıde, the un1ıon of the sacrament and ıng
sıgnifie: ın the sacrıfıce of the church and, the other sıde, the unıon of
the [WO natures of Chrıst in hıs PECTISON. The aspect of yclıf, W.  1C wıth
Luther, affırmed Eg2o Berengarius and ıts eucharıstic realism“®, 1N! ere

WaY of affırmıng the cColincıdent of the substances of Trea| and
wıne and the substance of the body and [070] of Chriıst. As wıth the
natures of Chrıst, both aTrec wholly and sımultaneously present. ere 1S
dıstınction and separatıon of accıdents from substance, for Wyclıf the ata
dıstinction. In thıs consubstantıatıon, elated wıth Luther
understandıng of the hypostatıc un1on, hıs Platonıc realısm and hıs
eucharıstic realısm ATC unıted, hıs phılosophiıcal and theologıca logıics AT

0)8l  a texti hıch oes much 15 MAaZNUS indeed But there 1S ST1 INOTEC
As Ihomas Cranmer put K "Thıs ON place 15 sufficıent al full answer
whatever YOU Call bring  ”

Recollect Wyclıf has ambıgu0us relatıon Berengar. He
affırms Berengar’s renuncılatıon, E20 Berengarius, In order lay claım
Berengar’s demand that "Ihıs 15 body" be understood allegorıically,
figuratıvely. The body of hrıs 1S both really and also figuratively
present. For yclıf, ıIn the second part of Hoc est

'thıs saınt speaks metaphorıcally also Scripture does and teaches that the
body of Christ 15 hıdden ere that ıt 15 nOot SCCI1 there 1ın the sacrament|
wıth the bodıly CYCn87‘

For thıs Platonic Augustinıian, realıty 15 a(0)1 grasped corporally, sens1bly,
but ınwardly, intellectually. Ihe ole body of Chriıst 1S really and
substantıally present wıth the ole substance of Tea| and wıne, but the
sensıble partıcular 1S also only 1gure, the pomnt öf departure, 18(0)1 the place
of irue substantıal eıng. Just "the codices, the sens1ıble words [(9i
Scripture do| nNOL POSSCSS the truth but point yclı accordıingly
does NOLT OW that the Scripture perce1ved by the 1S actually

85 See LEFF, Wyclif and Huss; idem, The Place of Metaphysics, 2310 KEEN, The
Influence of Wyclif; KENNY, Wyclif, 100-109; CRANMER, CIft., and number
of CSSxays Anne HUDSON and Michael eds., From Ockham Wyclif.

86 See note above and ADWICK, Aart. EH.; 416 and 443
87 See otfe above for texT.
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thıs eve 15Scripture of Scripture only called Scripture
metonymically  u88 Thıs feature it chares wıth "Thıs 15 body"”

Miıchael TIresko draws out thıs Comparıson:
"'Ihere 15 signıficant correspondence between Wyclıf"s VIEW of the and
hıs VIEW of the eucharıst. In neıther dasc would he OW that the sens1ıble
materı1al sıgn had the capacıty be the dıvine realıty. Neıther WEeEISC themselves
the object of veneratıion. In both theır sacredness lay fOor Wyclıf In theır
efficCaCy, theır utilitas, for the transformatıon of the belıever It 15 the
belıever who 15 changed in the eucharıstJOHN WYCLIF  245  this  level  1s  Scripture...  of Scripture  only  called Scripture  metonymically"®, This feature it shares with "This is my body".  Michael Tresko draws out this comparison:  "There is a significant correspondence between Wyclif’s view of the Bible and  his view of the eucharist. In neither case would he allow that the sensible  material sign had the capacity to be the divine reality. Neither were themselves  the object of veneration. In both cases their sacredness lay for Wyclif in their  efficacy, their ufilitas, for the transformation of the believer ... It is the  believer who is changed in the eucharist ... There the believer becomes the  body of Christ ... When a Christian reads the Bible he takes on the essential  qualities of Scripture  189  .  In the second part of Hoc est, Wyclif discovers a view of the  sacrament which coincides with his philosophical realism and the under-  standing of Scripture coherent with that. Wyclif, like Bonaventure, thinks  humans suited for intellectual intuition in this present life and will not be  surprised that the saint who helped him to the theory of ideas would teach  the view of the sacrament which coheres with it. In the theory of knowl-  edge, in the theology of the eucharistic sacrament, and in the metaphysics  of Scripture, freedom from the sensible particular is both the truth and the  human goal. Probably, if Wyclif had to choose between this text and the  genuine texts of Augustine on the sacrament as sensible sign, he would  prefer Hoc est. Perhaps also Lanfranc’s eucharistic doctrine as found in it  is in fact a true and necessary development of Augustine’s thought. Either  that or Aquinas is an authentic Augustinian and Bonaventure and Wyclif  are not. In any case, given the decretal’s union for Wyclif of philosophical  and theological truth, it is no wonder that he thought it magis facit pro  nostra sentencia”.  Halifax, N.S.  Wayne John HANKEY  % TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 178-79 see G. LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, pp. 219 and  224: "the metaphysical principles of Wyclif’s philosophical phase are also integral to his  conceptions of the Bible, the Church and the eucharist ... the belief in an eternal archetype  in God as the indestructible essence of everything in the world, independently of its  temporal manifestations, provided the philosophical framework for Wyclif’s concepts of  the Bible, the Church and the eucharist", and note 7 above.  ® Ibid., 181.  ® This paper was initially stimulated by differences with James Doull over the  interpretation of Augustine and the nature of the Augustinian tradition in a seminar we  taught together almost a decade ago. It has been saved from many follies by the  comments of Leonard Boyle, Robert Crouse, Richard U. Smith and Michael Carreker. Its  production has been the gift of June Dauphinee. I thank them all.There the belıever becomes the
body of hrıstJOHN WYCLIF  245  this  level  1s  Scripture...  of Scripture  only  called Scripture  metonymically"®, This feature it shares with "This is my body".  Michael Tresko draws out this comparison:  "There is a significant correspondence between Wyclif’s view of the Bible and  his view of the eucharist. In neither case would he allow that the sensible  material sign had the capacity to be the divine reality. Neither were themselves  the object of veneration. In both cases their sacredness lay for Wyclif in their  efficacy, their ufilitas, for the transformation of the believer ... It is the  believer who is changed in the eucharist ... There the believer becomes the  body of Christ ... When a Christian reads the Bible he takes on the essential  qualities of Scripture  189  .  In the second part of Hoc est, Wyclif discovers a view of the  sacrament which coincides with his philosophical realism and the under-  standing of Scripture coherent with that. Wyclif, like Bonaventure, thinks  humans suited for intellectual intuition in this present life and will not be  surprised that the saint who helped him to the theory of ideas would teach  the view of the sacrament which coheres with it. In the theory of knowl-  edge, in the theology of the eucharistic sacrament, and in the metaphysics  of Scripture, freedom from the sensible particular is both the truth and the  human goal. Probably, if Wyclif had to choose between this text and the  genuine texts of Augustine on the sacrament as sensible sign, he would  prefer Hoc est. Perhaps also Lanfranc’s eucharistic doctrine as found in it  is in fact a true and necessary development of Augustine’s thought. Either  that or Aquinas is an authentic Augustinian and Bonaventure and Wyclif  are not. In any case, given the decretal’s union for Wyclif of philosophical  and theological truth, it is no wonder that he thought it magis facit pro  nostra sentencia”.  Halifax, N.S.  Wayne John HANKEY  % TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 178-79 see G. LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, pp. 219 and  224: "the metaphysical principles of Wyclif’s philosophical phase are also integral to his  conceptions of the Bible, the Church and the eucharist ... the belief in an eternal archetype  in God as the indestructible essence of everything in the world, independently of its  temporal manifestations, provided the philosophical framework for Wyclif’s concepts of  the Bible, the Church and the eucharist", and note 7 above.  ® Ibid., 181.  ® This paper was initially stimulated by differences with James Doull over the  interpretation of Augustine and the nature of the Augustinian tradition in a seminar we  taught together almost a decade ago. It has been saved from many follies by the  comments of Leonard Boyle, Robert Crouse, Richard U. Smith and Michael Carreker. Its  production has been the gift of June Dauphinee. I thank them all.When Christian reads the Bıble he takes the essentı1al
qualities of Scripture189

In the second part of Hoc est, Wyclıf diıscovers 1eW of the
sacrament 1C colncıdes wıth hıs phılosophıcal realısm and the under-
standıng of Scripture coherent wıth that yclıf, ıke Bonaventure,
humans sulted for intellectual intuıtion In thıs present 1ıfe and 11l NOL be
surprised that the saınt who helped hım the theory of iıdeas WOUuU teach
the 1eW of the sacrament 1Cc coheres wıth it In the eOorYy of knowl-
edge, in the eology of the eucharıstic sacrament, and in the metaphysıcs
of Scripture, treedom from the sensıble partıcular 15 both the truth and the
human goal robably, f yclıf had choose between thıs texTi and the
genulne of Augustine the sacrament A sensıble s1gn, he WOUuU
prefer Hoc esL Perhaps alsSo Lanfranc’s eucharıstic doctrine OUunNn! In it
1s in fact irue and development of Augustine’s hought Eıther
that OT Aquınas 1S authentic Augustinıan and Bonaventure and Wyclıf
ATiICc not. In CasSc, gıven the decretal’s unıon for Wyclıf of phılosophıcal
and theologıca tru  ‚9 it 1S wonder that he hought ıt MAaQZLS facit DFO
nNOSIra sentencia”®.

Halıfax, ayne Jo  SE ANKEY

IRESKO, art. CI SCS LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, 219 and
224 nthe metaphysıcal princıples of Wyrclırf"s philosophıcal phase are Iso integra. hıs
conceptions of the Bıble, the UrcC. and the eucharıstJOHN WYCLIF  245  this  level  1s  Scripture...  of Scripture  only  called Scripture  metonymically"®, This feature it shares with "This is my body".  Michael Tresko draws out this comparison:  "There is a significant correspondence between Wyclif’s view of the Bible and  his view of the eucharist. In neither case would he allow that the sensible  material sign had the capacity to be the divine reality. Neither were themselves  the object of veneration. In both cases their sacredness lay for Wyclif in their  efficacy, their ufilitas, for the transformation of the believer ... It is the  believer who is changed in the eucharist ... There the believer becomes the  body of Christ ... When a Christian reads the Bible he takes on the essential  qualities of Scripture  189  .  In the second part of Hoc est, Wyclif discovers a view of the  sacrament which coincides with his philosophical realism and the under-  standing of Scripture coherent with that. Wyclif, like Bonaventure, thinks  humans suited for intellectual intuition in this present life and will not be  surprised that the saint who helped him to the theory of ideas would teach  the view of the sacrament which coheres with it. In the theory of knowl-  edge, in the theology of the eucharistic sacrament, and in the metaphysics  of Scripture, freedom from the sensible particular is both the truth and the  human goal. Probably, if Wyclif had to choose between this text and the  genuine texts of Augustine on the sacrament as sensible sign, he would  prefer Hoc est. Perhaps also Lanfranc’s eucharistic doctrine as found in it  is in fact a true and necessary development of Augustine’s thought. Either  that or Aquinas is an authentic Augustinian and Bonaventure and Wyclif  are not. In any case, given the decretal’s union for Wyclif of philosophical  and theological truth, it is no wonder that he thought it magis facit pro  nostra sentencia”.  Halifax, N.S.  Wayne John HANKEY  % TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 178-79 see G. LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, pp. 219 and  224: "the metaphysical principles of Wyclif’s philosophical phase are also integral to his  conceptions of the Bible, the Church and the eucharist ... the belief in an eternal archetype  in God as the indestructible essence of everything in the world, independently of its  temporal manifestations, provided the philosophical framework for Wyclif’s concepts of  the Bible, the Church and the eucharist", and note 7 above.  ® Ibid., 181.  ® This paper was initially stimulated by differences with James Doull over the  interpretation of Augustine and the nature of the Augustinian tradition in a seminar we  taught together almost a decade ago. It has been saved from many follies by the  comments of Leonard Boyle, Robert Crouse, Richard U. Smith and Michael Carreker. Its  production has been the gift of June Dauphinee. I thank them all.the belıef eternal archetype

God the indes:  ctible S6SSCIICE of everythıng the WOT. ındependently of ıts
temporal manıfestati1ons, provıded the phılosophıca. iramework for Wyclıf"s of
the Bıble, the Church and the eucharıst", and ote above.

Ibid., 181
hıs Was inıtially stimulated by dıfferences wıth James Doull VeT the

interpretation of Augustine and the nature of the Augustinıan 'adıtıon semınar
ug ogether 0S decade agO. has een saved TOmM Man follıes by the
COMMEeEeNTS of Leonard Boyle, Robert CTrouse, Rıchard Smıiıth and Miıchael Carreker. Its
production has been the gıft of June auphınee. thank them all
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1 ACE DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS
LATIFS MALINOIS

(1694)

Voici! ans les grandes lıgnes les documents retenir“:
Le decret du Janvier 1694

"Innocent XL, apres aVOIlr pr1Ss les uffrages des cardınaux, afın de prevenir

| Nous USseTONS des sıgnes et abrevıiatıons Ssulvants: Pn chiffres chıves de
l’archeveche de alınes, VAN DE WIEL, Jansenistica Mechelen. Het archief Van het
Aartsbisdom, Louvain 1938, eit de celu1-c1; AGP, VeC chiffre Archıves generales du
royaumce Bruxelles, (0) 4[ archıves de la Compagnıe de Jesus, Flandro-belge, ei n0
d’ordre Fonds de la Nunzı1atura dı Fıandra chıves du Vatıcan; IL, VeEeC

chıffre LE ROY, Un janseniste exil. Correspondance de Pasquier Quesnel,
volumes, Parıs 1900, ef DaßC, OBC Archıves de la Oudbisschoppelijke Clerezie,
CONSeErveESs Archıves du Royaume Utrecht, VOC de l’inventaire. Arnauld
oıne ARNAULD, euvres completes, dıtıon de Lausanne:; C ’ausa Quesnelliana
1ve Motivum IUFLS CONIra Paschasium Quesnel, Bruxelles, 1704; ct.
Bibliotheca Janseniana Belgica, TE ÖPSTRAET, VeEC chiffre EY: Lettres
de Jean )pstraet, professeur Louvain, SoON collegue Jean Libert Hennebel, 1SS10N

Rome, dans Bulletin de Institu: historique belge de Rome, 55-56 (1985-1986), 167-206;
CLERCQ CLERCOQ Charles, Cinqg archeveques de Malines, vol., Parıs, 1974; DU

PAC Gabriel PAC DE ELLEGARDE, Memoires historiques touchant I’Universite de
Louvain el les eglises des Pays-Bas |espagnols| urtoult depuis /13, IN} OBC
(0) 41 Port-Royal, 2593; ACQUES Emile ACQUES, Les annees d’exil '"Antoine Arnauld,
Louvaın, 1976; Synodicon PF. De Ram, Nova el absoluta collectio synodorum
archiepiscopatus Mechliniensis, vol Malınes, S  n Vat. Lat. 'odex Vaticanus
Latinus de la Bıblıotheque du Vatıcan.

Le de Ges documents reirouve eaUCOUP d’endroıits, entre autres

Synodicon L, 587-588; 593-594:; Arnauld, 360-365; PLESSIS D’ARGENTRE,
Collectio judiciorum, vol., Parıs, -  ' IL, Z 391-392; cf. infra. Nos SOUTCCS, DOUI
la plup inedıtes, sont les correspondances d’Arnauld (Bruxelles), de Du
Vaucel ome), de Hennebel (Rome). d’Opstraet OuVvaın), de Quesnel ruxelles), de
uth d’Ans ruxelles); les Journaux, fort incomplets DOUI epoque quı OUuS interesse,
de Hennebel (OBC, Port-Royal) el du Bernard Desıirant Rome:; quant dernıer:
9 Zarıum YFOMANUM VvVan Bernardus Desirant, dans Bulletin de [’Institut
historique elge de Rome, 71 (1941) 237-326 les PAC Memoires; cft.
13100  5 n L’introduction du formulaire antijanseniste Belgique. remier
essal (1692-1694), dans collection Jansenistica. Etudes-Studien, 1 alınes 1962; I  9
Innocent el le Jansenisme, dans Antonianum, (1992) 39-66: I  » Ihyrse Gonzalez,
general des jesuites el Humbert Precipiano, archeveque de 'alines. Correspondances,
ans Bulletin de [’Institut historique belge de Rome, 65 (1995) D’autres etudes
seront mentionnees plus loın.
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tOutes les OCCas1ons des diıscordes quı troublent la palxX du christianısme, tant
par les discours qQuC pa les ecrıts quı font dessein d’interpreter
d’expliquer le formulaıre d’Alexandre V II POUI la condamnatıon des CINg
proposıIitions extraltes du 1vre de Cornelıus Jansenius, intıtule Augustinus eiC.,
condamnees, faıt inhıbitions el defenses d’apporter UCUN autre SCI15 du
formulaire susdıt hors celu1 quı vient LOUL le monde ei quC les ermes du
formulaıre presentent d’eux-memes l’esprit, de ServVIr d’aucun auftfre SCI1S5

d’en disputer, iımposant sılence DOUT tOWjOuUrS...”
Le bref, lettre d’accompagnement eveques belges, ate

du fevrier Sulvant:
n11 uelque m LOUS apprimes DOUT la premiere fo1s qu 1 s’etaılt eleve
quelques contestations les theologıens des Pays-Bas (espagnols), les UulnNs

aCCcusan: les autres COININEC SECTATEUTS de nouvelles Op1In10ns qul, grand tOTrT
des ames, tant Dar leurs discours quC Dar leurs ecrts, s’efforcent de rendre
quelque SOTTE inutiles et Sanls effet, les constitutions de 1105 predecesseurs
nNnNocent el exandadre VIL, la condamnatiıon des CINg proposIitions
extraltes du lıvre de Cornelıus Jansen1ius, intıtule Augustinus, el aussı le
formulaiıre du serment qu’on doıt preter POUI les condamner. Et le
gouvernement pastoral quC Dieu NOUS COmMm1S, LO US oblıge d’avoır
extreme SO1Nn quUC les constitutions de 18{0 predecesseurs perdent rien de leur
vigueur dans les choses quı! sSservent maıintenir l’ıntegrite de la {O1 orthodoxe;
NOUS, afın d’arreter L[OUS les dıfferends quı troublent la palx de l’Eglıse et des
fiıdeles, NOUS attachant inviolablement dUuX constitutions susdıtes ocent
ei d’Alexandre VIIL, l’exemple de NOs predecesseurs, el declarant qu’elles
SONT demeurees el demeurent dans leur force, NOUS VOUS en]o1gnons248  L. CEYSSENS  toutes les occasions des discordes qui troublent la paix du christianisme, tant  par les discours que par les 6crits qui se font ä dessein d’interpreter ou  d’expliquer le formulaire d’Alexandre VII pour la condamnation des cinq  propositions extraites du livre de Cornelius Jansenius, intitule Augustinus etc.,  condamnees, a fait inhibitions et defenses d’apporter aucun autre sens du  formulaire susdit hors celui qui vient ä tout le monde et que les termes du  formulaire presentent d’eux-memes ä l’esprit, de se servir d’aucun autre sens  ou d’en disputer, imposant silence pour toujours..."  2. Le bref, ou lettre d’accompagnement aux eveques belges, en date  du 6 fevrier suivant:  "Il y a quelque temps nous apprimes pour la premiere fois qu’il s’etait €leve  quelques contestations entre les theologiens des Pays-Bas (espagnols), les uns  accusant les autres comme sectateurs de nouvelles opinions qui, au grand tort  des ämes, tant par leurs discours que par leurs &crits, s’efforcent de rendre en  quelque sorte inutiles et sans effet, les constitutions de nos predecesseurs  Innocent X et Alexandre VII, contenant 1a condamnation des cinq propositions  extraites du livre de Cornelius Jansenius, intitule Augustinus, et aussi le  formulaire du serment qu’on doit preter pour les condamner. Et comme le  gouvernement pastoral que Dieu nous a commis, nous oblige d’avoir un  extre&me soin que les constitutions de nos predecesseurs ne perdent rien de leur  vigueur dans les choses qui servent ä maintenir 1’integrite de la foi orthodoxe;  nous, afın d’arreter tous les differends qui troublent la paix de l’Eglise et des  fideles, nous attachant inviolablement aux constitutions susdites d’Innocent X  et d’Alexandre VII, ä l’exemple de nos predecesseurs, et declarant qu’elles  sont demeure&es et demeurent dans toute leur force, nous vous enjoignons ... de  proceder contre tous ceux ... qui auront la temerite de soutenir ... les dites cinq  propositions ainsi condamnees  et d’avoir soin de les punir, en observant  cependant les regles de droit ... De plus de vous servir tellement ... du pouvoir  que vous donne la constitution apostolique [d’Alexandre VII?] d’exiger la  souscription ou serment du formulaire, qu’en cela meme vous fassiez surtout  paraitre votre zele et votre charite, en sorte que la reputation de personne n’en  souffre sans sujet, et qu’on ne donne point lieu aux detractions et aux  murmures. C’est pourquoi nous ordonnons ä la fois: 1° ceux qui doivent preter  le serment, sont obliges de le faire sincerement, sans aucune distinction,  restriction ou explication, condamnant ces propositions extraites du livre de  Jansenius, dans le sens qui vient d’abord ä tous et que les termes des  propositions presentent d’eux me&me ä l’esprit, qui est le sens que les  Souverains Pontifes, nos predecesseurs ont condamne et qu’ils ont voulu qu’il  füt tenu par tous les fideles pour condamne; 2° de votre part vous n’exigerez  de ceux qui souscriront le dit formulaire  . pas la moindre declaration,  interpretation ou explication, ni de bouche, ni par Ecrit ... Au reste, nous  imposons silence pour toujours au regard de semblables interpretations du  formulaire ... Enfin ... nous vous enjoignons, autant que nous le pouvons... de  ne permettre en aucune maniere que l’on se serve de cette accusation vague et  odieuse de jansenisme, pour decrier ou designer qui que se soit avant d’avoir  constate legitimement le soupcon d’avoir enseigne ou tenu quelqu’une de ces  propositions et qu’aucun sous ce pretexte soit Eloigne des charges, emplois ...  avant que 1’on ait prouve selon les formes du droit qu’il s’est rendu digne de  cette peine, tres rude ä des personnes qui ä moins de cela sont catholiques ..."de
proceder cContre ftOUS CcE248  L. CEYSSENS  toutes les occasions des discordes qui troublent la paix du christianisme, tant  par les discours que par les 6crits qui se font ä dessein d’interpreter ou  d’expliquer le formulaire d’Alexandre VII pour la condamnation des cinq  propositions extraites du livre de Cornelius Jansenius, intitule Augustinus etc.,  condamnees, a fait inhibitions et defenses d’apporter aucun autre sens du  formulaire susdit hors celui qui vient ä tout le monde et que les termes du  formulaire presentent d’eux-memes ä l’esprit, de se servir d’aucun autre sens  ou d’en disputer, imposant silence pour toujours..."  2. Le bref, ou lettre d’accompagnement aux eveques belges, en date  du 6 fevrier suivant:  "Il y a quelque temps nous apprimes pour la premiere fois qu’il s’etait €leve  quelques contestations entre les theologiens des Pays-Bas (espagnols), les uns  accusant les autres comme sectateurs de nouvelles opinions qui, au grand tort  des ämes, tant par leurs discours que par leurs &crits, s’efforcent de rendre en  quelque sorte inutiles et sans effet, les constitutions de nos predecesseurs  Innocent X et Alexandre VII, contenant 1a condamnation des cinq propositions  extraites du livre de Cornelius Jansenius, intitule Augustinus, et aussi le  formulaire du serment qu’on doit preter pour les condamner. Et comme le  gouvernement pastoral que Dieu nous a commis, nous oblige d’avoir un  extre&me soin que les constitutions de nos predecesseurs ne perdent rien de leur  vigueur dans les choses qui servent ä maintenir 1’integrite de la foi orthodoxe;  nous, afın d’arreter tous les differends qui troublent la paix de l’Eglise et des  fideles, nous attachant inviolablement aux constitutions susdites d’Innocent X  et d’Alexandre VII, ä l’exemple de nos predecesseurs, et declarant qu’elles  sont demeure&es et demeurent dans toute leur force, nous vous enjoignons ... de  proceder contre tous ceux ... qui auront la temerite de soutenir ... les dites cinq  propositions ainsi condamnees  et d’avoir soin de les punir, en observant  cependant les regles de droit ... De plus de vous servir tellement ... du pouvoir  que vous donne la constitution apostolique [d’Alexandre VII?] d’exiger la  souscription ou serment du formulaire, qu’en cela meme vous fassiez surtout  paraitre votre zele et votre charite, en sorte que la reputation de personne n’en  souffre sans sujet, et qu’on ne donne point lieu aux detractions et aux  murmures. C’est pourquoi nous ordonnons ä la fois: 1° ceux qui doivent preter  le serment, sont obliges de le faire sincerement, sans aucune distinction,  restriction ou explication, condamnant ces propositions extraites du livre de  Jansenius, dans le sens qui vient d’abord ä tous et que les termes des  propositions presentent d’eux me&me ä l’esprit, qui est le sens que les  Souverains Pontifes, nos predecesseurs ont condamne et qu’ils ont voulu qu’il  füt tenu par tous les fideles pour condamne; 2° de votre part vous n’exigerez  de ceux qui souscriront le dit formulaire  . pas la moindre declaration,  interpretation ou explication, ni de bouche, ni par Ecrit ... Au reste, nous  imposons silence pour toujours au regard de semblables interpretations du  formulaire ... Enfin ... nous vous enjoignons, autant que nous le pouvons... de  ne permettre en aucune maniere que l’on se serve de cette accusation vague et  odieuse de jansenisme, pour decrier ou designer qui que se soit avant d’avoir  constate legitimement le soupcon d’avoir enseigne ou tenu quelqu’une de ces  propositions et qu’aucun sous ce pretexte soit Eloigne des charges, emplois ...  avant que 1’on ait prouve selon les formes du droit qu’il s’est rendu digne de  cette peine, tres rude ä des personnes qui ä moins de cela sont catholiques ..."qu1 auront la emerıte de soutenir248  L. CEYSSENS  toutes les occasions des discordes qui troublent la paix du christianisme, tant  par les discours que par les 6crits qui se font ä dessein d’interpreter ou  d’expliquer le formulaire d’Alexandre VII pour la condamnation des cinq  propositions extraites du livre de Cornelius Jansenius, intitule Augustinus etc.,  condamnees, a fait inhibitions et defenses d’apporter aucun autre sens du  formulaire susdit hors celui qui vient ä tout le monde et que les termes du  formulaire presentent d’eux-memes ä l’esprit, de se servir d’aucun autre sens  ou d’en disputer, imposant silence pour toujours..."  2. Le bref, ou lettre d’accompagnement aux eveques belges, en date  du 6 fevrier suivant:  "Il y a quelque temps nous apprimes pour la premiere fois qu’il s’etait €leve  quelques contestations entre les theologiens des Pays-Bas (espagnols), les uns  accusant les autres comme sectateurs de nouvelles opinions qui, au grand tort  des ämes, tant par leurs discours que par leurs &crits, s’efforcent de rendre en  quelque sorte inutiles et sans effet, les constitutions de nos predecesseurs  Innocent X et Alexandre VII, contenant 1a condamnation des cinq propositions  extraites du livre de Cornelius Jansenius, intitule Augustinus, et aussi le  formulaire du serment qu’on doit preter pour les condamner. Et comme le  gouvernement pastoral que Dieu nous a commis, nous oblige d’avoir un  extre&me soin que les constitutions de nos predecesseurs ne perdent rien de leur  vigueur dans les choses qui servent ä maintenir 1’integrite de la foi orthodoxe;  nous, afın d’arreter tous les differends qui troublent la paix de l’Eglise et des  fideles, nous attachant inviolablement aux constitutions susdites d’Innocent X  et d’Alexandre VII, ä l’exemple de nos predecesseurs, et declarant qu’elles  sont demeure&es et demeurent dans toute leur force, nous vous enjoignons ... de  proceder contre tous ceux ... qui auront la temerite de soutenir ... les dites cinq  propositions ainsi condamnees  et d’avoir soin de les punir, en observant  cependant les regles de droit ... De plus de vous servir tellement ... du pouvoir  que vous donne la constitution apostolique [d’Alexandre VII?] d’exiger la  souscription ou serment du formulaire, qu’en cela meme vous fassiez surtout  paraitre votre zele et votre charite, en sorte que la reputation de personne n’en  souffre sans sujet, et qu’on ne donne point lieu aux detractions et aux  murmures. C’est pourquoi nous ordonnons ä la fois: 1° ceux qui doivent preter  le serment, sont obliges de le faire sincerement, sans aucune distinction,  restriction ou explication, condamnant ces propositions extraites du livre de  Jansenius, dans le sens qui vient d’abord ä tous et que les termes des  propositions presentent d’eux me&me ä l’esprit, qui est le sens que les  Souverains Pontifes, nos predecesseurs ont condamne et qu’ils ont voulu qu’il  füt tenu par tous les fideles pour condamne; 2° de votre part vous n’exigerez  de ceux qui souscriront le dit formulaire  . pas la moindre declaration,  interpretation ou explication, ni de bouche, ni par Ecrit ... Au reste, nous  imposons silence pour toujours au regard de semblables interpretations du  formulaire ... Enfin ... nous vous enjoignons, autant que nous le pouvons... de  ne permettre en aucune maniere que l’on se serve de cette accusation vague et  odieuse de jansenisme, pour decrier ou designer qui que se soit avant d’avoir  constate legitimement le soupcon d’avoir enseigne ou tenu quelqu’une de ces  propositions et qu’aucun sous ce pretexte soit Eloigne des charges, emplois ...  avant que 1’on ait prouve selon les formes du droit qu’il s’est rendu digne de  cette peine, tres rude ä des personnes qui ä moins de cela sont catholiques ..."les dıtes CINg
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propositions ef qu aucun SOUS pretexte so1lt elo1gne des charges, emploı1s248  L. CEYSSENS  toutes les occasions des discordes qui troublent la paix du christianisme, tant  par les discours que par les 6crits qui se font ä dessein d’interpreter ou  d’expliquer le formulaire d’Alexandre VII pour la condamnation des cinq  propositions extraites du livre de Cornelius Jansenius, intitule Augustinus etc.,  condamnees, a fait inhibitions et defenses d’apporter aucun autre sens du  formulaire susdit hors celui qui vient ä tout le monde et que les termes du  formulaire presentent d’eux-memes ä l’esprit, de se servir d’aucun autre sens  ou d’en disputer, imposant silence pour toujours..."  2. Le bref, ou lettre d’accompagnement aux eveques belges, en date  du 6 fevrier suivant:  "Il y a quelque temps nous apprimes pour la premiere fois qu’il s’etait €leve  quelques contestations entre les theologiens des Pays-Bas (espagnols), les uns  accusant les autres comme sectateurs de nouvelles opinions qui, au grand tort  des ämes, tant par leurs discours que par leurs &crits, s’efforcent de rendre en  quelque sorte inutiles et sans effet, les constitutions de nos predecesseurs  Innocent X et Alexandre VII, contenant 1a condamnation des cinq propositions  extraites du livre de Cornelius Jansenius, intitule Augustinus, et aussi le  formulaire du serment qu’on doit preter pour les condamner. Et comme le  gouvernement pastoral que Dieu nous a commis, nous oblige d’avoir un  extre&me soin que les constitutions de nos predecesseurs ne perdent rien de leur  vigueur dans les choses qui servent ä maintenir 1’integrite de la foi orthodoxe;  nous, afın d’arreter tous les differends qui troublent la paix de l’Eglise et des  fideles, nous attachant inviolablement aux constitutions susdites d’Innocent X  et d’Alexandre VII, ä l’exemple de nos predecesseurs, et declarant qu’elles  sont demeure&es et demeurent dans toute leur force, nous vous enjoignons ... de  proceder contre tous ceux ... qui auront la temerite de soutenir ... les dites cinq  propositions ainsi condamnees  et d’avoir soin de les punir, en observant  cependant les regles de droit ... De plus de vous servir tellement ... du pouvoir  que vous donne la constitution apostolique [d’Alexandre VII?] d’exiger la  souscription ou serment du formulaire, qu’en cela meme vous fassiez surtout  paraitre votre zele et votre charite, en sorte que la reputation de personne n’en  souffre sans sujet, et qu’on ne donne point lieu aux detractions et aux  murmures. C’est pourquoi nous ordonnons ä la fois: 1° ceux qui doivent preter  le serment, sont obliges de le faire sincerement, sans aucune distinction,  restriction ou explication, condamnant ces propositions extraites du livre de  Jansenius, dans le sens qui vient d’abord ä tous et que les termes des  propositions presentent d’eux me&me ä l’esprit, qui est le sens que les  Souverains Pontifes, nos predecesseurs ont condamne et qu’ils ont voulu qu’il  füt tenu par tous les fideles pour condamne; 2° de votre part vous n’exigerez  de ceux qui souscriront le dit formulaire  . pas la moindre declaration,  interpretation ou explication, ni de bouche, ni par Ecrit ... Au reste, nous  imposons silence pour toujours au regard de semblables interpretations du  formulaire ... Enfin ... nous vous enjoignons, autant que nous le pouvons... de  ne permettre en aucune maniere que l’on se serve de cette accusation vague et  odieuse de jansenisme, pour decrier ou designer qui que se soit avant d’avoir  constate legitimement le soupcon d’avoir enseigne ou tenu quelqu’une de ces  propositions et qu’aucun sous ce pretexte soit Eloigne des charges, emplois ...  avant que 1’on ait prouve selon les formes du droit qu’il s’est rendu digne de  cette peine, tres rude ä des personnes qui ä moins de cela sont catholiques ..."avant QuUC l’on alt prouve selon les formes du droıit qu’1 s’est  z rendu dıgne de
ceite peıine, tres rude des quı mMO1NSs de cela SONtT catholıques
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Dans le bref, ont ı] SCTA SUrtfOout question plus loın, ı] eux

10 faut Jurer sincerement: damnando AIAN (quinque) propositiones
FYO Jansenil eXCerptas (} INn obvio qUEM ipsamet propositionum
verba DFae ferunt, AVEC Salls virgule, reellement exprimee
supposer?
20 Defense de dısputerL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  249  Dans le bref, dont il sera surtout question plus loin, il y a deux  passages ä remarquer:  1° Il faut jurer sincerement: damnando eas (quinque) propositiones ex  libro Jansenii excerptas (‚) in sensu obvio quem ipsamet propositionum  verba prae se ferunt, avec ou sans virgule, reellement exprimee ou ä  supposer?  2° Defense de disputer ... super eiusdem formularii interpretatione sicut et  praedictarum propositionum in alios sensus praeter eum quem ipsa verba  per se exhibent; or le formulaire oblige de rejeter les cinq propositions ex  Cornelii Jansenii libro cui nomen Augustinus, excerptas, et in sensu ab  eodem auctore intento...  Certes, au fond, ces documents suggerent une decision doctrinale relative ä  un fait soi-disant "dogmatique", mais en realite ils se presentent plutöt  comme une mesure administrative visant ä apaiser les dissensions  religieuses qui troublent les anciens Pays-Bas espagnols (ou la Belgique  z  actuelle), ä la suite de certaine "nouveaute": au debut de 1692, Humbert  Precipiano, archeveque de Malines, avec ses suffragants, a impose un  formulaire (serment) antijanseniste tout particulier. Dans le but de suppri-  mer entierement le jansenisme qui s’etend — pretend-il — il exige un acte  de foi divine sur un "fait", un fait humain (ou de plus il y a un faux): ä  savoir la presence reelle des Cinq propositions condamnees dans  l’Augustinus, ouvrage de Jansenius, ol ces propositions se trouveraient  möeme dans leur sens heretique proscrit par les papes.  Tel formulaire, vraiment extraordinaire, provoque aussitöt une vive  opposition, avec des recours ä Rome. De la sorte, au debut de son  pontificat, le bon pape Innocent XII (1691-1700) qui n’est nullement  theologien, se voit place devant un probleme que ses predecesseurs ont  dejä rendu insoluble: celui du fait, du formulaire, du faux sous-jacent.  En effet, des le debut du jansenisme (1640), la rivalite entre les  theologiens a introduit le faux dans l’histoire: Jansenius bon catholique,  pretre, professeur, e&veque respectable, theologien d’envergure, a Gte  presente, apres sa sainte mort, comme un heretique au me&me degre que  Luther et Calvin!  On va mme Ilui attribuer specifiquement cinq  propositions erronees, voire heretiques, meme formellement heretiques, car  entendues par lui dans le sens heretique! On pretend donc que ces cinq  propositions sont, meme dans leur sens heretique, presentes dans 1’ouvrage  principal de Jansenius, son Augustinus.  Cette double presence, c’est ce que, dans l’histoire du jansenisme,  on appelle le fait en opposition ä ce qu’on designe comme le droit (terme  juridique), c.-ä-d. la doctrine contenue dans ces cinq propositions. Ce fait,  cette presence n’a rien d’un vrai fait dogmatique, comme la nativite, laD eiusdem formularıii interpretatione sSıcul el

praedictarum propositionum In alios SCHSUS praeter e qUEM 1DSa verbhba
DECeFr exhibent; 0)4 le formulaıre oblıge de rejeter les CINq proposı1ti1ons
Corneli Jansenil FOo CUl Augustinus, excerplas, ef INn ab
eodem auclore ntento
Certes, fond, GE documents suggerent Uunlc dec1ısıon doctrinale relatıve

faıt so1-dısant "dogmatıque", maıs realıte ils presentent plutöt
COINIMMNEC uUunNnc INESUTC admınıstratıve visant apalser les diıssensions
relıg1euses quı troublent les ancıens Pays-Bas espagnols (ou la elgıque
actuelle), la suılte de certaıne "nouveaute”: de 1692, Humbert
Precıplano, archeveque de Malınes, aVO6C SCS suffragants, iımpose
formulaıre (serment) antıjJansenıste tOut partıculıer. Dans le but de SupprI1-
IN entierement le jJansen1ısme quı s’etend pretend-1l 11 ex1ige acte
de fo1 diıvine SUT "f31t"‚ faıt humaın (ou de plus Il auX
SaVvOIlr la presence reelle des Cinq propositions condamnees dans
1 Augustinus, OUVIAaSC de Jansenius, Ou CCS proposıiıtions trouverajent
meme ans leur SCI15 heretique proscrit Dar les

Tel formulaıre, vraıment extraordinaıire, aussıtot uUunec ı1ve
opposıition, AVCC des LECCOUIS Rome. De la sorte, de S()I1

pontificat, le bon DAaDC nnocent XII (1691-1700) quı @  est nullement
theologıen, voıt place devant probleme QUC SCS predecesseurs Oont

deja rendu insoluble celu1 du Jait, du formulaire, du faux sous-Jacent.
En effet, des le du Jansenısme (1640), la rıvalıte les
theologıens introduit le faux dans l ’histoire: Jansenıius bon catholıque,
pretre, professeur, eveque respectable, theologıen d’envergure, ete
presente, apres saınte moTT, COIMNIINC heretique meme degre quc
Luther el Calvın! On meme lu1 attrıbuer specıfıquement CINg
proposıtions erronees, volre heretiques, meme formellement heretiques, CaT

entendues Dar lu1 dans le SCIIS5 heretique! On pretend ONC UJUC CCS CING
proposıtions sSont, meme ans leur SCI15 heretique, presentes ans l’ouvrage
princ1ıpa. de Jansenius, SOM Augustinus.

Cette double presence, C’est QUC, ans 1’histoire du Jansen1ısme,
appelle le fait opposıtıon qu on designe COTIMNINEC le droit (terme

Jur1d1que), 6_ -A-d la doctrine ans CCS CINq proposıtions. Ce fait,
presence na rien d’un Vvraı fait dogmatique, COMIMIMEC la natıvıte, la
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passıon, la resurrection, l’ascensıi0n, quı sont la fO1s revelees, objets de
L’ınfaillıbilıte, formulatıon d’une doctrine, dogme Icı ı] s’agıt d’une
presence quelconque, d’un pasSSagc quelconque, ans lıvre quelconque.
I1 Nn Yy auUCuNe doctrine, AdUCUuNlC infaıllıbıilıte, ma1ls 1en unec eventuelle
possı1bılıte d’erreur ans la constatatıon °affirmatıon.
Le fait de l’histoire du jansenısme est-1] ree  1° Les CINg proposıtions
trouvent-elles verıtablement dans 1’Augustinus ei de plus ans SCHNS

heretique? O1la le point nevralgıque, tant dıscute, vraısemblablement
affırme les bulles pontificales, celles d’Alexandre Vıa
SOus la poussee du tout-pulssant Francoı1s Albizzi”, ASSCSSCUT du Saılnt-
1C6e, bıentot cardınal, nnocent dans Cum OCCaSsSlione (1653)
n ’avaıt qu ’ınsınue le fait. Son SUCCESSCUL, Alexandre VII avaıt semble
"definir'"“ le fait parl SCS bulles SanNnCcCIiam (1656) ei Regiminis apostolici
(1665) Par la derniere, 11 imposaılt meme "formulaıre”, formule de
serment, ex1igeant vraısemblablement acte de fo1 dıvıne NON seulement
POUT le droit ma1ls aussı DOUI le fait! Ce serment etaıt-ıl admıssıble? On
pren pas Dieu PDOUTI temoın d’un serment temeraıre el SUrtout pas d’un
parjure! De la le probleme pratıque. La plupart de COUX quı doi.vent Jurer

Ssavent ren du fait el TOUVEeN! places devant serment temeraıre.
Ceux quı savent davantage TOUVEN! face parjure, le fait
contient du faux: MmMO1Ns la premıiere proposıtion, la princıpale, Cce
qu’on pretendu DOUVOIF localıser ans 1’Augustinus, SV irOouve
certaınement pas, tandıs UJUC la presence des autres
ındemontrable eit OnNC fort douteuse.

du faux, 11 etaıt evıdent qucC la ’ Alexandre VII eit le
formulaıre devaıent etre interpretes et rendus acceptables. >  est quo1
servaıt la alX de l’Eglise concedee Dar le DaDC Clement le
formulaıre porte pasSs SUuT le fait ei le droit, mals SUuT le droit seulement.
Maıs, pu1lsqu un DapDcC regnant peut contredire Ouvertemen SOM prede-
CESSCUI, Clement du agır eit S’exprimer obscurement. De la de nouvelles
interpretations et con  CS, les uns tenant POUT le fait dogmatıse, les

DOUI le fait devalorise.
Precıplano, l’archeveque de Malınes, antıjJansenıste entete, profite

de la sıtuation DOUI introduıire 692 SON formulaıre PTODIC, exigeant

y Le cardinal Francois Albizzi. Un important dans [’”’histoire du
jansenisme, Rome, 1977

Les CING propositions de Jansenius Rome, dans Revue d ’histoire
ecclesiastique (197/1) 449-501:; 521-8806, repriıs dans InNnes Jansenistica MINOFA, AL,
asCcC

Pour inıtı1atıon ette matıere, (0)14 Paix de [ ’E‘glise, dans Fr. BLUCHE,
Dictionnaire du Grand Siecle, Parıs, 1990, 139



UEL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS 251

expressement acte de fo1 SUT le fait, Sans meme parler du droit. De la
troubles eft CCOUTIS Pape nnocent + €l Celu1-c1 reiTrOuVe,
C'lement L  ‚$ devant le probleme insoluble du fait. pres euX ans de
reflexions ei de consultatiıons Il donne solution eDu de 1694,
les documents cıtes plus aut. Ceux-cl, 11 faut 1’avouer, SONLT obscurs,
visıblement des affırmatıons hasardeuses du Dapc Alexandre VIL
Maıs aYyı ete donnes DOUT resoudre probleme, ils ont SCHNS precı1s,
quo1que maladroıtement exprime. Our etre bref el claır, ils reprennent la
posıtıon de Clement, lors de la alX de l’Eglise: fo1 droit, respect
fait. Comment sSseront 0N documents pontificauxX de O11a
objet de Cceite etude

T ACCU ROME

LO DaApec

Le DAaDC, n’ayant pDas COmposes GErn documents lu1ı-meme, oıt les
accueıllır premıer. les ans la redaction qu1l, dernıer lıeu,
est due cardınal Casanate®. En est-1l] vraıment content”? On saıt QUC,
d’abord, aCCord AVCC certaıns de SCS cardınaux CoONnservalteurs, ı] voulhlu
donner unec constıitution DOUI confirmer celles de SCS predecesseurs. Sans
doute malgre lu1, ı] s’est contente d’un decret, dont, souscr1ıvant, ı]
assume la responsabılıte; mals 19(0)8! Sans hesıtatıon. Voulant d’abord
connaıtre les react1ons SOM decret. Ul faıt Sulvre SO  } bref, lettre
d’accompagnement, qUC plusieurs Jours plus tarı  © Maıs le bref etant
attendu, les reacti1ons SONLT manıfestees SUurtout apres 1a parution de celu1-
e1 Et es etajlent Surtout negatıves.

Des le fevrıer, CINg ]Jours apres la parutiıon du bref, {Du Vaucel
mande de Rome Mgr ©, vicaıre apostolıque de ollande

es jJesultes |de Rome|] jettent de hauts T1S sujet du bref. Le General
Gjonzalez alla hıer DOUT demander audıence PAaPDC, ma1ls officıer du palaıs,
SIl amı, u11 faıt dire aujourd’hul1, qu/’ıl feraıt un«c grande sottise de s’engager
dans affaıre" OBC, 168)

Le fevrıer Du Vaucel mande meme qucC 61 le general des
Jesultes na approcher le Dapc des le fevrıer, le Paul egner],
des PrINCIPaUX Jesultes de Rome, reussı le fevrıer. Ses protestations
Ont bouleverse le DaDC pomnt qu’'1 fallu appeler |’assesseur Bernin1
DOUI venir le consoler.

Sur cardınal (1620-1700), tres tıers partı, VOIr Dizionarıo biografico degli Italiani,
1, Marıa ELO, H cardinale Girolamo Casanate, Rome, 1923
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Naturellement le DaDcC reconfort dans ceite Lettre ouverte,
emanant de Rome, datee du 13 fevrıer ef attrıbuee Jesulte Lou1ls
Doucin’, quı, tres laudatıve, PTOUVC Dar SOM eXiIravagance, echec des
CSUTECS pontificales: es peuvent etre interpretees ans SCI15

completement contradıctoire celu]1 voulu par le DaDe
I1 doıt non plus s’attendre assentiment ordıal de la de SOM

DITODIC cardınal secretaıire d’Etat, Fabrice pada, quı toujJours Outenu la
realıte du fait®
Puisque chacun SOM opınıon faıte eit convıction 1en etablıe, les cardı-
dUuX SONLT DarvVCNuUus qu’äa compromı1s ont chacun devra Contenter
ma1ls ont PDETSONNC est entierement satısfaıt: doıit observer la el
s1igner le formulaıre, Sans preciser claırement le COMMEeNL. En passant OUuS

deja entendu des echos de leur desaccord, el OUuS entendrons
CENCOTEC davantage plus loın.

Le clerge
Au clerge romaın, les dıvergences d’opinions, Cecs documents

obscurs, plaisent pas trop, certaınement Das CCUX quı desıirent
sincerement une solution reelle probleme trainant. Quant dUX deux
delegues, Hennebel eit Desirant”, interesses personnellement, ıls vantent
chacun de SON cote d’avoiır remporte unec victomre. l’avance, des le
novembre 1693, le Desirant'® deja annonce Ia sıenne, ma1ls Hennebel

aussıtot oppose la sienne!.
OUur CSUTCT la resonance de CCS documents dans le mılhıeu romaın,

DAarCOUTONS la correspondance omaıne d’un des temoı1ns, ce de LouIl1s du
Vaucel, pretre du Miıdı, Journalıste ne el victime de la Regale, quı
reside Rome depu1s 6872 eft frequente tOuUS les mılıeux romains'“, ma1ls
quı Dar experience personnelle elile de la COUT romaıne. Le mal 692
deJa, Oorsque le Saıint-Office l’examen du Cas malınoı1s, ] fıt
hautaınement TCIMNAaATYUCT Mgr Ce sont de grands SOTfs |que les
Romaıins| el ils merıtent pPas le LOIN de theologiens..." (OBC, 633)

infra.
q introduction, passım.
yLettres de Jean Opstraet, 168

10 Nationaal biografisch woordenboek, IV’ 2232D7F
Voir le Codex Vatıcanus 7405, quı contient beaucoup de pIECES relatıves

actıvıtes des delegues.
12 La correspondance romaline de Louis-Paul du Vaucel, dans ctes du

colloque SUr le jansenisme organise DUar l’Academia Belgica 1973. Bruxelles, 1977,
105185
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Le Janvier 1694, 11 ecrıvıt Arnauld
La congregation des CINg cardınaux, DOUT dresser les brefs, doit tenir

demaın huıt Jours. Le plus grand nombre des cardınaux SONLT fermes
vouloir pomt declarer expressement qu on emande plus la creance du faıt
el pomt permetire auX partiıculıers d’ajouter AdUuUCunNnc expliıcatıon leur
sıgnature253  L’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  Le 2 janvier 1694, il ecrivit a Arnauld:  "... La congregation des cinq cardinaux, pour dresser les brefs, doit se tenir  demain en huit jours. Le plus grand nombre des cardinaux sont fermes ä ne  vouloir point declarer expressement qu’on ne demande plus la creance du fait  et ä ne point permettre aux particuliers d’ajouter aucune explication ä leur  signature ... Il est difficile de leur faire entendre raison lä-dessus. Je dis d la  plupart, car pour MM. Albin [Jeröme Casanate] et Benoit [Joseph Aguirre], ils  sont fort bien disposes" (AAM, n° 1824).  Le 23 janvier suivant ä Codde:  " ... L’affaire semble en bon 6&tat. Le pape a charge Albin (Casanate) de mettre  la derniere main aux brefs. On espere qu’ils autoriseront suffisamment la  distinction entre le fait et le droit; particulierement qu’on rejettera les additions  malinoises, non seulement comme superflues et inutiles, mais comme  contraires ä la verite et au sens dans lequel le Saint-Siege entend le formulaire  ... On pense aussi ä un decret special pour imposer le silence sur la question  du sens de Jansenius pour empecher qu’on abuse encore ä l’avenir de  l’accusation calomnieuse du pretendu jansenisme. Le P. Desirant a ete  fortement reprimande pour la lettre qu’il a &crite ä ses correspondants de  Louvain. Il se de&mene fortement ... " (OBC, 168).  Le meme jour, ä Arnauld:  " ... C’est Albin (Casanate) qui est charge en particulier par le P. Patrice (le  pape) de mettre la derniere main aux brefs. Si la chose dependait absolument  de Ilui, il autoriserait expressement la distinction: dogmatibus fidem; facto  reverentiam [foi aux dogmes, respect au fait]. Sic ait [il en a dit ainsi]'®. Il  est certain qu’il a eu les intentions tres bonnes, et que sans lui les choses  auraient ete bien plus mal. Il a empeche la bulle qui etait toute dressee, pour  [ne] confirmer et autoriser purement et simplement les bulles precedentes et le  formulaire [que] dans le decret et les brefs; c’est qu’il n’y a pas eu moyen de  resister au torrent des autres cardinaux, qui etaient pour la signature pure et  simple. Mr Tronchoir [le cardinal Cesar d’Estrees] me fit assez connaitre qu’il  etait des plus prevenus et des plus entetes sur cette matiere... " (AGR, 1515).  Le 30 janvier (deux jours apres le decret, huit jours avant le bref) ä  Codde:  "Dimanche passe les cardinaux se reunirent chez le cardinal Carpegna. D’apres  ce que nous avons entendu, ils ont declare que les additions malinoises ne sont  pas seulement defendues, mais qu’elles ne sont pas comprises dans le  formulaire alexandrin. On y joint beaucoup d’autres clauses qui ne plairont  point ä Precipiano. Le P. Desirant ne chante plus victoire comme auparavant.  Il parle de s’en retourner"" (OBC, 168).  Mais bientöt, le decret en main, Du Vaucel perd de son optimisme  ephemere. Le 4 fevrier (huit jours apres le decret, deux jours avant le  bref):  3 Voir le votum de Casanate en ce sens, AAM, 149.Il est 1ıTficıle de leur faiıre entendre ra1son la-dessus. Je dıs Ia
plupart, Car DOUI Albın |Jeröme Casanate| Benoıit Joseph Aguirre], ils
sont fort bıen disposes"

Le 273 Janvıer ulvant253  L’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  Le 2 janvier 1694, il ecrivit a Arnauld:  "... La congregation des cinq cardinaux, pour dresser les brefs, doit se tenir  demain en huit jours. Le plus grand nombre des cardinaux sont fermes ä ne  vouloir point declarer expressement qu’on ne demande plus la creance du fait  et ä ne point permettre aux particuliers d’ajouter aucune explication ä leur  signature ... Il est difficile de leur faire entendre raison lä-dessus. Je dis d la  plupart, car pour MM. Albin [Jeröme Casanate] et Benoit [Joseph Aguirre], ils  sont fort bien disposes" (AAM, n° 1824).  Le 23 janvier suivant ä Codde:  " ... L’affaire semble en bon 6&tat. Le pape a charge Albin (Casanate) de mettre  la derniere main aux brefs. On espere qu’ils autoriseront suffisamment la  distinction entre le fait et le droit; particulierement qu’on rejettera les additions  malinoises, non seulement comme superflues et inutiles, mais comme  contraires ä la verite et au sens dans lequel le Saint-Siege entend le formulaire  ... On pense aussi ä un decret special pour imposer le silence sur la question  du sens de Jansenius pour empecher qu’on abuse encore ä l’avenir de  l’accusation calomnieuse du pretendu jansenisme. Le P. Desirant a ete  fortement reprimande pour la lettre qu’il a &crite ä ses correspondants de  Louvain. Il se de&mene fortement ... " (OBC, 168).  Le meme jour, ä Arnauld:  " ... C’est Albin (Casanate) qui est charge en particulier par le P. Patrice (le  pape) de mettre la derniere main aux brefs. Si la chose dependait absolument  de Ilui, il autoriserait expressement la distinction: dogmatibus fidem; facto  reverentiam [foi aux dogmes, respect au fait]. Sic ait [il en a dit ainsi]'®. Il  est certain qu’il a eu les intentions tres bonnes, et que sans lui les choses  auraient ete bien plus mal. Il a empeche la bulle qui etait toute dressee, pour  [ne] confirmer et autoriser purement et simplement les bulles precedentes et le  formulaire [que] dans le decret et les brefs; c’est qu’il n’y a pas eu moyen de  resister au torrent des autres cardinaux, qui etaient pour la signature pure et  simple. Mr Tronchoir [le cardinal Cesar d’Estrees] me fit assez connaitre qu’il  etait des plus prevenus et des plus entetes sur cette matiere... " (AGR, 1515).  Le 30 janvier (deux jours apres le decret, huit jours avant le bref) ä  Codde:  "Dimanche passe les cardinaux se reunirent chez le cardinal Carpegna. D’apres  ce que nous avons entendu, ils ont declare que les additions malinoises ne sont  pas seulement defendues, mais qu’elles ne sont pas comprises dans le  formulaire alexandrin. On y joint beaucoup d’autres clauses qui ne plairont  point ä Precipiano. Le P. Desirant ne chante plus victoire comme auparavant.  Il parle de s’en retourner"" (OBC, 168).  Mais bientöt, le decret en main, Du Vaucel perd de son optimisme  ephemere. Le 4 fevrier (huit jours apres le decret, deux jours avant le  bref):  3 Voir le votum de Casanate en ce sens, AAM, 149.L’affaıre semble bon etat. Le PaDC charge 1n (Casanate) de
la dernıiere maın dUuX brefs On espere qu  ıls autoriseront suffisamment la
dıstinction entre le fait et le droit; partiıculıerement qu on rejettera les addıtions
malıno1ses, 19(0)8| seulement superflues ei inutiles, mals
contraıres la verıte el SCIH1S dans lequel le Saınt-Sıege entend le formulaıre253  L’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  Le 2 janvier 1694, il ecrivit a Arnauld:  "... La congregation des cinq cardinaux, pour dresser les brefs, doit se tenir  demain en huit jours. Le plus grand nombre des cardinaux sont fermes ä ne  vouloir point declarer expressement qu’on ne demande plus la creance du fait  et ä ne point permettre aux particuliers d’ajouter aucune explication ä leur  signature ... Il est difficile de leur faire entendre raison lä-dessus. Je dis d la  plupart, car pour MM. Albin [Jeröme Casanate] et Benoit [Joseph Aguirre], ils  sont fort bien disposes" (AAM, n° 1824).  Le 23 janvier suivant ä Codde:  " ... L’affaire semble en bon 6&tat. Le pape a charge Albin (Casanate) de mettre  la derniere main aux brefs. On espere qu’ils autoriseront suffisamment la  distinction entre le fait et le droit; particulierement qu’on rejettera les additions  malinoises, non seulement comme superflues et inutiles, mais comme  contraires ä la verite et au sens dans lequel le Saint-Siege entend le formulaire  ... On pense aussi ä un decret special pour imposer le silence sur la question  du sens de Jansenius pour empecher qu’on abuse encore ä l’avenir de  l’accusation calomnieuse du pretendu jansenisme. Le P. Desirant a ete  fortement reprimande pour la lettre qu’il a &crite ä ses correspondants de  Louvain. Il se de&mene fortement ... " (OBC, 168).  Le meme jour, ä Arnauld:  " ... C’est Albin (Casanate) qui est charge en particulier par le P. Patrice (le  pape) de mettre la derniere main aux brefs. Si la chose dependait absolument  de Ilui, il autoriserait expressement la distinction: dogmatibus fidem; facto  reverentiam [foi aux dogmes, respect au fait]. Sic ait [il en a dit ainsi]'®. Il  est certain qu’il a eu les intentions tres bonnes, et que sans lui les choses  auraient ete bien plus mal. Il a empeche la bulle qui etait toute dressee, pour  [ne] confirmer et autoriser purement et simplement les bulles precedentes et le  formulaire [que] dans le decret et les brefs; c’est qu’il n’y a pas eu moyen de  resister au torrent des autres cardinaux, qui etaient pour la signature pure et  simple. Mr Tronchoir [le cardinal Cesar d’Estrees] me fit assez connaitre qu’il  etait des plus prevenus et des plus entetes sur cette matiere... " (AGR, 1515).  Le 30 janvier (deux jours apres le decret, huit jours avant le bref) ä  Codde:  "Dimanche passe les cardinaux se reunirent chez le cardinal Carpegna. D’apres  ce que nous avons entendu, ils ont declare que les additions malinoises ne sont  pas seulement defendues, mais qu’elles ne sont pas comprises dans le  formulaire alexandrin. On y joint beaucoup d’autres clauses qui ne plairont  point ä Precipiano. Le P. Desirant ne chante plus victoire comme auparavant.  Il parle de s’en retourner"" (OBC, 168).  Mais bientöt, le decret en main, Du Vaucel perd de son optimisme  ephemere. Le 4 fevrier (huit jours apres le decret, deux jours avant le  bref):  3 Voir le votum de Casanate en ce sens, AAM, 149.On 3et QauUSs1 decret specılal DOUT iımposer le sılence SUuT la question
du SCHS de Jansenıius DOUT empecher qu’on abuse EIICOTC ?’avenir de
l’accusatıon calomnıeuse du pretendu Jansenısme. Le Desırant ete
fortement reprımande POUI la lettre qu/’’ıl ecrıte SCS correspondants de
OuVvaIın. demene fortement253  L’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  Le 2 janvier 1694, il ecrivit a Arnauld:  "... La congregation des cinq cardinaux, pour dresser les brefs, doit se tenir  demain en huit jours. Le plus grand nombre des cardinaux sont fermes ä ne  vouloir point declarer expressement qu’on ne demande plus la creance du fait  et ä ne point permettre aux particuliers d’ajouter aucune explication ä leur  signature ... Il est difficile de leur faire entendre raison lä-dessus. Je dis d la  plupart, car pour MM. Albin [Jeröme Casanate] et Benoit [Joseph Aguirre], ils  sont fort bien disposes" (AAM, n° 1824).  Le 23 janvier suivant ä Codde:  " ... L’affaire semble en bon 6&tat. Le pape a charge Albin (Casanate) de mettre  la derniere main aux brefs. On espere qu’ils autoriseront suffisamment la  distinction entre le fait et le droit; particulierement qu’on rejettera les additions  malinoises, non seulement comme superflues et inutiles, mais comme  contraires ä la verite et au sens dans lequel le Saint-Siege entend le formulaire  ... On pense aussi ä un decret special pour imposer le silence sur la question  du sens de Jansenius pour empecher qu’on abuse encore ä l’avenir de  l’accusation calomnieuse du pretendu jansenisme. Le P. Desirant a ete  fortement reprimande pour la lettre qu’il a &crite ä ses correspondants de  Louvain. Il se de&mene fortement ... " (OBC, 168).  Le meme jour, ä Arnauld:  " ... C’est Albin (Casanate) qui est charge en particulier par le P. Patrice (le  pape) de mettre la derniere main aux brefs. Si la chose dependait absolument  de Ilui, il autoriserait expressement la distinction: dogmatibus fidem; facto  reverentiam [foi aux dogmes, respect au fait]. Sic ait [il en a dit ainsi]'®. Il  est certain qu’il a eu les intentions tres bonnes, et que sans lui les choses  auraient ete bien plus mal. Il a empeche la bulle qui etait toute dressee, pour  [ne] confirmer et autoriser purement et simplement les bulles precedentes et le  formulaire [que] dans le decret et les brefs; c’est qu’il n’y a pas eu moyen de  resister au torrent des autres cardinaux, qui etaient pour la signature pure et  simple. Mr Tronchoir [le cardinal Cesar d’Estrees] me fit assez connaitre qu’il  etait des plus prevenus et des plus entetes sur cette matiere... " (AGR, 1515).  Le 30 janvier (deux jours apres le decret, huit jours avant le bref) ä  Codde:  "Dimanche passe les cardinaux se reunirent chez le cardinal Carpegna. D’apres  ce que nous avons entendu, ils ont declare que les additions malinoises ne sont  pas seulement defendues, mais qu’elles ne sont pas comprises dans le  formulaire alexandrin. On y joint beaucoup d’autres clauses qui ne plairont  point ä Precipiano. Le P. Desirant ne chante plus victoire comme auparavant.  Il parle de s’en retourner"" (OBC, 168).  Mais bientöt, le decret en main, Du Vaucel perd de son optimisme  ephemere. Le 4 fevrier (huit jours apres le decret, deux jours avant le  bref):  3 Voir le votum de Casanate en ce sens, AAM, 149.(OBC, 68)

Le meme Jour, au253  L’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  Le 2 janvier 1694, il ecrivit a Arnauld:  "... La congregation des cinq cardinaux, pour dresser les brefs, doit se tenir  demain en huit jours. Le plus grand nombre des cardinaux sont fermes ä ne  vouloir point declarer expressement qu’on ne demande plus la creance du fait  et ä ne point permettre aux particuliers d’ajouter aucune explication ä leur  signature ... Il est difficile de leur faire entendre raison lä-dessus. Je dis d la  plupart, car pour MM. Albin [Jeröme Casanate] et Benoit [Joseph Aguirre], ils  sont fort bien disposes" (AAM, n° 1824).  Le 23 janvier suivant ä Codde:  " ... L’affaire semble en bon 6&tat. Le pape a charge Albin (Casanate) de mettre  la derniere main aux brefs. On espere qu’ils autoriseront suffisamment la  distinction entre le fait et le droit; particulierement qu’on rejettera les additions  malinoises, non seulement comme superflues et inutiles, mais comme  contraires ä la verite et au sens dans lequel le Saint-Siege entend le formulaire  ... On pense aussi ä un decret special pour imposer le silence sur la question  du sens de Jansenius pour empecher qu’on abuse encore ä l’avenir de  l’accusation calomnieuse du pretendu jansenisme. Le P. Desirant a ete  fortement reprimande pour la lettre qu’il a &crite ä ses correspondants de  Louvain. Il se de&mene fortement ... " (OBC, 168).  Le meme jour, ä Arnauld:  " ... C’est Albin (Casanate) qui est charge en particulier par le P. Patrice (le  pape) de mettre la derniere main aux brefs. Si la chose dependait absolument  de Ilui, il autoriserait expressement la distinction: dogmatibus fidem; facto  reverentiam [foi aux dogmes, respect au fait]. Sic ait [il en a dit ainsi]'®. Il  est certain qu’il a eu les intentions tres bonnes, et que sans lui les choses  auraient ete bien plus mal. Il a empeche la bulle qui etait toute dressee, pour  [ne] confirmer et autoriser purement et simplement les bulles precedentes et le  formulaire [que] dans le decret et les brefs; c’est qu’il n’y a pas eu moyen de  resister au torrent des autres cardinaux, qui etaient pour la signature pure et  simple. Mr Tronchoir [le cardinal Cesar d’Estrees] me fit assez connaitre qu’il  etait des plus prevenus et des plus entetes sur cette matiere... " (AGR, 1515).  Le 30 janvier (deux jours apres le decret, huit jours avant le bref) ä  Codde:  "Dimanche passe les cardinaux se reunirent chez le cardinal Carpegna. D’apres  ce que nous avons entendu, ils ont declare que les additions malinoises ne sont  pas seulement defendues, mais qu’elles ne sont pas comprises dans le  formulaire alexandrin. On y joint beaucoup d’autres clauses qui ne plairont  point ä Precipiano. Le P. Desirant ne chante plus victoire comme auparavant.  Il parle de s’en retourner"" (OBC, 168).  Mais bientöt, le decret en main, Du Vaucel perd de son optimisme  ephemere. Le 4 fevrier (huit jours apres le decret, deux jours avant le  bref):  3 Voir le votum de Casanate en ce sens, AAM, 149.es 1n (Casanate) quı est charge particulıer par le Patrıce (le
pape) de mettre la dernıere maın TeIsS S1 la chose dependaıit absolument
de lu1, 11 autoriseraıt expressement la dıstinction: dogmatibus 1ıdem; facto
reverentiam fo1 au X dogmes, respect al SIC aıt (1l dıt ainsi] . Il
est certaın qu’1 les intentions tres bonnes, el qUC Sdalil5 Iu1 les choses
auralent ete bıen plus mal empeche la qu1 etaıt dressee, DOUIT
ne] confirmer et autoriser ei sımplement les bulles precedentes el le
formulaiıre que dans le decret el les breifs; est qu’1 Nn y pas OYCNM de
resister Lorrent des auftfres cardınaux, quı etaı1ent DOUI la s1ignature PUTC el
sımple. Mr TIronchoir [le cardınal Cesar d’Estrees| fıt connaıtre qu/’ıl
etaıt des plus prevenus el des plus entetes SUuT cette matıere... AGR,

Le jJanvıer CuX Jours apres le deeret; huit Jours le bref)

"Dımanche passe les cardınaux reunırent chez le cardınal arpegna D’apres
qUC L1OUS entendu, ils Ont eclare qQuUC les addıtions malınolses SONnt

pas seulement defendues, ma1ıs u/elles SONT Das COmMPrI1SES dans le
formulaıre alexandrın. On Jomıt beaucoup d’autres clauses qu1 NC plaıront
pomt Precıplano. Le Desırant chante plus victoire auparavanı.

parle de Ss:en retourner  ‚vwxN (OBC, 168)
Maıis bıentot, le decret maın, Du Vauce]l perd de S0 optimısme

ephemere. Le fevrıer ul ]Jours apres le decret, euxX Jours le
bref)

13 Voıir le olum de Casanate SCNHS, 149



254

"Le decret publıe, quelques Jours passes, NOUS afflıge bien; 1l loın
d’enlever la princıpale dıfficulte posee P le formulaıre; 11 semble meme
l’augmenter el creer CIICOIC plus de confusıon. ette manıere de faıre de la
Congregatıion excıte la pıtıe" (Rome, Bıblioteca nazıonale, Fondo Jesult1co,

Le fevrıer au
"Nous SOINMES pas DCU mortifies d’un decret quı ete affıche CCcsS Jours,
dont Hennebel VOUS envole une cople. Outfe ceite conduıiıte de la Our de
ome faıt pıtıe” (Causa quesnelliana, 243)

Le 13 fevrıer meme:
"Le bref touchant le formulaiıre vaut DaS m1euxX que le decret254  L. CEYSSENS  "Le decret publie, quelques jours passes, nous afflige bien; il reste loin  d’enlever la principale difficult& posee par le formulaire; il semble m&me  l’augmenter et creer encore plus de confusion. Cette maniere de faire de la  Congregation excite ä la pitie" (Rome, Biblioteca nazionale, Fondo jesuitico,  1686).  Le 6 fevrier a Arnauld:  "Nous ne sommes pas peu mortifies d’un decret qui a ete affiche ces jours,  dont M. Hennebel vous envoie une copie. Toute cette conduite de la Cour de  Rome fait pitie" (Causa quesnelliana, 213).  Le 13 fevrier au meme:  "Le bref touchant le formulaire ne vaut pas mieux que le decret ... Ce qu’il ya  de mauvais c’est qu’on autorise l’introduction du formulaire en Flandre, en  obligeant de le signer sans exception, in sensu obvio quem ipsius verba  habent, et en defendant aussi aux &v&ques d’y joindre de leur cöte aucune  addition  . La dispute sera toujours de savoir quel est ce sens obvie  ce  qu’on s’est bien garde d’expliquer. On pretend ici que ce sens ne renferme  point la croyance ni le jurement sur le fait, mais les paroles du formulaire,  selon leur signification commune et ordinaire semblent dire le contraire, ce qui  suffit pour arreter ceux qu’on oblige de signer et de jurer, ä moins qu’on ne  leur permette de marquer dans quel sens ils le font. Or c’est ce qu’on defend  par le bref, contre ce qui s’est pratique en France [et] qui semblait avoir ete  autorise par Clement IX [du temps de la paix clementine] ..  Il _ parait  cependant que le Mulart [Desirant] et les Rouliers [jesuites] ne paraissent point  satisfaits ni du decret, ni du bref" (AGR, 1515).  Le 27 fevrier a Arnauld:  "On ne peut esperer de nos Romains quelque chose de meilleur pour les  Missions orientales'* que dans 1l’affaire du formulaire. Vous aurez vu  maintenant le decret imprime et peut-Etre aussi les deux brefs [aux &v&ques et  ä l’universite]. Plus je les relis, plus j’en suis mal satisfait, par rapport surtout  du formulaire".  De l’accueil romain, passons ä 1’accueil en Belgique.  L’ACCUEIL EN BELGIQUE  Le 6 fevrier 1694 les documents romains sont officiellement expe-  dies par la voie de la correspondance diplomatique'®. L’internonce Giulio  Piazza'® les recoit vers le 26 du meme mois, et les communique aussitöt  '4 Allusion äa 1l’affaire des Rites chinois.  5 L. JADIN, Relations des Pays-Bas  avec le Saint-Siege d’apres les "lettere di  vescovi", Bruxelles, 1952, 366-367. Le 13 fevrier Spada envoya ces documents aussi au  nonce de Vienne; Rome, Biblioteca Corsini, ms. 555, f° 69.  '° Gulio Piazza et son auditeur Antonio Pigliardi ne semblent pas avoir assez favorise  Vl’affaire du formulaire au gre des antijansenistes qui s’en plaignirent.Ce qu/ıl
de mMauvals est qu on autorise L’ıntroduction du formulaıre Flandre,
oblıgeant de le s1ıgner Sd1l: exception, In obvio quem LDSTUS verba
habent, el defendant aussı duX eveques d’y Jo1ndre de leur cote AdUCUuNC
addıtiıon La dıspute SCI a touJours de SaVOIr quel est ens obvie
qu on s’est bıen garde d’expliquer. pretend 1C1 quC SCI15 renferme
poımnt la CIOVAaANCC nı le Jurement SUT le fait, ma1ls les paroles du formulaıre,
selon leur sıgnıficatiıon COINMMUNGC el ordıinaire semblent dıre le contraire, quı
suffıt DOUT arreter CUuX qu on oblıge de sıgner et de Jurer, mo1lns qu on
leur permette de MAarqguer dans quel SCIS ils le font Or est qu on defend
Dar le bref, contre quı s’est pratique France et| quı semblaıt aVOIT ete
autorise Par Clement (du m de la palx clementine ] paraıt
cependant que le Mulart |Desırant ] ei les Roulıers [ Jesulntes] paraıssent pomt
satısfaıts Nı du decret, nı du Te AGR,

Le fevrier au
"On peut esperer de NOS Omaıns uelque chose de meılleur DOUT les
Missıons orientales‘“ JuC dans ”’affaıire du formulaıre. Vous HC
maıntenant le decret imprime el peut-etre aussı les deux reIs [aux eveques eit

L’unıversıite]. Plus Je les relıs, plus J en SUl1S mal satısfaılt, rapport SUrTOuUL
du formulaıre".

De l’accueıl romaın, DAasSSONS L’accueıl elgıque.

ACCUEIL BELGIQUE

Le fevrıer 694 les documents romaıns SONLT officıellement eXpe-
dies Dar la vole de la correspondance diplomatique””. L’internonce (nulıo
Piazza'® les recoıt VOIS le du meme mO1S, el les commun1ıque aussıtot

14 Allusıon alilaıre des Rıtes chino1s.
15 JADIN, Relations des Pays-Bas VecC le Saint-Siege d’apres les "lettere di

VeSCOVI , Bruxelles, 1952, 366-36 / Le fevriıer pada CHNVOYa Ces documents Qussı
de Vıenne; Rome, Bıblıoteca Corsini, 952

16 ulı0 Pıazza et SOM audıteur Antonıio Pıglıardı sembilen! PDas VOIlr favorıise
affaıre du formulaire gre des antıjJanseniıstes quı S en  2 plaıgnırent.



1° AT DES ROMAINS A0

AdUuX interesses, tout A4uUX eveques quı SONLT les destinataires du bref!”
Maıs pu1squ/’ıl s’agıt d’une communicatıon officıelle, 1} les aussı
Conseıl prıve afın d’obtenır le placet oblıgatoıre. L/’ayant obtenu le INars,
les Ocuments seront imprimes meme Jour Tuxelles chez Jean
Leonard!®. Desormais tOUS les interesses peuvent acquerir, lıre, etudıer
CN documents obscurs el tiırer leurs conclusıons. Parmı CUX,
ruxelles, ı]l SUrTOuUL au eft Quesnel, deja prevenus Dar leurs
correspondants roma1ıns.

L’accueil DAr Arnauld'? ef Quesnel“® ruxelles.

Nous parlons d’abord, quUC OUS bıen renseignes
SUT l’accueıl qu  ıls ont reserve 4dUX documents el Surtout qUC leur
accueıl ete ımportant. En effet, 11 s’agıt de deux avants habıitues
examıner critiquement les textes, el qul, formulaıre, sSont Ml1euUX

COourant qUC DETSONNC grace leurs experlences personnelles. {Ils
connaılssent l’origine malsaıne, le faux inıtıal, l’histoire lamentable et les
sultes SI1ICOTIC plus nestes. Depuıis longtemps iıls sont eux-memes les
victimes, innocentes, iıls sont persuades! Depuls euxX ans ıls SONLT
ONC J1en interesses la solution preparatıon. nnocent XII saura-t-ıl,
aura-t-ıl le COUTALC de trancher le noeud gordien? Pourront-ils eux-memes
biıentot entrer France, vivre normalement parmı les leurs? Les autres
victimes, quı leur Sont cheres, profiteront-elles aussı? On peut croıre
aussı qQuC d’avance, Dar experlience personnelle, iıls SOont DCU conftı.ants.

Quant au. VeISs la fın de fevrıer 1694, ICCU du seul
decrtet, 11 fut profondement decu le fıt SaVOIlr SOM correspondant
romaın Du Vaucel, quı repond le INatrs

Je Suls pas Surpr1s de la consternatıion Ou VOUS etes touchant la s1ignature
du formulaıre In obvio eic Ce SCTAa EIICOTC bıen p1S quand VOUS

le brefL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  255  aux interesses, avant tout aux &ve&ques qui sont les destinataires du bref‘”.  Mais puisqu’il s’agit d’une communication officielle, il les passe aussi au  Conseil prive afın d’obtenir le placet obligatoire. L’ayant obtenu le 4 mars,  les documents seront imprimes ce meme jour ä Bruxelles chez Jean  Leonard!®, Desormais tous les interesses peuvent acquerir, lire, etudier  ces documents obscurs et en tirer leurs conclusions. Parmi eux, ä  Bruxelles, il y a surtout Arnauld et Quesnel, dejä prevenus par leurs  correspondants romains.  L’accueil par Arnauld'® et Quesnel”” ä Bruxelles.  Nous en parlons d’abord, parce que nous sommes bien renseignés  sur l’accueil qu’ils ont reserve aux documents et surtout parce que leur  accueil a ete important. En effet, il s’agit de deux savants habitues ä  examiner critiquement les textes, et qui, quant au formulaire, sont mieux  au courant que personne gräce ä leurs experiences personnelles. Ils en  connaissent l’origine malsaine, le faux initial, l’histoire lamentable et les  suites encore plus funestes. Depuis longtemps ils en sont eux-memes les  victimes, innocentes, ils en sont persuades! Depuis deux ans ils se sont  donc bien interesses ä la solution en preparation. Innocent XII saura-t-il,  aura-t-il le courage de trancher le noeud gordien? Pourront-ils eux-me&mes  bientöt rentrer en France, y vivre normalement parmi les leurs? Les autres  victimes, qui leur sont cheres, en profiteront-elles aussi? On peut croire  aussi que d’avance, par experience personnelle, ils sont peu confiants.  Quant ä Arnauld, vers la fin de fevrier 1694, au recu du seul  decret, il fut profondement decu. Il le fit savoir ä son correspondant  romain Du Vaucel, qui repond le 20 mars:  "... Je ne suis pas surpris de la consternation oü vous &tes touchant la signature  du formulaire in sensu obvio etc. Ce sera encore bien pis quand vous aurez vu  le bref ... " (AGR, 1515).  Cependant, quand au debut de mars, Arnauld, avec l’aide de Ques-  nel (car tres äge, il voit tres mal), peut lire le bref et le comparer avec le  decret, il est moins pessimiste que son correspondant romain; il releve des  points favorables: le formulaire ne regarde que les choses qui appartien-  7 J. LEFEVRE, Documents relatifs ä la juridiction des nonces ... pendant le regime  espagnol, Bruxelles, 1942, 455; NF., 85, f° 115.  18 DE CLERCQ, Cinq archeveques, I, 61.  19 E. JACQUES, Les annees d’exil d’Antoine Arnauld (1679-1694), Louvain, 1976, con-  sacre un chapitre au Spectre du formulaire, p. 599-646.  20 Sur Quesnel voir L. CEYSSENS et J.A. TANS, Autour de l’Unigenitus, Louvain,  1987, 583-648. Voir aussi mon article: Quesnel a Bruxelles (1685-1703), dans Augus-  tiniana, 44 (1994), 137-176.AGR,
ependant, quand de INals, Arnauld, AVOC l’aıde de Ques-

nel (car tres age, l oıt tres mal), peut lıre le bref el le AaVE6C le
decret, ı] est moOo1ns pessimıste quC SOI correspondant romaın; 11 releve des
pomts favorables le formulaıre egarde qUC les choses quı appartıen-

17 LEFEVRE, Documents relatifs la juridiction des nONCEeSL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  255  aux interesses, avant tout aux &ve&ques qui sont les destinataires du bref‘”.  Mais puisqu’il s’agit d’une communication officielle, il les passe aussi au  Conseil prive afın d’obtenir le placet obligatoire. L’ayant obtenu le 4 mars,  les documents seront imprimes ce meme jour ä Bruxelles chez Jean  Leonard!®, Desormais tous les interesses peuvent acquerir, lire, etudier  ces documents obscurs et en tirer leurs conclusions. Parmi eux, ä  Bruxelles, il y a surtout Arnauld et Quesnel, dejä prevenus par leurs  correspondants romains.  L’accueil par Arnauld'® et Quesnel”” ä Bruxelles.  Nous en parlons d’abord, parce que nous sommes bien renseignés  sur l’accueil qu’ils ont reserve aux documents et surtout parce que leur  accueil a ete important. En effet, il s’agit de deux savants habitues ä  examiner critiquement les textes, et qui, quant au formulaire, sont mieux  au courant que personne gräce ä leurs experiences personnelles. Ils en  connaissent l’origine malsaine, le faux initial, l’histoire lamentable et les  suites encore plus funestes. Depuis longtemps ils en sont eux-memes les  victimes, innocentes, ils en sont persuades! Depuis deux ans ils se sont  donc bien interesses ä la solution en preparation. Innocent XII saura-t-il,  aura-t-il le courage de trancher le noeud gordien? Pourront-ils eux-me&mes  bientöt rentrer en France, y vivre normalement parmi les leurs? Les autres  victimes, qui leur sont cheres, en profiteront-elles aussi? On peut croire  aussi que d’avance, par experience personnelle, ils sont peu confiants.  Quant ä Arnauld, vers la fin de fevrier 1694, au recu du seul  decret, il fut profondement decu. Il le fit savoir ä son correspondant  romain Du Vaucel, qui repond le 20 mars:  "... Je ne suis pas surpris de la consternation oü vous &tes touchant la signature  du formulaire in sensu obvio etc. Ce sera encore bien pis quand vous aurez vu  le bref ... " (AGR, 1515).  Cependant, quand au debut de mars, Arnauld, avec l’aide de Ques-  nel (car tres äge, il voit tres mal), peut lire le bref et le comparer avec le  decret, il est moins pessimiste que son correspondant romain; il releve des  points favorables: le formulaire ne regarde que les choses qui appartien-  7 J. LEFEVRE, Documents relatifs ä la juridiction des nonces ... pendant le regime  espagnol, Bruxelles, 1942, 455; NF., 85, f° 115.  18 DE CLERCQ, Cinq archeveques, I, 61.  19 E. JACQUES, Les annees d’exil d’Antoine Arnauld (1679-1694), Louvain, 1976, con-  sacre un chapitre au Spectre du formulaire, p. 599-646.  20 Sur Quesnel voir L. CEYSSENS et J.A. TANS, Autour de l’Unigenitus, Louvain,  1987, 583-648. Voir aussi mon article: Quesnel a Bruxelles (1685-1703), dans Augus-  tiniana, 44 (1994), 137-176.pendant le regime
espagnol, Bruxelles, 1942, 455; NF., 8I, 115

18 CLERCOQ, Cinq archeveques, I, 61
19 ACQUES, Les annees d’exil d’Antoine Arnauld (1679-1694), Louvaın, 1976, COIMN-

chapıtre Spectre du formulaire, 599-646
Sur Quesnel VOIr el J ANS, Autour de [’Unigenitus, Louvaıin,

1987, 583-648 Voıir QuUSSI1 19910781 artıcle Quesnel Bruxelles (1685-1703), ans Augus-
INLaNnd, (1994). R 7176
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ent l’ıntegrıte de la fO1:; ONC le droit seu]l ei 19(0) 81 pas le fait; ı]l faut
Jurer sıncerement, maıs seulement SUT lL’erreur comprıise ans les

CING proposıtions, comprendre ans leur SCIHS naturel, Salmls relatıon AVOC

1’Augustinus; peut plus maltraıter PETSONNC sımple SOUPDCON
de jJansenısme: 11 faut DTOUVCI Jegıtiımement qu’1 tiıent quelqu une des CING
proposıt1ions256  L. CEYSSENS  nent ä l’integrite de la foi; donc le droit seul et non pas le fait; il faut  certes jurer sincerement, mais seulement sur l’erreur comprise dans les  cinq propositions, ä comprendre dans leur sens naturel, sans relation avec  1l’Augustinus; on ne peut plus maltraiter personne sur un simple soupcon  de jansenisme: il faut prouver legitimement qu’il tient quelqu’une des cinq  propositions ... (Arnauld, Lettre 1019).  Glanons encore dans sa correspondance:  Le 5 mars, ä Du Vaucel ä Rome:  "... Nous n’avons pas trouve que le bref aux eve&ques ne valüt pas mieux que  le decret de 1’Inquisition ... Car il y a trois ou quatre choses tres avantageuses  ... Si on en avait pu autant obtenir d’Innocent X, on aurait bien empeche des  violences" (Lettre 1020).  Le 14 mars ä M. Le Noir, chanoine ä Paris:  "... Ne serait-ce point une occasion de representer ä sa Majeste [Louis XIV]  qu’il n’y aurait qu’a obeir ä cette ordonnance du Saint-Siege pour remedier ä  tant de maux qu’on a faits et qu’on fait encore, pour n’avoir pas observe ce  qu’on dit &tre un des plus grands fondements du droit divin et humain? Il  semble qu’on n’en peut souhaiter de plus favorable ..." (Lettre 1023).  Le 18 mars, ä Du Vaucel:  "... Mais ne devrait-on point faire comprendre au bon pape, qu’ayant tant  d’affection  . pour le roi chretien, il ne saurait rien faire de plus avantageux  pour son salut et pour sa gloire que de lui faire avoir des scrupules tres bien  fondes des injustices qu’on lui a fait faire sous l’accusation vague et le nom  odieux du jansenisme ..."? (Lettre 1024).  Heureusement pour lui, Arnauld mourra le 8 aoüt suivant de sorte  qu’il ne verra pas ses espoirs frustres.  Quesnel  Quant ä Quesnel, plus jeune et donc moins assagi que le maitre  dont il partage l’exil volontaire depuis 1685, est d’avance — ä cause de  son experience personnelle — fort mefiant ä l’egard de Rome. Le 26  decembre 1692, lorsque le Saint-Office commenca l’examen de l’affaire  malinoise, il avait ecrit:  "Je n’ai eu garde de pretendre qu’on Ecrivit de but en blanc pour l’abolition du  formulaire en France; mais pour des ministres bien intentionnes ils savent bien  les manieres de s’y prendre quand on veut arreter la te&merite des exacteurs de  signatures. Il n’y aurait qu’ä faire entendre que ce qu’a fait Clement IX ne  doit recevoir aucun prejudice de ce qu’avait fait Alexandre VII" (1,241).  De la sorte, Rome commence un proc6es inutile; la Paix Clementine  a tout resolu depuis longtemps.  Le 2 janvier 1693:  "Vous nous faites bien craindre pour le formulaire ..." (I, 243).(Arnauld, Lettre
Glanons SENCOTE dans correspondance:

Le Mars, Du Vaucel Rome:
Nous n avons DaS trouve que le bref 4dUX eveques valüt pas MI1eUX quC

le decret de 1’Inquisıtion256  L. CEYSSENS  nent ä l’integrite de la foi; donc le droit seul et non pas le fait; il faut  certes jurer sincerement, mais seulement sur l’erreur comprise dans les  cinq propositions, ä comprendre dans leur sens naturel, sans relation avec  1l’Augustinus; on ne peut plus maltraiter personne sur un simple soupcon  de jansenisme: il faut prouver legitimement qu’il tient quelqu’une des cinq  propositions ... (Arnauld, Lettre 1019).  Glanons encore dans sa correspondance:  Le 5 mars, ä Du Vaucel ä Rome:  "... Nous n’avons pas trouve que le bref aux eve&ques ne valüt pas mieux que  le decret de 1’Inquisition ... Car il y a trois ou quatre choses tres avantageuses  ... Si on en avait pu autant obtenir d’Innocent X, on aurait bien empeche des  violences" (Lettre 1020).  Le 14 mars ä M. Le Noir, chanoine ä Paris:  "... Ne serait-ce point une occasion de representer ä sa Majeste [Louis XIV]  qu’il n’y aurait qu’a obeir ä cette ordonnance du Saint-Siege pour remedier ä  tant de maux qu’on a faits et qu’on fait encore, pour n’avoir pas observe ce  qu’on dit &tre un des plus grands fondements du droit divin et humain? Il  semble qu’on n’en peut souhaiter de plus favorable ..." (Lettre 1023).  Le 18 mars, ä Du Vaucel:  "... Mais ne devrait-on point faire comprendre au bon pape, qu’ayant tant  d’affection  . pour le roi chretien, il ne saurait rien faire de plus avantageux  pour son salut et pour sa gloire que de lui faire avoir des scrupules tres bien  fondes des injustices qu’on lui a fait faire sous l’accusation vague et le nom  odieux du jansenisme ..."? (Lettre 1024).  Heureusement pour lui, Arnauld mourra le 8 aoüt suivant de sorte  qu’il ne verra pas ses espoirs frustres.  Quesnel  Quant ä Quesnel, plus jeune et donc moins assagi que le maitre  dont il partage l’exil volontaire depuis 1685, est d’avance — ä cause de  son experience personnelle — fort mefiant ä l’egard de Rome. Le 26  decembre 1692, lorsque le Saint-Office commenca l’examen de l’affaire  malinoise, il avait ecrit:  "Je n’ai eu garde de pretendre qu’on Ecrivit de but en blanc pour l’abolition du  formulaire en France; mais pour des ministres bien intentionnes ils savent bien  les manieres de s’y prendre quand on veut arreter la te&merite des exacteurs de  signatures. Il n’y aurait qu’ä faire entendre que ce qu’a fait Clement IX ne  doit recevoir aucun prejudice de ce qu’avait fait Alexandre VII" (1,241).  De la sorte, Rome commence un proc6es inutile; la Paix Clementine  a tout resolu depuis longtemps.  Le 2 janvier 1693:  "Vous nous faites bien craindre pour le formulaire ..." (I, 243).(Sar l 'O1S5 rı choses tres avantageuses256  L. CEYSSENS  nent ä l’integrite de la foi; donc le droit seul et non pas le fait; il faut  certes jurer sincerement, mais seulement sur l’erreur comprise dans les  cinq propositions, ä comprendre dans leur sens naturel, sans relation avec  1l’Augustinus; on ne peut plus maltraiter personne sur un simple soupcon  de jansenisme: il faut prouver legitimement qu’il tient quelqu’une des cinq  propositions ... (Arnauld, Lettre 1019).  Glanons encore dans sa correspondance:  Le 5 mars, ä Du Vaucel ä Rome:  "... Nous n’avons pas trouve que le bref aux eve&ques ne valüt pas mieux que  le decret de 1’Inquisition ... Car il y a trois ou quatre choses tres avantageuses  ... Si on en avait pu autant obtenir d’Innocent X, on aurait bien empeche des  violences" (Lettre 1020).  Le 14 mars ä M. Le Noir, chanoine ä Paris:  "... Ne serait-ce point une occasion de representer ä sa Majeste [Louis XIV]  qu’il n’y aurait qu’a obeir ä cette ordonnance du Saint-Siege pour remedier ä  tant de maux qu’on a faits et qu’on fait encore, pour n’avoir pas observe ce  qu’on dit &tre un des plus grands fondements du droit divin et humain? Il  semble qu’on n’en peut souhaiter de plus favorable ..." (Lettre 1023).  Le 18 mars, ä Du Vaucel:  "... Mais ne devrait-on point faire comprendre au bon pape, qu’ayant tant  d’affection  . pour le roi chretien, il ne saurait rien faire de plus avantageux  pour son salut et pour sa gloire que de lui faire avoir des scrupules tres bien  fondes des injustices qu’on lui a fait faire sous l’accusation vague et le nom  odieux du jansenisme ..."? (Lettre 1024).  Heureusement pour lui, Arnauld mourra le 8 aoüt suivant de sorte  qu’il ne verra pas ses espoirs frustres.  Quesnel  Quant ä Quesnel, plus jeune et donc moins assagi que le maitre  dont il partage l’exil volontaire depuis 1685, est d’avance — ä cause de  son experience personnelle — fort mefiant ä l’egard de Rome. Le 26  decembre 1692, lorsque le Saint-Office commenca l’examen de l’affaire  malinoise, il avait ecrit:  "Je n’ai eu garde de pretendre qu’on Ecrivit de but en blanc pour l’abolition du  formulaire en France; mais pour des ministres bien intentionnes ils savent bien  les manieres de s’y prendre quand on veut arreter la te&merite des exacteurs de  signatures. Il n’y aurait qu’ä faire entendre que ce qu’a fait Clement IX ne  doit recevoir aucun prejudice de ce qu’avait fait Alexandre VII" (1,241).  De la sorte, Rome commence un proc6es inutile; la Paix Clementine  a tout resolu depuis longtemps.  Le 2 janvier 1693:  "Vous nous faites bien craindre pour le formulaire ..." (I, 243).S1 avaıt autant obtenir d’Innocent ; @ auraıt bıen empeche des
violences" (Lettre

Le INars Le Noır, chanoıne arıs
Ne seraıt-ce pomt UNCc OCCasıon de representer Mayjeste |Louı1s

qu’1 Nn y aurait qu ’a obeır ceite ordonnance du Saint-Sıege DOUI remedier
tant de INauxX qu on faıits el qu on faıt ENCOIC, DOUTI n ’avoIlr pas observe
qu on dıt etre des plus grands fondements du droit dıyın el humaın? I1
semble qu’on n en peut souhaıter de plus favorable (Lettre

Le 18 INars, Du Vaucel
Maıs devraıt-on point faıre comprendre bon PaDC, qu ’ ayant tant

affection DOUT le rO1 chretien, il sauraıt rien faıre de plus avantageux
DOUT SOM salut el POUTI gloıre quC de lu1 faıre aVOIT des scrupules tres bıen
fondes des injJustices qu’on lu1 faıt faıre SOUS |’accusatıon Vaguc ei le NO
odieux du Jansenısme 4] (Lettre

Heureusement DOUI lul, au le a0ut ulvant de SOTrTte

qu’1 eITa pas SCS espoilrs frustres.

Quesnel
Quant Quesnel, plus Jeune el donc MO1NSs assag] QUC le maıitre

ont l partage l’exıl volontaıre depuls 1685, est d’avance de
SOM experlience personnelle fort mefijant l’egard de Rome. Le
decembre 1692, Oorsque le Saiınt-Office ’examen de l’affaıire
malıno1se, Il avaıt ecrıt

"Je n al garde de pretendre qu’on ecriviıt de but blanc POUT 1’abolıtion du
formulaıre France; mals DOUI des mıinıstres bıen intentionnes ils savent bıen
les manıeres de S y prendre quand vVeut arreter la temeriıte des de
signatures. Nn Yy auraıt I m  qu a faıre entendre queC qu a faıt Clement
do1it recevoIir UCUNMN prejudıice de qu avalt faıt Alexandre IA 1,241)

De la sorte, Rome COMIMMNECNCE proces inutıile; la alX Clementine
LOuUutT resolu depu1ls longtemps.

Le Janvıer 693
"Vous NOUS faıtes bıen craiındre DOUI le formulaıre (I 243)
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Le Jan vV1ICI 693
Ce QUC VOUS LIOUS faıtes craiındre d’une nouvelle et eut-eitre un«c

nouvelle ıgnature, est quelque chose de bıen esolant Est-1l possıble
VOI1IC DaS ome les IHNaUuUX infinıs qu«C les contestat1ions |autour du formulaıre |

OUur PDCUOont produıts dans Eglıse, qu le VO1IC Sans etre touche ..
quC donne CuxX QUul alment le trouble quelque chose de favorable,
peut Compter quc Seront des TINECS entre les des furieux Le PapC
est laındre de qu«C umıiere pas beaucoup PICS s loın quC SOM

zele ei bonne volonte! Car JC quc S al cCOoONNalsSsaıt les I1AaUuUuX auxquels
veut faıre SOM autorıte, 11} garderaılt bıen de la preiter DOUT cela

(1 245)
Le avrıl 693 dıx IMNOIS aV la dec1ısıon (0)80123881% Quesnel

epanche SOIl Du Vaucel dans uUunc ongue lettre lıre
partıellement

VoOos Omaıns feront LOutTt qu 11 leur plaıra SUT le formulaıre Ils
surprendront Cas ils fassent uelque chose de bon Car JE
prends le partı de attendre On VOIL bıen ’a faut plus
ESPCTICI qu Dieu eit qu«C les Romaıins SONT Das dıgnes de CCOUTIT: 111 la
verıte, 111 | ınnocence 5 111 de la Da1lX ’Eglıse.

pay>S repentir fort d’avoır donne les la depu-
tatıon |de Hennebel]. est Uu1lc depense el beaucoup de N perdues, el les
affaıres de Eglıse Seront eaucCoup plus INauVals etat qu ‘auparavant. Ce
QUul afflıge CMNCOIC est quc l’on VOIL quC mollıt trop et qu recule,
INESUIC qUC les autres font plus les dıfficıles Car, par OVYCN eur donne
des avantages ils la1sseront pas perdre ef reviendra de RKRome Sans

UCuUuN Car le formulaıre Alexandre VII subsıste ei qUC
Hılaıire [Huygens] demeure SuSpect dl ar QuUC les choses
dısposent ura efe tondu entierement est U1Nlc

terrıble ITU qUC celle de Ges LLESSICUTIS quı CONNaAalSSENT qJuC le fait de
Jansenıius est la SOUTCEC UnNIc infınıte de INauxX dans Eglıse el qu«C NCanMN ON

fait peut eire atıere de fo1 111 de serment ei de persister OS fOutL cela
le vouloır PDaS eclaırcır, 111 dıre publıquement ıls pensent. est-

pDas dıre qu veut de DalX, qu veut JUC la verıte el
glıse perissent, < cela pouvalt, qu Veut qUC les plus SCHNS de bıen
demeurent OPPTIIMCECS. HEt L[OUL cela DOUI SAauUvVer honneur U1Nlc mechante
Maıs ils verront dans la Su1te ils Sauveront honneur Car PU1ISQU ils
veulent de DalXA l auı faıre bonne u ef eiendre Ouvertemen!

honneur d’un Saın! CVCQUC quıl seul plus de ei de SCICNCEC qu ıls
Ont LOUS ensemble el Qqul faıt plus de bıen Eglıse ils font LOUS

plusieurs siecles
comble cependant CCS SCNHS la eloges ef de louanges el ITOUVE

redıre QUuUC l’on parle AVEC honneur d’un PTINCEC quıl peche JUC Dar le
malheur J! 11 eire mal NSITUIL des affaıres de ı’Eglıse el d’e
CN VITONNC, depuls CINquanite anls de SCHS quı OnNnt reputatıon de SCICNCE el de
p:  ‚ el QUul lu1 parlent d’autre chose quc d’une heresıie et une

dangereuse U 11 est pas capable d’examıner Dar ul-meme le faut plaındre
ei NON DaS le e les PTIINCCS ar1leNs monothelıtes 1iconoclastes el
VOC les de Saın Ihomas de Cantorbery 256 257
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Plusıeurs mOoO1s plus tard, quan |’examen romaın COurt fın,
Quesnel de l’apprehension la desillusion. Le fevrier 1694,
moment Ou I’iınternonce recoıt el expedie les documents, Ul ecrıt
laconıquement Du Vaucel

"Vos lettres SONT arrıvees [ avec le ecret] Elles n ’ont pas bonne miıne, ei Je
n ’ attends Das grand ’ chose du breft. L’obscurıte du bref empechera LOut
L’effet258  L. CEYSSENS  Plusieurs mois plus tard, quand l’examen romain court ä sa fin,  Quesnel passe de 1l’apprehension ä la desillusion. Le 26 f&vrier 1694, au  moment 0ü l’internonce recoit et expedie les documents, il Gcrit  laconiquement äa Du Vaucel:  "Vos lettres sont arrivees [avec le decret]. Elles n’ont pas bonne mine, et je  n’attends pas grand’chose du bref. L’obscurite du bref en empechera tout  l’effet ..." (L294).  Naturellement, avec Arnauld et d’autres, il discute sur l’interpre-  tation du decret et bientöt aussi du bref. Comme son maitre Arnauld, il  revient a un optimisme mitige. Il 6crit en ce sens ä De Vaucel qui ne  partage pas ce jugement et repond le 3 avril:  "... Je souscris volontiers äa l’explication favorable que vous avez donnee au  bref, quoi qu’ä dire le vrai, j’aurais encore de la peine  ä souscrire le  formulaire, principalement, qu’il s’agit d’un serment oü l’on prend Dieu ä  temoin de ce que 1l’on parle d’une maniere tout ä fait claire et sans le moindre  Equivoque ..." (Causa Quesnelliana, 214).  Le 8 mai:  "... II faut beaucoup aider ä la lettre pour expliquer, comme vous faites, ces  paroles du decret: in sensu obvio quem ipsa formularii verba prae se ferunt ...  C’est tout au plus un sens theologique, et qui demande beaucoup de  raisonnements dont ne sont guere capables la plupart de ceux de qui on  demande la signature ..." (l.c., 214-215).  Le 16 mars, Quesnel communique son interpretation 4 Mgr. Codde:  "... Je crois, Monseigneur, que vous aurez recu le bref aux &v&ques traduit. Les  Majeurs [les theologiens de Louvain] en sont contents de plus en plus. Mr  Davy [Arnauld] le croit aussi fort bon et tel qu’on ne doit pas faire difficulte ä  present de signer quand on en impose la necessite ...  ||21.  Cependant quand en 1702, sous Clement XI, Codde sera äa Rome  place devant le formulaire, il refusera de signer, car les documents  d’Innocent XII et leur excuse ne comptent plus ä Rome. D’ailleurs en  mars 1694 dejä Quesnel apprend par la Lettre ouverte du P. Doucin quelle  interpretation sourde s’est repandue ä Rome. Le 26 mars il e&crit ä Du  Vaucel:  "On vous envoie un libelle triomphant des jesuites. Vous verrez par la comme  chacun croit avoir gagne le proces, ou fait semblant de le faire  N 297-  298).  Le moment n’est pas loin oü Quesnel se verra oblige de prendre  lui-meme la Defense des brefs du pape (Cf. Willaert, n® 5949 et 6016).  2 TA.G. TANS; Quesnel et les Pays-Bas, Groningue, 1960, 93.1,294)

Naturellement, AVECC au eif d’autres, 11 dıscute SUurT l’ınterpre-
tatıon du decret et bıentot aQuUsSss1 du bref. omme SOM maitre au. ı]
revient optımısme miıtıge. ecrıt SCI1IS5 De Vaucel quı
partage pDas Jugement et repond le avrıl:

Je SOUSCTIS volontiers l’explication favorable qUC VOUS MS donnee
bref, quol qu a dire le vral, ] auraıs CMNCOTC de la peiıne souscriıire le
formulaıre, princıpalement, qu/’’ıl s’agıt d’un erment Ou l’on prend Dıieu
temoın de qQqu«C l’on parle d’une manıere tout faıt claıre eit Samls le moılndre
Squ1voque ausSsa Quesnelliana, 214)

Le mal
faut beaucoup a1der la lettre DOUT expliquer, 199088{ VOUS falıtes, CCS

paroles du decret: In en obvio quem 1DSa formularii verba PDPFae ferunt258  L. CEYSSENS  Plusieurs mois plus tard, quand l’examen romain court ä sa fin,  Quesnel passe de 1l’apprehension ä la desillusion. Le 26 f&vrier 1694, au  moment 0ü l’internonce recoit et expedie les documents, il Gcrit  laconiquement äa Du Vaucel:  "Vos lettres sont arrivees [avec le decret]. Elles n’ont pas bonne mine, et je  n’attends pas grand’chose du bref. L’obscurite du bref en empechera tout  l’effet ..." (L294).  Naturellement, avec Arnauld et d’autres, il discute sur l’interpre-  tation du decret et bientöt aussi du bref. Comme son maitre Arnauld, il  revient a un optimisme mitige. Il 6crit en ce sens ä De Vaucel qui ne  partage pas ce jugement et repond le 3 avril:  "... Je souscris volontiers äa l’explication favorable que vous avez donnee au  bref, quoi qu’ä dire le vrai, j’aurais encore de la peine  ä souscrire le  formulaire, principalement, qu’il s’agit d’un serment oü l’on prend Dieu ä  temoin de ce que 1l’on parle d’une maniere tout ä fait claire et sans le moindre  Equivoque ..." (Causa Quesnelliana, 214).  Le 8 mai:  "... II faut beaucoup aider ä la lettre pour expliquer, comme vous faites, ces  paroles du decret: in sensu obvio quem ipsa formularii verba prae se ferunt ...  C’est tout au plus un sens theologique, et qui demande beaucoup de  raisonnements dont ne sont guere capables la plupart de ceux de qui on  demande la signature ..." (l.c., 214-215).  Le 16 mars, Quesnel communique son interpretation 4 Mgr. Codde:  "... Je crois, Monseigneur, que vous aurez recu le bref aux &v&ques traduit. Les  Majeurs [les theologiens de Louvain] en sont contents de plus en plus. Mr  Davy [Arnauld] le croit aussi fort bon et tel qu’on ne doit pas faire difficulte ä  present de signer quand on en impose la necessite ...  ||21.  Cependant quand en 1702, sous Clement XI, Codde sera äa Rome  place devant le formulaire, il refusera de signer, car les documents  d’Innocent XII et leur excuse ne comptent plus ä Rome. D’ailleurs en  mars 1694 dejä Quesnel apprend par la Lettre ouverte du P. Doucin quelle  interpretation sourde s’est repandue ä Rome. Le 26 mars il e&crit ä Du  Vaucel:  "On vous envoie un libelle triomphant des jesuites. Vous verrez par la comme  chacun croit avoir gagne le proces, ou fait semblant de le faire  N 297-  298).  Le moment n’est pas loin oü Quesnel se verra oblige de prendre  lui-meme la Defense des brefs du pape (Cf. Willaert, n® 5949 et 6016).  2 TA.G. TANS; Quesnel et les Pays-Bas, Groningue, 1960, 93.Y  est tOut plus SCI15 theolog1ique, el quı demande beaucoup de
raısonnements dont SONtTt guere capables la plupart de KUX de quı
emande la s1gnature (1:©., 14-215)

Le INars, Quesnel CcCommuni1que SOM interpretation Mgr.
Je CrO1S, Monse1gneur, UJuUC VOUS ICCU le bref dUuX eveques traduıt. Les

Majyeurs les theologıens de Louvaın] SONLT de plus plus
Davy Arnauld] le croıt QuUSS]1 fort bon el tel qu’on doıit pas faıre dıfficulte
present de s1gner quand impose la necessıte258  L. CEYSSENS  Plusieurs mois plus tard, quand l’examen romain court ä sa fin,  Quesnel passe de 1l’apprehension ä la desillusion. Le 26 f&vrier 1694, au  moment 0ü l’internonce recoit et expedie les documents, il Gcrit  laconiquement äa Du Vaucel:  "Vos lettres sont arrivees [avec le decret]. Elles n’ont pas bonne mine, et je  n’attends pas grand’chose du bref. L’obscurite du bref en empechera tout  l’effet ..." (L294).  Naturellement, avec Arnauld et d’autres, il discute sur l’interpre-  tation du decret et bientöt aussi du bref. Comme son maitre Arnauld, il  revient a un optimisme mitige. Il 6crit en ce sens ä De Vaucel qui ne  partage pas ce jugement et repond le 3 avril:  "... Je souscris volontiers äa l’explication favorable que vous avez donnee au  bref, quoi qu’ä dire le vrai, j’aurais encore de la peine  ä souscrire le  formulaire, principalement, qu’il s’agit d’un serment oü l’on prend Dieu ä  temoin de ce que 1l’on parle d’une maniere tout ä fait claire et sans le moindre  Equivoque ..." (Causa Quesnelliana, 214).  Le 8 mai:  "... II faut beaucoup aider ä la lettre pour expliquer, comme vous faites, ces  paroles du decret: in sensu obvio quem ipsa formularii verba prae se ferunt ...  C’est tout au plus un sens theologique, et qui demande beaucoup de  raisonnements dont ne sont guere capables la plupart de ceux de qui on  demande la signature ..." (l.c., 214-215).  Le 16 mars, Quesnel communique son interpretation 4 Mgr. Codde:  "... Je crois, Monseigneur, que vous aurez recu le bref aux &v&ques traduit. Les  Majeurs [les theologiens de Louvain] en sont contents de plus en plus. Mr  Davy [Arnauld] le croit aussi fort bon et tel qu’on ne doit pas faire difficulte ä  present de signer quand on en impose la necessite ...  ||21.  Cependant quand en 1702, sous Clement XI, Codde sera äa Rome  place devant le formulaire, il refusera de signer, car les documents  d’Innocent XII et leur excuse ne comptent plus ä Rome. D’ailleurs en  mars 1694 dejä Quesnel apprend par la Lettre ouverte du P. Doucin quelle  interpretation sourde s’est repandue ä Rome. Le 26 mars il e&crit ä Du  Vaucel:  "On vous envoie un libelle triomphant des jesuites. Vous verrez par la comme  chacun croit avoir gagne le proces, ou fait semblant de le faire  N 297-  298).  Le moment n’est pas loin oü Quesnel se verra oblige de prendre  lui-meme la Defense des brefs du pape (Cf. Willaert, n® 5949 et 6016).  2 TA.G. TANS; Quesnel et les Pays-Bas, Groningue, 1960, 93.||21.

Cependant quan 1702 SOUS Clement Kl SCTAa Rome
place devant le formulaıre, 11 refusera de s1gner, Cal les documents
d’Innocent XII el leur CX UUSC plus Rome. D’aıilleurs
INaTrs 694 deja Quesnel apprend Dar la Lettre Ouverte du Doucın quelle
interpretation sourde s’est repandue Rome. Le INaTrs 11 ecrıt Du
Vaucel

"On VOUS envole ıbelle trıomphant des Jesultes. Vous D: 1a 390088{
chacun croıt QaVOITr gagne le proces, faıt emblant de le faıre258  L. CEYSSENS  Plusieurs mois plus tard, quand l’examen romain court ä sa fin,  Quesnel passe de 1l’apprehension ä la desillusion. Le 26 f&vrier 1694, au  moment 0ü l’internonce recoit et expedie les documents, il Gcrit  laconiquement äa Du Vaucel:  "Vos lettres sont arrivees [avec le decret]. Elles n’ont pas bonne mine, et je  n’attends pas grand’chose du bref. L’obscurite du bref en empechera tout  l’effet ..." (L294).  Naturellement, avec Arnauld et d’autres, il discute sur l’interpre-  tation du decret et bientöt aussi du bref. Comme son maitre Arnauld, il  revient a un optimisme mitige. Il 6crit en ce sens ä De Vaucel qui ne  partage pas ce jugement et repond le 3 avril:  "... Je souscris volontiers äa l’explication favorable que vous avez donnee au  bref, quoi qu’ä dire le vrai, j’aurais encore de la peine  ä souscrire le  formulaire, principalement, qu’il s’agit d’un serment oü l’on prend Dieu ä  temoin de ce que 1l’on parle d’une maniere tout ä fait claire et sans le moindre  Equivoque ..." (Causa Quesnelliana, 214).  Le 8 mai:  "... II faut beaucoup aider ä la lettre pour expliquer, comme vous faites, ces  paroles du decret: in sensu obvio quem ipsa formularii verba prae se ferunt ...  C’est tout au plus un sens theologique, et qui demande beaucoup de  raisonnements dont ne sont guere capables la plupart de ceux de qui on  demande la signature ..." (l.c., 214-215).  Le 16 mars, Quesnel communique son interpretation 4 Mgr. Codde:  "... Je crois, Monseigneur, que vous aurez recu le bref aux &v&ques traduit. Les  Majeurs [les theologiens de Louvain] en sont contents de plus en plus. Mr  Davy [Arnauld] le croit aussi fort bon et tel qu’on ne doit pas faire difficulte ä  present de signer quand on en impose la necessite ...  ||21.  Cependant quand en 1702, sous Clement XI, Codde sera äa Rome  place devant le formulaire, il refusera de signer, car les documents  d’Innocent XII et leur excuse ne comptent plus ä Rome. D’ailleurs en  mars 1694 dejä Quesnel apprend par la Lettre ouverte du P. Doucin quelle  interpretation sourde s’est repandue ä Rome. Le 26 mars il e&crit ä Du  Vaucel:  "On vous envoie un libelle triomphant des jesuites. Vous verrez par la comme  chacun croit avoir gagne le proces, ou fait semblant de le faire  N 297-  298).  Le moment n’est pas loin oü Quesnel se verra oblige de prendre  lui-meme la Defense des brefs du pape (Cf. Willaert, n® 5949 et 6016).  2 TA.G. TANS; Quesnel et les Pays-Bas, Groningue, 1960, 93.(I 207
298)

Le moment est pas loın Ou Quesnel VerITa oblıge de prendre
ul-meme 1a Defense des reJs du DADeE (C1. Wiıllaert, 05 5949 eft

JA JTANS, Quesnel el les Pays-Bas, Groningue, 1960, 93
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L’ınterpretation plutöt favorable de Quesnel eft d’Arnauld etaıt naturel-
lement apprecıiee Louvaın.

"accueil Louvain

Louvaın, V1 unıversıtaıire, dans l’archeveche de
Malınes, SOUS l’autorıite de Precıpiano. est vral, L’unıversıte
est exXempite, ma1ıs le fanatıque prelat cherche-t-il pas obteniır uUunec

autor1isatıon specıale POUI introduilre Louvaın SON PTODIC formulaıre la
place de l’ancıen serment academi1que, deja adapte SOUS Alexandre
S  est d’aılleurs dans Ceite craınte qu en 692 Louvaın s’est S1 fortement
oppose formulaıre malınoı1s, et delegue le professeur Hennebel
Rome DOUI 1' y combattre. Maıs depu1s 640 deja l’antıyansenısme domiıne

Louvaın, el desormaıI1ıs 11 est plus actıf quc Jamaıs Societe secrete
DOUF l’accusation du jansenisme”.

Donc DOUT CO  E quel accueıl les antıjJansenistes reservent-1ils
Louvaın 4dU X documents romaıns? Une reponse partıelle lıt 16-1 7

du Tertium motivum JUrFILS (17/712) du professeur Francıs Martın, temoın
exceptionnel, Car d’antıjanseniste ardent l est devenu Jansenıste 1en
enthousıaste. OUS apprend CcecC1:

"Apres l’arrıvee du bref Louvaın, les princıpaux membres de la factıon
moliınıenne |Steyaert, Harney, Bouchy, Marcelıs, Damen], accompagnes de
quelques professeurs Jesultes, consulterent hez le professeur Du O15 la
lecture du Passagc Ou le DapcC defend de molester quelqu ’un DOUT Jansenisme
avanı d’avoiır etablı Jurıdıquement qu’ıl tiıent quelqu une des CINg propositions,
ıls avouerent d’avoır perdu totalement leur (perditam A S CUUSaAM

nostram) Dans les sulvantes assemblees quı tenaıj1ent Irequemment, QuUSs]
presence de l’archeveque el de quelques Jesuıltes, declamaıt SOUVENT Contre
nnocent AIlL, fauteur manıfeste du Jansen1sme (velut Jansenianae haereseos
fautori manifesto). Dans eur desespoıir, ıls s’excedalent (et UFrMUFr«a nNOSTIra
COUSGUE invaluisse ul desperabundi MUSSLiAreMUS QUAE Anoüon licet effari)L’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  259  L’interpretation plutöt favorable de Quesnel et d’Arnauld etait naturel-  lement appreciee ä Louvain.  L’accueil a Louvain  Louvain, ville universitaire,  se trouve dans l’archeveche de  Malines, sous l’autorite de Precipiano. Il est vrai, l’universite comme telle  est exempte, mais le fanatique prelat ne cherche-t-il pas ä obtenir une  autorisation speciale pour introduire ä Louvain son propre formulaire a la  place de l’ancien serment academique, dejä adapte sous Alexandre VII”.  C’est d’ailleurs dans cette crainte qu’en 1692 Louvain s’est si fortement  oppose ä ce formulaire malinois, et a delegue le professeur Hennebel ä  Rome pour 1’y combattre. Mais depuis 1640 dejä l’antijansenisme domine  äa Louvain, et desormais il y est plus actif que jamais par sa Societe secrete  pour Vl’accusation du jansenisme*.  Donc pour commencer, quel accueil les antijansenistes reservent-ils  ä Louvain aux documents romains? Une reponse partielle se lit p. 16-17  du Zertium motivum juris (1712) du professeur Francis Martin, temoin  exceptionnel, car d’antijanseniste ardent il est devenu un janseniste bien  enthousiaste. Il nous apprend ceci:  "Apres l’arrivee du bref ä Louvain, les principaux membres de la faction  molinienne [Steyaert, Harney, Bouchy, Marcelis, Damen], accompagnes de  quelques professeurs jesuites, se consulterent chez le professeur Du Bois. A la  lecture du passage oü le pape defend de molester quelqu’un pour jansenisme  avant d’avoir etabli juridiquement qu’il tient quelqu’une des cinq propositions,  ils avouerent d’avoir perdu totalement leur cause (perditam esse causam  nostram). Dans les suivantes assemblees qui se tenaient frequemment, aussi en  presence de l’archev&que et de quelques jesuites, on declamait souvent contre  Innocent XII, fauteur manifeste du jansenisme (velut jansenianae haereseos  fautori manifesto). Dans leur desespoir, ils s’excedaient (et murmura nostra  eousque invaluisse ut desperabundi mussitaremus quae non licet effari) ...  J’ecrivis alors une lettre au P. De Reulx** ä Rome pour Iui expliquer  combien fatal c’est pour nous molinistes, de ne devoir plus croire la necessite  du fait. Il me repondit qu’il partageait entierement mon avis; que les jesuites  etaient tellement odieux ä Rome, qu’il suffisait de se meler dans une cause  pour la perdre (adeo Romae esse exosos, ut cuivis vel aequissimae causae  perdendae sufficeret, eam illis a jesuitis commendari)" (II, 16-17).  2 Voir L. CEYSSENS, La fin de la premiere periode du jansenisme, 2 vol. Bruxelles,  1963-1965, passim.  3 L, CEYSSENS, Een geheim genootschap ter bestrijding van het jansenisme, dans  notre collection Jansenistica. Studien, Malines, 1950, I, 343-397.  % Ce jesuite gantois (1646-1698) professa ä Louvain chez les jesuites avant d’&tre  appele en 1689 ä Rome pour y continuer 1’histoire de la Compagnie. Il mourut &4 Rome en  1698; Biographie nationale, XIX, 178; CEYSSENS, L ’introduction, passim.JV’ecrivis alors unc lettre De Reulx“ ome DOUI Iu1 expliquer
combıen fatal est DOUTI L1OUS molınıstes, de devoır plus croire la necessıte
du fait. I1 repondıt qu/’’ıl partageaılt entierement IN0O  ; aVlsS; quC les Jesultes
etaıent tellement odieux Rome, qu/’’ıl suffisaıt de meler dans Uunlc

DOUT la perdre eo Romae AA S ECXOSOS, ul CULVLS vel aequıssımae CUUSAde

perdendae sufficeret, ed.: ıLlis JeSultis commendari)" (I1L, 16-1

22 Voıir yLa fin de la premiere periode du jansenisme, vol Bruxelles,
Ü  9 passım.

23 y en geheim genootschap fer bestrijding Van het JjJansenisme, dans
notre collection Jansenistica. Studien, alınes, 1950, L, 343-397

24 Ce jesuıte ganto1s (1646-1698) professa Louvaın hez les Jesuıtes vant
appele 1689 ome DOUI continuer |’hıstoire de la Oompagnıe. MOUTUL Rome
1698; Biographie nationale, KFB:' introduction, passım.
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Quant L’accueıl Dar les augustinıens, OUS SOINIMNES informes
DaIl la correspondance qUC Jean Opstraet, des princıpaux d’entre CUX,
entretenaıt aVEC Hennebel Rome. Le fevrıer 694 1l lu1 ecrtIVvIt:

x Nous L1OUS re]JOu1SSONS fortement du zele qu«eC le duc de Medinaceli1
|ambassadeur espagno deploie Rome, el LOUS e  ns de ]Jouir 1C1 bıentot
d’une palx clementine A 50)

Le 12 fevrıer:
Louvaın les professeurs dıfferent dans leur eSpOI; Steyaert SUTTOUL

proclame le sıen 82-18
Le fevrier:
yan apprıs la fın de ”affaire du formulaire malıno1s, el le CONnNtenu du

decret etant COMMNU, NOUS NOUS reunirons DOUT delıberer SUuT ”attıtude prendre,
mals NOUS attendrons d’abord la LU| des TeIs qul, esperons-le, marqueront
plus claırement la dıstinction entre le fait el le droit. L’unıversıte pourra-t-elle

SON PITODIC formulaıre? Nous l’esperons" 84-18
Le INaTis

Le Contenu du decret, qu«C NOUS Connalssons depul1s huit Jours, NOUS faıt
biıen PDCUTI, ma1ls maıntenant, Iu le bref CVEqUES, LOUS reV1Vvons, ei
LOUS VOUS felıcıtons de vortre victoire" 4-18

Le INars

Helas, les textes romaıns SONT PCU claırs eTt 1NOS adversalıres s’en fehcıtent
auss]. FEn LOut Cas, DOUT NOUS, le resultat est mM1eux quC NOUS aVIONS OSse  A espe-
K Provoquera-t-ıl auUSSs1 des resultats favorables de la part de 1’Espagne260  L. CEYSSENS  Quant ä l’accueil par les augustiniens, nous en sommes informes  par la correspondance que Jean Opstraet, un des principaux d’entre eux,  entretenait avec Hennebel ä Rome. Le 4 fevrier 1694 il lui ecrivit:  "... Nous nous rejouissons fortement du zele que le duc de Medinaceli  [ambassadeur espagnol] deploie ä Rome, et nous esperons de jouir ici bientöt  d’une paix clementine ..." (p. 150).  Le .12 fevrier:  ".. Ä Louvain les professeurs different dans leur espoir; Steyaert surtout  proclame le sien ..." (182-183).  Le 19 fevrier:  "... Ayant appris la fin de l’affaire du formulaire malinois, et le contenu du  decret etant connu, nous nous reunirons pour deliberer sur l’attitude ä prendre,  mais nous attendrons d’abord la venue des brefs qui, esperons-le, marqueront  plus clairement la distinction entre le fait et le droit. L’universit& pourra-t-elle  conserver son propre formulaire? Nous 1l’esperons" (184-185).  Le:Sumars:  "... Le contenu du decret, que nous connaissons depuis huit jours, nous a fait  bien peur; mais maintenant, ayant lu le bref aux &v&ques, nous revivons, et  nous vous felicitons de votre victoire" (184-185).  Le ’ 11 mars:  "... Helas, les textes romains sont peu clairs et nos adversaires s’en felicitent  aussi. En tout cas, pour nous, le resultat est mieux que nous avions 0S& espe-  rer. Provoquera-t-il aussi des resultats favorables de la part de 1l’Espagne ... ?"  (186-189).  Le 12 mars:  "... La fureur des jesuites confirme notre victoire. L’opposition persiste. Pour  nous, nous sommes prets ä jurer selon l’intention du pape Innocent XII ...  Avant de remettre votre lettre ä 1l’archeveque, nous delibererons ..." (190-191).  Le 18 mars:  "  Hier, ä Malines, nous avons delibere avec les amis et examine les  conclusions pratiques ä tirer des documents romains. Entre-autres comment  remercier le Pape ...". (191-194).  Le 19 mars:  "Nous attendons encore toujours quelque lettre victorieuse de votre part.  L’etude des documents vous l’aura empeche. Le vrai sens des documents est  clair pour nous tous: il faut condamner les cinq propositions dans leur sens  naturel, sans distinction. Il ne reste donc plus aucune difficulte ä signer  "  (194-195).  Le 25 mars:  "Nous. vous envoyons en trois redactions differentes une lettre de7
186- 89)

Le INars

B} fureur des Jesultes confirme notre victoire. L’opposition persiste. 'Our
NOUS, NOUS SOIMMES Jurer selon I’intention du Papc Innocent y el!260  L. CEYSSENS  Quant ä l’accueil par les augustiniens, nous en sommes informes  par la correspondance que Jean Opstraet, un des principaux d’entre eux,  entretenait avec Hennebel ä Rome. Le 4 fevrier 1694 il lui ecrivit:  "... Nous nous rejouissons fortement du zele que le duc de Medinaceli  [ambassadeur espagnol] deploie ä Rome, et nous esperons de jouir ici bientöt  d’une paix clementine ..." (p. 150).  Le .12 fevrier:  ".. Ä Louvain les professeurs different dans leur espoir; Steyaert surtout  proclame le sien ..." (182-183).  Le 19 fevrier:  "... Ayant appris la fin de l’affaire du formulaire malinois, et le contenu du  decret etant connu, nous nous reunirons pour deliberer sur l’attitude ä prendre,  mais nous attendrons d’abord la venue des brefs qui, esperons-le, marqueront  plus clairement la distinction entre le fait et le droit. L’universit& pourra-t-elle  conserver son propre formulaire? Nous 1l’esperons" (184-185).  Le:Sumars:  "... Le contenu du decret, que nous connaissons depuis huit jours, nous a fait  bien peur; mais maintenant, ayant lu le bref aux &v&ques, nous revivons, et  nous vous felicitons de votre victoire" (184-185).  Le ’ 11 mars:  "... Helas, les textes romains sont peu clairs et nos adversaires s’en felicitent  aussi. En tout cas, pour nous, le resultat est mieux que nous avions 0S& espe-  rer. Provoquera-t-il aussi des resultats favorables de la part de 1l’Espagne ... ?"  (186-189).  Le 12 mars:  "... La fureur des jesuites confirme notre victoire. L’opposition persiste. Pour  nous, nous sommes prets ä jurer selon l’intention du pape Innocent XII ...  Avant de remettre votre lettre ä 1l’archeveque, nous delibererons ..." (190-191).  Le 18 mars:  "  Hier, ä Malines, nous avons delibere avec les amis et examine les  conclusions pratiques ä tirer des documents romains. Entre-autres comment  remercier le Pape ...". (191-194).  Le 19 mars:  "Nous attendons encore toujours quelque lettre victorieuse de votre part.  L’etude des documents vous l’aura empeche. Le vrai sens des documents est  clair pour nous tous: il faut condamner les cinq propositions dans leur sens  naturel, sans distinction. Il ne reste donc plus aucune difficulte ä signer  "  (194-195).  Le 25 mars:  "Nous. vous envoyons en trois redactions differentes une lettre deAvant de remettre Volrre ettre l’archeveque, 1OUS delıbererons 90-1

Le 18 INaTrs

Hıer, Malınes, NOUS elıbere 3 Yf o O les amıs el examıne les
conclusions pratiıques tiırer des documents romaıns. Entre-autres COomMMent
remercıer le Pape (191-194).

Le 19 IL1als

"Nous attendons CNCOTE touJours quelque lettre victorlieuse de votre part
L/’etud! des documents VOUS aura empceche. Le Vvral SCI1S des documents est
claır DOUT L1OUS LOUS 11 faut condamner les CINg proposıitions dans leur SCI15
naturel, Sans dıistinction. reste donc plus duUCune dıfficulte sıgner
94-1

Le 7 1I1alis

"Nous VOUS tro1s redactions dıfferentes unc lettre de
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remercıement PaPpC. Nous preferons la plus sımple. Remettez DaDC celle
quı VOUS semblera la plus adaptee 95-19

Effectivement OUS possedons Uun«c lettre datee du 25 MaAaTrS, ont
VOI1C1 le exte traduction:

"Apres QVOIT ete compulses par unc ongue tempete, 1OUS NOUS Jetons dUX

plıeds de Votre Saıintete, centre de L’unite de 1’Eglıse, DOrI de la palx. Nous
et10ns agıtes L{Out CMNS par les E oblıges de boilre les duX salees el
ameres, notammen! de subiır les invectives d’heresıie, de schısme, de rebellıon
COonftre le Samint-Sıege. Maıs le Dıeu de la palX lalsse tomber SON regard SUuT

NOUS, orsque celu1 quı le remplace commande dUuX vents el la INCTI, ei
qu une grande tranquıllıte s’est produıite. Nous remerc10ns autfant que possıble
Dıeu el SOI vicalre; 11LOUS embrassons des deux bras, 11 doıit au  > fıls
almants du ere el de la Paix, le decret el les lettres apostoliques, tres
sures de palx. De plus L1OUS souhaıtons de LOUL (01%1)1 quUC LOUS CuxX qul, dans
leur ele el leur deference diıscordalent Jusqu ’’a present, pulssent embrasser
QuUSS]1 la palxX qu ' a fixee oracle apostolıque. Votre Saılintete daıgnera
etablır quı sont CuX quı alment le plus la palX, el CuX quı le firent moOo1ns
auparavanıt
Nous souhaıtons pareillement qUuC paI cette manıfestation de notre obeıissance
VOUS pul1ssiez MCSUTCI, LOuTt autire point, notre deference, culte el OU
CL1LVOIS le vicalre du Christ, le chef de ı’Eglıse, le pasteur de L[OUS les chretiens.
Notre obeissance qJUuUC VOI1C1I 1NOUS dıspose, NOUS |’avons Jamaıs
manque de l  Dr  etre; condamner, meme SOUS serment, S1 le faut, Sans AdUCuNe
dıstinction, restriction, exposition les CINg proposıtions tiırees du 1vre de
Jansenius dans leurs SCI15 obvıe OMIMME les Souveraıns Pontifes les Ont
condamnees.
Dans la meme obeissance, 1OUS 1NOUS garderons d’attrıbuer Ces proposıti1ons

formulaıre LOUT autre SCIHS quC celu1 qUC otre Saıntete, par Hs memes
moltSs, claırement ei distiınctement ndıque Enfin, dans le meme esprit
d’obeissance NOUS COI  ons fidelement le sSılence iımpose”

D’apres Du Pac 250), lettre fut souscrıte Darl (GGommaıre
Huygens, des professeurs les plus attaques“”, NO de plusıeurs
theologıens de Louvaın; pPar Erasmus Van Geet, chanoıne el penıtencier de
la cathedrale de Gand, NO de plusıeurs theologıens du diocese de
Gand: Darl Lambert Baerts, pleban de la cathedrale de Malınes, NO de
plusieurs chanoines, theologıens ef ur du di0cese; Dar Rumold
Backx, pleban de la cathedrale d’Anvers, 1O de plusıeurs chanoınes,
theologıens el d’Anvers: pDar Guillaume Van de Nesse, 1O de
plusieurs theologıiens de ruxelles; le Gilles Gabrielis, COomMMISsaIre
general du Tiers-Ordre (regulıer) de saınt Franco1s ans les Pays-Bas,

25 ENS, Gommarus Huygens In de verwikkelingen Van de strijd [ussen Kerk
Staat, dans collection Jansenistica. Studien, . alınes, 1953, 193-2729
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ON de province“®; le Martın De on prevot de la
congregatıon de 1’Oratoire de andre; Dar Miıchael Van udenhove,
proviıncıal des capucıns, ei le Serenus de Saınt- Irond, ex-provincıal de
la meme province“‘.

"Universite

Comme de Coutume, l’egal des eveques, L’Unıversıite eut, de la
part de l’ınternonce, communicatıon officıelle des documents.
Au Conseıl unıversıtaire donc de les examıner el dV’en tirer les conclusions
pratiques“”. Or, le recteur, presiıdent de conseıl, Crabbeels, de Ia
Faculte de droıit, tiers-partı, ef les autres membres, C Q les doyens des
diıverses facultes, font aUCUunNec opposıtıon. Le I1ars ils decıdent
d’accepter les documents et d’y conformer leur PTODIC serment academ1ıque

depu1s plusiıeurs sıecles, et deja adapte 660 la de
656 Du Pac ecrıt ans SCS Memaoires (ms 250)

|1Le rectfeur de Louvaın hata de faıre ublıer authentiquement |le bref| eit
d’en prescrire ”’exacte observatıon LOUS CuX qu1 etaj1ent SOUMIS Jur1-
diıction

La Faculte de eologıe constitue Cas partıculıer. Elle na pas
seulement communıcatıon du decret et du bref dUuX eveques; elle TECUu
aussı bref partıculıer, Uu1nlc reponse dırecte lettre du mal 1693°,
OU, l’accueıl favorable qucC le DaDC reservaıt SOM delegue Hennebel,
elle avaıt Ose demander UuUnlc approbatıon ecrite de SCS Censures
Less1ius, approbatıon qu’en 679 nnocent X{ n’avaıt voulu donner qu ora-
lement, de sSorte QUC Dar apres elle fut miıse doute*®. Or nnocent AIlL,

y Gilles Gabrielis Rome (1679-1683). Episode de la Iutte entre

rigorısme el laxisme, dans Antonianum, (1959) 73-11; repr1s INCSs Jansenistica
MINOTA, V‚ asCcC

27 D’apres Du Pac, "11 eut ENCOTE d’autres es gratulatoıres adressees Sa
Saıntete, cCardınauX, Commıissaıre de la Congregation ei0., ma1ıs plusıeurs de Cces

es quo1que sıgnees furent Das envoyees. fut ce quc NOUS VODS SOUS les
YCUX, atee du maı eit sıgnee les es Norbertins de Heylıssem el de Tongerloo
Ces derniers sıgnatalres plaıgnent, Justifıent el Ssoumetten! entierement
decret et bref, condamnant les CINg propositions dans leur SCHNS obvIıe. Ils font quc
souteniır la gräce efficace SO1 eil la predestination gratulte, el ils cCessent

NOIrCIS OmIMmMmMe parjures, heretiques, ransgresseurs des dernıers OCuUumMents roma1ıns.
Ils priıent le DapDc de aıre observer SOI bref S1 Sagc leurs adversaires el meme d’en
obteniır du ro1l ”Espagne ’observance dans SCS Pays-Bas 148)

28 179, le Compte parmı les amıs (rectorem aliosque amicos).
En VOIr le dans CLAEYS BOUAERT, L ’ancienne Universite de Louvain.

Etudes el documents, Louvaın, 1956, 2R ATT
Voiır 199(0)8! etude De Leuvense deputatie Rome (1677-1679), dans collection

Jansenistica. Studien, I’ 167-253, plus partiıculıerement 219-234
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lu1 Qauss] declıne polıment prıere, cıtant la vlieılle reponse du Pape
Celestin f du temps de saınt Augustin: inutile de vouloır trop penetrer les
mysteres de la grace, ef renvoyanıt 4QuUuX Congregationes de Auxiliis, ter-
mınees SaJmnls dec1s1ı0n; SOINIMME un reponse DCU favorable?!. La Faculte
a-t-elle exprime quelque reconnalssance? Elle n en avaıt pDas plus de
ralsons QUuUC les eveques!
L’accueil DUar les eveques

Les documents CONCernent tOout l’archeveque de
Malınes et SCS suffragants. Ils leur SONnt adresses expressement. Le formu-
laıre specıal qu  ıls avalent promulgue est l’origine ef le but Comment
ont-ıls reagı? Se sont-ıls consultes’? L’archeveque certaınement pDr1S
Conftact AVOC SCS conseıllers, autres AaVEC Steyaert quı est concerne
personnellement tant qUC vicaıre apostolique de 1s-le-Duc

faut OUS arreter instant aupres de dernier, quı est vraıment
Al  un eveque INn partibus"; Ul na auCune autorıte reelle sauf SUur quelques
paro1sses autfour de Geel, terrıtoire elge, quı firent ei font alors CIICOTC

partıe du diocese de o1ls-le-Duc qul1, la suılte de la Reforme, entie-
rement supprime ollande Aussı Steyaert reside-t-il touJours Lou-
vaın, Ou tant QUC theologıen Ssavanti, polemıiste productif, professeur

ı] est le grand OommMe du Ooment Dans Jeunesse 11 passe POUTF
Janseniste ard?nt, ensuıte 11 est devenu antıjJansenıste aussı ardent“?*
ef interesse. Louvaıin, SCS adversaılres efi ı] beaucoup

l’appellent A  sac benefices", el de faıt, fil des 11 accapare
LtOuftfes les charges importantes, la vice-chancellerie comprise. Depuıls
691 Ul est Vvicalıre apostolıque de o1s-le-Duc, suffragant de Malınes, amı
el conseıller de Precıplano. Au de 1692, Il est des inspırateurs de

sıngulier formulaire malınoı1s:; l 1’a adopte DOUT SCS quelques paro1sses,
11 est reste le defenseur acharne, cote de Precıplano, SOI archeveque.
armı les suffragants 11 est le tOut premier reagır auX documents
romaıns.

Dans ettre Mgr. (OBC, 168), date du fevrIier, Du Vaucel s’en  ’
plaınt, du renvol Celestin 17 A  quı est le Passagc dont les molınıstes Ont
touJours abuse DOUT eluder 1 ’autorıte de saınt Augustin” ei 11 sSs’en prıt AQuUSS1 ardınal
Casanate, redacteur du bref question.

32 Voir De rehabilitatie Van Martinus Steyaert (1654-1685), dans
collection Jansenistica. Studien, I) 309-341
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L’accueil DAr le ViICaLre apostolique de Bois-le-Duc

Son mandement“”, quı date deJja du 28 fevrıer, peıne deux Jours
apres l’arrıvee du plı de 1 ’Internonce, eut visıblement prevenır ei
influencer les eveques, et SdaUu VT la sıtuation. droit, Steyaert
parle pas du decret romaın quı devalorıise LtOuUL formulaıre ei quı Dar la
paralyse ou actıon antıJansenıste, mals s’arrete seul bref qul, d’apres
lu1, est deja trop COMNNU DOUI publıer le 11 l’ınterprete, ma1ls
manıere:

Finalement le pPapc faıt connaıtre pensee SUurTr le formulaıre malıno1s: Ul
affırme tenir absolument bulles antıjJansen1ıstes des nNnNOocent el
exandadre VII qu]1 Ont ete el SOont touJours vigueur.
En VE de CCS bulles, les eveques sont autor1ses introduire le formulaıre,
mals l’exigeant ıls do1vent unır leur charıte leur zele
Le Papc .  Nomme  ‚vv les CINg proposıtions extraıltes dans eur SCHS obvıe. es
DOUrquUO1 l SOUS UCUIMN pretexte, d’exiger uelque chose quı
dela du formulaire pontifical. Maıs 11 defend QauUsSs1 de l’ınterpreter dans LOUL
autre SCI15 qUC le naturel de SCS PTODTCS el 11 interdit Quss1ı d’en
dısputer. Enfin, l veut quUC CUuX quı doivent souscrire le formulaıre, le fassent
sincerement, Samlls dıstinction, Sanl! restrict1on, IN explıcatıon. Par consequent,
le vicaıre apostolıque tiendra desormaıls seul formulaıre pontifical, Samnls
rien ajouter, Cal est superflu. Maıs avanı de prendre la plume, GE quI1
s1gneront, examıneront bıen devant Dieu quel est le SCHS DTODIEC des paroles du
formulaire.

Certes ]’ıinterpretation de Steyaert est adroıte, ma1ls st-elle COrrecte
el acceptable”? Ellle fausse le "Proposıtiones 1psas quiınque
breve| TO Corneln Jansen1i1 INn obvio I soulıgne|”,
quı est meme grammatıcalement unec bevue, alors qucC le bref S’exprime
CO  enl; unc premıere fOo1s Jo1gnant excerptae el damnatae; uUunNnc

seconde fO1s: Damnando propositiones O Cornelii Jansenıil er-

ae: In obvio. L’omıssıon du verbe damnano est unec falsıfiıcatıon
du pontifical, quı Rome equıvaut PrESqUC crıme el

sacrılege.
De plus, Samns cıller, Steyaert omet Uunec partıe essentielle du bref:

n ’ ıncommoder PEISONNC DOUT jJansenısme qu’apres constatatıon legıtıme
d’avoır tenu la doctrine des CINg proposıtions defendues! Aussı INan-

dement mangquera-t-ıl pas d’etre examıne SOUS la oupe Lisons Du Pac
251)

Au leu d’y autoriser les b dıspos1itions d’Innocent AIlL, Il |Steyaert|
prit le partı de les contredıre dısertement, SOUS pretexte de les interpreter, c.a.d

33 En 'O1r le dans n Historia Jansenisml, Utrecht, 1695,
introduction; ÖOÖPSTRAET, De Commonitorio ad Orthodoxos Commonitorium orthodoxum,
jege, 1702, 1
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quC, quo1gu/ 1l so1mt faıt dans le bref duCune mention du SCS du lıvre de
Jansenius el qu’on Nn Yy ex1ige qucC la condamnatıon des CINg proposıtions ans
leur ens naturel, Steyaert, par unec transposıtıon des mMoOotfts quı est une
verıtable falsıficatıon du pretend Iu1 faıre ecıider qu on doit croire le
fait, c.a.d qu«C les CINg proposıtions condamnees SONT extralites dans le SCI1I5
naturel du lıvre de JanseniusL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  265  que, quoiqu’il ne soit fait dans le bref aucune mention du sens du livre de  Jansenius et qu’on n’y exige que la condamnation des cinq propositions dans  leur sens naturel, M. Steyaert, par une transposition des mots qui est une  veritable falsification du texte, pretend lui faire decider qu’on doit croire le  fait, c.a.d. que les cinq propositions condamne&es sont extraites dans le sens  naturel du livre de Jansenius ... Par une suite des memes desseins, M. Steyaert  supprime dans son mandement la clause importante du bref qui determine le  sens dans lequel les cinq propositions ont &te& condamnees ... et il s’y donne la  torture pour donner au bref du pape le sens de ses additions, quoiqu’elles y  soient &videmment reprouv6es ...".  Du Pac poursuit:  "M. Steyaert ne se contenta pas de se charger lui-meme de 1l’opprobre d’un si  indigne procede, il fit tout ce qu’il put pour engager les &ve&ques des Pays-Bas  ä se rendre ses complices, et fut meme sur le point d’y reussir ä l’egard de  l’&veque d’Anvers.."  Naturellement un tel mandement fut envoye ä Rome, d’oü le 27  mars, Du Vaucel mande:  "... Nous avons recu le mandement imprime du Champion [Steyaert] pour la  signature [du formulaire] en execution du bref. On en sera choque et nous  croyons mme de le pouvoir faire condamner ..." (OBC, 168).  En effet, Rome sera bientöt pres d’une condamnation. Lisons Du  Pac (T 260):  "... Cependant le placard de M. Steyaert etant arrive ä Rome, et le P. Desirant  ayant eu l’audace de le presenter ä la Congregation du Saint-Office, et d’en  tirer un sujet de gloire, il eut la mortification de 1’y voir universellement  condamne. Le Cardinal d’Aguirre declara que cette piece ne valait absolument  rien (absolute nihil valere). Le P. Commissaire qu’elle meritait d’&tre  condamnee; le cardinal Casanate donna encore des marques plus fortes  d’improbation. Enfin la Congregation entiere e&crivit ä l’internonce de  Bruxelles sur la fin du mois d’avril que les decrets des &veques d’Anvers et de  Bruges [cf. infra] pour la publication du bref avaient ete tres agreables (valde  placuisse), mais qu’il s’en faillit de beaucoup qu’elle n’eüt eu la m&me  satisfaction de celui du Sieur Steyaert ... C’est ce que l’internonce eut ordre de  declarer ä ce docteur ... pour lui faire supprimer son placard, en 1l’invitant ä se  conformer ä ceux des &v&ques d’Anvers et de Bruges. L’internonce etait pa-  reillement charge par la Congregation de Ilui temoigner qu’elle improuvait  egalement ce  de Malines ..."*,  q3u’il avait fait pour la justification des Additions de l’archeve&que  %* En 1697, Quesnel publiera contre le Mandement de Steyaert; voir WILLAERT, n°  6016, 6097, 6121.Par Uunc sulte des memes desse1ins, Steyaert
supprime dans SON mandement la clause ımportante du bref quı determiıine le
SCHS dans lequel les C1INg proposıitions Ont ete condamneesL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  265  que, quoiqu’il ne soit fait dans le bref aucune mention du sens du livre de  Jansenius et qu’on n’y exige que la condamnation des cinq propositions dans  leur sens naturel, M. Steyaert, par une transposition des mots qui est une  veritable falsification du texte, pretend lui faire decider qu’on doit croire le  fait, c.a.d. que les cinq propositions condamne&es sont extraites dans le sens  naturel du livre de Jansenius ... Par une suite des memes desseins, M. Steyaert  supprime dans son mandement la clause importante du bref qui determine le  sens dans lequel les cinq propositions ont &te& condamnees ... et il s’y donne la  torture pour donner au bref du pape le sens de ses additions, quoiqu’elles y  soient &videmment reprouv6es ...".  Du Pac poursuit:  "M. Steyaert ne se contenta pas de se charger lui-meme de 1l’opprobre d’un si  indigne procede, il fit tout ce qu’il put pour engager les &ve&ques des Pays-Bas  ä se rendre ses complices, et fut meme sur le point d’y reussir ä l’egard de  l’&veque d’Anvers.."  Naturellement un tel mandement fut envoye ä Rome, d’oü le 27  mars, Du Vaucel mande:  "... Nous avons recu le mandement imprime du Champion [Steyaert] pour la  signature [du formulaire] en execution du bref. On en sera choque et nous  croyons mme de le pouvoir faire condamner ..." (OBC, 168).  En effet, Rome sera bientöt pres d’une condamnation. Lisons Du  Pac (T 260):  "... Cependant le placard de M. Steyaert etant arrive ä Rome, et le P. Desirant  ayant eu l’audace de le presenter ä la Congregation du Saint-Office, et d’en  tirer un sujet de gloire, il eut la mortification de 1’y voir universellement  condamne. Le Cardinal d’Aguirre declara que cette piece ne valait absolument  rien (absolute nihil valere). Le P. Commissaire qu’elle meritait d’&tre  condamnee; le cardinal Casanate donna encore des marques plus fortes  d’improbation. Enfin la Congregation entiere e&crivit ä l’internonce de  Bruxelles sur la fin du mois d’avril que les decrets des &veques d’Anvers et de  Bruges [cf. infra] pour la publication du bref avaient ete tres agreables (valde  placuisse), mais qu’il s’en faillit de beaucoup qu’elle n’eüt eu la m&me  satisfaction de celui du Sieur Steyaert ... C’est ce que l’internonce eut ordre de  declarer ä ce docteur ... pour lui faire supprimer son placard, en 1l’invitant ä se  conformer ä ceux des &v&ques d’Anvers et de Bruges. L’internonce etait pa-  reillement charge par la Congregation de Ilui temoigner qu’elle improuvait  egalement ce  de Malines ..."*,  q3u’il avait fait pour la justification des Additions de l’archeve&que  %* En 1697, Quesnel publiera contre le Mandement de Steyaert; voir WILLAERT, n°  6016, 6097, 6121.el ı] S’Yy  2 donne la
torture POUI donner bref du DaDC le SCI15 de SCS addıtions, quo1qu/’elles
solent evidemment reprouvees

Du Pac poursuılt:
IIM Steyaert pas de charger ul-meme de l’opprobre d’un S1
indıgne procede, ı] fıt LtOutL qu’1 putL DOUT CNSAaALCIT les eveques des Pays-Bas

rendre SCS complices, el meme SUT le pomt d’y reussır ’egard de
l’eveque d’Anvers.."

Naturellement tel mandement fut envoye Rome, d’ou le
IMNars, Du Vaucel mande:

Nous TECU le mandement imprime du Champıon |Steyaert| DOUT la
s1ıgnature (du formulaıre ] executlion du bref. SCId choque el NOUS
CIO YONJNS meme de le pOouvoir faıre condamner v (OBC, 168)

En ©  el, Rome SCIAa biıentöt pres une condamnatıon. Liısons Du
Pac 260)

Cependant le lacard de Steyaert etant aITIVe Rome, el le Desırant
”’audace de le presenter la Congregatıiıon du Saıint-Office, ef d’en

tirer sujet de gloire, l eut la mortification de 1’y VOIr unıversellement
condamne. Le ardına d’Aguıirre eclara JUC ceite plece valaıt absolument
rıen (absolute NL alere) Le Commissaıre elle meriıtaıt d  N  etre
condamnee; le ardınal Casanate donna SCMNCOTEC des INarqgucSs plus fortes
d’1improbation. Enfin la Congregatıiıon entiere ecrıvıt L’iınternonce de
Bruxelles SUT la fın du moOoI1s d’avrıl u les decrets des eveques d’Anvers el de
Bruges lerT. ınfra ] DOUT la publıcatıon du bref avalent ete tres agreables (valde
placuisse), mals qu’’ ıl S en  2 aıllıt de beaucoup qu/elle n eut la meme
satısfactiıon de celu1 du Siıeur SteyaertL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  265  que, quoiqu’il ne soit fait dans le bref aucune mention du sens du livre de  Jansenius et qu’on n’y exige que la condamnation des cinq propositions dans  leur sens naturel, M. Steyaert, par une transposition des mots qui est une  veritable falsification du texte, pretend lui faire decider qu’on doit croire le  fait, c.a.d. que les cinq propositions condamne&es sont extraites dans le sens  naturel du livre de Jansenius ... Par une suite des memes desseins, M. Steyaert  supprime dans son mandement la clause importante du bref qui determine le  sens dans lequel les cinq propositions ont &te& condamnees ... et il s’y donne la  torture pour donner au bref du pape le sens de ses additions, quoiqu’elles y  soient &videmment reprouv6es ...".  Du Pac poursuit:  "M. Steyaert ne se contenta pas de se charger lui-meme de 1l’opprobre d’un si  indigne procede, il fit tout ce qu’il put pour engager les &ve&ques des Pays-Bas  ä se rendre ses complices, et fut meme sur le point d’y reussir ä l’egard de  l’&veque d’Anvers.."  Naturellement un tel mandement fut envoye ä Rome, d’oü le 27  mars, Du Vaucel mande:  "... Nous avons recu le mandement imprime du Champion [Steyaert] pour la  signature [du formulaire] en execution du bref. On en sera choque et nous  croyons mme de le pouvoir faire condamner ..." (OBC, 168).  En effet, Rome sera bientöt pres d’une condamnation. Lisons Du  Pac (T 260):  "... Cependant le placard de M. Steyaert etant arrive ä Rome, et le P. Desirant  ayant eu l’audace de le presenter ä la Congregation du Saint-Office, et d’en  tirer un sujet de gloire, il eut la mortification de 1’y voir universellement  condamne. Le Cardinal d’Aguirre declara que cette piece ne valait absolument  rien (absolute nihil valere). Le P. Commissaire qu’elle meritait d’&tre  condamnee; le cardinal Casanate donna encore des marques plus fortes  d’improbation. Enfin la Congregation entiere e&crivit ä l’internonce de  Bruxelles sur la fin du mois d’avril que les decrets des &veques d’Anvers et de  Bruges [cf. infra] pour la publication du bref avaient ete tres agreables (valde  placuisse), mais qu’il s’en faillit de beaucoup qu’elle n’eüt eu la m&me  satisfaction de celui du Sieur Steyaert ... C’est ce que l’internonce eut ordre de  declarer ä ce docteur ... pour lui faire supprimer son placard, en 1l’invitant ä se  conformer ä ceux des &v&ques d’Anvers et de Bruges. L’internonce etait pa-  reillement charge par la Congregation de Ilui temoigner qu’elle improuvait  egalement ce  de Malines ..."*,  q3u’il avait fait pour la justification des Additions de l’archeve&que  %* En 1697, Quesnel publiera contre le Mandement de Steyaert; voir WILLAERT, n°  6016, 6097, 6121.est quC |’ınternonce eut ordre de
declarer docteurL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  265  que, quoiqu’il ne soit fait dans le bref aucune mention du sens du livre de  Jansenius et qu’on n’y exige que la condamnation des cinq propositions dans  leur sens naturel, M. Steyaert, par une transposition des mots qui est une  veritable falsification du texte, pretend lui faire decider qu’on doit croire le  fait, c.a.d. que les cinq propositions condamne&es sont extraites dans le sens  naturel du livre de Jansenius ... Par une suite des memes desseins, M. Steyaert  supprime dans son mandement la clause importante du bref qui determine le  sens dans lequel les cinq propositions ont &te& condamnees ... et il s’y donne la  torture pour donner au bref du pape le sens de ses additions, quoiqu’elles y  soient &videmment reprouv6es ...".  Du Pac poursuit:  "M. Steyaert ne se contenta pas de se charger lui-meme de 1l’opprobre d’un si  indigne procede, il fit tout ce qu’il put pour engager les &ve&ques des Pays-Bas  ä se rendre ses complices, et fut meme sur le point d’y reussir ä l’egard de  l’&veque d’Anvers.."  Naturellement un tel mandement fut envoye ä Rome, d’oü le 27  mars, Du Vaucel mande:  "... Nous avons recu le mandement imprime du Champion [Steyaert] pour la  signature [du formulaire] en execution du bref. On en sera choque et nous  croyons mme de le pouvoir faire condamner ..." (OBC, 168).  En effet, Rome sera bientöt pres d’une condamnation. Lisons Du  Pac (T 260):  "... Cependant le placard de M. Steyaert etant arrive ä Rome, et le P. Desirant  ayant eu l’audace de le presenter ä la Congregation du Saint-Office, et d’en  tirer un sujet de gloire, il eut la mortification de 1’y voir universellement  condamne. Le Cardinal d’Aguirre declara que cette piece ne valait absolument  rien (absolute nihil valere). Le P. Commissaire qu’elle meritait d’&tre  condamnee; le cardinal Casanate donna encore des marques plus fortes  d’improbation. Enfin la Congregation entiere e&crivit ä l’internonce de  Bruxelles sur la fin du mois d’avril que les decrets des &veques d’Anvers et de  Bruges [cf. infra] pour la publication du bref avaient ete tres agreables (valde  placuisse), mais qu’il s’en faillit de beaucoup qu’elle n’eüt eu la m&me  satisfaction de celui du Sieur Steyaert ... C’est ce que l’internonce eut ordre de  declarer ä ce docteur ... pour lui faire supprimer son placard, en 1l’invitant ä se  conformer ä ceux des &v&ques d’Anvers et de Bruges. L’internonce etait pa-  reillement charge par la Congregation de Ilui temoigner qu’elle improuvait  egalement ce  de Malines ..."*,  q3u’il avait fait pour la justification des Additions de l’archeve&que  %* En 1697, Quesnel publiera contre le Mandement de Steyaert; voir WILLAERT, n°  6016, 6097, 6121.POUT lu1 faıre supprimer s0)8| placard, L’ınvıtant
conformer CUuX des eveques d’Anvers el de ruges L’ınternonce etaıt p -
reillement charge par la Congregatıon de lu1 temo1gner elle improuvaılt
egalement
de Malınes 1434  u’’ıl avaıt faıt DOUT la Justification des Addıtions de l’archeveque

En 1697, Quesnel publıera le Mandement de Steyaert; VOITr ‚A  n
6016, 6097, 6121



266

accueil Dar Anvers ean Ferdinand de Beughem (1679-1699)
Le INars quatre JOUIS Steyaert cet ECVCQUC lance

mandement“ QqUul ausSsıto une virgule? est remplace Dar
autre*® Le second laısse TICNHN redıre 11 est bref et COTTECT 11 ordonne

il fautde le formulaıre ans le SCNS ndıque le DAaDC -.a_

condamner les CIN propos1ıt10Ns extraıtes du lıvre de Jansenıius (virgule)
dans leur SCHS obvıe qUu1l est celuı quc portent leurs et QqUIı efe
condamne Dar les precedents FEn le mandement est plus claır
qu«e les documents LOMAaLNS X- Aussı est-1]1 loue LNEINC Rome
COMMIMNEC OUusSs deJjäa le lıre

accueil Dar EVEQUE de ruges Guillaume de Bassery (1690-1 706)
Cet CVCQUC donne SOM mandement le INars el IMPIIIMNC le ende-

I1all Se tenant pontifical 11 tires cCorrecte-
ment de condamner les CINY propos1ıt10Ns de Jansenıius dans leur SCI1S5

obvıe QqUul est celuı de leurs omme OUS |’avons deja cette

ınterpretatlion SCIAa louee par le Salnt-Office

accueil DUar EVEQUE de and Albert de Hornes Juin
Au MOMent InternoncC Ju1 CN VOIC les documents rOIMalNs, cel

ECVECQUC faıt personnellement la visıte unec partıe ıTfıcıle de SOM eveche.
leur TECU, CommMent les accueıllıt-1l? Nous apprCchONS seulement qUC

35 FEn VO  — le dans Historia introduction (OPSTRAET
Commonitorium 104

206 CTrI1It le avrıl 1696 Hennebel Rome V1x NOtum fuıt nobıs
duo decreta edıta fuisse ab tverplensı 1CC exemplar Vvidımus 1C1

INOX admonıtus fulsse ut illud suppriımere' et alıud cConCınnaret Quod eit fecıt
PAC 237) NSINUeC que 1’eveque Anvers aVarı OT! efe influence

Steyaert. CO prelat NECAaMNINONMNS comprit bıentot l’ındıgnıte du PETrSONNASC qu voulaıt lu1ı
aıre faıre, eit de CONnCcert VOCC 1’Eveque de ruges, 11 publıa le bref Sanı! UCU]

correctif & n 1191 eit 1192; deux texties respectivement du 1:r eft du 11l

Dans Declaratio (Codex Vatıcanus 7405 43’7) Precıpıano observe 10 Quod
1NCUI1la ographı aut alterıus ESCIO breve apostolico ab
tverplens1 DI1US interpunct10 SCUu OmMma inter excerptas ef obvio
2° quod Juxta (0)00399821 NOvaltlores intellıgent breve - S1ICUT1 cavıllatıo 11Ca 0)000008|

Baılı stabılıvıt baıanısmum UuSQquc 1e ıta ntendunt Hennebellıanı stabılıre JaNSCHISMUM
PCI OMa vel vel intellec)  „ Fn e  el, exemplaıre porte
eite virgule "excerptas ensu ab eodem auclore NANtiento Der dictas CONSLLEU-

tiones ette virgule devaıt inevıtablement offusquer ] ’autre partı les
tenants de l’archeveque absente les adversaıres de archeveque

C ruges chıves de | eveche IC ntre les 427 428
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depuıls lors, 4uUuX ordınatıons, ı] n’exige plus formulaire*®. Cela
semble indıquer qu’1 comprit le vralı SCI15 du decret ei du bref *.
L’accueil Dar eveque de Ruremonde, egina OOLS (1677-1 /00)

Le INars, ICCU une copıe officıelle des documents“, 11
repond Jaconıquement: OUur autant qu«C cela depend de mOL, Je
m’efforcera]l de meitre pr'  ement execution les instructions DOUTF
apaıser les dıfficultes quı vexent l’Eglise ans CCS DaVYS nordıques
COMMe S1 la doctrine subjacente du fait el de infaıllıbilite le
preoccupent pas En effet, quo1que selon Hennebel, ans SOM iarium
(OBC, Zn novembre cet eveque so1ıt antıJanseniste ardent,
n ’ entendra Jamaıs rıen d’autre de part.

L/’eveque d’ Ypres, Martın de Ratabon (1693-1713) est laısse de
cote, il est irancaıs, nomme pPar Louis XIV, s<0)01 eveche etant du MoOInNs
DOUT UunNlec grande partıe devenu francais””. L’eveque de Namur, Pıerre Van
de erre (1688-1695), quı 691 ete le premier introduire
formulaire particulier”“, na DaSs ete oublıe lors de l’expedition des
documents, maI1ls uvan Centire d’actıons milıtaıires, ı] saıt Sans
doute plus 1  ] est suJjet de LouIls XIV. LOUVCAaU de Charles 11° En tOout
Cas, le MarS, I’ınternonce touJours Sdalmls reponse de D: art43
L’accueil DUar Precipiano, archeveque de Malines (1690-1 /L

Certes les documents Oma1ıns concernalent premier leu
prelat quı Surtfout voulu ei veut touJours imposer malheureux
formulaire malıno1s, de tant de troubles. Maıs, de caractere hautaın
et ambitieux, des CONvıctlions inebranlables, 11 eSsT, IECU des

3 uth d’Ans, Vervıletoi1s, residant Bruxelles, manda le INars Du Vaucel
KRome: "l’eveque de Gand procede des ordinations Sanı! exiger le formulaıre"', ci.
JACQUES, Arnauld, 645,

De faıt l’eveque semble VOIr sımplement publıe les texties roma1ıns. Museum
Berlarmınum, Z 4‚ pDas mentionne dans VAN WIEL, n0 &A

40 L’eveque d’abord officıel incorrect, (question de virgule?). Pıazza uı
ecrıviıt le "Non era Romae COrTrectum exemplum decreti quodL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  267  depuis lors, aux ordinations, il n’exige plus aucun formulaire®. Cela  semble indiquer qu’il comprit le vrai sens du decret et du bref *.  L’accueil par l’eveque de Ruremonde, Reginald Cools O.P. (1677-1700)  Le 3 mars, au recu d’une copie officielle des documents“, il  repond laconiquement:  ”  Pour autant que cela depend de moi, je  m’efforcerai de mettre promptement en execution les instructions pour  "  apaiser les difficultes qui vexent l’Eglise dans ces pays nordiques  3  comme si la doctrine subjacente du fait et de l’infaillibilite ne le  preoccupent pas. En effet, quoique selon Hennebel, dans son Diarium  (OBC, 25 novembre 1696) cet &v&que soit un antijanseniste ardent, on  n’entendra jamais rien d’autre de sa part.  L’&v&que d’Ypres, Martin de Ratabon (1693-1713) est laisse de  cöte, car il est francais, nomme par Louis XIV, son eveche etant du moins  pour une grande partie devenu francais*'. L’&ve&que de Namur, Pierre van  de Perre (1688-1695), qui en 1691 a €&t& le premier ä introduire un  formulaire particulier”, n’a pas €te oublie lors de l’expedition des  documents, mais se trouvant au centre d’actions militaires, il ne sait sans  doute plus s’il est sujet de Louis XIV ou ä nouveau de Charles II? En tout  cas, le 10 mars, 1l’internonce reste toujours sans reponse de sa part”.  L’accueil par Precipiano, l’archeve&que de Malines (1690-1711)  Certes les documents romains concernaient en premier lieu ce  prelat qui surtout a voulu et veut toujours imposer ce malheureux  formulaire malinois, cause de tant de troubles. Mais, de caractere hautain  et ambitieux, ayant des convictions inebranlables, il est, au recu des  %3 Ruth d’Ans, Vervietois, residant a Bruxelles, manda le 12 mars a Du Vaucel ä  Rome: "1’&veque de Gand a procede ä des ordinations sans exiger le formulaire", cf.  JACQUES, Arnauld, 645, n.  * De fait 1’&veque semble avoir simplement publie les textes romains. AAM, Museum  Berlarminum, K 2, n° 4; pas mentionne dans VAN DE WIEL, n° 117.  * L’&veque regut d’abord un texte officiel incorrect, (question de virgule?). Piazza Ilui  Scrivit le 4 mars: "Non fuerat Romae correctum exemplum decreti quod ... praeterito  hebdomade submisi ..., sed cum postea compertum fuerit esse mendosum, fuit ille castiga-  tum juxta copias impressas quae hisce veniunt acclusae.. Favebit igitur 1l.ıma Dominatio  Vestra iisdem uti et remittere alia exemplaria ...; Ruremonde, Archives de 1’&veche, Acta  et correspondentia, 34, fasc. 8.  * L. JADIN, Proces d’information, dans Bulletin de [I’Institut historique belge de  Rome, 9 (1929) 277-279.  ® L. JADIN, Pierre van den Perre, &veque de Namur, dans Augustiniana, 13 (1963)  120-173.  ®8 NF 8543praeterı1to
hebdomade submisı sed CUM pOostea Compertum fuerıit S5C mendosum, fuıt ılle castıga-

Juxta Coplas impressas quacC hısce venıunt acclusae. Favebiıt 1gıtur Il.ma Domuinatıo
es ilisdem ut1ı el remittere lıa exemplarıa Ruremonde, Archives de l’eveche, cta
el correspondentia, 3 $ 'asCcC

A| Proces d information, dans Bulletin de [’Institut historique belge de
Rome, (1929) BA EL

Pierre Van den Perre, eveque de Namur, dans Augustiniana, 13 (1963)
120-173

43 85, 143
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documents, surprIis, desiıllusiıonne, meme choque, Car d’apres les nouvelles
de SOM delegue romaın, le Desırant, 11 Ss’attendaıt MIeEUX. En effet, le
Juin 1693, Desırant avaıt mande qu en la lettre des eveques
PaDC, celuı-cı s’etaıt ecrie "Sınt istı benedicti el centies benedicet:i" (AA
146) Le delegue vantard avaıt meme ajoute CINq pomnts quı seraljent deja
aCquıs Rome: 10 est certaın qUuUC le PapDc concedera cathedra tout
quUC les eveques desırent, SaVvOIlr: 20 formulaıre AVCC des clauses
SENCOTE plus fortes qU«C les addıtions malınoises: 30 serment N AdUCUuNcC
restriction nı dıstinction; A“ 19301° DOUI OoOntrer qu’1 s’agıt 1en d’un
dogme; 50 la condamnatıon de nombreuses propositions Jansenıstes
denoncees Dar les eveques 146)

Precıpıano avaıt alors transmıs CCS heureuses nouvelles SCS suf1-
Iragants. Steyaert 11 avaıt ecrıt

nJe transmets VOUS el duX autres quı Ont S1 glorieusement prete leur maın la
bonne u  ' la lettre qu] leur est adressee de ome Benissons le 1O' du
Se1igneur qul, SUuT 1105 prieres, Ouve la bouche de SO vicalıre la terre
nNnocent AU: POUT NOUS conceder tOut QqUC L1OUS sollıicıte notre
delegue, notammen unc constitution et bref quC L1OUS attendons deja pPar le
prochaın cCourrtIier. Entre-temps, AVCC Saınt-Pere, Je repete de LOUL COCUT
OY! ben1, cent fOo1s enı (AAM, 46)

Or, apres sept moOI1s d’attente impatıente, ı] Nn Yy pas de ulle, ma1ıs
seulement decret, eit quel decret, AaVCC bref plus decevant encore!
Son formulaire, ar S1 pulssante, ı] oıt 9 la Jo1e de SCS

adversaıires, CCcs heretiques! Et S21  1 lıt bıen, S’'1  1 essale de comprendre CCS
texties obscurs, do1t-1l pas conclure qQUC, S1 nvraısemblable qUC cela
paralsse, le fait cesse d’exıster; LOut formulaıre, le pontifical aussı 1en
quC le sıen PTODIC, est declasse, ”’action antıJansenıste est paralysee,
Cal les Jansenistes refusent pas de rejetter l’erreur des CINg proposıtions,
laquelle, dısent-ils, ıls R  ont Jamaıs

Fort decu, il avalen colere Cal 11 est fort colerique
ma1ls cede pas Aux ordınations des quatre-temps (le mars), ı] n’exige
plus qUC le formulaiıre pontifical, Samnıs meme L’entourer de questions, mals

Jo1gnant des expliıcatıons dans le SCHNS de SCS additions“. Or les

Scrıt le ı} INaTl‘ uper ordınatione ita res accıdıt. ubebat Cadıus
[Precıpiano| ordınandos prıus apud legere et expendere decretum Domuinı Champion
[Steyaert], monebat uft Ser10 examınarent quıd ex1igeretur, formulam exandrı
Jurare volebat. Jurarunt OMNCS, NUuU. reluctante268  L. CEYSSENS  documents, surpris, desillusionne, meme choque, car d’apres les nouvelles  de son delegue romain, le P. Desirant, il s’attendait ä mieux. En effet, le 6  juin 1693, Desirant avait mande qu’en remettant la lettre des &veques au  pape, celui-ci s’etait ecrie: "Sint isti benedicti et centies benedicti" (AAM,  146). Le delegue vantard avait meme ajoute cinq points qui seraient dejä  acquis ä Rome: 1° Il est certain que le pape concedera ex cathedra tout ce  que les &v&ques desirent, ä savoir: 2° un formulaire avec des clauses  encore plus fortes que les additions malinoises; 3° un serment sans aucune  restriction ni distinction; 4° une bulle pour montrer qu’il s’agit bien d’un  dogme; 5° la condamnation de nombreuses propositions jansenistes  denoncees par les &ve&ques (AAM, 146).  Precipiano avait alors transmis ces heureuses nouvelles ä ses suf-  fragants. Ä Steyaert il avait &crit:  "Je transmets ä vous et aux autres qui ont si glorieusement prete leur main ä la  bonne cause, la lettre qui leur est adressge de Rome. Benissons le nom du  Seigneur qui, sur nos prieres, a ouvert la bouche de son vicaire sur la terre  Innocent XII, pour nous conceder tout ce que nous avons sollicite& par notre  delegue, notamment une constitution et un bref que nous attendons dejä par le  prochain courrier. Entre-temps, avec notre Saint-Pere, je repete de tout coeur:  soyez beni, cent fois beni ..." (AAM, 146).  Or, apres sept mois d’attente impatiente, il n’y a pas de bulle, mais  seulement un decret, et quel decret, avec un bref plus decevant encore!  Son formulaire, cette arme si puissante, il doit y renoncer, ä la joie de ses  adversaires, ces heretiques! Et s’il lit bien, s’il essaie de comprendre ces  textes obscurs, ne doit-il pas en conclure que, si invraisemblable que cela  paraisse, le fait a cesse d’exister; tout formulaire, le pontifical aussi bien  que le sien propre, est declasse, toute l’action antijanseniste est paralysee,  car les jansenistes ne refusent pas de rejetter l’erreur des cinq propositions,  laquelle, disent-ils, ils n’ont jamais soutenue.  Fort deeu, il avale pourtant sa colere — car il est fort colerique —  mais ne cede pas. Aux ordinations des quatre-temps (le 6 mars), il n’exige  plus que le formulaire pontifical, sans meme 1l’entourer de questions, mais  en y joignant des explications dans le sens de ses additions“. Or les  *# Opstraet &crit le 11 mars: "... Nuper in ordinatione ita res accidit. Jubebat Arcadius  [Precipiano] ordinandos prius apud se legere et expendere decretum Domini Champion  [Steyaert], monebat ut serio examinarent quid exigeretur, ac tum formulam Alexandri  jurare volebat. Jurarunt omnes, nullo reluctante ... persuasi in facta non exigi juxta breve  apostolicum  Nunc indictus est concursus [aux charges ecclesiastiques] ... ubi  verosimiliter rursus juramentum exigetur, sed instruentur, spero, concurrentes ne amplius  juxta decretum Domini Champion jurent ..."; OPSTRAET, 188-189. Martin de Hondt, pro-  vincial des Oratoriens, approcha alors Precipiano pour reclamer, mais regut cette reponse:  "Pergam exigere meum programma; inhaereo decretis pontificum praecedentium, nequepersuası acta NON exX1g1 Juxta breve
apostoliıcum Nunc indıctus est CONCUTSUS [aux charges ecclesiastiques]268  L. CEYSSENS  documents, surpris, desillusionne, meme choque, car d’apres les nouvelles  de son delegue romain, le P. Desirant, il s’attendait ä mieux. En effet, le 6  juin 1693, Desirant avait mande qu’en remettant la lettre des &veques au  pape, celui-ci s’etait ecrie: "Sint isti benedicti et centies benedicti" (AAM,  146). Le delegue vantard avait meme ajoute cinq points qui seraient dejä  acquis ä Rome: 1° Il est certain que le pape concedera ex cathedra tout ce  que les &v&ques desirent, ä savoir: 2° un formulaire avec des clauses  encore plus fortes que les additions malinoises; 3° un serment sans aucune  restriction ni distinction; 4° une bulle pour montrer qu’il s’agit bien d’un  dogme; 5° la condamnation de nombreuses propositions jansenistes  denoncees par les &ve&ques (AAM, 146).  Precipiano avait alors transmis ces heureuses nouvelles ä ses suf-  fragants. Ä Steyaert il avait &crit:  "Je transmets ä vous et aux autres qui ont si glorieusement prete leur main ä la  bonne cause, la lettre qui leur est adressge de Rome. Benissons le nom du  Seigneur qui, sur nos prieres, a ouvert la bouche de son vicaire sur la terre  Innocent XII, pour nous conceder tout ce que nous avons sollicite& par notre  delegue, notamment une constitution et un bref que nous attendons dejä par le  prochain courrier. Entre-temps, avec notre Saint-Pere, je repete de tout coeur:  soyez beni, cent fois beni ..." (AAM, 146).  Or, apres sept mois d’attente impatiente, il n’y a pas de bulle, mais  seulement un decret, et quel decret, avec un bref plus decevant encore!  Son formulaire, cette arme si puissante, il doit y renoncer, ä la joie de ses  adversaires, ces heretiques! Et s’il lit bien, s’il essaie de comprendre ces  textes obscurs, ne doit-il pas en conclure que, si invraisemblable que cela  paraisse, le fait a cesse d’exister; tout formulaire, le pontifical aussi bien  que le sien propre, est declasse, toute l’action antijanseniste est paralysee,  car les jansenistes ne refusent pas de rejetter l’erreur des cinq propositions,  laquelle, disent-ils, ils n’ont jamais soutenue.  Fort deeu, il avale pourtant sa colere — car il est fort colerique —  mais ne cede pas. Aux ordinations des quatre-temps (le 6 mars), il n’exige  plus que le formulaire pontifical, sans meme 1l’entourer de questions, mais  en y joignant des explications dans le sens de ses additions“. Or les  *# Opstraet &crit le 11 mars: "... Nuper in ordinatione ita res accidit. Jubebat Arcadius  [Precipiano] ordinandos prius apud se legere et expendere decretum Domini Champion  [Steyaert], monebat ut serio examinarent quid exigeretur, ac tum formulam Alexandri  jurare volebat. Jurarunt omnes, nullo reluctante ... persuasi in facta non exigi juxta breve  apostolicum  Nunc indictus est concursus [aux charges ecclesiastiques] ... ubi  verosimiliter rursus juramentum exigetur, sed instruentur, spero, concurrentes ne amplius  juxta decretum Domini Champion jurent ..."; OPSTRAET, 188-189. Martin de Hondt, pro-  vincial des Oratoriens, approcha alors Precipiano pour reclamer, mais regut cette reponse:  "Pergam exigere meum programma; inhaereo decretis pontificum praecedentium, nequeubı
verosıimıilıter [UTISUS uramentum ex1igetur, sed instruentur, y CONCUrTeENTES amplıus
Juxta decretum Dominı Champion Jurent UOPSTRAET, 188-189 Martın de (0) 41 DIO-
vincıal des OUOratoriens, approcha alors Precıpıano DOUTI reclamer, ma1ls cette reponse:
"Pergam exigere INCUMM inhaereo decretis pontifıcum praecedentium, qu'
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ordınands Oont deja apprıs Jurer selon I’ıntention du DAaDC, SaJnls faıre des
dıstinctions, maı1s, d’apres Preciplano, COommMEettant des parjJures ei
mettant leur salut eternel anger. Quelle sıtuation! Prenons CcConnaıs-

de la ongue lettre qu«C le 1er INaTrs ı] adresse ardınal de Goes, quı
ne elge, sert l’empereur d’Autriche ans l’ambassade de Rome, eif Jusque-
1a S Y est montre protecteur devoue:

Mercı DOUI L’aıde fournie dans L’obtention des documents roma1lns, du mMoO1ns
DOUI qu  ıls pourront etre utiles. Car POUT mettre fın jJansenisme, al
auraıt un«c constitution bıen claıre et efficace. Or SOM VIS ei celu1 de
SCS collaborateurs, le bref S’exprime S1 obscurement qu’1 confirme plutöt les
Jansen1istes dans leur obstinatıon, leur de mepriser Ouvertemen: le
formulaire et les bulles pontificales, de pretendre qu on les oblıge condamner

fantOme, SaVOIr des proposıitions quı n ont ete SOutenues Dar UCUuN

auteur, pDas meme Jansenius. De plus le bref NOUS defend ’ex1iger des
prec1s10ns autfour de la s1gnature, ei par-la NOUS empeche d’ecarter les indıgnes
de L’autel el de la charge d’ames De la SOTTE la dernıiere devıent pıre
qUuC la premiere. Efforcez-vous donc d’obtenir quelque nouvelle INESUTEC

pontificale, so1ıt ulle, Sso1t bref, mals claıre el SUTrTOuUTt efficace DOUT prevenir la
rulne quı 110OUS menace®.

Le avrıl, Sans examıner DTODIC CONSCIENCE, ı] envole tout
dossıer (reste INnCOoNNU) PAaDC, auquel ı] ecrıt

"Certes vVvoirire bref auraıt sutftı S1 n’avaıt Das faıre des SCHS obstines el
refors qul, oın de chercher la verite, la repoussentT, preferant les tenebres. {Ils
pretendent preter le serment selon l’esprit de otre Saılntete a1nsı iıls
s’expriment restreignant tellement le formulaıire qu  ıls SONLT forces qu ’a
condamner les CING proposıitions prises dans leur SCTI1S obvıe. Aussı affırment-
ils Ouvertemen! vouloır s1gner sincerement d’apres le SCI15 obvıe du
formulaıre. De la Ssorte VOS 6CSU1CS pOourront etre m1ses execution
elgıque 2  qu a |’aıde du pOouvoIr seculıter. Da1ıgnez donc la sollıcıter du ro1
spagne De plus, veuiıllez eleguer quelqu ’un DOUTVU de DOUVOIrS SpECIaUX
DOUT exiger le formulaıre des uniıversıiıtaires de Louvaın el des relıg1eux

u46°CEXCEMPIS
Le 28 mal, Precıpıano s’adresse Franco1s Menegattı S43 COMN-

fesseur de l’empereur Leopold
Ce qu1 etaıt craıint des le ebut, s’avere maıntenant. Les documents romaıns
SOnt loın de pacıfıer les esprits. Au contraire le Jansen1sme leve la tete, el 11
SCTa desormals dıfficıle de le reduire. Prenez donc connalssance du dossier
I m  qu a sujet J al adresse DADC. Le confesseur ef l’empereur doLvent aıder,

CUT! quıd Romae Hennebellius quıdam alıquot cardınalıbus molıatur; 970)8! desınam
INCO programmate, nequıdem propter IDS1US Sacrae Congregationis, 1ImMoO NeEC propter IDS1US
Pontific1ıs mandatum, quı1a procederem ‚Onftra conscıentiam meam“”“ (P DE SWERT),
Chronicon congregationis OratorüL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  269  ordinands ont dejä appris ä jurer selon l’intention du pape, sans faire des  distinctions, mais, d’apres Precipiano, en commettant des parjures et en  mettant leur salut eternel en danger. Quelle situation! Prenons connais-  sance de la longue lettre que le 1° mars il adresse au cardinal de Goes, qui  ne belge, sert l’empereur d’Autriche dans 1’ambassade de Rome, et jusque-  la s’y est montre un protecteur devoue:  Merci pour 1l’aide fournie dans l’obtention des documents romains, du moins  pour autant qu’ils pourront &tre utiles. Car pour mettre fin au jansenisme, il  aurait fallu une constitution bien claire et efficace. Or ä son avis et a celui de  ses collaborateurs, le bref s’exprime si obscurement qu’il confirme plutöt les  jansenistes dans leur obstination, leur permet de mepriser ouvertement le  formulaire et les bulles pontificales, de pretendre qu’on les oblige ä condamner  un fantöme, ä savoir des propositions qui n’ont &t& soutenues par aucun  auteur, pas meme Jansenius. De plus le bref nous defend d’exiger des  precisions autour de la signature, et par-la nous empeche d’&carter les indignes  de l’autel et de la charge d’ämes. De la sorte la derniere erreur devient pire  que la premiere. Efforcez-vous donc d’obtenir quelque nouvelle mesure  pontificale, soit bulle, soit bref, mais claire et surtout efficace pour prevenir la  ruine qui nous menace”,  Le 14 avril, sans examiner sa propre conscience, il envoie tout un  dossier (reste inconnu) au pape, auquel il ecrit:  "Certes votre bref aurait suffi si on n’avait pas ä faire ä des gens obstines et  retors qui, loin de chercher la verite, la repoussent, preferant les tenebres. Ils  pretendent preter le serment selon l’esprit de Votre Saintete — ainsi ils  s’expriment —, restreignant tellement le formulaire qu’ils ne sont forces qu’a  condamner les cinq propositions prises dans leur sens obvie. Aussi affirment-  ils ouvertement ne vouloir signer sincerement d’apres le sens obvie du  formulaire. De la sorte vos mesures ne pourront etre mises ä execution en  Belgique qu’äa l’aide du pouvoir seculier. Daignez donc la solliciter du roi  d’Espagne. De plus, veuillez deleguer quelqu’un pourvu de pouvoirs speciaux  pour exiger le formulaire des universitaires de Louvain et des religieux  n46°  exempts  Le 28 mai, Precipiano s’adresse au P. Francois Menegatti S.J., con-  fesseur de l’empereur Leopold I:  Ce qui 6tait craint des le debut, s’avere maintenant. Les documents romains  sont loin de pacifier les esprits. Au contraire le jansenisme leve la t@te, et il  sera desormais difficile de le reduire. Prenez donc connaissance du dossier  qu’ä ce sujet j’ai adresse au pape. Le confesseur et l’empereur doivent aider,  curo quid Romae Hennebellius quidam cum aliquot cardinalibus moliatur; non desinam a  meo programmate, nequidem propter ipsius Sacrae Congregationis, imo nec propter ipsius  Pontificis mandatum, quia procederem contra conscientiam meam" (P. DE SWERT),  Chronicon congregationis Oratorii ... archiepiscopatus Mechliniensis, Lille, 1740, 155.  %* Vienne, Staatsarchiv, Rom., Varia, II.  % L. JADIN, Relations ... Lettere di vescovi, Bruxelles, 1952, 248-249.archiepiscopatus Mechliniensis, Lille, 1 /40, 155

45 Vıenne, taatsarchıv, Rom., Varıa, Il
RelationsL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  269  ordinands ont dejä appris ä jurer selon l’intention du pape, sans faire des  distinctions, mais, d’apres Precipiano, en commettant des parjures et en  mettant leur salut eternel en danger. Quelle situation! Prenons connais-  sance de la longue lettre que le 1° mars il adresse au cardinal de Goes, qui  ne belge, sert l’empereur d’Autriche dans 1’ambassade de Rome, et jusque-  la s’y est montre un protecteur devoue:  Merci pour 1l’aide fournie dans l’obtention des documents romains, du moins  pour autant qu’ils pourront &tre utiles. Car pour mettre fin au jansenisme, il  aurait fallu une constitution bien claire et efficace. Or ä son avis et a celui de  ses collaborateurs, le bref s’exprime si obscurement qu’il confirme plutöt les  jansenistes dans leur obstination, leur permet de mepriser ouvertement le  formulaire et les bulles pontificales, de pretendre qu’on les oblige ä condamner  un fantöme, ä savoir des propositions qui n’ont &t& soutenues par aucun  auteur, pas meme Jansenius. De plus le bref nous defend d’exiger des  precisions autour de la signature, et par-la nous empeche d’&carter les indignes  de l’autel et de la charge d’ämes. De la sorte la derniere erreur devient pire  que la premiere. Efforcez-vous donc d’obtenir quelque nouvelle mesure  pontificale, soit bulle, soit bref, mais claire et surtout efficace pour prevenir la  ruine qui nous menace”,  Le 14 avril, sans examiner sa propre conscience, il envoie tout un  dossier (reste inconnu) au pape, auquel il ecrit:  "Certes votre bref aurait suffi si on n’avait pas ä faire ä des gens obstines et  retors qui, loin de chercher la verite, la repoussent, preferant les tenebres. Ils  pretendent preter le serment selon l’esprit de Votre Saintete — ainsi ils  s’expriment —, restreignant tellement le formulaire qu’ils ne sont forces qu’a  condamner les cinq propositions prises dans leur sens obvie. Aussi affirment-  ils ouvertement ne vouloir signer sincerement d’apres le sens obvie du  formulaire. De la sorte vos mesures ne pourront etre mises ä execution en  Belgique qu’äa l’aide du pouvoir seculier. Daignez donc la solliciter du roi  d’Espagne. De plus, veuillez deleguer quelqu’un pourvu de pouvoirs speciaux  pour exiger le formulaire des universitaires de Louvain et des religieux  n46°  exempts  Le 28 mai, Precipiano s’adresse au P. Francois Menegatti S.J., con-  fesseur de l’empereur Leopold I:  Ce qui 6tait craint des le debut, s’avere maintenant. Les documents romains  sont loin de pacifier les esprits. Au contraire le jansenisme leve la t@te, et il  sera desormais difficile de le reduire. Prenez donc connaissance du dossier  qu’ä ce sujet j’ai adresse au pape. Le confesseur et l’empereur doivent aider,  curo quid Romae Hennebellius quidam cum aliquot cardinalibus moliatur; non desinam a  meo programmate, nequidem propter ipsius Sacrae Congregationis, imo nec propter ipsius  Pontificis mandatum, quia procederem contra conscientiam meam" (P. DE SWERT),  Chronicon congregationis Oratorii ... archiepiscopatus Mechliniensis, Lille, 1740, 155.  %* Vienne, Staatsarchiv, Rom., Varia, II.  % L. JADIN, Relations ... Lettere di vescovi, Bruxelles, 1952, 248-249.Lettere di VESCOVI, Bruxelles, 1952, 248-249
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Car dans les CIrconstances presentes, l n y rıen esperer de la Curıe romaıne,
"nous le SaVONS depuls longtemps", les Jansenistes trouvent des

protecteurs‚ Le confesseur donc fo1s de plus l’empereur
SecoOurITr ı’Eglıse, gu1 moment placee devant plus and
anger qu«c Jamaıs

Naturellement Precıpiıano AdUT: adresse de semblables plaıntes
d’autres amıls el protecteurs, tOut Gonzalez, general des Je-
sultes, qu’1 saıt antıjJanseniıste ardent, capable, influent Rome ei
Madrıd Nous le rencontrerons SEMNCOTEC plus

Entre-temps la lettre el le dossıer envoyes DaDcC le avrıl, %  ont
pas 1’heur de plaıre Rome. Du Pac 261), quı apprı Dar la 1I1TCS-

pondance de Hennebel, ecrit:270  L. CEYSSENS  car dans les circonstances presentes, il n’y a rien ä esperer de la curie romaine,  ou  "nous le savons depuis longtemps", les jansenistes trouvent des  protecteurs. Le confesseur engagera donc une fois de plus l’empereur ä  secourir 1’Eglise,  aui en ce moment se trouve placee devant un plus grand  danger que jamais””.  Naturellement Precipiano aura adresse de semblables plaintes ä  d’autres amis et protecteurs, avant tout au P. Gonzalez, general des je-  suites, qu’il sait antijanseniste ardent, capable, influent äa Rome et ä  Madrid. Nous le rencontrerons encore plus tard.  Entre-temps la lettre et le dossier envoyes au pape le 14 avril, n’ont  pas l’heur de plaire 4 Rome. Du Pac (f° 261), qui en apprit par la corres-  pondance de Hennebel, 6crit:  "... Cette lettre (du 14 avril) ayant et& lue en pleine congregation, le P.  Desirant et l’internonce de Bruxelles recurent 1’ordre de declarer que sa lettre  avait extremement deplu ä la congregation (summopere displicuisse), surtout ä  cause de la qualification de novateurs qu’elle renfermait contre les eccle-  siastiques qui ne lui etaient pas agreables. Ils furent charges de lui ordonner en  meme temps de se borner au soin de ceux qui etaient soumis ä sa juridiction  et que le Saint-Siege pourvoirait suffisamment ä ceux qui en etaient exempts".  Entre-temps, Precipiano dont en premier lieu un mandement d’ac-  cueil est attendu, reste en retard. Quand 1’internonce le lui rappelle, il re-  pond naturellement dans le m&me sens qu’en mai 1695 quand il &crira:  C’est epouvantable. Les jansenistes, ces heretiques, ont plus de credit ä Rome,  qu’un archeve&que qui defend la foi. L’on s’y en defie! Ses temoignages n’y  comptent pas! On 1’y tient pour convaincu de fraude et de faussete (AAM, n°  1076).  Dans une lettre du 26 juin 1694 aux cardinaux (Vat. lat., f° 7405),  Precipiano entre dans le detail.  Aussitöt au recu des documents romains, il a voulu suivre l’exemple du vicaire  apostolique de Bois-le-Duc, Steyaert. Il a compose son propre mandement et  en a remis le texte ä 1’imprimeur. Mais ä ce moment, il apprend que celui de  Steyaert a deplu ä Rome. Il fait donc arreter 1’impression et soumet son texte  au jugement de Rome. Il n’attend nullement une approbation, mais veut savoir  s’il peut proceder ä la publication.  Mis au courant par une lettre de Hennebel, le delegue romain, Du  Pac - eerit-(£® 261):  "... L’archeveque de Malines, dans le mois de juin suivant, fit presenter en son  nom ä la m&me congregation par le P. Desirant, un projet de mandement pour  la publication du bref, qui ne fut pas plus goüte que ne l’avait et& celui de  Steyaert. La congregation lui repondit le 19 juin, qu’il etait inutile de lui pre-  ” AAM, 1069. Cette lettre a et& partiellement reproduite dans DE CLERCQ, Cinq  archeveques, I, 51, mais sous une fausse date.ette lettre (du avrıl) ayant ete Iue pleine congregation, le
Desirant ei |’iınternonce de Bruxelles l’ordre de declarer quC lettre
avalt extremement deplu la congregation (summopere displicuisse),

de la qualıfication de NOVvVateurs u/elle renfermaıt cContre les eccle-
s1astıques quı Iu1 etajent pas agreables. Ils furent charges de lu1 ordonner
meme m de borner O1n de HxXx quı etalent SOUMIS Jurıdıction
el qu«c le Saint-Sıege pourvoiraıt suffisamment CuxX quı etaıent exempts  „

Entre-temps, Precıplıano dont premier heu mandement d’ac-
cue1l est attendu, retard uanı I’ınternonce le lu1 rappelle, 11 re-
pond naturellement ans le meme SCHS qu'en mal 695 quan Ul ecrira:

?  est epouvantable. Les jJansenistes, ü heretiques, Oont plus de credıiıt Rome,
qu ’un archeveque quı defend la fo1 L’on S’Yy  2 defie! Ses temol1gnages n Y

pas! 1’y tıent DOUT CONValnCu de aul el de faussete n0

Dans uUnNnNc lettre du Jumn 694 dUuX cardınaux (Vat lat.,
Precıplano entre ans le

Aussıtot TCCU des documents roma1ıns, 11 voulu sulvre l’exemple du vicaıre
apostolique de Bois-le-Duc, Steyaert COmpose s0)0| PTODIC mandement eit

remi1s le l’ımprimeur. Maıs moment, 11 apprend qu«C celu1 de
Steyaert deplu ome 11 faıt donc arreter 1’ımpression el Ssoumet SO  3

Jugement de ome 11 n ’attend nullement unl approbatıon, ma1ls veut SaVvOIlr
S peut proceder la publıcatıon.

Miıs Courant Dar une lettre de Hennebel, le delegue romaın, IDu
Pac ecrıt 261)

L’archeveque de Malınes, dans le moOo1s de Juin sulvant, fıt presenter SOM
NO la meme congregatiıon par le Desırant, projet de mandement DOUT
la publıcatıon du bref, qu1 pas plus goute qu«C l’avaıt ete celu1 de
Steyaert La congregation Iu1 repondıt le 19 Juln, qu/ıl etaıt inutiıle de lu]1 pre-

47 1069 ette ettre ete partıellement reproduite dans DE CLERCQ, Cinq
archeveques, I) S ma1ls SO fausse date
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senter de projets; qu’elle avalıt dejäa examınes tro1Ss; quEC les
mandements d’Anvers ef de ruges lu1 avalent ete agreables, mals UJUC celuı
de Bois-le-Duc Iu1 avaıt deplu. Qu’ainsı l’archeveque n’avaıt qu ’a cho1sır DOUTF
modele de CUu*X dont avaıt ete satisfalt, et de donner bıen garde
d’accepter celu1 dont avalıt ete mecontent”.

Citant Uunec lettre de Hennebel, Rome le 19 Juın, Du Pac poursult:
"L/’archeveque fort mal ceite reponse. ecriıvaıt UuUn«c nouvelle Te la
Congregatıion, QOu al menacaıt, S1 elle lu1 donnaıt satısfactı1on, de quitter SOM

archeveche el de S en er Espagne ette IMENACE quı n’etait poıint Sans

doute bıen serleuse ef quı faısaıt qucC manıfester la disposition Ou 11 etaıt de
pomt changer, le fit qualıifier d’obstine Bourguignon" (Letire de Hennebel
date du ul  (
nfın, le Juillet 1694, Precıplano onne mandement, visıble-

ment inspıre PDal le mediocre mandement de Steyaert En VOIl1CL1, resume,
le

Our fın controverses, le pPaDC faıt SaVOIr par SOIMN bref qu’1 tient
fermement bulles toujJours vigueur de SCS predecesseurs Innocent el
Alexandre VM quı1 condamnent les CING proposıitions extraites du lıvre de
Jansenius el condamnees: et 11 prec1se meme u/’elles ONntTt ete extraıtes dans
leur ens obvie de livre [Je soulıgne Pu1isqu 1 NOUS d’1ımposer le
formulaıre pontifical, Je VeUuxX etre le premier le s1gner. euxX qu]1 devront le
faıre, le feront 1LL1LOIN exemple siıncerement, Samns AdUCUuNC distinction, restriction

explicatıon, selon le SCIHS obvıe des aroles memes du formulaıre. 1
quelqu un ”audace de faıre autrement, il DOUITA tromper les hommes, mals
19{078 pas le Tres-Haut quı SCIrufe les COCUIS el la1ıssera pas impunı L’horrible
rıme du parjuren48.

Ce mandement ete imprime, ma1ls fut-ce DOUI etre ffiche SCU-

lement DOUI etre envoye Rome et Contenter le ape En fOout Cas, ı1l
plut pas Rome Lisons le ContieX' ans Du Pac 261

llEn eifet, 11 [Precıpiano] continue de donner des DICUVCS de SO  ; obstinatıon
signant, le du MO1S de uıllet sulvant, SOIl mandement DOUI 1 publiıcatıon du
bref quı etaıt precısement dans le gout de celu1 de Steyaert, supprime la
Congregation; trouvalıt les memes OmM1SS10NS, les memes falsıfıcatı1ons,
VL NOUVCAaU degre de mauvalse fo1 Ce mandement concerte AVCC

Steyaert de Vvive VO1X ef P ecr1t, seconde puı1ssamment Dar le Sıeur Van
Susteren, DOUI lors secretaire et depuls grand-vicalıre de de Precıplano. Les
lettres originales de Y secretaıire ei l’inspection de SOM registre decouvrent les
artıfices dont 11 avaıt faıt DOUT abrıquer mandement el le faıre
adopter par prelat. n osa neanmo1ns le publıer dans le DaYyS, Ou ]
demeura fort secretl quo1que imprime, mals l’envoya ome Ou le
Desirant le presenta la Congregation SUr la fın du moO1s de Juillet, lu1
faısant entendre quc l’archeveque l’avaıt publıe dans SOI diocese el qu’ainsı

4X En VOIr le atın Commonitorium, 9-10 J’en possede moO1-
meme exemplaıre (placard) imprime 1’epoque, sıgne Van Susteren, secretarıus.



A

c’etaıt UuUnNlc affaıre finie. La Congregation ceite pıece elle le
meriıtaıt. Jle declaraıt qu’elle pouvaıt |’approuver, ordonna meme la
suppression el MCNAaACa de la supprimer S1 l’archeveque la rendaıt publıque.
L’archeveque S1 mecontent de CCS dernieres resolutions qUC, DOUT S en
VENBECI Sanls doute SUT le Desirant, SOM depute... 11 declara qu’1 fourniraıt

n49_plus d’argent ere272  L. CEYSSENS  c’etait une affaire finie. La Congregation recut cette piece comme elle le  meritait. Elle declarait qu’elle ne pouvait l’approuver, en ordonna meme la  suppression et menaca de la supprimer si l’archeve&que la rendait publique.  L’archeve&que fut si mecontent de ces dernieres resolutions que, pour s’en  venger sans doute sur le P. Desirant, son depute... il declara qu’il ne fournirait  u49.  plus d’argent ä ce Pere ...  Dans son Commonitorium (p. 13), Opstraet ajoute: "... Ainsi finale-  ment, vu l’ordre de Rome, Precipiano et Steyaert supprimerent leurs  mandements, mais continuaient d’exiger leur formulaire  ". Cependant  l’affaire ne se termina pas si promptement, du moins de la part de  Precipiano, car le 30 de&cembre 1694 celui-ci recut du Cardinal Cibo  [membre important du Saint-Office, nullement favorable aux jansenistes]  l’avertissement de ne plus faire usage de son Mandement en exigeant le  serment! Le 5 janvier 1695, Precipiano reagit tres amerement, convaincu  d’avoir raison et aussi la bonne pratique (AAM, 70).  L’ACCUEIL EN FRANCE  Malgre la paix clementine, le formulaire n’etait nullement oublie en  France; il y avait toujours ceux qui en profitaient, mais aussi ceux qui en  souffraient. Il suffit de penser aux deux Port-Royal, ou aux deux instituts  religieux: la Societe et 1’Oratoire. Aussi les peripeties du formulaire  malinois n’y passerent-elles pas inapergues. Les documents romains y  furent aussitöt connus, ne füt-ce que par cette lettre ouverte attribuee au P.  Doucin, dont nous reparlerons. On y fit meme des efforts pour en tirer  profit. Le 14 mars 1694, Arnauld ose m&me esperer que Louis XIV en  tirera des conclusions en faveur des victimes innocentes qu’il a dejä  faites”. Quesnel &crit le 26 mars 1694, de Bruxelles ä son correspondant  romain Du Vaucel:  "... Je vois par ce qu’on nous mande, que les amis sont partages ä Paris sur les  brefs. Les uns les croient pernicieux, comme M. [Philippe Goibaud] Du Bois,  [de 1’hötel de Guise, traducteur de saint Augustin], qui vient de faire imprimer  les sermons de ce docteur en deux volumes; M. Nicole*' les tient avantageux;  %# En effet, le 25 mars 1695, le P. Desirant relevera ä l’archeveque plusieurs raisons  pour pouvoir rester ä Rome (Diarium, 315-316).  C: Supta p: 256.  5l Pierre NICOLE, grand &crivain, exprima son opinion ä Quesnel: "... Le bref tient lieu  de mandement, et l’on signe selon l’intention qui y est exprimee. Apres tout, ce bref est  plus adroit qu’on ne croit et donne la paix ä l’Eglise par un tour assez ingenieux ..."; cita-  tion dans JACQUES, Arnauld, 643, n. 198.Dans SON Commonitorium L5 Opstraet ajoute: Aınsı finale-
ment, l’ordre de Rome, Precıplano el Steyaert supprimerent leurs
mandementSs, ma1ls continualent d’exiger leur formulaiıre ependan
l’affaire termına pas S1 promptement, du MO1NSs de la de
Precıplano, Calr le decembre 694 celu1-c1ı recut du ardına C(ibo
membre ıimportant du Saınt-Office, nullement favorable AdUX jJansenıstes|
l’avertissement de plus faire de SOM Mandement ex1igeant le
serment! Le jJanvıer 1695, Precıplano reagıt tres amerement, CONVAlNCU
d’avoır ralson ei aQuss1ı la bonne pratique (AA 70)

LAACCUEL RANCE

algre la palx clementine, le formulaıre n’etaıt nullement oublıe
France:; l avalıt touJours CX quı profitalent, mMals aQaussı GeuX quı
souffraıjent. suffit de PCNSCI auX euxX ort-Royal, dUX deux instıtuts
relıgıeux: 1a Socıiete ei 1’Oratoire. Aussı les perıpeties du formulaire
malıno1s Nn Y passerent-elles pas inapercues. Les Ocuments roma1ıns
furent aussıtot füt-ce qUC parl lettre Ouverte attrıbuee
Doucın, ont OUuSs reparlerons. On fıt meme des efforts DOUIT tırer
profit. Le INaTrs 1694, au OSC meme esperer QUC Louls XIV
tırera des conclusıons faveur des victimes innocentes qu’1 dejäa
faites°. Quesnel ecrıt le INais 1694, de Tuxelles SUIl correspondant
romaın Du Vaucel

Je VOl1S par qu on NOUS mande, quC les M1S Sont partages arıs SUT les
reIiIs Les uns les crojlent pern1ic1euX, [Phılıppe O1DAaU! Du Boıns,
|de ”’hotel de Gul1se, traducteur de saınt Augustin], quı vient de faıre imprimer
les SCTINONS de docteur deux volumes; Nicole>‘ les tient avantageuX;

49 En effet, le J8 I11al‘ 1695, le Desırant relevera L’archeveque plusıeurs ra1lsons
DOUT DOUVOIL rester Rome iarium, 15-316)

50 up: 256
Pıerre ICOLE, grand ecrıvaın, exprıma SOI opınıon Quesnel ' Le bref 1eNn! leu

de mandement, ef l’on sıgne selon I’ıntention quı est exprimee. pres LOUL, bref est

plus adroıt qu on croit et onne la palx l’Eglise fOour ingen1eUX Cıta-
t10Nn dans ACQUES, Arnauld, 643, 198
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Angran  52 est du meme sentimentL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  273  M. Angran” est du meme sentiment ... Voila comme on s’expose ä eterniser  les contestations, quand on les termine par des sentences ambigu6&s et qui ne  disent rien de net. Je crois que M. Hennebel ne doit pas laisser passer le  libelle de Paris [du P. Doucin] sans s’en plaindre bien haut" (I, 298).  Le 3 avril, Du Vaucel &crit de Rome ä Mgr. Codde:  "Je suis bien aise, Monseigneur, d’apprendre que le decret et le bref touchant  le formulaire aient et& regus et expliques par les Majeurs et nos autres amis  d’une autre maniere que je ne croyais. Des avis venus de Paris marquent  qu’on les y a pris et entendus de 1la m&me sorte et qu’on ne croit plus qu’apres  cela il y ait de difficulte ä la signature du formulaire. Ces nouvelles ont plu ä  cette Cour et en particulier a M. Albin [le cardinal Casanate]. M. du Til  [Hennebel] en a donne part ä tous les cardinaux du Saint-Office. Il 1’aurait fait  aussi ä l’egard du pape, si Sa Saintete avait &te en etat de lui donner audience  ces jours-ci passes. Elle en fut aussitöt informee par le cardinal Spada  [secretaire d’Etat] et a t&moigne en &tre bien satisfaite ... Ce qu’il y a encore  de bon en cela, c’est que tout le monde ne faisant plus de difficulte de signer  en consequence du bref, les adversaires de la Mission°® perdront tout envie  d’y introduire le formulaire.  J’allai avant-hier donner part ä Mr. Albin de l’extrait de la lettre &crite de  Paris, oü 1’on marquait de quelle maniere le bref y a ete recue, de quoi il eut  grande joie ..." (OBC, 168).  Diversement interpretes en France, les documents y sont aussi con-  dans  ses  tradictoirement  enseignes.  Gaspard Juenin,  oratorien“,  Institutiones theologicae ad usum seminariorum (1696, plusieurs editions  posterieures) en use pour GEclaircir l’infaillibilite de l’Eglise dans les  proble&mes de la foi, et non dans ceux du fait. Au contraire, Henri de  Bissy®, &veque de Meaux, plus tard cardinal, y revient dans son Mande-  ment et instruction pastorale ... portant condamnation des Instructions  theologiques du P. Juenin, Paris 1710, pour prouver avec 6clat cette in-  faillibilit& dans les questions de fait. En France, ces documents destines ä  la Belgique, entrent dans 1l’histoire. Michel Le Tellier, S.J., bientöt  confesseur de Louis XIV, les introduit, avec une legere amputation et un  bout de commentaire dans son Recueil historique des bulles (1697;  plusieurs €ditions). En 1739, le j&suite H. Robillart d’Avrigny consacre  dans ses Memoires chronologiques, t. III, les pages 409-420 au sort des  documents romains de 1694, surtout en France.  5 Cet Angran semble avoir &te un fils del Mme de Fontpertuis, correspondante  d’Arnauld et de Quesnel.  53 I1 s’agit de la congregation de la Mission ou des Lazaristes.  * Voir Dictionnaire de theologie catholique, VII, 1719-1721.  55 Sur le cardinal de Bissy, voir L. CEYSSENS, Le sort de la bulle Unigenitus,  Louvain, 1992, 310-351.o1ıla S eXpose eterniser
les contestations, quand les termıne Dar des sentences ambıgu&s ef quı
disent rien de net Je CrO1Ss QUC Hennebel do1t pas alsser aSSCcI le
ıbelle de arlıs (du Doucıin]| Samnls S’en plaındre bıen haut”" (1 298)

Le avrıl, Du Vaucel ecrıt de Rome Mgr.
"JC SUlSs bıen alse, Monse1gneur, d’apprendre qu®C le decret et le bref touchant
le formulaıre alent ete u el explıques par les Majeurs ei 1105 autres MI1S
d’une auftre anlere quUC Je Croyals. Des QaVIS 40108 de Parıs mar
qu on les pDr1S et entendus de la meme SOTTEe el qu ’ on croıit plus qu’apres
cela 11 alt de dıfficulte la s1ıgnature du formulaiıre. Ces nouvelles Ont plu
ceitte Cour ei particulıer Albın [le cardınal Casanate]. du 'Tıl
|Hennebel| donne part [OUS les cardınaux du Saint-Office Il ”auraıt faıt
aussı ’egard du PaPDC, S1 Sa Saıintete avaıt ete etat de lu1 donner audience
CCS ]Jours-cı1 passes. Jlie aussıtot informee pal le cardınal Spada
|secretalire d’Etat|] el temo1l1gne etre bıen satısfaıteL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  273  M. Angran” est du meme sentiment ... Voila comme on s’expose ä eterniser  les contestations, quand on les termine par des sentences ambigu6&s et qui ne  disent rien de net. Je crois que M. Hennebel ne doit pas laisser passer le  libelle de Paris [du P. Doucin] sans s’en plaindre bien haut" (I, 298).  Le 3 avril, Du Vaucel &crit de Rome ä Mgr. Codde:  "Je suis bien aise, Monseigneur, d’apprendre que le decret et le bref touchant  le formulaire aient et& regus et expliques par les Majeurs et nos autres amis  d’une autre maniere que je ne croyais. Des avis venus de Paris marquent  qu’on les y a pris et entendus de 1la m&me sorte et qu’on ne croit plus qu’apres  cela il y ait de difficulte ä la signature du formulaire. Ces nouvelles ont plu ä  cette Cour et en particulier a M. Albin [le cardinal Casanate]. M. du Til  [Hennebel] en a donne part ä tous les cardinaux du Saint-Office. Il 1’aurait fait  aussi ä l’egard du pape, si Sa Saintete avait &te en etat de lui donner audience  ces jours-ci passes. Elle en fut aussitöt informee par le cardinal Spada  [secretaire d’Etat] et a t&moigne en &tre bien satisfaite ... Ce qu’il y a encore  de bon en cela, c’est que tout le monde ne faisant plus de difficulte de signer  en consequence du bref, les adversaires de la Mission°® perdront tout envie  d’y introduire le formulaire.  J’allai avant-hier donner part ä Mr. Albin de l’extrait de la lettre &crite de  Paris, oü 1’on marquait de quelle maniere le bref y a ete recue, de quoi il eut  grande joie ..." (OBC, 168).  Diversement interpretes en France, les documents y sont aussi con-  dans  ses  tradictoirement  enseignes.  Gaspard Juenin,  oratorien“,  Institutiones theologicae ad usum seminariorum (1696, plusieurs editions  posterieures) en use pour GEclaircir l’infaillibilite de l’Eglise dans les  proble&mes de la foi, et non dans ceux du fait. Au contraire, Henri de  Bissy®, &veque de Meaux, plus tard cardinal, y revient dans son Mande-  ment et instruction pastorale ... portant condamnation des Instructions  theologiques du P. Juenin, Paris 1710, pour prouver avec 6clat cette in-  faillibilit& dans les questions de fait. En France, ces documents destines ä  la Belgique, entrent dans 1l’histoire. Michel Le Tellier, S.J., bientöt  confesseur de Louis XIV, les introduit, avec une legere amputation et un  bout de commentaire dans son Recueil historique des bulles (1697;  plusieurs €ditions). En 1739, le j&suite H. Robillart d’Avrigny consacre  dans ses Memoires chronologiques, t. III, les pages 409-420 au sort des  documents romains de 1694, surtout en France.  5 Cet Angran semble avoir &te un fils del Mme de Fontpertuis, correspondante  d’Arnauld et de Quesnel.  53 I1 s’agit de la congregation de la Mission ou des Lazaristes.  * Voir Dictionnaire de theologie catholique, VII, 1719-1721.  55 Sur le cardinal de Bissy, voir L. CEYSSENS, Le sort de la bulle Unigenitus,  Louvain, 1992, 310-351.Ce qu’1 ENCOTE

de bon cela, est quC tout le monde faısant plus de dıfficulte de sıgner
consequence du bref, les adversalires de la Mission” erdront LOUTt envıe

d’y introduire le formulaıire.
J’allaı avant-hıer onner part Albın de ’extrait de la lettre ecrıte de
Paris, Ou l’on marquaıt de quelle anıere le bref ete u  » de quo1 11 euft

grande Jo1e (OBC, 168)
Dıiversement interpretes France, les documents sont Qaussı CONMN-

ans SCStradıctoırement ense1gnes. Gaspard Juenımn, oratorien”“,
Institutiones theologicae ad USUM Semınariıorum plusıeurs editiıons
posterieures) use DOUT eclaircır >“ınfaıillıbilite de l’Eglise dans les
problemes de la fO1, el 19(0)8| dans OGUux du fait. Au contraıre, Henr1 de
Bissy-, eveque de Meaux, plus tard cardınal, revıent dans SO  - 'ande-
menl el Instruction pastorale portant condamnation des Instructions
theologiques du Juenin, arıs 140 DOUI DIOUVECI AVOC eclat 1N-
faıllıbilıte dans les questions de fait. En France, CCS documents destines
la elgıque, entrent ans l’histoire. ıchel Le Tellıer, Sud.. bıentot
contfesseur de Louls XILV, les introduıit, AVOC Uunlec legere amputatıon el
bout de commentaıre ans SON Recueil historique des hulles
plusıeurs edıtions). En 1739 le jesulte d’Avrıgny
dans SCS Memaoires chronologiques, IM les 409-420 SO  } des
documents romaıns de 1694, Ssurtout France.

52 Cet Angran semble aVOIT ete fıls de Mme de on  e  1S, correspondante
d’ Arnauld ei de Quesnel

53 s’agıt de la congregation de la Mission des Lazaristes.
Voiır Dictionnaire de theologie catholique, VIL,
Sur le cardınal de 1SSY, VOIr Le SO  x de la bulle Unigenitus,

Louvaıin, 1992,



7E

En France Ges documents sont applıques cCertaıns CVEQUECS
Charles-Auguste Le JTelher archeveque de Reıms grand adversaıre des
Jesuıltes les iIrouve S 1 avantageuxX 11 faıt aussıto INDIHNNCI 2000
exemplaiıres DOUTI les repandre dans SOM diocese Jacques Nıcolas
Colbert archeveque de Rouen faıt Cas dans SOM ordonnance du INaTrs

1697° el ans Lettre Sieur Vivant presentement Oome aUDFES
du cardinal de Janson Forbin SUur les differends des theologiens de
Flandre el SUur la derniere declaration presentee Saint-Office Dar
Hennebe[®
En 696 ans SOM Instruction pastorale portant condamnation du livre
intitule Exposition de Ia ol touchant Ia el la predestination (de
Martın du Barcos) Lou1ls Antoıne de oa1ılles archeveque de Parıs
aNnNnNOoNCE 11 u1l-meme applıquer qQUuUC le pPapc de 4QuUuX

CVEQUCS belges
Our achever 1imıter cetite la SaSC conduıte de nNOoTfre PapcC

nNnocent QUuUC LOUS 1OUS PITODOSONS POUIT modele Ul NOUS plus quc
de recommander Sa Saılntete faıt dans SCS brefs C1tes
SCIVC plus de ceite accusatıon Vaguc et odieuse de Janı  3008 DOUT deecrier
PETSONNC [0)18% '1l so1t COMLVAaAIlNCUu (legıtımement) d’avoıir ENSCIENC de

159VIVC VO1IX pal ecriıt UnNlc des CINY propositions ..
Enfin 700 l’  ssemblee du Clerge ans Declaration CXamllıne cette

regle de dAdCCUSCTI de JaNnSCHISMEC qu«C CuX QUul SsoOutiennent quelqu des
CINY proposiıt10Ns condamnees, essentielle la droıjture el l’equıte
episcopale el OMMMeEe confirmee les TEeTiSs du fevriıer 694 du tres

160grand DAaDC NNOCeEent AIl, TreCusS|] VCC applaudıssement de l’Eglise
Maıs utre part DU1SQUC CEes documents OIMNallls declassent le

formulaıre el prıvent les antıjJansenIıstes de ; pulssante le La
Chaıze pren SUurT ordre de SOM general Gonzalez la dırection 2  une
croisade antıJansenıste qul realıte mılıte deja plusıeurs endroıits
surtout dans les Pays Bas espagnoIls SOUS le D1O de Societe secrelfe DOUF

ACCUuUSAalLiıon du JANSECEHLISME Louvaın eIs 678

56 ARNAULD ettre 1040
5 / SOMMERVOGEL Bibliotheque {1 341
58 S 1690 1691 Dictionnaire de theologie catholique 455
59 ANS Autour de Unigenitus, Louvaın 1987 671

BOSSUET euvres completes, Parıs Vıves /41
ANS 406 407 GUITTON Le reveil du JANSENISME Pasquier Quesnel

el le Pere de Ia Chaize 7068), dans Nouvelle E€VUEC theologique (195 /) 388
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ACCUEIL PAR LES SUITES

Ces relıgıeux, ayant Joue grand role ans l’histoire du Janse-
nısme general, du formulaıre particulıer, et specl1alement meme du
formulaıre malıno1s, sont, ebut, 19(0) 91 moOo1ns surprı1s quC l’archeveque
inıtlateur. En passant OUS deja lıre quelques traıts s1ignificatıfs.
Dans SCS Memaoires manuscrIı1ts, Du Pac SON Ar chapıtre 4U X Dis-
DOSLHONS des Jjesuites 253-257) En passant, OUusSs dejäa releve
quelques extraıts relatıfs leurs frustrations. En VOI1C1 EINICOTC un  ® d’apres
unc lettre de Hennebel ecrıte le fevrıer Rome: es Jesultes
dechainent Sans menagement (non fam declamant GQUUAM furiunt) (Du Pac:

255)
Incıdemment OUS deja releve plus haut, cCOomMmMent aussıtot apres le
bref, le General Gonzalez <’etaıt rendu palaıs pontifical DOUT presenter
SCS protestations DaDC PETSOMNG, ma1ls pDas ICCU Peu apres, le

Paul egner]1, des PrTINC1PauUX Jesultes ıtalıens, reussıt mIleuUX; prechant
le careme devant la COUT pontificale, ı] facılement L’occasıon
d’aborder le DAaDC, SON audıteur. Du Pac 255) ecriıt:

||Le Segner]1, chef de la factıon opposee general, el plus accredıte dans
la Societe qUuUC le general luı-meme, s’echappa dans UuU1Ilc conversatıon
partıculıere qu’'1 eut AaVOCC Innocent A, S1IX Jours apres la publicatıon du bref,
Jusqu’’a lu1 declarer qu«cC Sa Saıntete, leu de donner la palXx, allaıt excıter
de troubles (nova ella), Surtout fixant ]’heresie du jansen1sme
SCI15 naturel (SENSUS Dvius) des CING proposıitions. Le bon DaDC fut fort trouble
par discours, el quı1 saıt queC le Jesulte lu1 auraıt arrache dans C

CIrconstances, S1 le Salint-Pere n ’ eut envoye chercher le meme Jour
]’assesseur®“ du Saıint-Office, quı le tranquıllısa u11 faısant VOIr la temeriıte
el 1' ındecence des declamatıons de Jesulte”.

Maıs malıns, les antıjansenıstes de Rome, Ssavent faıre OoOnne mıne
mMauvals jJeu I1s reuss1issent meme ans jeu de faux. Nous

specımen, ans la lettre ouverte, deja cıtee passantl: Lettre ecrite de
Ome docteur de Louvaıin sujet du NOUVEAdUÜ decret 21 du bref de

Pere le DADE Innocent eveques des Pays-Bas touchant le
formulaire CONILre Jansenius, SIMn.d.; 18 in- 1

Ce ıbelle aNONYMC adresse de Rome docteur de Louvaın
n’emane-t-ıl Das de ere Desırant, Louvanıste lu1-meme, delegue
vantard de Precıplano, quı novembre 693 deja avaıt bruyamment
annonce victoiıre? Pourtant 1’a attrıbue LouIls Doucin®, Jesulte

62 1e Fılıppo Bernini, de 1690 1698, efaı prelat tres OuVver(t,
loquace, appartenanı! partı du cardınal Casanate

63 CEYSSENS- TANS, 456-481 Nı le ommervogel, nı SCS continuateurs, Nı ıllaert
font mention de eite attrıbution. Du Pac, 257 la reconnaıt.
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francaıs, antıjJansenıste ardent, quı residaıt Rome CI temps-la. S’est-
11 empresse de rentrer France DOUT publıer aussıtöt le ulletin de
victoire? En LOuUL Cas, c’est France qu’’1 est repandu et attrıbue 4U X

Jesuıtes. Le MAaAarS, Quesnel TUuxXelles «x  ce ıbelle trıomphant des
Jesultes de Parıs276  L. CEYSSENS  francais, antijanseniste ardent, qui residait ä Rome vers ce temps-lä. S’est-  il empresse de rentrer en France pour y publier aussitöt le bulletin de  victoire? En tout cas, c’est en France qu’il est repandu et attribue aux  Jjesuites. Le 24 mars, Quesnel regut ä Bruxelles "ce libelle triomphant des  jesuites de Paris ... Vous verrez par 14 comment chacun croit avoir gagne  son proces, ou fait semblant de le croire. Les jesuites de Paris se  rejouissent du decret et du bref du pape; ceux de Rome en pleurent, ceux  des Pays-Bas [Belgique] ne savent s’ils en doivent rire ou pleurer" (I, 297-  298). Quant au continu, le libelle reproduit (p. 7-12) le texte (latin-fran-  cais), des documents romains, qui par lä est aussitöt connu en France.  Cependant l’auteur s’y permet une legere mais importante amputation du  texte original; il supprime notamment le mot essentiel /egitime dans  "  V’expression du bref: nisi prius suspectum esse legitime constiterit  Commentant les textes, l’auteur y trouve quatre raisons de se rejouir, car  le pape: 1° n’admet pas que le jansenisme soit un fantöme, sans existence  reelle; 2° soutient que les cinq propositions ont ete condamnees dans le  sens de Jansenius et 3° que le vrai sens de Jansenius est celui des cinq  propositions prises dans leur sens naturel; 4° ordonne de souscrire le  formulaire d’apres son sens naturel. L’auteur conclut:  "Par la ces declarations juridiques [des adversaires du formulaire], meditees  avec tant d’art, distribuees avec soin, envoyees meme dans les pays etrangers,  oül elles etaient regardees comme un dernier retranchement pour les partisans  de Jansenius, ne sont plus qu’une muraille eboulee qui ne saurait desormais les  mettre ä couvert. Il leur faut, ainsi que j’ai dit, ou se parjurer, suppose qu’on  tienne encore dans le coeur la doctrine du livre de Jansenius, ou declarer ou-  vertement qu’on n’obeira pas ä l’Eglise ... Au reste, ces messieurs ne pourront  se plaindre d’avoir ete maltraites ä Rome. Les &gards qu’on a eus pour eux ...  sont des preuves de ce que le Saint-Pere a dit souvent, que moins ils sont  dociles, plus il faut faire des choses pour les gagner ..."  Ce libelle bruyant connait aussitöt une €dition latine, meme  augmentee: Litterae Romae datae ad doctorem Lovaniensem circa novum  decretum et breve S.D.N. Innocentii XII ad episcopos Belgii de formulario  contra Jansenium et theologi Lovaniensis ad illas responsio; s.l.n.d., 20 p.  in-fol. (cf. Willaert n° 5824). Comme 1’edition francaise, l’edition latine  ampute et interprete captieusement les textes, et devient meme plus  agressive:  "  Le bref devra servir ä faire chasser les jansenistes de 1l’Eglise par  V’excommunication, ou ä les forcer par les mauvais traitements d’en sortir eux-  memes, soit qu’ils signent le formulaire ou qu’ils ne le signent pas. Il faut les  traiter dans le premier cas comme des perfides parjures, et dans le second  comme des rebelles ä 1’autorite de 1’Eglise ...".  La Lettre et les Litterae seront.condamnees a Rome le 19 mai  1694. Neanmoins, malgre la Lettre ouverte, les jesuites eux-memes ne sontVous la COMMENT chacun croıt aVOIlFr gagne
SON proces, faıt semblant de le cCroimre. Les Jesulntes de arlıs
rejoulssent du decret el du bref du PAaDC, COUX de Rome pleurent, CCUX

des Pays-Bas |Belg1ique| savent S  ıls dolıvent rıre pleure:  ‚ (L, GL M
298) Quant continu, le ıbelle reproduılt /-12) le latın-fran-
Cals), des Ocuments romaıns, quı 1a est aussıtöt CONNU France.
Cependant ”auteur SV 198081% legere ma1ls importante amputatıon du
exte or1gınal; 11} upprime le MOT essentie] legitime ans
l’expression du bref: ALSL DF1US A legitime constiterıt
Commentant les textes, ”’auteur irouve quatre ra1sons de re]OuIr, Cal
le PapDec 10 n ’admet pDas QUC le Jansenı1sme so1nt fantOme, Salmls ex1istence
reelle; 20 soutient qucC les CINq proposıtions ont ete condamnees dans le
SCI15 de Jansenıius eit 30 qUC le Taı SCIIS de Jansenius est celuı des CINg
proposıtıons prıses dans leur SCMHNS naturel; 4° ordonne de souscrıire le
formulaıre d’apres SON SCI15 naturel. L’auteur conclut:

la CCS declaratıons Juri1diques des adversaıres du formulaıre], meditees
VECC tant d’ dıistrıbuees hY W SO1N, envoyees meme dans les pays etrangers,
Ou es etalent regardees derniıer retranchement DOUT les partısans
de Jansenius, SONL plus qu une muraılle eboulee quı sauraıt desormaıs les
meitre COUVEeTT. eur faut, a1lnsı qu«C ] al Git. parJurer, SUuppoSse qu’on
tienne ENCOTE dans le OCUuT la doctrine du lıvre de Jansen1us, declarer -

qu ' on n’obeıra pas L’Eglise276  L. CEYSSENS  francais, antijanseniste ardent, qui residait ä Rome vers ce temps-lä. S’est-  il empresse de rentrer en France pour y publier aussitöt le bulletin de  victoire? En tout cas, c’est en France qu’il est repandu et attribue aux  Jjesuites. Le 24 mars, Quesnel regut ä Bruxelles "ce libelle triomphant des  jesuites de Paris ... Vous verrez par 14 comment chacun croit avoir gagne  son proces, ou fait semblant de le croire. Les jesuites de Paris se  rejouissent du decret et du bref du pape; ceux de Rome en pleurent, ceux  des Pays-Bas [Belgique] ne savent s’ils en doivent rire ou pleurer" (I, 297-  298). Quant au continu, le libelle reproduit (p. 7-12) le texte (latin-fran-  cais), des documents romains, qui par lä est aussitöt connu en France.  Cependant l’auteur s’y permet une legere mais importante amputation du  texte original; il supprime notamment le mot essentiel /egitime dans  "  V’expression du bref: nisi prius suspectum esse legitime constiterit  Commentant les textes, l’auteur y trouve quatre raisons de se rejouir, car  le pape: 1° n’admet pas que le jansenisme soit un fantöme, sans existence  reelle; 2° soutient que les cinq propositions ont ete condamnees dans le  sens de Jansenius et 3° que le vrai sens de Jansenius est celui des cinq  propositions prises dans leur sens naturel; 4° ordonne de souscrire le  formulaire d’apres son sens naturel. L’auteur conclut:  "Par la ces declarations juridiques [des adversaires du formulaire], meditees  avec tant d’art, distribuees avec soin, envoyees meme dans les pays etrangers,  oül elles etaient regardees comme un dernier retranchement pour les partisans  de Jansenius, ne sont plus qu’une muraille eboulee qui ne saurait desormais les  mettre ä couvert. Il leur faut, ainsi que j’ai dit, ou se parjurer, suppose qu’on  tienne encore dans le coeur la doctrine du livre de Jansenius, ou declarer ou-  vertement qu’on n’obeira pas ä l’Eglise ... Au reste, ces messieurs ne pourront  se plaindre d’avoir ete maltraites ä Rome. Les &gards qu’on a eus pour eux ...  sont des preuves de ce que le Saint-Pere a dit souvent, que moins ils sont  dociles, plus il faut faire des choses pour les gagner ..."  Ce libelle bruyant connait aussitöt une €dition latine, meme  augmentee: Litterae Romae datae ad doctorem Lovaniensem circa novum  decretum et breve S.D.N. Innocentii XII ad episcopos Belgii de formulario  contra Jansenium et theologi Lovaniensis ad illas responsio; s.l.n.d., 20 p.  in-fol. (cf. Willaert n° 5824). Comme 1’edition francaise, l’edition latine  ampute et interprete captieusement les textes, et devient meme plus  agressive:  "  Le bref devra servir ä faire chasser les jansenistes de 1l’Eglise par  V’excommunication, ou ä les forcer par les mauvais traitements d’en sortir eux-  memes, soit qu’ils signent le formulaire ou qu’ils ne le signent pas. Il faut les  traiter dans le premier cas comme des perfides parjures, et dans le second  comme des rebelles ä 1’autorite de 1’Eglise ...".  La Lettre et les Litterae seront.condamnees a Rome le 19 mai  1694. Neanmoins, malgre la Lettre ouverte, les jesuites eux-memes ne sontAu reste, CCS mess1ieurs DOUITONL
plaındre d’avoır ete maltraıtes Rome. Les egards qu ' on CUuSs DOUI276  L. CEYSSENS  francais, antijanseniste ardent, qui residait ä Rome vers ce temps-lä. S’est-  il empresse de rentrer en France pour y publier aussitöt le bulletin de  victoire? En tout cas, c’est en France qu’il est repandu et attribue aux  Jjesuites. Le 24 mars, Quesnel regut ä Bruxelles "ce libelle triomphant des  jesuites de Paris ... Vous verrez par 14 comment chacun croit avoir gagne  son proces, ou fait semblant de le croire. Les jesuites de Paris se  rejouissent du decret et du bref du pape; ceux de Rome en pleurent, ceux  des Pays-Bas [Belgique] ne savent s’ils en doivent rire ou pleurer" (I, 297-  298). Quant au continu, le libelle reproduit (p. 7-12) le texte (latin-fran-  cais), des documents romains, qui par lä est aussitöt connu en France.  Cependant l’auteur s’y permet une legere mais importante amputation du  texte original; il supprime notamment le mot essentiel /egitime dans  "  V’expression du bref: nisi prius suspectum esse legitime constiterit  Commentant les textes, l’auteur y trouve quatre raisons de se rejouir, car  le pape: 1° n’admet pas que le jansenisme soit un fantöme, sans existence  reelle; 2° soutient que les cinq propositions ont ete condamnees dans le  sens de Jansenius et 3° que le vrai sens de Jansenius est celui des cinq  propositions prises dans leur sens naturel; 4° ordonne de souscrire le  formulaire d’apres son sens naturel. L’auteur conclut:  "Par la ces declarations juridiques [des adversaires du formulaire], meditees  avec tant d’art, distribuees avec soin, envoyees meme dans les pays etrangers,  oül elles etaient regardees comme un dernier retranchement pour les partisans  de Jansenius, ne sont plus qu’une muraille eboulee qui ne saurait desormais les  mettre ä couvert. Il leur faut, ainsi que j’ai dit, ou se parjurer, suppose qu’on  tienne encore dans le coeur la doctrine du livre de Jansenius, ou declarer ou-  vertement qu’on n’obeira pas ä l’Eglise ... Au reste, ces messieurs ne pourront  se plaindre d’avoir ete maltraites ä Rome. Les &gards qu’on a eus pour eux ...  sont des preuves de ce que le Saint-Pere a dit souvent, que moins ils sont  dociles, plus il faut faire des choses pour les gagner ..."  Ce libelle bruyant connait aussitöt une €dition latine, meme  augmentee: Litterae Romae datae ad doctorem Lovaniensem circa novum  decretum et breve S.D.N. Innocentii XII ad episcopos Belgii de formulario  contra Jansenium et theologi Lovaniensis ad illas responsio; s.l.n.d., 20 p.  in-fol. (cf. Willaert n° 5824). Comme 1’edition francaise, l’edition latine  ampute et interprete captieusement les textes, et devient meme plus  agressive:  "  Le bref devra servir ä faire chasser les jansenistes de 1l’Eglise par  V’excommunication, ou ä les forcer par les mauvais traitements d’en sortir eux-  memes, soit qu’ils signent le formulaire ou qu’ils ne le signent pas. Il faut les  traiter dans le premier cas comme des perfides parjures, et dans le second  comme des rebelles ä 1’autorite de 1’Eglise ...".  La Lettre et les Litterae seront.condamnees a Rome le 19 mai  1694. Neanmoins, malgre la Lettre ouverte, les jesuites eux-memes ne sontSONLT des DICUVCS de qUC le Saıint-Pere dıt souvent, qUu«C mMOInNs ils SONT

docıles, plus l faut faıre des choses DOUT les

Ce ıbelle ruyanı connaıt aussıtot un edıtıon latıne, meme
augmentee: Litterae Romae datae ad doctorem Lovaniensem CLIFCAa OVU.

decretum el hbreve . 7) Innocentii ad ePLSCODOS Belgii de Jformulario
Jansenium el eologi Lovaniensis ad Aas FeSDONSLO; s.1.n.d.;

in-f1o (CT. Wıllaert Comme L’edıition francalse, Ll’edition latıne
ampute el interprete captıeusement les textes, el devıent meme plus
agress1Vve:

Le bref devra ServIir faıre chasser les Jansenistes de l’Eglise par
|’eXxcommunıcatıion, les forcer Dar les auVvals traıtements d’en sortir CUX-
memes, so1t qu  ıls s1ıgnent le formulaıre qu  ıls le sıgnent pDas faut les
traıter dans le premier Cas des erfides parJures, el dans le second
IOI des rebelles ”autorıite de l’Eglise

La Lettre el les Litterae seront. condamnees Rome le mal
694 Neanmoıins, malgre la Lettre OuVverte, les Jesultes eux-memes SONLT
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DaS tOUS tres ONtenNtTtSs des documents romaıns. Nous l’avons deja apprıs
passant. De plus le eX Vatıcanus 7405, 430-431, CONSCETVE euf
Difficultates CIFCAa hbreve februarii 1694, quıl semblent de leur inspıra-
tıon  64 el Surtout ils vont alder PrecıplJano et SCS suffragants poursu1lvre
leurs instances Rome DOUT obteniır mleux qUC Dr documents de 694

INTERMEZZO

La lettre de ennebe Precipiano, Oome le evrier 1694

Hennebel, le Louvanıste, delegue Rome par les adversaılres du
formulaıre malıno1s, mangquaıt pas de qualıtes. I1 etaıt COUTAaSCUX
el n ’ hesıta pDas, de partır DOUTF Rome, rendre pPar euxX fO1s visıte
Precıplano eit s’entretenir aVEC lu1  65 Rome ı] s’est demene
habılement de SOTrTe qu ’a l’egal du Desırant, SOM emule, el du Doucın,
”’auteur de la Lettre ouverte, Il cro1ıt QaVOIr remporte UnNle victoire complete,
au 1 s’empresse audacıeusement d’annoncer meme SON archeveque de
Malınes, LOut aussıtot apres le bref du fevrıer 694 En effet, le
fevrıer, LouIls Du Vaucel, Rome des antıjJansenistes francals, amı el
collaborateur de Hennebel., ecrıt Arnauld

J’aı travaılle matınee meittre etat la lettre qu«C du Tıl
|Hennebel] envole POUI Arcade |Precıpiano]. n eut pas le m [a
du depart de la poste ] de L1OUS commun1quer celle qu 1 CHNVOYa Dar le dernier
courrIier, Ou 1OUS VOIl:| trouve beaucoup de choses retrancher et changer.
Comme l l’avaıt envoyee Ouverte la SoOoumettant entierement Jugement
des Majyeurs les Louvanıstes], 1OUS NOUS tenons assures qu  ıls
”auront pas rendue, ei qu alnsı elle-c1 viendra ENCOTE m
(AGR 15)

Dans UuUunc lettre, de la meme date, Mgr. (0]  e, Du Vaucel
ajoute quc cette lettre de Hennebel IT dans la suıte etre rendue
publiıque (OBC, 168) Le INaIs, 11 ecrıt Quesnel

E Lettre de Mr du Til SCIdA 1en PTODOS; OUuSs doutons
pas qQUC les Majeurs l’ajent rendue. Nous attendons des nouvelles

.9 155 contient crıt Delle querele de Padri Giesuiti CONLro ıl decreto
emanato adı :=eNNAaLO 1694 ef allı brevi, quı pourraıt provenıir de Hennebel Rome,
Ourant des nouvelles Courantes Le ON! Giesuitico ome, Bıbliıoteca nazıonale),
Oss1ier 1344, contient opuscule manuscrit: Jansenistarum INn contemnendis aut Yre-

Jjiciendis constitutionibus apostolicis pertinaxX Contumacıla, d’apres les documents de 1694
Cet crıt est COMParer d’autres semblables de 1693:;: cf. ‚A  P

65 Dans les SOUTCECS, il est beaucoup question; VOIr ntre DESIRANT,
Commonitorium ad orthodoxos, 1L, 18-29; OÖPSTRAET, Commonitorium, 15-39; PAC,
21022778
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par le premier Ccourrier. Ils la pOourront ensuıte faıre imprimer, quı
achevera de faıre CONCEeVOIr publıc le verıtable SCHS de leur
sıgnature" ausa Quesnelliana, 242)

Cette lettre petite hıstoire, COMMMMEC OUS VCITONS, ma1ls elle aut
aussı DOUI SOM cContenu En VO1C1 d’abord le orıgınal, DCU COIMHN1U

"Ilustrissıme et Reverendissime Domine,
Patıatur ma R.ma Sua Gratja ut hıs hlıtterıs CIga stud1o0
paternaeque in fiılı0s charıtatı congratuler; jJam nım beata SPCS affulget fore ut

praelucente nobis Sedis apostolicae lumine, offusae dıu NOSTITO Belg1o0
dissentionum nebulae dıspellantur, constringantur paCIs foedera, idemque
dıcamus OIMNCS, qu' sınt amplıus schismata.
Confecta ICS est, Praesul me, S1 OINNECS apostolicıs ebıtam observantıam
mandatıs exhıbentes, quod ‚UD Sancta Sede emanavıt decretum amplec-
tantur ei damnantes quod 1pDsa damnavıt, 1US Judicıum in caeterI1s de quıbus
nondum COBNOSCCIC vel statuere quı1dquam voluıt, fiıhalı reverentla eL, ul
catholıcae unıtatıis amantes ecet. patıenti anımo expectetur. efa!l es
apostolica qu1s alıum damnatıs quinque proposition1ıbus SCHNSUM affıngat
praeter obvıum ei QUCHN 1psa propositionum verba DCTI exhıbent. Nıhıl Certo
ad sedanda filiorum 13(6) dissıdıa vel sapıentius cogıtarı potuılt vel
prudentius. Novıiıt NamMıqgucC Ill.ma NO  - alıunde fulsse plures
contentiones qUam quod nonnullı Innocenti1 et Alexandrı VII
constitutionıbus abuterentur el inverecunde Jansen1istarum nomıne notarent
theologos alıosque VITOS apprıme catholicos, quı proscrıptas Summıi1s
Pontificıbus propositiones NUMqgUanı NO damnarunt in 1su obvıo ei quCm
1psa pPCI proposıtionum verba exhıbent; contendebant quıppe inconsı1ıderatiı
1lı CENSOICS, ab omnıbus ıllum et1am SCI1SUI debere damnarı qu] qUu| in
quinque proposition1ıbus Juxta SCIHSUML obvyıum exprimebatur, qUCMQUC nefas
erat 1n lıbro, apostolıca auctoriıtate prohibıto, investigare eif deprehendere.
Hanc autem omn1ıum quıbus jJam um m1sere conflıictatur Belgium,
controversiarum OCcCcasıonem sublatam SSC apostolicae es auctorıtate ef

sapıentla, tam gratum er1t, quam quod maxıme, omnıbus qu1ıbus cord]1 est
chrıistiana unıtas, tıbı praesertim, Praesul me, cCommunı NOSITrO pastorl1,
CU1uUSs 1n paterna charıtate prudentıia, Jam posita esT, pOost hanc Sedis
declaratıonem., ‚OT UI1I1 omn1um malorum apud NOS prompta et sanatıo certa

Quidniı In formuları dıpsum SPCIAIC nobis lıceat, me Domine, ubı seme!l
perspexer1s qu1d de Judıicet apostolica Sedes N  TU}  € de eodem
ormuları SCIHSUMNl ab 1US mente nullatenus dıscrepare deprehenderı1s”? Quod ul
tıbı pateat TeMM totam h1ic gesta 6ST, brevıter enarrantem OO uft beniıgne
audıas.
T1am ILCO QqUamı OTUIM UO: hıc partes agO nomiıne, Summo Pontificı
Sacrae Congregation1 Sanctı Offic11 SAaCDC, VOCC quamı scr1pto, eXposul
nobıs persuasıssımum CSSC, nemi1n1 ab apostolica Sede extendendiı facti
Jansenislanı necessitatem DCI formularıum 1ImMpon1; quod ut planıus Ill.mae
innotescat nonnullarum declaratıonum verba hıc exscr1bo, qu1ıbus
facıle QU1VIS intellıgat quO Nısu Jam antea subscr1b1 nobıs
formularıum ex1istimaviımus el 1n posterum subseribendum S5C et1am NUNC

arbıtramur.
In solemn1 declaratione exhıbıta dıe 26 octobrıs annı prox1mo elapsı haec
Jeguntur
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’Declaro certum DTOTSUS, sub humauilı correctione, mı1ıh1 viderı quod Sedes
apostolica NUMY Ua fide tenendum definierit NeEC roinde UNgUam fidelibus
necessitatem imposuerIt credendı Jurandı quinque iıllas proposıtiones
TO Corneli1 Jansen11, Yprensıs ep1scop1 CUul titulus Augustino eXcerplas CSSC,
ılsdemque continer1 SCHSUM In praefato Janseni1 TO CXPTCSSUM.,
lıbenter AagNOSCAaH hanc fuilsse Sedis apostolicae mentem ut veftaret
prohıberetque quU1S postea lıbrum Janseni1 adversus latam pontıificıbus

eienda:| el, dicto scr1ptove, audeat quod proposıitiones
praefato TO NOMN siınt EeXCcerptlae vel quod NOn contineant SCI1SUMIN ın eodem
lıbro expressum).
In al10 VCIO scr1pto, postmodum Sacrae Congregatıion1 porrecto haec abentur
uod ad attınet, eclaro PETSUASUNM miıh] 6SSC quod SCHSUS

formuları1, quCIM In process1ibus uls verbalıbus eXposuerunt quatuor praefatı
ep1scop1 Gallı], qQUEMOUC CRO SECUTIUS S{l In INnca declaratiıone exhıbıita Sacrae
Congregation1 Sanctı Officun dıe 26 octobrıs proxime elapsı, sıt SCHNSUS VCIUS eil
legıtimus Sedis apostolicae ment] PCI mnı1a conformıis)’.
Declaro SeCUuNdo PCTSUASUN mıh]1 SSC quod quatuor Ilı ep1scop1l Juxta SCMHNSUM
um subsceribentes Oormularıo Alexandrı VIL, rıte, legıtıme el Sincere
subscrıipserıint.
Declaro tert10, Juxta SCHNSUMmM dıctorum ep1scoporum subscripturos promptissıme
OMIMMNCS qUuOS hactenus de Jansen1smo nonnullı 1n Belg10 aCCusarunt
Veritatem d1co, Il1l.me Domine, NOMN menti10r; tıbı sancte affırmare DOSSUN], NON
solum hasce I1CAas declaratıones alıasque simıles nıhıl Omnıno apostolicae Sedi1
dısplicu1ısse, sed et1am CU: en1xe flagıtarem ut qu1d de 115 sentirent, palam
omnıbus faceret declarare vellet, respondısse mıhı sSsunt ın Urbe

dıgnıtate erudıtiıone CONSPICUL, nıhıl hu1usmodı declaratıone ODUS SSC
Paucıs post diıebus qUuUam Congregation1 SCHNSUMM hunc nNnOsSs de formularıo
eXpOosulssem, Sanctıtas Sua tam Catholicae Suae Mayjestatı, qUamı electoralı
Celsıtudini pPCT apostolıcum SUUIMN mıinıstrum et DECT regıum in hac Urbe

sıgnıficare voluıt, PCT em 1ONMN stare qUO MINus ad UASCUMIGQUC
Lovanıensı1ıs Academıae cathedras alıaque munla promover1 OSSCHI, quod
quıdem, Praesul Ill.me, hıc 18(0)8| COommuUNICArem nıs1ı inde plane QqUamn
alıena fuerıt apostolıca es ab ımprobanda hac nOostra de formuları1 USu

expositione. Idıpsum adhuc, nısı InNnca fallat OP1N10, perspicue lıquet
praedicto decreto apostol1co, lıtteris apostolicıs ad Ill.ımam
Caeterosque K.mos Ep1Scopos scr1pt1s; HIS nım satlıs manıfeste CONSTiare
videtur Sedis mentem D1OMN CS5C, fidem CIrca factum Jansen1anum exigere,
s1ıqu1dem ın 115 declaratur SCI1SUI quınque propositionum ab apostolica Sede
damnatum, CGS SCHSUMM obyıum QUCH 1psa propositionum verba DCI
exhıbent, propterea CcOS dumtaxat PTO Jansenistıs el haeretic1ıs abendos
|esse| qul, SeEervato Jur1s ordıne, conviıctı essent alıquam praenominatıs
proposıtionıbus In 1Su 1lo obvıo qQUCIM verba 1psa DCI SC exhıbent tenere
docere. nde evidens fit OS contra em mıinıme peccaturos quı
propositiones In sto LUSu damnare paratı sunt, ametsı de Jacto Jansen1ano
NON ita e1s lıqueret ut de qu1dquam affırmare aut Jurare possent,
Iubens aYNOSCO, COS ob reverentiam apostolic1ıs constitutionıbus ebıtam
oblıgarı ad NOMN contradıcendum, quemadmodum In me1s praedıiıctis
declaratıonıbusj eXposul.
Gerte: Eminentissiımus onae memorTI1ae Cardınalıs Laurea qul, dum formularıs
negotium Ssub eXandro VII el Clemente examınaretur, Offic11 primarıus
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consultor erat, el postea ın Cardınalıum collegıum adlectus, tot NNOS sedit
inter Eminentissimos hulus Tribunalıis ludıces, 1in scr1pto CUul tiıtulus est
DISCcussi0o formularis, haec scrıbere NO  - dubitavıt: ’Hucusque non fuıt dıvına
fıde credıtum, aut ab Ecclesıa aut Romano Pontifice propositum ad credendum
alıquıd factis Jansen11’; 1dque iıterum testificatus est 1n VOTO SUO, CU1US
exemplarıa ervulgarı voluıt, ubı et1am falsıssımum S55C Janseni1 factum
ab eXandro VII definıtum fu1lsse.
Fn me Domuine, INCUIN de formularıo SCNSUNMN), quCcm Summo
Pontifice el Em.mıs Patrıbus eXpOSUNL, qUEMYUC apostolıcae Sedis Jud1c10
NCqQUAQUAM improbatum SSC supradict1s constat, Juxta quUCH NOMN CgO
tantum sed OINNCS 900! hıc Causahl aDO, eiıdem formularıo, CU ODUS fuer1t,
subsceribere paratı
ompulıit IM Antıstes R.me, pacıs el verıtatıs INOT haec omn1a fılıalı affectu
in charıtatıs tuae SINU effundere, ut LTEeETUMN quacCc Romae geruntur Certus
tibı innotescat; jJam VCIO S1 QquaC forte QquaCl adhuc apostolıca auCiO-
rıtate eclararı indıgeant, humıilıter reverenter ab ma postulo, ut C:
dum hıc adsumus, In Urbem transmıttere deque hıs Summ1 Pontificis
oraculum consulere velıt

humıiıllıssımus, obedientissımusDeum optımum maxımum OTO

devot1ssımus famulus el fiılıus (AA
En SOMIMC, ı] s’agıt d’une lettre convenable, meme courto1se,

nullement impudente, insolante® interpretant faussement les do-
Cuments Oma1ıns. Elle est plutöt veredique, meme trop (J’est DOUrqUOIL elle

PTOVOQqUCI COUD de theätre. Elle plaı nu. part, meme pas
Louvaın Ou do1ı1t Juger S1 elle merıte d’etre rem1s l’archeveque. Le
professeur Opstraet OUuS informe:

Le IMars
La Lettre |premıere redaction| n’exagere-t-elle pas le SCHS favorable des
documents romaıns? Ceux-c1 affırment-ils S1 claırement 1a devalorisatıon
du fait? De plus, les adversaıres SONntT auss1] sincerement CONVaAlNCUS qucC
OUuS d’avoır ralson: ı] faut teniır compte. Our NOUS, le decret el le bref
obtenus, la oıt etre PDOUI close; 11 s’agıt pas de la
poursulvre 187)
Le 12 INalis

La ettre ete envoyee dUuX aM1S de TuUuxelles POUTF la re
[eventuellement| ]’archeveque, ma1ls CUX auss!], iıls ont leurs doutes.
Certes le bref pontifıcal NOUS est favorable; 11 faut profiter. Maıs
la Lettre permettra-t-elle pDas l’archeveque de pretendre qQUC OUuSs

perseverons ans desobeissance? (L 90-191)
Le 18 INars

Ce SONT des eXpress10ns de Du Pac.
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pres consultation des amıs de Malınes, est CONVENU de pas remettre
la lettre quelle. I1 faut ecrıre uUunc utr Sans mention de la
paix clementine, pouvant suscıter France des resonances desagreables
(L, 291)
Le 23 avrıl:

Malınes OUS et10ns d’accord POUI pas nı la premiere nı la
seconde redaction:; ma1ls pu1sque VOUS insıstez DOUI quec la seconde so1ıt
rem1se, OUS VEITONS GB 204)

Hennebel est d’accord SUT retard, Cal II11 auft mM1euxX QUC Pre-
C1pl1ano aıt pomnt qUC de faıre reponse DaDC touchant le
TE ausa Quesnelliana, 272 Finalement a une date NON precisee, la
Lettre ete remise Precıplano, quı |l’examıne AVECC SCS conseıllers. Fux,
interpretant les documents romaıns selon la Lettre Ouverte de Doucıin,
TOUVeEN fort offenses: Hennebel reconnaıt meme pas quelque ulpabı-
lıte Jansenius! {Ils relevent S1X dıfficultes ont Precıpıano sollıcıte la
solution DAaDC, les tro1s premıieres, les plus importantes, afın d’evıter
”’avenir les parjures innombrables quı COMMEeTItrONT ans la sıgnature du
formulaıre; les tro1s dernieres DOUT PromOuUVOIr la DalX el la tranquıllıte des
eglıses belges. De plus le DaDC m ’oubliera pDas de la Lettre de
Hennebel ’egale de ce de Doucın, nı de prıer le rOo1 ’Espagne de
faıre punıiır le coupable ans SCS interets L’Unıversıte de Louvain®”. La

67 1118 Pour M1eUX comprendre la sıtuatıon creee la TE de Hennebel,
11SOns © du Pere Desıirant l’eveque de and date du Juillet 1694 A Cum
CcIO praesentiarum rcS, Deo dante, deductae sınt ut mıh1 Insınuatum sıt Hennebelın
artes S1IC tandem purpuratıs Patrıbus innotul1sse, ut penıtus excıderıt fiıde (totalmente
screditato), hiınc arbıtror mel mMunerTIS SSC Vestrae Illustriıssımae Domuinatıon1 indicare 1CS
NOSTITAS SSC in ONO statu; haereses nım detex1sse, eVICIsSsSEe esl. Homo est Congre-
gatıone anctı Officun mortificatus DIO SUuOo demeriıto. Quia nım lıtteras scr1ipsıit temerarıas
ad archıep1scopumL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  281  Apres consultation des amis de Malines, on est convenu de ne pas remettre  la lettre telle quelle. Il faut en ecrire une autre, sans cette mention de la  paix clementine, pouvant susciter en France des resonances desagreables  (1:201):  Le 23 avril:  Ä Malines nous etions d’accord pour ne pas remettre ni la premiere ni la  seconde redaction; mais puisque vous insistez pour que la seconde soit  remise, nous verrons (I, 204).  Hennebel est d’accord sur ce retard, car "il vaut mieux que Pre-  cipiano ne l’ait point eu avant que de faire reponse au pape touchant le  bref" (Causa Quesnelliana, 212). Finalement ä.une date non precisee, la  Lettre a ete remise a Precipiano, qui l’examine avec ses conseillers. Eux,  interpretant les documents romains selon la Lettre ouverte de Doucin, se  trouvent fort offenses: Hennebel ne reconnait meme pas quelque culpabi-  lite a Jansenius! Ils relevent six difficultes dont Precipiano sollicite la  solution au pape; les trois premieres, les plus importantes, afın d’&viter ä  l’avenir les parjures innombrables qui se commettront dans la signature du  formulaire; les trois dernieres pour promouvoir la paix et la tranquillite des  eglises belges. De plus le pape n’oubliera pas de censurer la Lettre de  Hennebel ä 1l’egale de celle de Doucin, ni de prier le roi d’Espagne de  faire punir le coupable dans ses interets a 1’Universite de Louvain”. La  S AAM, 1118. Pour mieux comprendre la situation creee par la Lettre de Hennebel,  lisons une €pitre du Pere Desirant ä 1’&v&que de Gand en date du 10 juillet 1694: "... Cum  vero in praesentiarum res, Deo dante, eo deductae sint ut mihi insinuatum sit Hennebelii  artes totas sic tandem purpuratis Patribus innotuisse, ut penitus exciderit fide (totalmente  screditato), hinc arbitror mei muneris esse Vestrae Illustrissimae Dominationi indicare res  nostras esse in bono statu; haereses enim detexisse, evicisse est. Homo est a S. Congre-  gatione Sancti Officii mortificatus pro suo demerito. Quia enim litteras scripsit temerarias  ad archiepiscopum ... in quibus temerarius inter alia commentatus est jurandum esse juxta  sensum suum; idcirco a canonicatus et censuratus officio suspensus est, si obtinuit,  impeditus vero si nondum obtinuit; qua de re ex praescriptione S. Congregationis ad  ducem Bavariae [gubernatorem Bruxellensem] et Regem scribitur a legato regio, quemad-  modum internuntio Bruxellensi demandatur ut idem officium faciat apud ministrum et rem  publicet; totamque ipsorum hominum moralem complexus sum propositionibus 51, quibus  adjecti tres alias e Jansenii libro excerptas, et quantum capio, quantum sapio conso-  lationem non levem sperare possumus ex hac parte  ." (AAM, 1077). Le 6 septembre  1696, cet &veque de Gand, voulant 6carter Hennebel de son chapitre, informera le roi  d’Espagne de cette lettre de Hennebel temeraria et maligna dont tous les &v&ques belges  unanimo consilio se plaignirent au Pape, le priant "ut tam indignum et enorme facinus pro  merito punire palam dignaretur ..." (Synodicon, 1, 99). Cependant, le 24 octobre 1694,  Medinaceli, ambassadeur ä Rome, fait savoir a son Roi que Hennebel a donne satisfaction  et peut &tre promu. Ainsi, le 12 janvier 1695, le Conseil d’Etat ä Madrid, priera le  gouverneur general ä Bruxelles de contribuer ä la promotion de Hennebel; Simancas,  Estado, 3889.In quıbus temerarıus inter Jıa CommMentatus est Jurandum SSC Juxta

SUUM,; 1dcırco cCanonıcatus et Offic10 SUSPCNSUS esT, S1 obtinuıt,
ımpeditus CIO S1 nondum obtinuıt; qua de praescriptione Congregatıionis ad
ducem Bavarıae gubernatorem Bruxellensem el egem ser1bitur Jjegato reg10, quemad-
modum internuntio Bruxellensı demandatur ut iıdem officıum facıat apud mıinıstrum eit TeIN

publıcet; totamque 1pSsorum homıiınum moralem complexus SUuT1l propositionıbus SE quıbus
adject! tres alıas e Jansen1i1 lıbro eXCerplas, eit Caplo, quantum sSapılo O-
latıonem NON levem SDCTAIC DOSSUMUS hac parte Le septembre
1696, cel eveque de Gand, voulant ecarter Hennebel de SOM chapıtre, informera le ro1l
’Espagne de ette ettre de Hennebel temerarıa ef maligna dont {OUS les eveques belges
UNANLILMO consilio plaıgnırent Pape, le priıan: „  ut indıgnum el facınus DTro
merı1to punıre palam 1gnaretur (Synodicon, 19 99) Cependant, le octobre 1694,
Medinacell, ambassadeur Rome, faıt SaVOIlr SOM Ro] quc Hennebel onne satısfactıon
ei peut tre u Aınsı, le Janvıer 1695, le Conseıl d’Etat Madrıd, priıera le
INCUT general Bruxelles de contribuer la promotion de Hennebel; Simancas,
O, 3889
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CENSUTC de la Lettre Dar le Saıiınt-Office est aussı demandee par
|’intermediaire du Cardınal secretaıire d’Etat pada, cardınal
abordable (AAM, fın d’atteindre but, procedera Uunc miıse

scene: PDOUT DTFOUVCI l’authenticıite de la Lettre de Hennebel, notaıre
apostolıque la consıgne officıellement l’archeveque le Juın; le Juil-
jet. le Nonce de Parıs, - @3 Cavalerın1, atteste "qu on voyaıt dıverses
coples ei quC plusieurs NNCS, meme des docteurs de Sorbonne,
trouvaıent fort redire" (De Cilereg, L, 52) Rome la Lettre plaı
nullement. Du Vaucel ecriıt le uıllet Quesnel Tuxelles

faut quUC VOITr le qu  ıls les cCardınauX| Ont faıt contre la 1 et.
tre282  L. CEYSSENS  censure de la Lettre par le Saint-Office est aussi demandee par  l’intermediaire du Cardinal secretaire d’Etat Spada, cardinal assez  abordable (AAM, 1118). Afin d’atteindre ce but, on procedera ä une mise  en scene: pour prouver l’authenticite de la Letfre de Hennebel, un notaire  apostolique la consigne officiellement ä l’archev6&que le 11 juin; le 30 juil-  let, le Nonce de Paris, J.J. Cavalerini, atteste "qu’on y en voyait diverses  copies et que plusieurs personnes, meme des docteurs de Sorbonne, y  trouvaient fort a redire" (De Clercq, I, 52). Ä Rome la Lettre ne plait  nullement. Du Vaucel &crit le 10 juillet ä Quesnel ä Bruxelles:  "... Il ne faut que voir le vacarme qu’ils [les cardinaux] ont fait contre la Let-  tre ... M. Ferrand [Bernini, 1’assesseur] envoya querir M. du Til lundi apres-  midi, et comme M. du Til eut reconnu la Lertre pour sienne, il lui fit une re-  prehension tres severe, quelque raison que M. du Til alleguät pour sa defense,  On ne put pas le jour suivant mettre en etat le memorial qu’on voulait presen-  ter. Ainsi M. du Til ecrivit un billet 4 M. Ferrand, le suppliant qu’on lui don-  nät du temps pour pouvoir fournir ses defenses. M. Ferrand fit reponse qu'il  ne pouvait se dispenser de rapporter l’affaire dans la congregation du jour sui-  vant ... Hier M. du Til, etant retourne vers lui, il lui dit, que tout d’une voix  on avait condamne sa conduite, comme contraire au decret et aux ordres de la  Congregation et comme pleine d’imprudence" (Causa Quesnelliana, 212-213).  Certes, imprudente, la Lettre l’est! Elle excite les guepes au  moment ol Rome essaie d’apaiser les partis! Ne viole-t-elle pas aussi le  silence si serieusement impose? Quant au contenu, il n’y a pas beaucoup ä  blämer. L’interpretation que Hennebel donne des documents romains  correspond ä celle que la Congregation (du moins sa majorite) a approuvee  elle-me&me. Mais ici encore il y a une imprudence: la Letfre est trop  franche, plus que la Congregation a voulu ou pu l’&tre! Celle-ci a coutume  de s’entourer de secret, ce dont Hennebel fait fi par exemple en citant in  extenso un votum du Cardinal Laurea (mort dans 1’entretemps, 1693).  Toutefois, le Saint-Office, ne voulant pas renoncer ä son inter-  pretation des documents, hesite ä prendre des mesures officielles. Et  puisque les adversaires de Hennebel ne peuvent pas prouver que sa Leffre  a ete rendue publique, il refuse de la censurer ä l’egal de la Lettre ouverte  de Doucin. Cependant cedant devant la pression, la Congregation oblige  Hennebel ä s’excuser par une Declaration bien plate.  "... Declaro per praesentes quod huic Sacrae Congregationis de Epistola mea  judicio per omnia me submitto, improbans quidquid Eminentissimi Patres in  praefata Epistola mea improbandum censuerunt. Epistolam vero ipsam scrip-  sisse multum doleo, neque im posterum simile quid facturum, sed decretum  apostolicum [28 januarii 1694], praescriptumque in eo silentium inviolabiliter  observaturum promitto, hoc unum in praesentiarum Eminentissimos Dominos  rogans humillime, ut mihi culpam ingenue agnoscenti et emendare spondenti  pro sua benignitate ac paterna pietate ignoscere ac veniam dare dignentur.  Romae 14 septembris 1694" (Causa Quesnelliana, 211).Ferrand [Bernint, l’assesseur| CHNVOYd querIir du ıl lundı apres-
m1dı, el du Tıl euft TECOMNNU la Lettre DOUI sıenne, al lu1 fit Uul11Ic re-
prehension tres severe, uelque ra1son QuUC du Tıl alleguät DOUT defense.

putL pas le ]Jour sulvant metitre etat le memorIı1al qu on voulaıt presen-
TeT. Aınsı du Tıl ecrivıt bıllet Ferrand, le supplıant qu on lu1 don-
nat du m DOUT pDOUVOIr fourniır SCS defenses. Ferrand —} reponse qu’1

pouvaıt dıspenser dex |’affaire dans la congregatıon du ]Jour SUl1-
vant282  L. CEYSSENS  censure de la Lettre par le Saint-Office est aussi demandee par  l’intermediaire du Cardinal secretaire d’Etat Spada, cardinal assez  abordable (AAM, 1118). Afin d’atteindre ce but, on procedera ä une mise  en scene: pour prouver l’authenticite de la Letfre de Hennebel, un notaire  apostolique la consigne officiellement ä l’archev6&que le 11 juin; le 30 juil-  let, le Nonce de Paris, J.J. Cavalerini, atteste "qu’on y en voyait diverses  copies et que plusieurs personnes, meme des docteurs de Sorbonne, y  trouvaient fort a redire" (De Clercq, I, 52). Ä Rome la Lettre ne plait  nullement. Du Vaucel &crit le 10 juillet ä Quesnel ä Bruxelles:  "... Il ne faut que voir le vacarme qu’ils [les cardinaux] ont fait contre la Let-  tre ... M. Ferrand [Bernini, 1’assesseur] envoya querir M. du Til lundi apres-  midi, et comme M. du Til eut reconnu la Lertre pour sienne, il lui fit une re-  prehension tres severe, quelque raison que M. du Til alleguät pour sa defense,  On ne put pas le jour suivant mettre en etat le memorial qu’on voulait presen-  ter. Ainsi M. du Til ecrivit un billet 4 M. Ferrand, le suppliant qu’on lui don-  nät du temps pour pouvoir fournir ses defenses. M. Ferrand fit reponse qu'il  ne pouvait se dispenser de rapporter l’affaire dans la congregation du jour sui-  vant ... Hier M. du Til, etant retourne vers lui, il lui dit, que tout d’une voix  on avait condamne sa conduite, comme contraire au decret et aux ordres de la  Congregation et comme pleine d’imprudence" (Causa Quesnelliana, 212-213).  Certes, imprudente, la Lettre l’est! Elle excite les guepes au  moment ol Rome essaie d’apaiser les partis! Ne viole-t-elle pas aussi le  silence si serieusement impose? Quant au contenu, il n’y a pas beaucoup ä  blämer. L’interpretation que Hennebel donne des documents romains  correspond ä celle que la Congregation (du moins sa majorite) a approuvee  elle-me&me. Mais ici encore il y a une imprudence: la Letfre est trop  franche, plus que la Congregation a voulu ou pu l’&tre! Celle-ci a coutume  de s’entourer de secret, ce dont Hennebel fait fi par exemple en citant in  extenso un votum du Cardinal Laurea (mort dans 1’entretemps, 1693).  Toutefois, le Saint-Office, ne voulant pas renoncer ä son inter-  pretation des documents, hesite ä prendre des mesures officielles. Et  puisque les adversaires de Hennebel ne peuvent pas prouver que sa Leffre  a ete rendue publique, il refuse de la censurer ä l’egal de la Lettre ouverte  de Doucin. Cependant cedant devant la pression, la Congregation oblige  Hennebel ä s’excuser par une Declaration bien plate.  "... Declaro per praesentes quod huic Sacrae Congregationis de Epistola mea  judicio per omnia me submitto, improbans quidquid Eminentissimi Patres in  praefata Epistola mea improbandum censuerunt. Epistolam vero ipsam scrip-  sisse multum doleo, neque im posterum simile quid facturum, sed decretum  apostolicum [28 januarii 1694], praescriptumque in eo silentium inviolabiliter  observaturum promitto, hoc unum in praesentiarum Eminentissimos Dominos  rogans humillime, ut mihi culpam ingenue agnoscenti et emendare spondenti  pro sua benignitate ac paterna pietate ignoscere ac veniam dare dignentur.  Romae 14 septembris 1694" (Causa Quesnelliana, 211).Hıer du SI etant retourne VeTS lul, 11 lu1 dıt, quC tOut d’une VO1X

avaıt condamne conduıte, contraire decret el dUX ordres de la
Congregatıon et pleine d’1imprudence” (Causa Quesnelliana, 212-213)

Certes, ımprudente, la Lettre L’est! Elle excıte les guepes
mMOoMmMment Ou Rome essale d’apaıser les partıs! Ne viole-t-elle pas Qaussı le
sılence S1 serieusement iımpose”? Quant CONteNU, Ul Nn Y pas beaucoup
blamer. L’interpretatiıon qQuC Hennebel donne des documents romaıns
correspond ce quc la Congregation (du moOo1nNs maJorıte) approuvee
elle-meme. Maıs 1C1 ENCOTC Ul une imprudence: la Lettre est trop
franche, plus quUC la Congregation voulu |  i J  e  tre! Celle-c1 COutume
de s’entourer de secrel, dont Hennebel faıt f1 Dal exemple cıtant 1n
exienso du ardına. Laurea (mort ans l ’entretemps,

Toute{fo1s, le Saınt-Office, voulant pas SOIl inter-
pretatıon des documents, hesıte prendre des ESUTCS OIlNıc1ıelles Et
pu1sque les adversalres de Hennebel peuvent pas PTFOUVECI JUC Lettre

ete rendue publıque, l refuse de la l’egal de la Lettre Ouverte
de Doucın. ependan cedant devant la press10n, la Congregatıon oblıge
Hennebel sS’excuser Dar uUunNn«c Declaratıon bıen plate

Declaro PDCI praesentes quod huılc Sacrae Congregationis de pıstola INca

Judı1ıc10 PCI omnı1a submıiıtto, ımprobans qu1dquı FEminentissimiı es In
praefata Epistola INCca ımprobandum CENSUeETUN! Epıstolam VCIO 1psam SCI1pP-
S1Sse multum oleo, qu! 1mM posterum simıle qu1d facturum, sed decretum
apostol1icum 28 Januarı! praescr1iptumque 1n sılentium iınvıolabılıter
observaturum promıtto, hoc UuNUuM in praesentiarum FEminentissıiımos OM1NOS
roOgans humillıme, uft mıhı culpam ingenue agnoscent! eit emendare spondenti!
PTO SUa ben1ignitate paterna pletate 1gnoscere venı1am dare dıgnentur.
Romae septembrıis 1694" (Causa Quesnelliana, 211



1L 7AL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS 2823

On le voılt, Hennebel revoque nullement SOM interpretation des
documents 'Oma1ns. Pourtant Rome Ss’en Our elle I’ıncıdent est
clos. Precıpıano est prıe de S‘ en Contenter Qauss!ı. Le aout 1694,
|’ınternonce Pıazza ecrıt Precıplano:

M ME envoye vortre lettre ome DOUT qUuUC la Sacree Congregatıion prit
bonne notfe de Voire demande suJet de Hennebel. Je viens de reCeVOIlr la
reponse de ome tenu compte de la Declaratıon el |I’humble SOUMI1SS1ION
d’Hennebel LOULT obstacle quc celu1-c1 auraıt contracte est enleve;
docteur OU! desormals lıbrement obteniır les ffices elt les dıgnites. Nous

devoır VOUS informer (AAM,
Maıs COMMEeENT Precıpıano pourraıt-ıl Contenter une repon-

5 la fausse interpretation des documents romaıns n etant Das revoquee,
pıre CL n etant DaS etenue Dar Rome? Aussı cesse-t-1] de poursul-
VIC Hennebe168 La Lettre quC Rome na pas voulu ı] I’ıntroduit

695 dans SOI PTODIC exX de lıvres prohibes®. ®  est Sans doute Dar
SCS SO1INS qu«C umble Declaratıon de Hennebel SCTAa repandue.

Le Z decembre 1696, 11 plaınt touJours de n ’avoir TECUu AdUCUuNeC

reelle satısfactıon de la partı de Hennebel "  quı AVCC tant “hırreverence ei de
calomnıe" 1’a desservı aupres des cardınaux (NF. ö1, 100) Meme
1702 l na pas EINNCOTEC dıgere le desappomntement qUuC lettre lu1
cause'® Surtout, DOUT la Lettre aAaVCC SON interpretation fausse, volre
heretique des documents roma1ıns, DOUTI Precıpıano pulssant
stimulant DOUTI continuer la utte Jusqu ’a la victoilre finale Ce SA le sujet
d’une etude

ınt-TIruiden Lucıen EYSSENS

6® En 1695 Precıpıano insıste Rome SUrT la fausse nouvelle quC Hennebel auraıt TeCUu
d’Anvers la SOIMNINC de 7500 florıns DOUT souteniır SOI actıon Rome: CLERCOQ, Cinq
archeveques, &

"Cum praeterea intellexerımus sparg] HIC complura exemplarıa duarum Epıstolarum
(QUaTum altera est Joannıs Lıberti Hennebel Romae februarı1 1694 ad NS data, CU1US
temeritatem ıpse eın auCTtOor agnovıt CLERCOQ, I‚ 1281209

70 Le Juın 1/702, Precıplano ecrira 1N1OUVCAU Dapc Clement X} | Albanı]:
OMI1nNus HennebelL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  283  On le voit, Hennebel ne re&voque nullement son interpretation des  documents romains. Pourtant Rome s’en contente. Pour elle l’incident est  clos. Precipiano est prie de s’en contenter aussi. Le 20 aoüt 1694,  l’internonce Piazza ecrit a Precipiano:  "J’ai envoye  votre lettre ä Rome pour que la Sacree Congregation prit  bonne note de votre demande au sujet de Hennebel. Je viens de recevoir la  reponse de Rome: tenu compte de la Declaration et l’humble soumission  d’Hennebel ... tout obstacle que celui-ci aurait contracte est enleve; ledit  docteur pourra desormais librement obtenir les offices et les dignites. Nous  avons cru devoir vous en informer ..." (AAM, 1155).  Mais comment Precipiano pourrait-il se contenter d’une telle repon-  se, la fausse interpretation des documents romains n’etant pas revoquee,  pire encore n’etant pas retenue par Rome? Aussi ne cesse-t-il de poursui-  vre Hennebe  168  . La Lettre que Rome n’a pas voulu censurer, il 1’introduit  en 1695 dans son propre Index de livres prohibes®. C’est sans doute par  ses soins que 1’humble Declaration de Hennebel sera repandue.  Le 21 decembre 1696, il se plaint toujours de n’avoir recu aucune  reelle satisfaction de la part de Hennebel "qui avec tant d’irreverence et de  calomnie" 1l’a desservi aupres des cardinaux (NF, 81, f° 100). Meme en  1702, il n’a pas encore digere le desappointement que cette lettre lui a  cause’°, Surtout, pour la Lettre avec son interpretation fausse, voire  heretique des documents romains, reste pour Precipiano un puissant  stimulant pour continuer la lutte jusqu’ä la victoire finale. Ce sera le sujet  d’une autre etude.  Sint-Truiden  Lucien CEYSSENS  %® En 1695 Precipiano insiste 4 Rome sur la fausse nouvelle que Hennebel aurait recu  d’Anvers la somme de 7500 florins pour soutenir son action ä Rome; DE CLERCQ, Cinq  archeveques, I, 54.  ® "Cum praeterea intellexerimus spargi hic complura exemplaria duarum Epistolarum  quarum altera est Joannis Liberti Hennebel Romae 20 februarii 1694 ad nos data, cuius  temeritatem ipse dein auctor agnovit ..."; DE CLERCQ, I, 128-129.  ” Le 9 juin 1702, Precipiano &crira au nouveau pape Clement XI [Albani]: "...  Dominus Hennebel ... Romae novaturiensium deputatus ac patronus, ausus est mihi  scribere epistolam audacem et insolentem, qua ita interpretabatur breve apostolicum ut  plane esset ad gustum illorum theologorum qui Jansenio sunt addictissimi ... Debita danda  satisfactio promittebatur ... ad me vero ne vel minimum submissionis signum dedit,  quodque peius est, neutique retractare iussus est perversam illam suam quam brevi dederat  interpretationem in favorem jansenismi  "; DE CLERCQ, Cinq archeveques, 53).  L’interpretation de Precipiano reste toujours la seule bonne!Romae novaturıensıiıum deputatus patronus, est mıhı
secrı1bere epıstolam audacem el insolentem, ıta interpretabatur breve apostolıcum ut
plane ad gustum 1LL0rumM cologorum quı Jansen1o0 sunt addıctissımıL’ACCUEIL DES DOCUMENTS ROMAINS  283  On le voit, Hennebel ne re&voque nullement son interpretation des  documents romains. Pourtant Rome s’en contente. Pour elle l’incident est  clos. Precipiano est prie de s’en contenter aussi. Le 20 aoüt 1694,  l’internonce Piazza ecrit a Precipiano:  "J’ai envoye  votre lettre ä Rome pour que la Sacree Congregation prit  bonne note de votre demande au sujet de Hennebel. Je viens de recevoir la  reponse de Rome: tenu compte de la Declaration et l’humble soumission  d’Hennebel ... tout obstacle que celui-ci aurait contracte est enleve; ledit  docteur pourra desormais librement obtenir les offices et les dignites. Nous  avons cru devoir vous en informer ..." (AAM, 1155).  Mais comment Precipiano pourrait-il se contenter d’une telle repon-  se, la fausse interpretation des documents romains n’etant pas revoquee,  pire encore n’etant pas retenue par Rome? Aussi ne cesse-t-il de poursui-  vre Hennebe  168  . La Lettre que Rome n’a pas voulu censurer, il 1’introduit  en 1695 dans son propre Index de livres prohibes®. C’est sans doute par  ses soins que 1’humble Declaration de Hennebel sera repandue.  Le 21 decembre 1696, il se plaint toujours de n’avoir recu aucune  reelle satisfaction de la part de Hennebel "qui avec tant d’irreverence et de  calomnie" 1l’a desservi aupres des cardinaux (NF, 81, f° 100). Meme en  1702, il n’a pas encore digere le desappointement que cette lettre lui a  cause’°, Surtout, pour la Lettre avec son interpretation fausse, voire  heretique des documents romains, reste pour Precipiano un puissant  stimulant pour continuer la lutte jusqu’ä la victoire finale. Ce sera le sujet  d’une autre etude.  Sint-Truiden  Lucien CEYSSENS  %® En 1695 Precipiano insiste 4 Rome sur la fausse nouvelle que Hennebel aurait recu  d’Anvers la somme de 7500 florins pour soutenir son action ä Rome; DE CLERCQ, Cinq  archeveques, I, 54.  ® "Cum praeterea intellexerimus spargi hic complura exemplaria duarum Epistolarum  quarum altera est Joannis Liberti Hennebel Romae 20 februarii 1694 ad nos data, cuius  temeritatem ipse dein auctor agnovit ..."; DE CLERCQ, I, 128-129.  ” Le 9 juin 1702, Precipiano &crira au nouveau pape Clement XI [Albani]: "...  Dominus Hennebel ... Romae novaturiensium deputatus ac patronus, ausus est mihi  scribere epistolam audacem et insolentem, qua ita interpretabatur breve apostolicum ut  plane esset ad gustum illorum theologorum qui Jansenio sunt addictissimi ... Debita danda  satisfactio promittebatur ... ad me vero ne vel minimum submissionis signum dedit,  quodque peius est, neutique retractare iussus est perversam illam suam quam brevi dederat  interpretationem in favorem jansenismi  "; DE CLERCQ, Cinq archeveques, 53).  L’interpretation de Precipiano reste toujours la seule bonne!Debiıta anı
satısfact1ıo promıittebatur ad (r vel mınımum Subm1ss10n1s sıgnum dedıt,
quodque pe1us est, neutique retiractare IUSSUS est DETVEISaM 1lam SUam quam brevı dederat
interpretatiıonem in favorem Jansen1ısmi CLERCOQ, Cinq archeveques, 933)
L’1interpretation de Precıplıano reste OuJOurs la seule bonne!
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COM.  UM 'ENTEM

VITERBO (1469-1532)

One of Professor Kristeller’s classıc lectures, first delıvered in
959 and republıshed MOST recently 1ın 1992, the continuatıon 1n the
Renaıissance of three ımportant and famılıar of medieval scholarly
wrıiting: the textbook, the treatise, and the commentary. (3 these he amnes
the mmentary "probabilyHUMANISM IN THE  COMMENTARIUM AD MENTEM PLATONIS  OF GILES OF VITERBO (1469-1532)  One of Professor P.O. Kristeller’s classic lectures, first delivered in  1959 and republished most recently in 1992, notes the continuation in the  Renaissance of three important and familiar genres of medieval scholarly  writing: the textbook, the treatise, and the commentary. Of these he names  the commentary as "probably ... the most important form of scholarly  literature in the Middle Ages  .. From the time of the specialization of  learning in the twelfth century, the commentary form was in like manner  used in all branches of knowledge and it was cultivated without  interruption until the sixteenth century and beyond"'. He noted that the  commentary as a distinct literary form remained visible right into the  Renaissance. Furthermore, "commentaries on the works of Aristotle and on  the logic of Peter of Spain constitute right into the seventeenth century a  broad and important branch of philosophical literature that has not yet  been sufficiently explored"?.  Kristeller also points out, however, that the continuation of the  commentary form notwithstanding, "the methods of explanation and  doctrinal content as offered were naturally subject to constant change".  * An earlier version of this paper was presented at the Convegno Internazionale di  Studi Umanistici, Sassoferrato, Italy, June, 1994. Research was facilitated by a summer  stipend from the National Endowment for the Humanities for work at the Augustinian  Historical Institute in Villanova University. I am grateful to the library staff of the  Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emanuele III, Naples, for permission to publish a portion of  the work of Giles of Viterbo from mss. in their collections. Thanks also go to John W.  O’Malley, 5.J., for his helpful suggestions.  ' P.O. KRISTELLER, The Scholar and His Public in the Late Middle Ages and the  Renaissance, im Medieval Aspects of Renaissance Learning, Durham, NC, 1974, repr.  New York, 1992, p. 6. Commentaries, as the detailed explication of a text for the  purposes of education, are of course still written, but the twentieth century is more  familiar with the oral form of commentary, in connection with the class lecture as it has  been delivered "day in and day out in the schools and universities throughout the years."  ? This observation holds true today despite some important work on the commentary  form published in the last thirty years. See, for example, the works listed in KRISTELLER,  The Scholar and His Public, p. 7 n. 7.the MOSsStT ımportant form of scholarly
lıterature ın the 1ıddle Ages TOmM the time of the speclalızatıon of
earnıng In the twelfth u  9 the commen form Was In 1ıke
sed in all branches of owledge and ıt WAas cultıvated wıthout
interruption untıl the sıxteenth and beyond"”. He noted that the
cCommentary A dıistinct ıterary form remaıned visıble rıght into the
Renatissance. Furthermore, "commentarıes the works of Arıstotle and
the OgI1C of Peter of paın constıtute ng into the seventeenth IYy
TOA| and important branch of phılosophical lıterature that has 8(8)1 yel
een sufficıently explored"“.

steller also pomts Ouf, however, that the continuatıiıon of the
Commentary form notwiıthstandıng, "the methods of explanatıon and
doctrinal Content offered WeTIC naturally subject change  ”

earlıer version of thıs Was presented al the Convegno Internazıonale dı
Studı Umanıstıcı1, Sassoferrato, Italy, June, 1994 Research Was facılıtated by
stıpend from the atıona. Ndowmen! for the Humanıtıes for work at the Augustinıan
Hıstorical Instıtute ıllanova Universıty. grateful the 1brary staff of the
Bıblioteca Nazıonale Vıttorio Emanuele 1L, Naples, for perm1ssıon publısh portion of
the work of (Gnles of Vıterbo TOom 199KNY theır collections. Thanks 1Iso John
’Malley, S3 for h1s helpful suggest10ns.

KRISTELLER, The Scholar anı His Public In the ate Middle Ages and the
KRenaissance, Medieval Aspects of Renaissance Learning, Durham, 1974, ICDTI.
New Y ork, 1992, Commentarıes, the eTfaıle‘ explicatıon of text for the
DUTDOSCS of educatıon, of ‚OUTSC still wrıtten, but the entieth CENTUY 18 LNOTC
amılıar ıth the ral form of CommentarYy, connection wıth the class ecC it has
een delıvered aYy In and day Ouft ın the chools and unıversıties throughout the year:  A

hıs observatıon holds oday despite SOINC mportant work the IYy
form publıshed the ast th: YCars Dee, for example, the works lısted in KRISTELLER,
The Scholar and His Public,
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TIhe change that interested hım 1ın that artıcle 15 SCCIH] as maJor ONC, IC
took place urıng the fourteenth sıxteenth centurıes reflective of the
encounter between LWO intellectual cultures commonly refer as

scholastıc and humanıst. Humanıst cCommentarıes frequently dıffer from
scholastıc commentarıes ın basıc WAaY, SiInce the humanısts and
scholastıcs generally chose COMMEentT dıfferent 00 But SV when

sıngle work remaıned the ubject of cCcommentary in both cultures,
humanıst and scholastıc commentarıes ST1 reveal sharp dıfferences ıIn the
method of interpretation the COMMEeENTLATtOTrS sed? Kristeller nOTeEe: that wıth
humanıst commentarıes ıIn general, "grammatıcal and hıstorical
interpretation for the MOST part takes the place of dialectica analysıs and
argumentatıonnd Hıs attempt thıs dıstinction back the n valry
between the professional phılosophıca tradıtiıon and the professional
rhetorical tradıtiıon of the late medieval unıversıties, however, 15 only
partıally successful®.

steiler ntende' the observatıons outlıned above gulidelınes.
He dıd noTt faıl appreclate the complexıty of the SCHIC and knew that the
qualıty, Ir and method of indıvıdual mmentarY, and the partıcular
WaY it stands in relatıon the commonplace SCHNOlastıc. humanist
dıchotomy, MUuUStT be determıiıned by detaıled examınatıon. Thıs 15

partıcularly E af commentarıes composed in the watershed per10 he
spoke of.

The Sententiae of Peter Lombard WAas ONC work of Scholastıc
culture that continued be the ubject of commentarıes SEvecn ınto the
sixteenth long after Aquınas’s Summa theologica had replace it

the tandard textbook 1n heology. One such C  IYy 15 the focus of
thıs study. 1ıles of Vıterbo s Commentarium ad entem Platonis, ONC of
INa y Sentences commentarıes produce Dy frıars, remaıns unpublıshed
eXCcept for sections edıted in the by Eugen10 Massa, and for secti1ons
edıted for indıvıdual studies®.

The Scholar and His Public,
The Scholar and His Public, He adds, "more value 18 placed style, and the

termınology of scholastıc learnıng 1S rather avoıded" Giıles that he ll USC the
standard ermınology In hH1s discussıon of the respective roles of the intellec: and will,
popular 1Ssue am oNg ScChOlastıcs and humanısts alıke Before he concludes hıs d1scuss10n,
however, he adopts the vocabulary of myth and allegory

Kristeller recognized that the unıversıty sıtuatıon aly WAas dıfferent TOmM that of
ther kuropean natıons that phılosophy Was not connected wıth theology faculty.

6 portion of CGinles’s Sentences Commentary 1S edıted by 1n L’Anima
1’Uomo In Egidio da Viterbo nelle fonti classiche medioevalı (Eg1dio da Vıterbo
1MmM111 vest1g10 praestantior imago est quaCl in secundo ordıne reper1tur), esi
uUumanısticı inediti sul "De Anima” adua, and fondamenti metafısici della
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Ihe author of thıs Sentences mmentary 15 problematıc 1gure
who has puzzled and dıyıded scholars. TIhe eart of the problem of 1ıles
of Vıterbo (as treated In important artıcle by Francıs Martın) contaıns
everal addıtional dıchotomıies beyond the problem of locatıng hım wıthın
the scholastıc and humanıst paradıgm As wıth INaDn y of hıs ntempo-
rarıes, potentially conflıcting actıvıties, publıc and priıvate, actıve and
contemplative, secular and spiırıtual, reformatıve and conservatıve,
competed for h1ıs attention and varıously alitifecte: those who knew hım
Supporters revered hım for hıs profoun learnıng, both secular and
rel1g10us. Others consiıdered hım for all hıs erudıtiıon Just another
paganızer of the Gospel. Sıimilarly, despite evıdence that he dıd take
interest in socı1a]l welfare, when he preache the prostitutes of Rome,
he has een cast d INnan of 1vory-tower abstractions, V polıshe prıest of
Renaılissance circles"® Sıgnıficant ere 15 that hıs intellectual and
pırıtual development 4S interpreter of Was rooted In scholastıc
culture. But 4S the descriptive he SaVC hıs commenta: indıcates,
ad entem Platonis, he wanted promote quıte other than tradıtıional
method of interpretation of Peter ombard text. As Massa recogniızed, by
the time ıles Was wrıting the mmentary he Was intending "tO lıberate
scholastıc heology from the textual and systematıc iructure of Arısto-
tel1ıanısm and establısh e  S humanıstic heology ase: the and
phılosophy of Plato?.

Rather than oversimplıfy the sıtuation, then, the Contrast between
the scholastıc and the humanıst commenta that OUT pomnt of
departure provıdes usefu frame f reference for sıtuatıng CGhnles’s

"dignitas hominis”, esti inediti di E gidio da Viterbo ( Turın, interesting study
of Giles’s relatıonshıp the scholastıc tradıtıon 1S Danıela GIONTA, Scholastik UN:
Platonismus Im Prolog ZU. Sentenzenkommentar des Aegidius VoNn Viterbo,
Augustiniana$ 1371953 rıtıcal dıtıon of the entire text 1s being completed
by the author of thıs Y All firom the Sentences ommentary in thıs
ave been edıted from three of the fıve 1155 that contaın the work: Rome, Vat Lat. 6325;
aples, JII 8 Naples, XIV /1 All translatıons of the present author
unless note: otherwIıse.

Francıs ARTIN, 0.5. TIhe Problem of Giles of Viterbo: Historiographical
Survey, ın Augustiniana (1959) 35/7-379; (1960), 43-60

The Problem of Giles of Viterbo, 359 Most portraıts of ıles COmpoSe: before
1900, and several after, speal of ultured oug: Virtuous Renaıissance prelate, the
polıshed Orator, the Ciceronıian stylıst, and accomplıshed DOeLT, plıoneer bıblıcal scholar

cabalıstic ı1teratureTHE COMMENTARIUM AD MENTEM PLATONIS OF GILES OF VITERBO 287  The author of this Sentences commentary is a problematic figure  who has puzzled and divided scholars. The heart of the problem of Giles  of Viterbo (as treated in an important article by Francis Martin) contains  several additional dichotomies beyond the problem of locating him within  the scholastic and humanist paradigm  n7  . As with many of his contempo-  raries, potentially conflicting activities, public and private, active and  contemplative,  secular and spiritual,  reformative and conservative,  competed for his attention and variously affected those who knew him.  Supporters revered him for his profound learning, both secular and  religious. Others considered him for all his erudition as just another  paganizer of the Gospel. Similarly, despite evidence that he did take  interest in social welfare, as when he preached to the prostitutes of Rome,  he has been cast as a man of ivory-tower abstractions, "a polished priest of  Renaissance circles"*. Significant to us here is that his intellectual and  spiritual development as an interpreter of texts was rooted in scholastic  culture. But as the descriptive label he gave to his commentary indicates,  ad mentem Platonis, he wanted to promote quite other than a traditional  method of interpretation of Peter Lombard’s text. As Massa recognized, by  the time Giles was writing the commentary he was intending "to liberate  scholastic theology from the textual and systematic structure of Aristo-  telianism and establish a new humanistic theology based on the texts and  philosophy of Plato®.  Rather than oversimplify the situation, then, the contrast between  the scholastic and the humanist commentary that serves as our point of  departure provides a useful frame of reference for situating Giles’s  "dignitas hominis", e testi inediti di Egidio da Viterbo (Turin, 1954). An interesting study  of Giles’s relationship to the scholastic tradition is Daniela GIONTA, Scholastik und  Platonismus im Prolog zum Sentenzenkommentar des Aegidius von Viterbo, in  Augustiniana 39(1989), 132-153. A critical edition of the entire text is being completed  by the author of this essay. All passages from the Sentences commentary in this paper  have been edited from three of the five mss. that contain the work: Rome, Vat. Lat. 6325;  Naples, BN, VIII F 8; Naples, BN XIV H 71. All translations are of the present author  unless noted otherwise.  7 Francis X. MARTIN, 0.S.A., The Problem of Giles of Viterbo: A Historiographical  Survey, in Augustiniana 9 (1959), 357-379; 10 (1960), 43-60.  * The Problem of Giles of Viterbo, p. 359. Most portraits of Giles composed before  1900, and several after, speak of "a cultured though virtuous Renaissance prelate, the  polished orator, the Ciceronian stylist, and accomplished poet, a pioneer biblical scholar  astray in cabalistic literature ... an intellectual jackdaw" (F.X. MARTIN, Friar, Reformer,  and Renaissance Scholar: Life and Work of Giles of Viterbo 1469 - 1532. Villanova,  1992, p. 123).  ? E. MassA, I fondamenti metafisici della ’dignitas hominis”, e testi inediti di Egidio  da Viterbo, p. 3.intellectual Jackdaw  ‚M (F.X Friar, Reformer,
and Renaissance Scholar: Life and Work of Giles of Viterbo 1469 1552 ıllanova,
1992, 123)

A, I fondamenti metafisici della dignitas hominis , es$n inediti di Eg1idio
da Viterbo,
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cCommentary the INanı others in thıs TOA| SCHIC Hıs interpretive
method reveals complex thınker wıth characterıistics of both perspectives,
but aAarguc 1ın thıs that humanıst perspective dominates from the
outset. ’Humanıist’ o€es nOoTt INncan ere preference for secular themes
OVeTr spırıtual, OT pagan OVCI Christian. On the CONITFaTY, (nles’s method
15 syncretistic but hıs viewpoıint essentially Chrıstıan, ıke the general
culture of 5th and 6th u Italy. ’Humanıst’ in thıs cContext oes
suggest greater rellance classıc authorıty for textual interpretation, but
that authorıty from both Chrıistian (bıbliıcal and patrıst1ic) and (ireco-
Roman OUTCES Most important, ’humanıst’ points interpretive
method that prefers lıterature and StOTrY, dıstinct from the general
method of interpretation call ’scholastıc,’ 16 proceeds dıalectically
and wıth greater egree of abstract argument. Another er10us student of
ıles, Jo  S alley, acknowledged the 1fficu. of categorızıng 1ıles
GVn wıthıin the of humanısts. He concluded that "Eg1d1i0 Must be
assıgned place closer the orammarıan ’s end of the spectirum than
the rhetoricı1an ’s". alley SCCS in ıles "passıon for (exts,” and
predelıction for allegory‘®. sıng thıs definıtion, C(Chnles’s early
aWaY from scholastıcısm and toward humanısm Can be wıtnessed in hıs
interpretive method

1ıles began the Commentary after havıng completed studies al the
Augustinıian studium generale at adua, center of humanısm, Averroistic
phılosophy, and Thomiuistic theology‘. Sınce 1436, Ihomas Aquınas Was

then saınt of the arts faculty. ıles, however, had worked there wıth
Agostino Nıfo, the physıcıan and phılosopher who ug. al adua from
21 TOM 1f0 he Was already earnıng develop broader phılo-
sophıcal outlook by adopting Platonıc and Hermetic CONCEPIS, althoug
they dıd not AaBTCcC the merı1ts of Averroes. fter publıshıing edıtıon
of three works of ıles of Rome ın 1493'°, he went study wıth Marsı-
110 Fiıcıno In Florence urıng the exti wınter, and rther cultivated the
theologia platonica agaınst Averroistic Arıstotelianısm. By 1497, hıs
platonıc readıng of Chrıistian heology Was in evidence al Rome urıng h1is
examınatıon for the magıisterium In heology. Thereafter hıs of

John O’MALLEY, 5.J., Egidio da Viterbo and Renaissance Rome, Egidio da
Viterbo, (3  N ıl SUO (Attı del Convegno dell’Istituto StOr1CO Agostinıiano,
Rome,

For further background SCcCC ARTIN, Giles of Viterbo Scripture Scholar, in
Egidio da Viterbo, 0.5.  SN JI SUO (Rome, 191-221

Quaestiones de mater1a coeli, De intellectu possibili, and Commentarıia INn II
libros Physicorum Aristotelis. See the 1ıst Francıs ARTIN, The ritings of (riles of
Viterbo, Augustiniana 18 (1979) 141-193
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experience TW steadıly. He TOSC prominence Orator and preache
before Pope Alexander in 498® He Was member of Pontano’s lıterary
cırcle 1ın Naples between 499 and 1501° On wıtnessing polıtiıcal
intrıgue In Naples, he resolved return the orth of Italy, stayıng wıth
the frıars of Lecceto ear Sıena In 15034 He continued to study the
classıcs, however, and hıs modern bıographer that by thıs time he
WAas dedıicated scriıptural truth but 15 thought PTOCCSS and
imagery...belonged the classıcal world" > In 1504, urıng etireat
the isle of Martana, he studied the Tliad and composed hı1ıs OW) Eclogues,
1DI1Ca. modeled after ırgıl’s pastora. hexameters. In 1506, after
hıs appoıntment d VICar general, he agaıln looked Lecceto, but thıs time

promote hıs OWN reform efforts terest in scriptural studies also SICW
steadıly, wıth hıs election prıor general 1ın 507 eıng pomnted Dy
Francıs Martın bringing about kınd of "conversıon" from the study of
secular lıterature.

Durıng and after these experiences ıles devoted hımself to wrıting
the lengthy mm  aTrY. Hıs partıcular interest In Peter ombard texti 1S
also evıdent In serles of SCITNONS he DaVC in 1502, where he ollowe!: the
dıvısıon of the four 00 of the Sententiae)®. He continued work the
cCommentary untiıl admınıstrative duties overwhelme: him  E When he Was

appoıinted ViCcar general in 1506, he MaYy ave already sensed that 1819
duties WOU. interfere wıth hıs arge proJect. When he became priıo0r
general he had negotlate wıth Martın Luther urıng Luther’s visıt

13 The influence Was mutual, under Giles’s influence, [0)81 hımself INaYy have
gained deeper Chrıistian humanıst perspectiıve SINCE Giles’s recommendatıon Pontano
decıded study ugustine s De immortalitate anımae.

In the ate 14th CENTUrYy thıs mONnastery had een selecte: the flagshıp for reform
the Augustinian order.

® "Giles here cshows hımself the humanıst and neoplatonıst, harmonizing the wrıtings
of the Grec1ı1an and Christian WOorlds RTIN, Friar, Reformer, and Renaissance
Scholar, When Alexander VA dıed that Same YCAT, for example, and Wäas replaced
by Francesco Pıccolominıi, cardınal of Siena (as Pope Pıus I1), 1les Was called uUuDON Dy
the people of Sıena preach during celebration that CIty. Ihe theme of that
the diıvine harmony events, provide Giles wıth - opportunıty lıberally TOM
Augustine, Boethius, Ptolemy, and the Timaeus of ato

See the er pri10r Seraphino ate' Sept. 1502 in Anna Marıa OCI ROTH,
ed., Egidio da Viterbo OSA, Lettere Famigliari, ols ome, vol I 174

17 On the ates of composıtıon, John ALLEY, Giles of Viterbo Church and
Reform Study In Renaissance Ihought (Leıden, 1 % SayS that 1les Was
workıing thıs cCommentary at eas into 1512 ARTIN, Friar, Reformer, and
Renaissance Scholar, 161, Says that the greater Was wrıtten by 1510 and that VeT
the exti YCAaIs only fıve addıtional WeTITe wrıtten because of Giles’s growıng
admıinistrative responsıbilıties.
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Rome ın 15112 Ihe exti YCal he SaVC the address that opened the Fıfth
Lateran Councıl When he topped wrıting the Comment(tarYy, havıng
eached only the seventeenth Distinctio of Book 1, he Was ell the WaY
toward hıs eventual appoıntment cardınal. Many consıdered hım as

papabilis, prıme candıdate for the DAaDAaCY.
Given the of experiences that led hıs rejection of

scholastıc methods and scholastıc doctrines for somethıing he ca the
Mens Platonis, how o€es 11es proceed interpreter of Peter
ombard Sententiae? the work 1S only nomiınally commentary ıIn the
scholastıc what 15 it really? Eugen10 Massa consıdered (nles’s
wıthdrawal from scholastıcısm gradual and only partıally successful,
he Judges from changes in the cCommentarYy. Massa suggested that ıts
composıtıon iınto three per10ds, he Sa  S reflected ıIn the author’s
style and works cıted The ırst per10d WOU. be that of the fırst chapters.
11es 15 INOTEC ellıptical, INOTC concerned wıth scholastıc problems. The
second and the ırd produce the chapters concerning the process10ns of
the Son and of the Holy Spirıt, composed between 09-1512? Massa
DSOCS correctly identify the cCommentary 4S reactiıon method of
theologıcal educatıon, the scholastıc, ın effort estore heology that
Wäas 1terary, alıve, ethıcal, ILNOTC ıke that of Augustine, the patron of
(nles’s order. But hıs divisıon of the work into three phases 1S misleadıng,
for Massa’s second and 1V! per10ds CONCEIN VE SMa portion of the
large teXT, only 38 manuscrIipt agCS, in fact, Out of 411 1l1es appCAars
know what he 1S about,, as Chrıistian Platonist and humanıst,
from the earlıest of the commentarYy. arly there 15 CONSCIOUS
applıcatıon of ıts tıtle ad entem Platonis, 1C attests Giles’s
commıtment HC  S method, and OIlC that has hıstorical emphasıs.

Massa dıd noL discuss Chnles’s andlıng of the first dıstınction of
Peter ombard Sententiae but ocused instead later Passasc that
discusses the human soul. But C(hles’s 47}  S perspective and method Cal be
wıtnessed EeVCN ın hıs freatment of the fiırst dıstinction. Thıs section ın
partıcular deserves attention sSince it presen! ımportant 1SSuUes that WeIC

debated extensively Dy both medieval and renalssance phılosophers
Book of the Sententiae treats the doctrine of the Trmıity. i

introduce thıs major theme Peter Lombard adopted the technıcal vocabu-

1 X See Die römischen Augustiner-Quellen Luthers Frühzeit," in Archiv
für Reformationsgeschichte Z (1928), 266-269

19 L’Anima 1’Yomoa In Egidio da Viterbo nelle fonti classiche
medioevalıi (Eg1di0 da Vıterbo Sımilıtudo vest1g10 praestantıor imago est QUaC 1n
secundo ordıne reperıtur, es$ UMAaNnIıSLICI inediti ul "De Anima, ” |Padua,
37-



IHE COMMENTARTIUM 'ENTEM PLA ILES VITERBO 291

lary and lıne of reasonıng seft forth 1n Augustine’s De doctrina F1LS-
H1anda: namely, that all teachıng consısts of [WO parts thıngs and SignNs  20
and further, that regardıng thıngs, Can dıstınguıish them accordıng
another dıvıisıon: thıngs UuUsSs«ec and Ings en]OY. He set forth these
dıchotomiıes because Augustine, after oıng the Samne thıng, categorıically
laımed "the thıngs be enjoyed dIC the Father, Son, and Holy Dırıt, the
V rını ONMNC partıcular thıng, the hıghest of thıngs, the SAaInc all
who en]oy itll21. Augustine’s claım about the T'rmıty A  15 nOoTt philo-
sophıca. proo but arrogatıon of eccles1astical authorıty ase. the
princıple of revealed truth"22 sıng hıs OWIIN diıchotomies of ıng and
s1gn, and Uusc and enJoyment, Augustine W ds

"merely tryıng provıde hıimself first wıth neutral vocabulary wıth whiıch
descrıibe basıc Chrıstian doectrine. Ihe priorı categories provıde the
framework for full and comprehensive theoretical descr1ıption of the Trmity,
and essentially of all Christian theology|123.

When Peter Lombard chose employ for hıs Sententiae the Samnec

dıstinctions between thıng and sıgn and use and enjoyment, however, he
helped rıng these deep into the heart of late medieval
phılosophıcal debate“* Moreover, he Joımned thıs basıc framework 1ve
INOTEC princıples derıved from Augustine. Fiırst, that enjoyment involves the
possession of the object in fact (in re) and NOTL merely ıIn hope of SOINEC
future fulfiıllment (In spe) Second, that, properly understood, people dIC

be used, not enjoyed in themselves. Proper enjoyment of others entaıls the
enjoyment of them „  1ın „ Thırd, that G0d should be understood
usıng rather than enjJoyıng humanıty, Ssınce "lf he en]Ooys usS, he needs
benefit that 15 OUTS somethıng SaJnec INan WOUu SdY, because he
hımself 15 OUT CVEIY g00d, OT else ıt from h1m"25 OU: that the
virtues themselves AICc be sed toward the enjJoyment of God, the
hıghest g00d, the only ıng that 15 be enjoyed In ıtself. No viırtue, then,
15 be enjoyed unless that ırtue 1S love, SInce G0d 1S love. Fıfth, that ıt
15 through the nction of the 111 that enN]OY.

De doctrina christiana, ‚& (PL 34.19, ST 32.7}
De doctrina christiana, E  CNn (PL 34.21, €L 329}

272 See James ”DONNELL, ugustine | Twayne’s WOT. authors ser1es P  Oston,
.

23 ”DONNELL, Augustine, 15
LOMBARD, Sententiae 00k (On the ystery of the Trinty) Dıstinction ı

Chapter STE  LLER’S Repertorium commentarıorum In Sententias 'etri Lombardi,
vols., (Würzburg, g1ves ample evidence of the frequenCy of production of

Sentences commentarıes.
25yDe doctrina christiana, (PL 34.32, € SE 32.25-6), tran:  7 John

GAVIGAN, 0O.5 Writings of St. Augustine, vol (New Y ork,
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Wıth those CONCcepIts, partıcularly the callıng of attention 18 the virtues,
especlally love, and the 111 faculty of the soul,; ave the
ESSCHNCE of ma]or 1Sssue 16 scholars debated and developed urıng the
per10 1ın question. Generally, ıle the sıdes Sa  S meriıt in both
facultıies, adherents Arıstotle Sa  S the hıghest of the soul
intellectual, In contemplatıon of the hıghest 00d. The Platoniıc revıval
tended place greater emphasıs the ll Ihus the debate ultımately
ocused whether the attaınment of the SUPTECME g00d Was prımarıly
act of the intellect OT the will; OT, put ıt another WAY, IC of the L[WO
faculties Wäas super10r. oug the debate 15 implıcıt Augustine and
Peter Lombard in 1g of theır establıshment of the superlor1ty of en]JOY-
ment OVCI uSCc, neıther treated the question of the superlor1ty of 111 OT

intellect ırectly. Nevertheless, iıdentification of partıcular Taculty wıth
enjJoyment, that 15 SaY, the attaınment of the hıghest g00d, naturally
ralses that faculty super10r posıtıon. But the resolution of thıs question

problem 1n phılosophy Wäas mputed the commentators, who had
INOTC of Arıstotle reckon wıth than dıd Augustine 0)4 Peter Lombard

Many eadıng phılosophers and theologıans of the 1ı1ddle Ages
lectured and wrote commentarıes the Sententiae, includıng Thomas
Aquınas, Duns SCOotus, and Wıllıam of am All partıcıpate in the
debate surroundıng the first distinction. By Thomas time, the debate Was

ommonly presented ASs 16 faculty of the soul, the 111 OT the intellect,
cshowed iıtself as the INOTe emiınent and NO In the aCcti of enJoyment. BYy
the fourteenth CENTUTY, thıs debate became commonplace SOINC ave
called ıt sterıle Domuinıcan and Francıscan theologlans. It
remaıned of CONLTOVEISY aM ONS later scholars d well, partıcularly
the humanısts, and thus valuable pomint of comparison“®.

10 take ell known Scholastıc attempt al mediatiıon 4S Casc 1n
poınt, Aquınas addressed the 1ssue In and trıed find WaYy tO

xplaın how each faculty, the intellect and the will, COUuU be consıdered
super10r accordıng partıcular viewpoıint. He held that, accordıng the

rgumen!(ts, the intellect appCAars the INOTC em1ınent. When
vliewıng intellect and 111 ın theır ESSCNCC, for example, the intellect 1S
super10r "because the object of the 111 15 comprised and NnNCcIude: In that
of the intellect  l127. Thıs 1S pomnt the beginning of the aCcti of enJoyıng

On the continuatiıon of thıs debate sCc«Cc The Cambridge History of Renaissance
Philosophy (Cambridge, 336, 351-353, 643, 658-659

GILSON, The Christian Philosophy of Wa Thomas Aquinas, tran:  7

(New York, 2473 Sımilarly, "lf COMPAaTrCc the iıntellect and 1l partıcular
of the soul exerc1ising etermiıinate aCTIS, [the intellect 18 ST1 SsCcCCH super10r SINCE

the ESSCIICE of the g00d hıch the ıll desires 1s precisely that which the intellect
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(secundum originem) and claım superlor1ty for the intellect, SInce ıt 15
what drıves the ıll

But Aquinas acknowledges that there 15 WaY consıder the 11l
make that faculty aDDCATI super10r the intellect. Thıs Cal happen

ıf OILC 00 toward the wıll  s ultımate, unıversal object, the g00d“®. For
wıth thıs perspective,

"each indıvıdual intellect, all intellectual owledge, and each object of
owledge constitute partıcular g00ds. As such they fall under unıversal g00d
which 1S the PTODCT object of the wıll Looked at 1n thıs WAaY, the 111 15
super10r the intellect and capable of movıng ıtl|29'

Thıs pomts the completion of the act of enJoyment (secundum
perfectionem). Aquınas makes thıs Case In Dıstinction L Question L artıcle

of hı1ıs Sentence Commentary, he explaıns Augustine’s framework,
16 Wäas adopted Dy Peter Lombard, through Arıstotle’s thıcal
categorIes. n]joyment 15 the act of both intellect and ll Intellect,
however, 15 INOTC emiınent and 1S the highest W of the soul. Man
reaches hıs hıghest In contemplatıon. The 11l he shares wıth the
anımals:

"Enjoyment consısts In the best operatıon of Man, SsInce enjoyment 15 man s
ultımate happıness. And the best operatıon of Ianl 15 the operatıon of the
hıghest Ö of the soul, that 1S, the intellect, toward the MOST emıinent
object, 1C 15 Godn30

But from the other perspective, the 111 Can be SCCIHI1 superl10r:
happıness, which the Lombard calls enjoyment [fruitio|, 1$ perfected

aCCOUNT of 1ts completion INOTC than aCcCCcount of ıts beginnıng, although it
includes ın itself certaın delıght. Sa Y that happıness |Lombard’s
fruitio} 15 actl of the will, and accordıng the dısposition of charıty,
regardless of 1ts order in relatıon the preceding DOWECTIS and dısposıtions. In

the first 1Ssue it mMust be saıd that appetıte always ollows
cognıtionTHE COMMENTARIUM AD MENTEM PLATONIS OF GILES OF VITERBO 293  (secundum originem) and to claim superiority for the intellect, since it is  what drives the will.  But Aquinas acknowledges that there is a way to consider the will  so as to make that faculty appear superior to the intellect. This can happen  if one looks toward the will’s ultimate, universal object, the good*. For  with this perspective,  "each individual intellect, all intellectual knowledge, and each object of  knowledge constitute particular goods. As such they fall under universal good  which is the proper object of the will. Looked at in this way, the will is  superior to the intellect and capable of moving it  l|29'  This points to the completion of the act of enjoyment (secundum  perfectionem). Aquinas makes this case in Distinction I, Question I, article  1 of his Sentence Commentary, as he explains Augustine’s framework,  which was adopted by Peter Lombard, through Aristotle’s ethical  categories. Enjoyment is the act of both intellect and will. Intellect,  however, is more eminent and is the highest power of the soul. Man  reaches his highest state in contemplation. The will he shares with the  animals:  "Enjoyment consists in the best operation of man, since enjoyment is man’s  ultimate happiness. And the best operation of man is the operation of the  highest power of the soul, that is, the intellect, toward the most eminent  object, which is God"®®,  But from the other perspective, the will can be seen as superior:  "Our happiness, which the Lombard calls enjoyment [fruitio], is perfected on  account of its completion more than on account of its beginning, although it  includes in itself a certain delight. And so we say that happiness [Lombard’s  Jfruitio] is an act of the will, and according to the disposition of charity,  regardless of its order in relation to the preceding powers and dispositions. In  response to the first issue it must be said that appetite always follows  cognition ... Thus the highest part of the soul has intellect and will, of which  apprehends. Therefore, the object of the intellect appears to be absolute while that of the  will appears relative" (ibid.).  ® For Aquinas the will is an innate hunger, a natural appetite for goodness. See  Eleonore STUMP, Faith and Goodness, in The Philosophy in Christianity, ed. Godfrey  VESEY, (Cambridge,1989), p. 168.  ® STUMP, Faith and Goodness, pp. 243-244.  %° "Fruitio consistit in optima operatione hominis, cum fruitio sit ultima felicitas  hominis  . Optima autem operatio hominis est operatio altissimae potentiae, scilicet  intellectus, ad nobilissimum objectum, quod est Deus" (THOMAS AQUINAS, Commentum in  quatuor libros sententiarum magistri Petri Peter Lombardi, vol. 1 [Parma, 1856, repr.  New York, 1948], p. 12).hus the hıghest part of the soul has intellect and will, of which

apprehends. Therefore, the object of the intellect aDpCAars be absolute whıiıle that of the
11l aAaDDCATrs relatıve" (1bıd.).

For Aquınas the 111 1s innate hunger, natural appetite for goodness. See
Eleonore UMP, Faith and Goodness, The Philosophy In Christianity, ed Godfrey

(Cambrıidge, 1989), 168
Faith and Goodness, 243-7244

"Fruitio consıstıt optıma operatıone homin1s, fruntio sıt ultıma felıcıtas
hominis Optiıma autem operatıo homiınıs est operatıo altıssımae potentiae, scıilıcet
ıntellectus, ad nobılıssımum objectum, quod est Deus  I (IHOMAS AQUINAS, Commentum In
qualuor libros sententiarum magistrı Petri Peter Lombardi, vol |Parma, 1856, TCDT.
New YOrK. 12)



794

the intellect 15 super10r according beginnıng and the ıll accordıng
u31'completion

In comparıng (nles’s handlıng of the 1SSUE, OMNC that he
begıns in the u scholastıc & by accepting Lombard’s/
Augustine’s dıchotomy of usc and enjJoyment32 distinguishing these
CON! he SCS the amılıar terms of the subject, he saıd he would°°:

"There 1$ certaın hıghest g00d whiıch, when ul ıt, Afrc happy, and,
happy, enJoy it. Other g0o0ds in not SUDITCMHGC, these arc be OVe: for the
sake of the hıghest g00d, that DA S them for dıiscovering the
hıghest g00d, for attaınıng it134

1ı1es immediately no that thıs 1S the usual place where the debate OVOTI

the superlor1ty of intellect OT 111 1s conducted and he emphatıcally states
where he stands the 1SSUEe:

'Here it 15 CUStOMATrY for all ask which aculty enjJoyment belongs Sa Y
that it does not belong the iıntellect but the wıl"

Thıs polemical assertion already sıgnals departure from Aquiınas In ıts
reversal of Aqunias’s emphasıs whether ıles has hım in mınd OT not.
(nles’s fırst proof, consiıdering the question from the viewpoımnt of the act
of enjoyment ıtself, lays the foundatıon for the reversal:

"Happiness, althoug! sıtuated it WeIC al first 1in the intellect and owledge,
yel has 1ts perfection In the will, dASs INan In the egınnıng only erfects the
body. In the end when hıs body becomes exhausted he depends the o

"Perficıtur nNOSTtra felıcıtas, quam frunt1o nomıiınat, parte SUl1 complementı! magıs
quam parte PTINC1IPUL, In includat quamdam delectatıonem. Et 1deo dicımus quod
est CTIUS voluntatıs, et secundum carıtatis, quamVIs secundum ordınem ad
potent1as ei habıtus praecedentes. prımum CTgO dıcendum, quod appetıtus SCHMDCI
sequıtur cognıtıonem SUDICHLa Pars iıntellectum ei voluntatem, QUOTUMN
intellec est altıor secundum orıgınem, el voluntas secundum perfectionem” (IHOMAS
AQUINAS, Commentum, 12)

(nles’s handlıng of the 1Ssue under diıscussıon ın chapters 16-20 of the
Commentary.

33 "Communibus vocabulıs artıs utar” (Comm ch 16)
Quoddam est 191  ‚U  $ quod CUIIMN assequımur beatı SUMUS, el 1lo ealtl iruımur.

lıa ona NON SUINIMNa Sun(t, QuaC Ssumm 1 gratia adamanda Sunt, ıllıs quası gradıbus ad
SUINIMNUM vel invenıendum utamur, vel assequendum ” (Comm ch 17)

35 "Quer1 h1ic sole‘ ab omn1bus, CU1US potestatıs sıt Dıcımus 1970701 intellectus CSSC,
sed VOIlun!  15  b OMM. ch. 4 In maıntaınıng that ıt 18 ug the 11l that eNJOY,
Giles echoes Augustine De I rinitate 10.10.13 (PL 42.981): "Fruimur enım cognitıs,
quı1ıbus voluntas IpSIS propter 1psa delectata conquılescıt.”
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of hıs mındTHE COMMENTARIUM AD MENTEM PLATONIS OF GILES OF VITERBO 295  of his mind ... Although its origin is in the intellect, enjoyment, which is the  most perfect act, must be ascribed to the will"?®.  Aquinas made a concession to the superiority of the will secundum  perfectionem, but his argument more vigorously affırms the superiority of  the intellect in contemplation of the highest good. Here Giles, using the  same distinction between the impulse that begins a process and that which  brings it to completion, stresses the latter and gives only minimal support  to the former.  Giles’s second proof, considering the question from the viewpoint  of the object of the act of enjoyment, reinforces the foundation. Looking  toward the attainment of the supreme good, Giles argues that "enjoyment  is the final act of the soul, not concerning anything whatsoever, but  concerning the end  Therefore it is’the will that enjoys, not the  intellect"?”,  Despite his disagreement with the line of reasoning adopted by  Aquinas and other scholastics, Giles up to this point is still arguing the  issue in a scholastic manner. His third and fourth proofs, however, take a  slightly different approach featuring linguistic and grammatical analysis.  At first he simply points out that "to enjoy something is nothing other than  to take delight in it, since we say that no one enjoys hostile and unpleasant  things [which means to bring to our attention the fact that we frequently  think about such things]. Enjoyment therefore finds no other place than in  the will"®®. Then he calls attention to the etymology of the fructus and  reflects in an eloquent passage on its association with the end of a natural  process that has many earlier steps:  "A tree sprouts, is set in its permanent location, is fed, grows, is ingrafted,  becomes mature, flowers and finally bears fruits and produce, which is the  reason why it was planted. And so if enjoyment [frui] has been derived from  fructus, it is truly placed at the end. Therefore enjoyment is in the will, which  follows as it were and makes its dwelling in the last and final inner rooms"®.  % "Beatitudo vero, etsi intellectu et cognitione, quasi in principio sita sit, in voluntate  tamen perfectionem habet, ut homo in principio corpus tantum perfectum habet. In fine  illo fatiscente virtuti mentis incumbit  . Licet origo in intellectu, frui, qui est actus  perfectissimus, voluntati ascribi vult" (Comm. ch. 17).  37 "Frui est actus perfectus animae, non circa quodcunque, sed circa finem ... Haec  igitur est quae fruitur, non intellectus" (Comm. ch. 17).  3 "Frui re aliqua nihil aliud est, quam illo delectari, cum neminem adversis et ingratis  frui dicamus. Non ergo nisi in voluntate locum invenit" (Comm. ch. 17).  39 n  Arbor enim oritur, seritur, alitur, augescit, inseritur, pubescit, florescit, ac denique  cuius gratia seritur, fructus et poma parit. Frui itaque si a fructu sumptum est, id vero est  in ultimo positum. Ergo in voluntate est frui, quae posterior sequens quasi in ultimis et  perfectis penetralibus fixit sedem" (Comm. ch. 17).oug 1ts or1g1n 15 In the intellect, enjJoyment, which 15 the
MOst erfect aCcT, must be ascrıbed the will">®.

Aqgquımas made CONCess10N the superlor1ty of the ll secundum
perfectionem, but hıs argument INOTSC vigorously affırms the superlor1ty of
the intellect 1ın contemplatıon of the hıghest good Here ıles, usıng the
Samne dıstinction between the ımpulse that begıns PTOCCSS and that 5 6}
brings ıt to completion, tresses the latter and o1ves only ınımal Support
to the former.

Giles’s second proof, consıdering the question from the viewpoınnt
of the object of the act of enjoyment, reinforces the foundation. Lookıng
toward the attaınment of the SUDICINC g00d, 1ıles that "enjoyment
15 the 1na. act of the soul, nNnoTt concerning anythıng whatsoever, but
concerning the end Therefore ıt 15 the 111 that enN]OYys, not the
intellect"®”.

Despıite hıs dısagreement wıth the lıne of reasonıng adopted Dy
Aquiınas and other scholastıcs, ıles thıs poımnt 15 STl arguıng the
1sSsue in scholastıc Hıs 1r and OUu: proofs, however, take
slıghtly dıfferent approac featurıng lınguistic and grammatıcal analysıs.

first he sımply points Out that "tO en]Ooy somethıng 15 nothıng other than
take delıght in ıt, SInCce Sa Y that ONC en]Joys hostıle and unpleasant

thıings \which 110 rıng OUrTr attention the fact that frequently
ıIn about such hıngs]| Enjoyment therefore 1N! other place than In
the will">S TIhen he ca attention (8) the etymology of the fructus and
reflects in eloquent PassSagc 1ts assoc1ıation wıth the end of natural
PIOCCSS that has Man Yy earlıer

uA tree SprOoufs, 15 set In ıts permanent locatıon, 15 fed, SIOWS, 15 ngrafted,
becomes mature, flowers and fınally bears frunts and produce, which 1s the
I[CasOonNn why it Was planted. And f enjoyment [fFui] has been derived from
fructus, ıt 1S truly placed al the end JIherefore enjoyment 15 1n the will, whiıich
ollows it WeTIC and makes 1ts dwelling 1ın the last and final inner TOOMS  n39.

"Beatı VETO, tS1 intellectu et cognıiıtione, quası in PIINC1P10 sıta sıt, iın voluntate
tamen perfectionem abet, ut homo PITINC1IP10 u tantum perfectum habet fine
1lo fatıscente vırtutı mentis incumbit 1Ce@ OrT120 intellectu, frul, quı est CIUS
perfect1ssımus, voluntatı ascrıbı vult" (Comm ch 17)

377 TUl est CIUS perfectus anımae, 1ON 1rca quodcunque, sed CIrca finemTHE COMMENTARIUM AD MENTEM PLATONIS OF GILES OF VITERBO 295  of his mind ... Although its origin is in the intellect, enjoyment, which is the  most perfect act, must be ascribed to the will"?®.  Aquinas made a concession to the superiority of the will secundum  perfectionem, but his argument more vigorously affırms the superiority of  the intellect in contemplation of the highest good. Here Giles, using the  same distinction between the impulse that begins a process and that which  brings it to completion, stresses the latter and gives only minimal support  to the former.  Giles’s second proof, considering the question from the viewpoint  of the object of the act of enjoyment, reinforces the foundation. Looking  toward the attainment of the supreme good, Giles argues that "enjoyment  is the final act of the soul, not concerning anything whatsoever, but  concerning the end  Therefore it is’the will that enjoys, not the  intellect"?”,  Despite his disagreement with the line of reasoning adopted by  Aquinas and other scholastics, Giles up to this point is still arguing the  issue in a scholastic manner. His third and fourth proofs, however, take a  slightly different approach featuring linguistic and grammatical analysis.  At first he simply points out that "to enjoy something is nothing other than  to take delight in it, since we say that no one enjoys hostile and unpleasant  things [which means to bring to our attention the fact that we frequently  think about such things]. Enjoyment therefore finds no other place than in  the will"®®. Then he calls attention to the etymology of the fructus and  reflects in an eloquent passage on its association with the end of a natural  process that has many earlier steps:  "A tree sprouts, is set in its permanent location, is fed, grows, is ingrafted,  becomes mature, flowers and finally bears fruits and produce, which is the  reason why it was planted. And so if enjoyment [frui] has been derived from  fructus, it is truly placed at the end. Therefore enjoyment is in the will, which  follows as it were and makes its dwelling in the last and final inner rooms"®.  % "Beatitudo vero, etsi intellectu et cognitione, quasi in principio sita sit, in voluntate  tamen perfectionem habet, ut homo in principio corpus tantum perfectum habet. In fine  illo fatiscente virtuti mentis incumbit  . Licet origo in intellectu, frui, qui est actus  perfectissimus, voluntati ascribi vult" (Comm. ch. 17).  37 "Frui est actus perfectus animae, non circa quodcunque, sed circa finem ... Haec  igitur est quae fruitur, non intellectus" (Comm. ch. 17).  3 "Frui re aliqua nihil aliud est, quam illo delectari, cum neminem adversis et ingratis  frui dicamus. Non ergo nisi in voluntate locum invenit" (Comm. ch. 17).  39 n  Arbor enim oritur, seritur, alitur, augescit, inseritur, pubescit, florescit, ac denique  cuius gratia seritur, fructus et poma parit. Frui itaque si a fructu sumptum est, id vero est  in ultimo positum. Ergo in voluntate est frui, quae posterior sequens quasi in ultimis et  perfectis penetralibus fixit sedem" (Comm. ch. 17).Haec
1gıtur est qUuUaC fruıtur, NON intellectus (Comm. ch 17)

38 IUl alıqua S:  1l alıud est, (JuUam 1lo delectarı, nemınem adversıs ei ingratis
fru1 diıcamus. Non CT SO 1S1 voluntate locum invenıt" (Comm ch 17)

Arbor Nnım orıtur, serıtur, alıtur, augescıt, inserıtur, pubescıt, florescit, den1que
CU1US gratia serıtur, fructus el DOIMNA parıt. Frul ıtaque S1 fructu sumptum estT, 1ıd VeTO est
in ultımo posıtum. Ergo Voluntate est frul, Qua«C poster10r SCqQUCNS quası in ultımıs et
perfectis penetralıbus fixıt sedem" (Comm ch 17)
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Thıs kınd of grammatıcal and analogıcal reflection 15 already less
characteristic of scholastıc dısputatıon. Hıs fıfth and ınal DrOoOT, however,
> resolve the debate, In ON paragrap. from
dialectica. H6  < lıterary and consc10usly eloquent style of approach. As
the paragrap begins, the pomnt 1S remade: the 111 15 super10r the
intellect because the 11l 1S connected the ıdea of fulfillment, ere
called rest (quies), ıle the intellect 15 connected INOTC wıth the ıdea of
motion toward that goal (motus) ıles makes thıs point emphatıcally ere
and in that effectively repeats the key words often.

No rest 15 nOTL characteristic of the intellect, because the end and the lımıt
1S not movement of the soul. |Rest] in the wıll! For when the g00d 15
absent it u E} after the g00d 15 present rest. But that mMOVve 15
characteristic of the appetite, the act 15 charaecteristic of the 111 and of love.

140Therefore after that MOvemen)! has departed, rest 15 characteristic of ıt

Vıvıdly brought 18 mınd here 15 the princıpa. theme of Augustine’s
Confessions, especlally the statement that and closes that work and
SEeTis both ıts mo0od and ıts theme You ave made us for yourself and OUFr

heart A ungquliet till ıt ın 1fs rest In you oug there 15 long
tradıtıon, ı10 includes the Scholastıcs, of assoclatıng man’s ultımate
enJjoyment and happıness, the beatıfic V1IS10N, lovıng rest in God, the
change ere In method 15 noticeable when it 15 consıdered In 1g of what
immediately ollows 1l1es builds the ıdea of dıvıne rest. NO longer
employıng philosophical argument, however, ıles NO rather chooses
plece of mythography, allegorıically interpreted, callıng mınd the
banquets of the gods The and ambros1a they, and restored souls,
ATiICc served represent fırst the pleasure of the intellect and finally the rCcpOSC
of the ıll

"When the table 15 first ready, there 15 pleasure, that 1S, necCtTtar. When there 15
rest, there 15 ambrosı1a, which signiıfies stable eternity. For thıs LTCAasSOIN Plato
SaVYS that all the gods arec happy and that love 15 the medium, ıf all of
happıness and perfection 1S ocated In the wiıll, where love’s co 15 siıtuated.
And the ancıents Sa Y thıs about aCTSs of the will, that and ambrosı1a d1C

seit before the gods, that 1S, the appYy. Intoxicating neCcCTiar sıgnıfles pleasure,

"Quies NON iıntellectus est, ad quCcm 11nıSs termınusque MOLUS anımae NON esT, quı
voluntate quiescıit. Bonum enım absens MOVverT,; quO praesente QuUleSCIMUS. Sed MOLUS Jlle
est appetitus, aC voluntatıs el aMOTIS. Ergo eijusdem est qulies abeunte motu  Y (Comm
ch 17) |My emphasıs].

"Inquietum est COT n  . donec requliescat te  vv (Confessiones Bla
CSL Z cf. 13.37.52 I PL CSL BTA
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but ambros1ia sıgnifies stable and motionless rest in SOINC happy realıty and
1472the eternity O 9 speak, the ıiımmortalıty of that happıness

Here ıles 15 able touch hıs maın [CasonNn for rejecting Averroean
Arıstotelianısm: ıts dıfficulty wıth the doctrine of personal ıiımmortalıty of
the soul. He SCI15CS5 that enjoyment, the attaınment of the hıghest g00d,
requires iımmortalıty, for happıness 1S removed by the fear of yıng and of
losıng t43

(nles’s voluntarısm and hıs method of interpretation usıng
STAMMUNAL, myth. and allegory thus reflect humanıstıc perspective SV al
thıs earlıest pomnt in the Commen(tarYy. Ultimately the method he prefers 15
ıterary rather than dıalectical, humanıst rather than scholastıc. Hıs UsSsCcC of
myt. and allegory 15 sıgnıfıcant because ıt 15 hOow he concludes CVEIY
section of the TY. Moreover, the allegory of nectiar and ambrosıa
ere oes far LINOTEC than illustrate hıs opınıon the superlor1ty of the ll
It Jo1ıns 1l1es o venerable tradıtiıon of Renaissance Platonist partıcıpatiıon
In the debate Marsılıo Fıcıno, who had made IM impress10n
ıles, reversed hıs posıtıon the question. oug! he ırst maıntaıned
that the SUMMUM bonum 15 ocated in OUT intellect, 4S early 1453, after
discussıon wıth Lorenzo de edic1, he and hıs patron CaInc hold that
the 111 rather than the iıntellect Was INOTC responsıble for human
happıness. Lorenzo’s PDOCIM Altercazione and Fiıcıno’s ‚pistola de felicitate
both make thıs poımt. Further, both use the ıimages of nectar and ambros1a:
the of the wıll  S JOY and the ambrosıa of the intellect’s VISI1ON.
owledge of (GJ0d WAas less satısfyıng than love of God Ihe SdIlleC
voluntarıst 1eW Can be found in Nes1ı and Vieri

We ote that ıles has reversed the images of nectar and ambros1ı1a
4S symbols, but the approac he takes the 1ssue 15 precısely that of his
humanıst contemporarı1es.

472 "Ubı INeNSa qQquacC prımo instruıtur voluptas, nectar. Quies, ambrosıa, QqUaC immotam
sıgnıfıcat aeternıtatem. Hınc ato eos INDNes beatos sSS5C dixıt, eit medium,
quası MnNI1S eatitudinis VIS perfect10 voluntate collocata sıt, ubı amorIs est regla.
Et de voluntatıs actıbus abh antıquıs 1C1 quod dı1s, HOC SST. beatıs apponıtur nectar el
ambros1ıa. ectar inebrians voluptatem sıgniıficat, ambrosıa VCTO, quietem el stabılem
iImmotamque re1 felıcıs, eft felıcıtatıs aeternıtatem, el ut ıta dıcam, immortalıtatem"
(Comm ch. 17)

43 "Morıiendiı enım eft amıttendi MEeTUS felıcıtatem ollere V1  e ut VeITOES argult  ‚0
omm ch 17) See Averroes’s Commentary Arıstotle’s De anıma 1,66 Iınes xa 55

See Cambridge istory of Renaissance Philosoph,y, 352 Here 1so recall
ugustine’s caution OU! the intellect, ere alluded mountaıntop eached DYy
phılosophical actıvıty 11Ccals of reachıng god f 1s OLC thıng SCC, TOomM
wooded mountaın LOD, the land of '9 and NOT find the WaY i (Confessiones.
Z RE (CSL. ))
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The interpretive method adopted in thıs early section of the
COommen(taTY, therefore, 15 appropriate ıles toward exaltatıon
of Love, theme that for hım 15 inextricably connected wıth the Christian
doctrine of salvation”. ere, 1ıke hıs humanıst precedessors who draw

Plato’s Phaedrus, 246-7, 1ıles 111 invoke the allegory of the intellect
and 11l twın WINgS A the soul, in love wıth the dıvınıty, 15 able

ascend heaven and experlence fruiltio, felicitas, and qules. Thıs image
complements the Prev10us ON  ® Together they g1ve hıghly poetical
colorıng the debate by WaYy of myth, much dSs ato hımself dıd,
althoug the doctrine of the Forms, 1C hıe behind it AIC, SVCN in ato,
grounded in dialectical analysıs The major dıfference ere and In the
Platonıc love 1alogues 15 atter of lıterary style

Conception Seminary College, MissourIı Danıiel ODE

45 Gıiles NexXTi the question whether humans only en]oy God USCcC hım
ell
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Le extie de la question X XII! Utrumque Deus Vere el proprie di-
ACIUS, ete CONServe ıntegralement dans les CING manuscriıts. {1 COU-

VIC B: (Bordeaux, Bıblıotheque de la 16 /) les feuillets D7 TE
a; N, aples, Bıblıoteca Nazıonale VII les 58 "D-60”%a;

1 (Toulouse, Bıblıotheque de la 56) les 165'”b-167”a;
r (Padoue, Bıblıotheque de 1’Universite les 35b-36a:; el R,
ome, Bıbliotheca Angelıca 213) les 0 A a B

Redigee de acon habıtuelle, la question Dar dıx
affırmant qu’1 faut repondre negatıvement, et autre contraıre qu’1
faut repondre dans SCNS posıtıf. L/’expose quı suilt ete compose
Irı pomnts et termıne Dar la refutation des dıx negatıfs.

On rencontftre des OM1SS1IONS plus mo1ns ımportantes ans les dıf-
ferents manuscrıts, Surtout ei N“, parfo1s Corrigees, maı1s QuUSsS] des
additions?.

Dans ceite question Jacques de Vıterbe renvole Philosophe,
Commentateur, Boece, Jean Damascene., Simplicius el AdUuX questions
precedentes ef A4dUuX Dısputes quodlıbetiques. En quı CONCETNE CCS TeIN-

VOoIlS, OUS OUuS referons AdUuX edıtions habituelles*.

Voıir: Jacobı de Vıterbio C S_ Quaestiones de Dıvinıs Praedicamentis. Quaestio
XVIIL Augustiniana (1988), 6/7-98; Quaestio XIX (1989). 154-185 Quaesti0

(1992). 351-378 Quaesti0 (1994). 177-208
Voıir les nOotes lıgnes 41, 51. 6 9 221. eic
Voir les notfes lıgnes 108, 145, AL 247

Algazel’s Metaphysıcs. medieval S1atıon. ed UCKLE SE
loronto 1933 ARISTOTELES els Arıstotelıs omnıa qQquUuaC 5 selectis
translatı:onıbus IlustrataJACOBI DE VITERBIO O.E.S.A.  QUAESTIONES DE DIVINIS PRAEDICAMENTIS  QUAESTIO XXII  Le texte de la question XXII': Utrumque Deus vere et proprie di-  catur actus, a ete conserve integralement dans les cinq manuscrits. Il cou-  vre en B, (Bordeaux, Bibliotheque de la Ville ms 167) les feuillets 67”b-  69”a; en N, (Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale ms VII C 4) les ff. 58”b-60"a;  en T, (Toulouse, Bibliotheque de la Ville ms 56) les ff. 165”b-167“a; en  P, (Padoue, Bibliotheque de 1’Universite ms 2006) les ff. 35b-36a; et en R,  (Rome, Bibliotheca Angelica ms 213) les ff. 87'b-92”a.  Redigee de facon habituelle, la question ouvre par dix arguments  affırmant qu’il faut y repondre negativement, et un autre au contraire qu’il  faut y repondre dans un sens positif. L’expose qui suit a &te& compose en  quatre points et se termine par la refutation des dix arguments negatifs.  On rencontre des omissions plus ou moins importantes dans les dif-  ferents manuscrits, surtout en B et N*, parfois corrigees, mais aussi des  additions?.  Dans cette question Jacques de Viterbe renvoie au Philosophe, au  Commentateur, ä Boece, ä Jean Damascene, ä Simplicius et aux questions  precedentes et aux Disputes quodlibetiques. En ce qui concerne ces ren-  vois, nous nous referons aux Editions habituelles“.  ' Voir: Jacobi de Viterbio o.e.s.a. Quaestiones de Divinis Praedicamentis. Quaestio  XVIIL. Augustiniana 38 (1988), 67-98; Quaestio XIX. Ib. 39 (1989), 154-185: Quaestio  XX. Ib. 42 (1992), 351-378. Quaestio XXI. /b. 44 (1994), 177-208.  ? Voir les notes aux lignes 41, 51, 67, 221, etc.  3 Voir les notes aux lignes 108, 145, 227, 247.  * ALGAZEL, Algazel’s Metaphysics. A medieval translation. ed. J.T. MUCKLE C.S.B.,  Toronto 1933. ARISTOTELES et AVERROES, Aristotelis omnia quae extant opera, selectis  translationibus  illustrata ... Averrois Cordubensis in ea  . Commentarii. ed. Venetiis  1562/74; re-ed. Frankfurt 1963. Vol. IV, IX, etc. AVICENNA, Avicene perhypatetici Philo-  sophi ... opera ... logica ... philosophia prima. ed. Venetiis 1508; re-ed. Frankfurt 1961.  BOETHIUS, De Trinitate — PL 64; De Hebdomadibus — PL 64. JOHANNES DAMASCENUS,  De Fide Orthodoxa — PG 94; Saint John Damascene. De Fide Orthodoxa. Versions of  Burgundio and Certanius. ed. E.M. BUYTAERT, N.Y./Louvain/Paderborn 1955. SIMPLI-  CIUS, Commentaire sur les Categories d’Aristote, traduction de Guillaume de Moerbeke.  ed. A. PATTIN O.M.I., II vol. Louvain/Paris, 1971; Leiden 1975. JACOBUS VITERBIENSIS,  Quaestiones de Divinis Praedicamentis. Quaestiones I-X. ed. E. YPMA 0.S.A., Romae  1983. Quaestiones XI-XVII. ed. E. YPMA 0.S.A., Romae 1986. Disputatio prima (secunda,  tertia, quarta) de Quolibet. ed. E. YPMA 0.S.A., Würzburg 1968-1975.VerrTOoI1s Cordubensis in Ommentarı'l. ed Venetills
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PRAEDICAMENTIS DIVINIS AA

Quaestio est Utrum Deus VOGI© et proprıe dicatur aCctus
(1) Et arguebatur quod NO  - Non enım Deus potest dıcı aCTtus prıimus
quı est CSSC, quıa affırmatıones SUntTt In Deo incompactae; el quıa
praesupponıit CSC, ideo HE et1am potest dıcı aCTtus secundus quı est
Quare nullus aCTIUSs de 1DSO dıcıtur, quıa 1ON dicıtur 181 vel prımus
quı est CSSC, vel secundus quı est
(2) Praeterea, S1 aCTIus diceretur de Deo vel sıgnıfıcaret substantıam vel
accıdens. Sed NON accıdens, qula Deo 1LON est accıdens, 1CC substantıam,
quıla dicıt Damascenus, 1T1MO ıbro, oportet sıngulum SOTUmM QUaC In Deo
dıcuntur 1ON quod secundum substantıam est sıgnıficare extimare, sed
quod 1OoN est ostendere. Igıtur AaCTIUS de Deo L1ON dicıtur.
(3) Praeterea, Deo convenıt CSSC prımum princıpıum. Sed prımum
princıpıum NON potest CSSC actus; ıgıtur Deus NON est aCtus Mınor probatur
ratıone QUamı Phılosophus ponıt, {11 Metaphysıcae, ubı quaerıtur irum

15 princ1ıpla sınt aC  - vel potentia. Et arguıt quod NOn sınt actu, qula SCHAPDCTI
actum praecedit potentıa el priıo0r est naturalıter. Nam DrIus est
qUuUO 1ON convertitur subsıstendiı consequentıa, ut uUuNnNum est Dr1us duobus
SIC potentia ad actum Sequıltur enım S1 est actu, potuıt vel
potest CSSC, NOn sequıtur CCONVCETITSO, quod, S1 est potentlia vel S1
potest CSSC, quod fuerıt vel sıt actu, et cetera.
(4) Praeterea, qod dıicıt alıquıd addıtum essentlae, LON potest 11
de Deo proprIie, quı1a Deus est 1psa essentı1a ef sımplex CUl nı est addı-
u  3

Sed aCTIuUs dıicıt alıquıid superaddıtum essentiae el est praeter rat10-
25 16 elus. Quod probatur, quı1a AaCTIus secundum Phılosophum in Me-

(quod) 1NON NON enım/non DOst Deus qu1l/quıa NON SUnNtTt DOs!t
iIncompactae praesupponıt/supponit dicı/esse BIN:; qu1/quia

qula HON 1C1 aC 1S1 adı vel substantıam vel accıdens/accıdens
vel substantıam HON adı est co HDNOMN est accıdens 1CUNMN! nte

Deo secundum est est adı Sed pT1-
princıpium/et B’ Miınor probatur ratiıone 1nor1 ratione ergu1

quam B, mınorem ratıonem quaerıtur/quaerit potentia/potentiam
prius/prior subsıistendiı lect. INC. 18 hAC  z adı vel potur adı fıer1

fuerıit lect. INC. 25 ınquod superaddıtum adı eft
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taphysıcae, est exıistere | }  = NON potentla sed actu; ei S1IC dıcıt actualem
ex1istentiam. sSse actuale est praeter ratıonem essentlae eit superaddı-

el. Ergo, el cetera.
Et quod nı est in Deo quod sıt praeter ratiıonem 11-

tıae, quıa secundum Boetium, CUu UNUuUM alıquod dıcıtur de Deo Oomnı1a
s1gnificantur. Cum enım Deus dicıtur justus, DCI hoc intellıgıtur quı1dquı
est in Deo; NON autem S1IC est 1n creaturIıs. Ergo, l cCetera.
(5) Praeterea, Phılosophus In Metaphysıcae, ubı determiınat senten-
tialıter de aC eit de modıs omnıbus actus, dıcıt quod UACCUMIYUC dıcuntur

35 aCTu, vel dıcuntur sıcut hoc ad hOC, vel MOTLuUSs ad alıquam potentiam, vel
sıcut hOocC In hoc uft substantıa, ıdest forma ad alıquam mater1am, CC tangıt
alı0s modos actus Sed Deus Neutro modo est actus, qula NeC est MOTtUS
NeCC est forma In materı1a. Ergo, et Cetera
(6) Praeterea, CUul NON convenıt C6SSC in potentıia, e1 NON convenıiıt SSSC in
aCTtu vel um. Sed Deo NOn convenıt CSSC ın potentlia, CIgO NC 6SSC aC  i
vel actum Mınor satıs 'g CU) SSSC in potentıa dıcat imperfectionem.
Maıor declaratur quod aCTIUSs ei potentlia Sunt contrarıa. Contrarıa
CIO ata sunt 1e71 Circa ıdem, quıa siıcut dıcunt 1iıdem ıta SUnt In
eodem subjecto.

45 Quod AaCTUSs el potent1a sınt contrarıa, DCT Commentatorem In
1{11 Metaphysıcae, et simılıter in i  $ ubı dıicıtur quod SUnt contrarıa relata;
ideo PDCI allu: INnvicem definiuntur, quıa 6SSC AaCTUu est OSSC In dısposıtione
in qua NON est CUu fuerıt ın potentıa, el SCONVETISO CSS5C ın potentia est SSSC
1ın contrarıa dısposıtione.

5() (/) Praeterea, quıa Respondens dıxıt quod qu1dquı est In Deo est
aCcTus, el ıdeo VEeEIC el proprie est acTus, rguebatur Relatıo enım e el
propriıe est in Deo, QUaC NON est actus, quıa, CUu sınt 1in Deo plures rela-
ti1ones, essent In plures aCTus; quod est absurdum dicere.
(8) Praeterea, CUul convenıt maxıme potentia, el DOMN potest Convenire

16  = addebatur/addeba: essentiae 31 s1ignıfıcantur/signifi-
cCat 35 ad hOcC velJACOBI DE VITERBIO QUAESTIO XXII  301  taphysicae, est existere rem non potentia sed actu; et sic dicit actualem  existentiam. Esse autem actuale est praeter rationem essentiae et superaddi-  tur ei:; Ergo; et cetera:  Et addebatur quod nihil est in Deo quod sit praeter rationem essen-  30  tiae, quia secundum Boetium, cum unum aliquod dicitur de Deo omnia  significantur. Cum enim Deus dicitur iustus, per hoc intelligitur quidquid  est in Deo; non autem sic est in creaturis. Ergo, et cetera.  S)  Praeterea, Philosophus in IX Metaphysicae, ubi determinat senten-  tialiter de actu et de modis omnibus actus, dicit quod quaecumque dicuntur  35  actu, vel dicuntur sicut hoc ad hoc, vel motus ad aliquam potentiam, vel  sicut hoc in hoc ut substantia, idest forma ad aliquam materiam, nec tangit  alios modos actus. Sed Deus neutro modo est actus, quia nec est motus  nec est forma in materia. Ergo, et cetera.  (6)  Praeterea, cui non convenit esse in potentia, ei non convenit esse in  40  actu vel actum. Sed Deo non convenit esse in potentia, ergo nec esse actu  vel actum. Minor satis patet, cum esse in potentia dicat imperfectionem.  Maior declaratur ex eo quod actus et potentia sunt contraria. Contraria  vero nata sunt fieri circa idem, quia sicut dicunt idem genus, ita sunt in  eodem subiecto.  45  Quod actus et potentia sint contraria, patet per Commentatorem in  III Metaphysicae, et similiter in IX, ubi dicitur quod sunt contraria relata;  ideo per aliud invicem definiuntur, quia esse actu est esse in dispositione  in qua non est cum fuerit in potentia, et econverso esse in potentia est esse  in contraria dispositione.  50  ©  Praeterea, quia Respondens dixit quod quidquid est in Deo est  actus, et ideo vere et proprie est actus, arguebatur: Relatio enim vere et  proprie est in Deo, quae non est actus, quia, cum sint in Deo plures rela-  tiones, essent in eo plures actus; quod est absurdum dicere.  (8)  Praeterea, cui convenit maxime potentia, ei non potest convenire  26 rem om. BT  29 addebatur/addebat N  essentiae om. N  31 significantur/signifi-  cat BN  35 ad hoc vel ... vel sicut hoc om. TRP  37  33 (Philosophus) in om. BN  actus/agens N  (nec) est om. T  39 esse in add. nulla BN  41 satis patet ... Maior  om. BN  42 contraria vero/quia BN 44 subiecto/genere T  45 Quod add. autem T  in om. BN  dicitur/dicit BN  45 II./nono (?) B  50 quia/quod B  (dixit) quod  om BN  (quidquid) est om. N  51 et ideo ... est actus om. B  arguabatur add,  contra T  52 cum/si T  54 convenit add. esse BN  30. De Trinitate cap. IV. PL 64,1252 AB.  33. Vol. VIII 235F, 235'°G; Bekker 1048b.  45. Vol. VIII 62”°JK; Bekker 1002b, 1003a; text. com. 19 Vol. VIII 63,B.  46. text. com. 11 Vol. VIII 236”G; cfr. text. com. 13 Vol. VIII 239 L - 240 D.vel sıcut hoc33 (Phılosophus) ın
actus/agens NneC est S8SC in adı Nu. 41 satısJACOBI DE VITERBIO QUAESTIO XXII  301  taphysicae, est existere rem non potentia sed actu; et sic dicit actualem  existentiam. Esse autem actuale est praeter rationem essentiae et superaddi-  tur ei:; Ergo; et cetera:  Et addebatur quod nihil est in Deo quod sit praeter rationem essen-  30  tiae, quia secundum Boetium, cum unum aliquod dicitur de Deo omnia  significantur. Cum enim Deus dicitur iustus, per hoc intelligitur quidquid  est in Deo; non autem sic est in creaturis. Ergo, et cetera.  S)  Praeterea, Philosophus in IX Metaphysicae, ubi determinat senten-  tialiter de actu et de modis omnibus actus, dicit quod quaecumque dicuntur  35  actu, vel dicuntur sicut hoc ad hoc, vel motus ad aliquam potentiam, vel  sicut hoc in hoc ut substantia, idest forma ad aliquam materiam, nec tangit  alios modos actus. Sed Deus neutro modo est actus, quia nec est motus  nec est forma in materia. Ergo, et cetera.  (6)  Praeterea, cui non convenit esse in potentia, ei non convenit esse in  40  actu vel actum. Sed Deo non convenit esse in potentia, ergo nec esse actu  vel actum. Minor satis patet, cum esse in potentia dicat imperfectionem.  Maior declaratur ex eo quod actus et potentia sunt contraria. Contraria  vero nata sunt fieri circa idem, quia sicut dicunt idem genus, ita sunt in  eodem subiecto.  45  Quod actus et potentia sint contraria, patet per Commentatorem in  III Metaphysicae, et similiter in IX, ubi dicitur quod sunt contraria relata;  ideo per aliud invicem definiuntur, quia esse actu est esse in dispositione  in qua non est cum fuerit in potentia, et econverso esse in potentia est esse  in contraria dispositione.  50  ©  Praeterea, quia Respondens dixit quod quidquid est in Deo est  actus, et ideo vere et proprie est actus, arguebatur: Relatio enim vere et  proprie est in Deo, quae non est actus, quia, cum sint in Deo plures rela-  tiones, essent in eo plures actus; quod est absurdum dicere.  (8)  Praeterea, cui convenit maxime potentia, ei non potest convenire  26 rem om. BT  29 addebatur/addebat N  essentiae om. N  31 significantur/signifi-  cat BN  35 ad hoc vel ... vel sicut hoc om. TRP  37  33 (Philosophus) in om. BN  actus/agens N  (nec) est om. T  39 esse in add. nulla BN  41 satis patet ... Maior  om. BN  42 contraria vero/quia BN 44 subiecto/genere T  45 Quod add. autem T  in om. BN  dicitur/dicit BN  45 II./nono (?) B  50 quia/quod B  (dixit) quod  om BN  (quidquid) est om. N  51 et ideo ... est actus om. B  arguabatur add,  contra T  52 cum/si T  54 convenit add. esse BN  30. De Trinitate cap. IV. PL 64,1252 AB.  33. Vol. VIII 235F, 235'°G; Bekker 1048b.  45. Vol. VIII 62”°JK; Bekker 1002b, 1003a; text. com. 19 Vol. VIII 63,B.  46. text. com. 11 Vol. VIII 236”G; cfr. text. com. 13 Vol. VIII 239 L - 240 D.Maıor

contrarıa vero/quıa subiecto/genere 45 Quod adı
dicıtur/dicıt45 NONO (?) qu1a/quo (dıxıt) quod

(quı1dquıid) est 51 el 1ideoJACOBI DE VITERBIO QUAESTIO XXII  301  taphysicae, est existere rem non potentia sed actu; et sic dicit actualem  existentiam. Esse autem actuale est praeter rationem essentiae et superaddi-  tur ei:; Ergo; et cetera:  Et addebatur quod nihil est in Deo quod sit praeter rationem essen-  30  tiae, quia secundum Boetium, cum unum aliquod dicitur de Deo omnia  significantur. Cum enim Deus dicitur iustus, per hoc intelligitur quidquid  est in Deo; non autem sic est in creaturis. Ergo, et cetera.  S)  Praeterea, Philosophus in IX Metaphysicae, ubi determinat senten-  tialiter de actu et de modis omnibus actus, dicit quod quaecumque dicuntur  35  actu, vel dicuntur sicut hoc ad hoc, vel motus ad aliquam potentiam, vel  sicut hoc in hoc ut substantia, idest forma ad aliquam materiam, nec tangit  alios modos actus. Sed Deus neutro modo est actus, quia nec est motus  nec est forma in materia. Ergo, et cetera.  (6)  Praeterea, cui non convenit esse in potentia, ei non convenit esse in  40  actu vel actum. Sed Deo non convenit esse in potentia, ergo nec esse actu  vel actum. Minor satis patet, cum esse in potentia dicat imperfectionem.  Maior declaratur ex eo quod actus et potentia sunt contraria. Contraria  vero nata sunt fieri circa idem, quia sicut dicunt idem genus, ita sunt in  eodem subiecto.  45  Quod actus et potentia sint contraria, patet per Commentatorem in  III Metaphysicae, et similiter in IX, ubi dicitur quod sunt contraria relata;  ideo per aliud invicem definiuntur, quia esse actu est esse in dispositione  in qua non est cum fuerit in potentia, et econverso esse in potentia est esse  in contraria dispositione.  50  ©  Praeterea, quia Respondens dixit quod quidquid est in Deo est  actus, et ideo vere et proprie est actus, arguebatur: Relatio enim vere et  proprie est in Deo, quae non est actus, quia, cum sint in Deo plures rela-  tiones, essent in eo plures actus; quod est absurdum dicere.  (8)  Praeterea, cui convenit maxime potentia, ei non potest convenire  26 rem om. BT  29 addebatur/addebat N  essentiae om. N  31 significantur/signifi-  cat BN  35 ad hoc vel ... vel sicut hoc om. TRP  37  33 (Philosophus) in om. BN  actus/agens N  (nec) est om. T  39 esse in add. nulla BN  41 satis patet ... Maior  om. BN  42 contraria vero/quia BN 44 subiecto/genere T  45 Quod add. autem T  in om. BN  dicitur/dicit BN  45 II./nono (?) B  50 quia/quod B  (dixit) quod  om BN  (quidquid) est om. N  51 et ideo ... est actus om. B  arguabatur add,  contra T  52 cum/si T  54 convenit add. esse BN  30. De Trinitate cap. IV. PL 64,1252 AB.  33. Vol. VIII 235F, 235'°G; Bekker 1048b.  45. Vol. VIII 62”°JK; Bekker 1002b, 1003a; text. com. 19 Vol. VIII 63,B.  46. text. com. 11 Vol. VIII 236”G; cfr. text. com. 13 Vol. VIII 239 L - 240 D.est CTIUS arguaba adı  <
Oonftra cum/sı cConvenıt adı sSS5C

De Trıinıitate CaD. 64,1252
Vol 111 235F, 235 7G Bekker
Vol I1 Bekker a, text COI Vol 111 63,B
textl. COM Vol 111 236:°"G: cfr. textT. COM 13 Vol I1 239 24)
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55 maxıme actus, sed secundum quıd, CU) potentia actul. Et CUul
convenıt maxıme 11UI1 opposıtorum eft sımplıcıter, el 1910701 potest convenıre
maxıme simılıter alıu| sed S1 convenıiıt en hoc est alıqualıter et secundum
quı1d Sed Deo convenıt maxıme potentia, CUl ipse sıt maxıme potens;
CTSgO aCTIuUs NON convenıit el maxıme, sıcut dıicıt Respondens.
(9) Praeterea, qula dıcıt Respondens quod Deus LOTLO acTus, argueba-

sıcut materı1a prıma ad ratıonem potentlae, S1IC Deus ad rat10-
il aCtus Sed mater1a prıma NN 1psa tota est potentıia, qula CU: sıt
alıquıd eit NOn nıhıl, alıquem actum dicere videtur.

Item, 1n sunt habılıtates vel habıtudines PDCI formas, ad quas
65 habılıtates dıicıtur CSSC in potentia. Igıtur Deus 1ON LOTO est aCtus

10) Praeterea, quod est alıquo moOodo cCompos1ıtum, 19(0)01 est actus, lıcet
possıt 1C1 aCiu Sed in Deo est cComposıt1o alıqua, CTSO NOoN est acTus;
poterıt dıcı SSSC in aCTUu. Mınor S1C probatur. Non enım potest SSSC

alıquıid iıdem Cu alıquo, el dıfferens ab ıllo, DCT NUMN et idem
Sed Pater est ıdem 1110 T' quıa sunt 1NUM essentialıter; el est dıfferens ab
1llo TrC, quıa SUnt dıstincta personalıter. Igıtur 19710)01 PCI unam 11 est NUuMmMm

el e sed PCI alıam ei alıam. Ubı est alıa el alıa rcS, ıbı est

composıt1o. Quare ıIn Deo est composıt10, qula In qualıbe pETSONA divına.

f In contrarıum arguebatur, quıa AaCTUSs videtur ımportare perfect10-
1913008 Quare, ei cCeiera.

hu1lus quaest10n1s dissolutionem S1IC procedendum est
1T1MO quıdem videndum est quıd est acTtus, el de proprietatıbus

1PS1US aCTIUS
I1 Secundo videndum est quomodo dıstinguitur aCtus Nam actus,

CU sıt de generalıbus eft consequentibus CNS, 197(0)8| definıtur, sıcut el alıa
hulusmod.. Ideo videndum est de modıs acTtus, el quomodo Ilı habent
ad el ratiıonem aCtus

85 {11 Tertio videndum, proprıie dicatur de Deo
Quarto ulterius ostendetur hıs, sıt LECESSC CSSC Nam CUu

possı1bılı NECCSSC CSSC el et1am potentiae aCTUs opponatur, videtur

55 aC) adı AaCTUS potentla adı DON NON potest adı factu el
maxıme adı el B.  5 adı el alıud B’ el alıqualıter eit 59 el adı
eit {OTO adı dicıtur 63 NON adı 1OMN alıquem aCTum adı aCIum
65 non est/erıt Sed Deo302  E. YPMA  55  maxime actus, sed secundum quid, cum potentia opponatur actui. Et cui  convenit maxime unum oppositorum et simpliciter, ei non potest convenire  maxime similiter aliud; sed si convenit ei, hoc est aliqualiter et secundum  quid. Sed Deo convenit maxime potentia, cum ipse sit maxime potens;  ergo actus non convenit ei maxime, sicut dicit Respondens.  60  (9)  Praeterea, quia dicit Respondens quod Deus se toto actus, argueba-  tur: sicut se habet materia prima ad rationem potentiae, sic Deus ad ratio-  nem actus. Sed materia prima non se ipsa tota est potentia, quia cum Ssit  aliquid et non nihil, aliquem actum dicere videtur.  Item, in ea sunt habilitates vel habitudines per formas, ad quas  65  habilitates dicitur esse in potentia. Igitur Deus non se toto est actus.  (10)  Praeterea, quod est aliquo modo compositum, non est actus, licet  possit dici in actu. Sed in Deo est compositio aliqua, ergo non est actus;  poterit tamen dici esse in actu. Minor sic probatur. Non enim potest esse  aliquid idem re cum aliquo, et differens re ab illo, per unum et idem re.  70  Sed Pater est idem Filio re, quia sunt unum essentialiter; et est differens ab  illo re, quia sunt distincta personaliter. Igitur non per unam rem est unum  et differt, sed per aliam et aliam. Ubi autem est alia et alia res, ibi est  compositio. Quare in Deo est compositio, quia in qualibet persona divina.  D  In contrarium arguebatur, quia actus videtur importare perfectio-  nem. Quare, et cetera.  Ad huius quaestionis dissolutionem sic procedendum est:  I Primo quidem videndum est quid est actus, et de proprietatibus  80  ipsius actus.  II Secundo videndum est quomodo distinguitur actus. Nam actus,  cum sit de generalibus et consequentibus ens, non definitur, sicut et alia  huiusmodi. Ideo videndum est de modis actus, et quomodo illi se habent  ad nomen et rationem actus.  85  II Tertio videndum, an proprie dicatur de Deo.  IV Quarto ulterius ostendetur ex his, an sit necesse esse. Nam cum  possibili opponatur necesse esse et etiam potentiae actus opponatur, videtur  55 actus add. actus T  potentia add. non BN  56 non potest add. factu ei B  37  maxime add. ei BN; add. et P  aliud om. B; eiN  aliqualiter et om. T  59 ei add.  et BN  60 se toto add. dicitur B  63 non add. non T  aliquem actum add. actum T  65 (non) se om. B  67 est/erit BN  Sed in Deo ... esse, in actu corr. B1; om. B  69  (idem) re/rei N  70 sed/si B  sunt/est BN  72 et differt/et differunt N; differenti B  78 sic/si T  81 est om.  73 qualibet/aliqua BN  76 quare/ergo B  .80 ipsius om. B  T  83 (videndum) est om. T  et/vel B  86 ex his post ostendetur BNSSCc aC  e OT, Bl;
(1ıdem) re/re1 sed/sı sunt/est et dıfferunt N; dıfferenti

S1C/sı est73 qualıbet/alıqua 76 quare/ergo 1DSIUS
(videndum) est ve hH1s post Ostende‘:
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quod NECCSSC SCSSC consequıtur actum); ıta, sıicut alıquıd ad actum,
ıta ad necessitatem essend..

Quantum 1gıtur ad prımum sc1endum quod Phılosophus in Me-
taphysıcae descr1biıt actum hoc modo: «Actus est exIistere e  - NOMN ıta sıcut
dicımus potentla». CU1uUS notificatıon1ıs evidentiam est sc1endum quod
ulusmodiı communıla proprıe 1910701 definıuntur, sed possunt alıqualıiter noti1-

05 ficarı. Öportet hoc notıficarı PDCI eNns quod est prius 1PSI1S; sed qula
DNON est ideo NON facıt definıtionem. nde CC alııs definıtionıbus
ponitur CNS, sicut princıpıla quaC diıcuntur dıgnitates, ingrediuntur demon-
stratiıonem virtualıter; el sımiılıter eNs definıtiıonem.

Quare proprıie definıtio assıgnarı NOn potest PCI CNS, qula NOn est
100 > ut probatur DCI Arıstotelem in 111 Metaphysıcae; potest SUM1

ente alıqua notificatıo. nde ulusmodı communıa, scılıcetp ent1is
et accıdentia PCI entis, notificantur DCI IN el DCI alıquıd quod specıficet
alıquem modum ent1s, ut SSSC DCT substantıam, eft S1IC de alı1s. Et S1C
actus notıificatur DCT CNS, qula ex1istere ICI el DCI alıquıid spec1ificatum,

105 CUu subdıitur, sıcut dicımus potentla».
Eist enım sc1endum quod aeC specıficat1o, qua notificantur ulu-

SsSmodı cCommun1a, quandoque accıpıtur posıtıve, quandoque remotıve, idest
secundum remotionem opposıtı modı. nde CU) dicıtur substantıa est CNS,
NON 1n alıo est DCI remotionem; CU) dıicıtur substantıa est 6115 perfectum

110 posıtıve. Specıficatio CI SO 1ın notificatıone SsSumıtur DCI remotionem
opposıtı modl, quıla est CSSC nNnonNn sıcut potentıia.

Sed qula uC est 1gnotum quıd est CSSC potentia, iıdeo aecC defini-
t10 vel notificatıo NON est plene notıificans aCtum.

Ideo Arıstoteles subdıt alıum modum notıfıcandı, scıilıcet PDCT induc-
133 tionem sumptam secundum proportionalıtatem quandam. SI1IC enım princ1-

91 IX mss. descrnbit/diser1ibit88 alıquıd nife

proprie/propria definıtionem MS dıffinıtıonem (ac ıfa deinceps) ass1g-
narı post potest 100 SUM1/sSu1 102 specıficet/specificat 105
en subditur/subdıit 106 haec specıficatio/notificatio notifıcantur/
specıficantur 108 est N adı nomiıinatıo est ımperfectionem est dicıtur substantıa
est e1Ns Fa quıd est sSse potent1a definıtio vel notifi-111 qula/quı
catio/notificatıo vel definıtio 113 acCctum 114 MO|  aC scılı-
cet/sed inductionem/inductive 115 proportionalıtatem/proportionem
S1C/sıcut princıpıum adı hOcC

91 Vol 111 235 E, er
100 Vol 111 4 T°HJ:; er 09%b
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pıum OINNEC totum est malus SUua parte, inductione potest notificarı, sımılı-
ter quıd est AaCTIUS inductive fit manıfestum, CU proportionalıtate,
quıa aeC inductio est PDCI comparatiıonem ad potentiam, qUuUaC dıicıt modum
oppositum 1Ilı MOdo QUCIN dıicıt aCtus

120 nde dıcıt Arıstoteles Consequenter: «Palam aute: ıIn singularıbus
inductione quod dicere volumus, eit NON oportet OMnN1s reı inquırere term1-
NU; Sed proportionale conspicere» uft dıcatur quod aCTtus est, quı ıta

ad proportionem, sıcut «aedıficans ad aedıficabiıle, e—t» sıcut «vıgılans
ad dormiens», et cetera.

An Potest specificarı modus essendiı QUCIMN AaCTUS dıicıt alıquo
mMOodo posıtıve, ut dicamus quod AaCTIUS est E «4  3 exI1stere complete, potentia

econtra incomplete, vel aCtus dıcıt completionem in 6SSC ei determ1-
natıonem, potentl1a incompletionem, eft defectum ei iındetermıinationem.

nde Commentator dıcıt, in V, quod «translatıo de potentia ad
130 actum 187(0)01 argıtur multıtudınem, sed perfectiıonem In 6SSC)} nde aCTIUS

dicıt alıquıid completum in CSSC, potentıa CSIO deficıens ab 6SSC eit o_
pInquans ad 1970781 BED

nde et secundum Phılosophum N 1in potentia 1OMN est sımplıcıter
CNUS, CU) quae: non-entia dıcantur GSSC In potentıia, el dıcuntur non-

135 entia qula LLOIN Ssunt aCTUu; C115 au aC  _ dıcıtur sımplıcıter wgr  N Patet igıtur
quıd est aCTIuUs

Ex hac notificatıone AaCIUS possunt consıderarı e1lus proprieta-
tes Sicut e1lus notificatıo sumıtur PCI comparatiıonem ad opposiıtum,
SIC ef e1us proprietas.

140 Possumus AU) collıgere dıictis ılosophı N d proprietates
1DSIUS actus

116 inductione/per inductionem pOost notificatıonem 1/ proportionalıtate/proportione
18 quae/quı modum lect. INC. 120 singularıbus/singulıs U1

dicere/habereinductione/induction1ıbus B  n inductionem inquırere/quere
N; QUaCTECIC reli inquırere/requaerere 1272 sed adı partıcularem lect. INC. T!
aut DECT lect. INC. proportionale/proportionalem qul/quıa 123 proportio0-

aedıfiıcans/hedificans 124 eit Cetieranem/potentiam 128 1NnCOm-
pletiıonem) el 130 non/sı sel  1ice! 134 NON S5C post
potentia 135 19(0)81 autem 137 hac N; autem DOst NOTIICcCaLl0-

138 e1iIus 140CIUS adı considerarı eius proprietas SCUu

collıgere pOost phılosophı eX/quinque

120 Vol 111 235F, 239° C er
129 text. CO 15 Vol 111 2724
133 Vol 111 LIO°”GH: er
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1T1ıma est dıstinctio. nde dıcıt Phiılosophus, in Vl quod aCTus

separal el dıstinguit; et ratıo hulus pate dıcta notificatione. Distinctio
enım NONMN est in non-ente, sed 1ın ente, qula dıistinctio praesupponıit unıta-

145 te  3 Unum au! fundatur in ente, el iıdem est quod C!  N Actus CI SO
quı dıcıt complementum essendi, dicıt dıstinctionem. Potentia CTIO econtra,
qula recedit ab CSSC et tendıt ad 1910)81 CSSC, dicıt indıstiınctionem.

Secunda proprietas est prloritas, quıa AaCTUuUs est pr10r potentia, ef

perfectione S1ve dıgnıtate el tempore vel duratiıone sımplıcıter loquendo,
150 lıcet in eodem quod de potentı1a procedit ad actum tempore sıt potentı1a

prI10r. Et hoc sequıtur et1am dıcta notificatione. Ens enım sımplıcıter
DrIus est DNON ente, lıcet In eodem 1ONMN-CMNS tempore sıt prıus ente Actus
au dicıt sımplıcıter entitatem, potentlia VCeTITO NON, sed magıs quamdam
non-entitatem.

155 Tertia proprietas est immufabilitas. In quantum enım alıquıd est
aCTU, est immutabıle, quıa aCcCtu praesente Cessaft MOTIUS Mutatur
unumquodque secundum quod potentia est, CU sıt mMoOotus aCTtus entis in
potentl1a secundum quod in potentıia.

Et aeC etiam condıtıo sequıtur notificatıone praedıcta, quıa
160 secundum quod alıquıd CSSC, secundum hoc immutabıle est. Mutatur

secundum hoc quod de NON SESSC nde creatura mutabiılıs
dıcıtur, 1ıdeo quıa de nıhılo est el ın nıhılum de convertibıiılıs est.

Actus dıcıt complementum essendi: potentı1a dıicıt NON-

CSSC quoddam Ideo, et cetera.
165 Hınc est quod Phılosophus Metaphysıicae dıcıt, quod nı SCI1N-

pıternum est in potentıia, sed solum AaCTu secundum quod hu1usmodı; el
VEeIUM est secundum quod hu1l1usmodı. Sed est 1ın potentla quod COIMN-

venıt 6SSC el NON SSSC Et hoc probat quod aCTIus est pr10r potentia, quıa

143 hu1lus/e1us 145 quod gk  S adı  . et quıa est alıquıd magıs dıistinctum ab
alııs magıs fuerıt 1n dıstınctum, ideo CIUS dıcıt unıtatem; et quıa tanto magıs
UuNUuIMN ın sımplıclus, iıdeo 1C1 sımplıcıtatem. nde alıqua MInNus habent
de potentia et plus de aCTU, sımplıcıora SUntT. Et S1 dıcatur de elementis ei mixtis,
dicendum quod lementa 5  A composıta, qula 5  Dn componı1bilıa et quı

146 potentia VCIOJACOBI DE VITERBIO QUAESTIO XXII  305  Prima est distinctio. Unde dicit Philosophus, in VII, quod actus  separat et distinguit; et ratio huius patet ex dicta notificatione. Distinctio  enim non est in non-ente, sed in ente, quia distinctio praesupponit unita-  145  tem. Unum autem fundatur in ente, et idem est re quod ens. Actus ergo  qui dicit complementum essendi, dicit distinctionem. Potentia vero econtra,  quia recedit ab esse et tendit ad non esse, dicit indistinctionem.  Secunda proprietas est prioritas, quia actus est prior potentia, et  perfectione sive dignitate et tempore vel duratione simpliciter loquendo,  150  licet in eodem quod de potentia procedit ad actum tempore sit potentia  prior. Et hoc sequitur etiam ex dicta notificatione. Ens enim simpliciter  prius est non ente, licet in eodem non-ens tempore sit prius ente. Actus  autem dicit simpliciter entitatem, potentia vero non, sed magis quamdam  non-entitatem.  155  Tertia proprietas est immutabilitas. In quantum enim aliquid est  actu, est immutabile, quia actu praesente cessat motus. Mutatur autem  unumquodque secundum quod potentia est, cum sit motus actus entis in  potentia secundum quod in potentia.  Et haec etiam conditio sequitur ex notificatione praedicta, quia  160  secundum quod aliquid habet esse, secundum hoc immutabile est. Mutatur  autem secundum hoc quod habet de non esse. Unde creatura mutabilis  dicitur, ideo quia de nihilo est et in nihilum de se convertibilis est.  Actus autem dicit complementum essendi; potentia autem dicit non-  esse quoddam. Ideo, et cetera.  165  Hinc est quod Philosophus IX Metaphysicae dicit, quod nihil sem-  piternum est in potentia, sed solum actu secundum quod huiusmodi; et  verum est secundum quod huiusmodi. Sed illud est in potentia quod con-  venit esse et non esse. Et ex hoc probat quod actus est prior potentia, quia  143 huius/eius BN  145 quod ens. add. et quia tanto est aliquid magis distinctum ab  aliis quanto magis fuerit in se distinctum, ideo actus dicit unitatem; et quia tanto magis  unum in se quanto simplicius, ideo dicit simplicitatem. Unde quanto aliqua minus habent  de potentia et plus de actu, tanto simpliciora sunt. Et si dicatur de elementis et mixtis,  dicendum quod elementa sunt composita, quia sunt componibilia et qui in se composta.  BN  146 potentia vero ... dicit indistinctionem om. B  149 sive/sui B  vel/sive BN  simpliciter/similiter T  150 tempore post prior BN; om. P  153 vero om. BN  sed  magis quamdam non-entitatem/Quare, et cetera BN  155 Tertia lect. inc. B  enım  add. est B  158 secundum quod in potentia corr. B1; om. B  160 quod aliquid/quia  N  160 est om. P  161 Unde add. quia BN  162 de nihilo est /ect. inc. B; de nihilo  ab corr. B1  167 huiusmodi om. T  142. VII Metaphys. Vol. VIII, 199 AB; Bekker 1039a.  165. Vol. VIIL, 242“KL; Bekker 1050b.1C1 indıstinctionem 149 S1ve/su1l vel/sıve
sımplıcıter/sımılıter 150 tempore pDOost pr10r B  9 153 CIO sed
magıs quamdam non-entitatem/Quare, el cetera 155 Tertıia lect. INC. 008

adı est 158 secundum quod potentl1a ONFT. BI; 160 quod alıquıd/quıia
160 est 161 nde adı quıa 162 de nıhılo est lect. INC. B’ de nıhılo

ab CO B 167 hulusmodı

1472 VII Metaphys. Vol V, 199 AB; er
165 Vol VUIL, 242 L: er
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sempiterna quacC SuUunt aC  l tantum Ssunt princıpla corruptibilıum QUaC Sunt
1 /0 potentıia.

Quarta proprietas est causalıtas vel efficıentla. nNumquodque enım
cCausat el efficıt secundum quod aC  — SSU secundum au quod potentlia
est, deficıt ratıone causalıtatıs.

nde Phılosophus, In Metaphysıcae, hoc probat priorıtatem
ıF5 sımplıicıter aCTtus ad potentiam, qula quod est ın potentl1a NOn exıt In

aC)  S N1IS1 DCI alıquod eNs aCTu, quod est talıs ex1tus de potentia in
aCtu Et aecC proprietas sequıtur notificatıone ılla, quıa unumquodque
est causatıyum ei agıt secundum quod est CNS, CU] actıo praesupponat
CSSC gere enım est dare alıı CSSC, quod facere NOn potest 1S1 1psum sıt;

180 secundum quod alıquıd 1ON est, secundum hoc deficıt ab agendo.
Actus dıcıt completionem essendi; potentia eIO defectum agendı et

quoddam 1NON 6CcSSC.

Quinta condıtıo est bonuitas. In tantum enım unumquodque dıcıtur
bonum 1in quantum est aCcTtu; secundum quod est in potentıa recedit

185 ONO et tendıiıt ad malum.
nde Phılosophus ın Metaphysıcae dıcıt quod aCtus bonus est

melıor quamı ona potentıia. nde malum SCIMPDCI sequıtur potentiam, quia
priıvatıo 19(0)8| est sıne potentla; QUaC quıdem prıvatıo malum esl. Et aecC
condıiıtıio sequitur notificatıone praedicta, ut dıicıt Boetius, In TO

190 De Hebdomadıbus, omnı1a In quantum sunt, bona sunt; SCONVEISO CIO in
tantum mala sunt, ıInmdeficıiunt ab CSSC Actus dıcıt comple-
tıonem; potentla VCIO defectum essend..

Sexta proprietas est cognoscıbılıtas el verıtas. Unumquodque enım
dıicıtur CIUIMN eit cognoscıbıle secundum quod aCTU; in qu. autem

195 potentia, deficıt cognoscıbılıtate. Ideo et1am QUaC Sunt aCtu, Sunt maxıme
cognoscıbılıa; ent1a VCIO materıalıa, QqUaC SUnNntT potentıia, SuUunt DarVac COgN1-
t10n1s. nde Phılosophus in declarat quod unumquOdque cognoscıtur
secundum quod aC  _ est.

5  an adı 170 enım/autem 176 AC  s169 corruptibilıum/corruptibilıa
exıitus/exıtu 178 (quod) est 183 dıcıtur/est 184 quod est

adı 186 1X/in VII 187 SCHILDCI 190 Hebdomadıbus MSS.

Ebdomedibus (vero) 191 (Actus) autem/vero 192 (potentia) VeIO

194 1C1!

1/4 Vol VIUIL 239 E C er
186 Vol VIIL 244 ”KL. er
189 6 C
197 11 Metaphys. Vol V, 28F: er 09235
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Haec autem condıtıo sequiıtur iıcta notificatione, qula 1NUMN-

200 quodque est cognoscıbıle in quantum est CNS, ei secundum quod deficıt ab
entitate, deficıt condıtione sc1ıbilıtatıs.

nde dıicıt Phılosophus 1ın 11 etaphysıcae, quod unumquodque
sıcut uft sıt, ıta et ad verıtatem. Actus dıicıt completionem in
CSSC, potentıa VeTO defectum essend..

205 SIC 1gıtur prımum princıpale

11 Nunc videndum est secundo de modiıs IDS1US aCcCtus
Circa quod solet dıstıngul duplex actus, scılıcet AaCTUS prımus quı est

OSSC vel forma, et aCtus secundus quı est eit unıversalıter MOTtUusSs el
210 operatıo.

Hanc dıstincetionem ponıt Phılosophus, in I ub] dıcıt «dicuntur
aC NON omnı1a sımılıter, sed aut proportionalıter, ut hoc hoc, aut

ad hoc Hoc quıdem ut MoOtus ad potentiam. I1la eIO ut substantıa ad
alıquam mater1am».

215 In 11 De Anıma dıstinguıit simılıter actum prımum el secundum ;
prımum ut scıentla, secundum ut consıderare.

Sed S1 ene consıderemus, AaeC dıstincti10 NON comprehendıt
Ne actum

Alıquıid en1ım dicıtur aCTtuUus quod NeC est In hoc, CC est sıcut MOTuUS,
220 ut CSSC substantıiae In COTDOTC SSL NOn tamen ın alıo, est

Et ideo, ut habeamus plen1orem distinetionem aCcTtus, Ooportet altıus el
unıversalıus divisıonem accıpere.

Potest CTZO aCTUuUs dıvıdı In uOSs moOodos hoc mOdo, quıa quıdam est
aCTus absolutus, quıdam (3 NON absolutus. Haec absolutio 11-

Z da est DCI comparatıonem ad potentiam. Quıidam enım AaCTIUS est absolutus
potentia, qula NON habıtudıiınem el connex1onem ad potentiam;

sc1ıbiılıtatıs200 secundum quod/ın quantum 201 condıtione MSS. cognıtione
202 Unde/ut Il/ın 204 esse/essentia N’ lect. INC. 2472 Simi1lı-

ter/sımplıcıter aut MSS. ut (hoc, aut/ac 713 OC Hoc B: haec 'OrT.
BI 2718 simılıter lect. INC. 216 consıderare lect. INC.quıdem MSS. adı enım

ÜA consıderemus/consideramus 219 alıquıid/alıquis NBI;: dıcıtur/est
quod OrTr. B: |  D'  D 220 ut/et CIUS VE quod NeC est ınJACOBI DE VITERBIO QUAESTIO XXII  307  Haec autem conditio sequitur ex dicta notificatione, quia unum-  200 quodque est cognoscibile in quantum est ens, et secundum quod deficit ab  entitate, deficit a conditione scibilitatis.  Unde dicit Philosophus in II Metaphysicae, quod unumquodque  sicut se habet ut sit, ita et ad veritatem. Actus autem dicit completionem in  esse; potentia vero defectum essendi.  205  Sic igitur patet primum principale.  N  Nunc videndum est secundo de modis ipsius actus.  Circa quod solet distingui duplex actus, scilicet actus primus qui est  esse vel forma, et actus secundus qui est agere et universaliter motus et  210  operatio.  Hanc distinctionem ponit Philosophus, in IX, ubi dicit «dicuntur  autem actu non omnia similiter, sed aut proportionaliter, ut hoc in hoc, aut  ad hoc. Hoc quidem ut motus ad potentiam. Illa vero ut substantia ad  aliquam materiam».  215  In II De Anima distinguit similiter actum primum et secundum;  primum ut scientia, secundum ut considerare.  Sed si bene consideremus, haec distinctio non comprehendit om-  nem actum.  Aliquid enim dicitur actus quod nec est in hoc, nec est sicut motus,  220  ut esse substantiae in corpore actus est, non tamen in alio, neque est mo-  tus. Et ideo, ut habeamus pleniorem distinctionem actus, oportet altius et  universalius divisionem accipere.  Potest ergo actus dividi in duos modos hoc modo, quia quidam est  actus absolutus, quidam vero non absolutus. Haec autem absolutio sumen-  225  da est per comparationem ad potentiam. Quidam enim actus est absolutus  a potentia, quia non habet habitudinem et connexionem ad potentiam;  scibilitatis om.  200 secundum quod/in quantum BN  201 conditione mss. cognitione  B  202 Unde/ut B  in Il/in IX BN  204 esse/essentia N; lect. inc. B  212 simili-  ter/simpliciter BN  aut mss. ut  (hoc,) aut/ac T  213 (hoc.) Hoc om. B; haec corr.  B1  215 similiter lect. inc. N  216 considerare lect. inc.  quidem mss. add. enim  T  217 consideremus/consideramus B  219 aliquid/aliquis NB1; om. B  dicitur/est  BN  quod corr. B1; om. B  220 ut/et BN  actus om. BN  221 quod nec est in  ABeideo om. T  altius/alterius B  altius et universalius/universalius et altius BN  222 divisionem/distinctionem B  226 non om. T  et/etiam T; add. compositionem vel  B  connexionem add. habet BN  202. II. Metaphys. Vol. VIII, 247”HIKL; Bekker 1051b/1052a.  211. Vol. VIII, 235‘°G; Bekker; 1048b.  215. Vol. Suppl. II 49 A; Bekker 412a.Et 1ıdeo altıus/alterius altius eft unıversalıus/unıversalıus eit altıus

222 dıyısıonem/dıistincetionem 226 110 et/eti1am T’ adı composıtionem vel
connex1ionem adı

202 34 Metaphys. Vol VIN,eBekker 10
211 Vol VUIL, 235"G: er:;
275 Vol upp. 11 A‚ er 412a
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quıdam erIro est 1910)81 absolutus potentıa, quıa habiıtudinem el CONNEX10-
LCIN ad potentiam.

melıus pateat quomodo alıquıs est absolutus eit
230 quomodo NON, sc1endum quod alıquıs aCTtus duplıicıter potest CSSC COMMNECXUS

potentiae vel habere habıtudinem ad 1psam.
Uno modo, qula est potentla vel pOost potentiam, sıcut forma

19N1S In aC  Z est post formam 12N1S in potentla; NON quod sıt sımul, sed
quıa NUum post alıu: el alıo.

FA Et secundum hoc attendıtur quılıbe MOLUS ullıbe enım MOTUS vel
mutatıo est quod est 1in potent1a ei quod est in actu Nec refert
iIrum forma dıcatur de CSSC aC  = vel magıs compos1ıtum quod magıs PIO-
prıe dıcıtur.

lıo modo dicıtur alıquıs AaCTIUS COMNMNCXUS CUu: potentıia, quıa est
740) CUu 1psa potentla sımul; ut est alıquıd sımul, est aCctu ei potentıia.

Uterque aCtus dıvıdıtur, qula 6SSC pOost potentiam duplıicıter
est, secundum quod alıquıd duplıcıter dıicıtur possıbıle, uUNO modo ‚UN-

dum potentiam materı1ae, alı0 mMmOodo secundum potentiam De1
TIMO modo duplicıter, aut secundum potentiam naturalem vel

245 obedientialem. Omne quod est possıbıle secundum potentiam mate-
nae, oportet et1am quod sıt possıbıle secundum potentiam al1Culus agenti1s.
Secundum CT gO potentiam solıus De1 Oomnıa dıcuntur possı1ıbılıa, etiam

alıquıd esse'! nde hoc modo OINNC quod est in creaturıs aCctu,
fuıt DrIus in potentla; secundum VeTO potentiam materı1ae non Oomnıa sunt

250 possı1bılıa, qula NON omnı1a habent mater1am.
Etiam 19(0)81 Oomn1ıa quaC habent mater1am, essent aCctu, el

fuerıint 1n potentıa materı1ae, ut COTDOITA caelestıia.
Quaedam enım sunt aC  — QJUaC DrIus fuerunt aCcC  l 1n potent1a mate-

rae potentl1a naturalı; el aecCc reducta Sunt 1n aC  — PDCI naturale, SUD-
255 posıta et1am actıone prım1ı agent1s CU1us vırtute OINNC agıt.

Quaedam VeTO Sunt 1ın potentia materli1ae obedientialı; eft aecC redu-
In actum, LOMN PCTI naturale sed supernaturale ın quantum

hu1usmodi, ut est in operıbus miraculosı1s; in quantum in talıbus
concurrıt act1o secundı agentis, hoc est ratione potentiae naturalıs.

D quıdam CIO308  E.YPMA  quidam vero est non absolutus a potentia, quia habitudinem et connexio-  nem habet ad potentiam.  Ut autem melius pateat quomodo aliquis actus est absolutus et  230  quomodo non, sciendum quod aliquis actus dupliciter potest esse cConneXus  potentiae vel habere habitudinem ad ipsam.  Uno modo, quia est ex potentia vel post potentiam, sicut forma  ignis in actu est post formam ignis in potentia; non quod sit simul, sed  quia unum post aliud et ex alio.  235  Et secundum hoc attenditur quilibet motus. Quilibet enim motus vel  mutatio est ex eo quod est in potentia et illud quod est in actu. Nec refert  utrum forma dicatur de esse actu vel magis compositum quod magis pro-  prie dicitur.  Alio modo dicitur aliquis actus connexus cum potentia, quia est  240  cum ipsa potentia simul; ut tamen est aliquid simul, est actu et potentia.  Uterque autem actus dividitur, quia esse post potentiam dupliciter  est, secundum quod aliquid dupliciter dicitur possibile, uno modo secun-  dum potentiam materiae, alio modo secundum potentiam Dei.  Primo modo dupliciter, aut secundum potentiam naturalem vel  245  obedientialem. Omne autem quod est possibile secundum potentiam mate-  riae, oportet etiam quod sit possibile secundum potentiam alicuius agentis.  Secundum ergo potentiam solius Dei omnia dicuntur possibilia, etiam  antequam aliquid esset. Unde hoc modo omne quod est in creaturis actu,  fuit prius in potentia; secundum vero potentiam materiae non omnia-sunt  250  possibilia, quia non omnia habent materiam.  Etiam non omnia quae habent materiam, antequam essent actu, et  fuerint in potentia materiae, ut corpora caelestia.  Quaedam enim sunt actu quae prius fuerunt actu in potentia mate-  riae potentia naturali; et haec reducta sunt in actu per agens naturale, sup-  255  posita etiam actione primi agentis cuius virtute omne agens agit.  Quaedam vero sunt in potentia materiae obedientiali; et haec redu-  cuntur in actum, non per agens naturale sed supernaturale in quantum  huiusmodi, ut est in operibus miraculosis; in quantum tamen in talibus  concurrit actio secundi agentis, hoc est ratione potentiae naturalis.  227 quidam vero ... habet ad potentiam om. B; quia non habet ... a potentia om. T  231  ipsam/potentiam BN  232 ex/in BN  233 actu est add. et N  236 quod est add. in  BN  (potentia) in/et BN  240 ut tamen est/et cum BR; et tamen N; tamen om. T  aliquid simul add. est in actu et tamen aliquid simul N  241 autem om. BN  242  dupliciter dicitur possibile/dupliciter possibile dicitur BT; dicitur. possibile dupliciter N  uno/primo T  244 dupliciter aut lect. inc. B  vel/ut T; aut R  246 etiam om. B  alicuius om. N  248 etiam antequam aliquid ... sunt possibilia om. BN  esset/est P  251 Etiam non omnia/omnia etiam BN  253 enim om. B; autem N  et/ac P; m: Thabet ad potentiam B: quıa NON308  E.YPMA  quidam vero est non absolutus a potentia, quia habitudinem et connexio-  nem habet ad potentiam.  Ut autem melius pateat quomodo aliquis actus est absolutus et  230  quomodo non, sciendum quod aliquis actus dupliciter potest esse cConneXus  potentiae vel habere habitudinem ad ipsam.  Uno modo, quia est ex potentia vel post potentiam, sicut forma  ignis in actu est post formam ignis in potentia; non quod sit simul, sed  quia unum post aliud et ex alio.  235  Et secundum hoc attenditur quilibet motus. Quilibet enim motus vel  mutatio est ex eo quod est in potentia et illud quod est in actu. Nec refert  utrum forma dicatur de esse actu vel magis compositum quod magis pro-  prie dicitur.  Alio modo dicitur aliquis actus connexus cum potentia, quia est  240  cum ipsa potentia simul; ut tamen est aliquid simul, est actu et potentia.  Uterque autem actus dividitur, quia esse post potentiam dupliciter  est, secundum quod aliquid dupliciter dicitur possibile, uno modo secun-  dum potentiam materiae, alio modo secundum potentiam Dei.  Primo modo dupliciter, aut secundum potentiam naturalem vel  245  obedientialem. Omne autem quod est possibile secundum potentiam mate-  riae, oportet etiam quod sit possibile secundum potentiam alicuius agentis.  Secundum ergo potentiam solius Dei omnia dicuntur possibilia, etiam  antequam aliquid esset. Unde hoc modo omne quod est in creaturis actu,  fuit prius in potentia; secundum vero potentiam materiae non omnia-sunt  250  possibilia, quia non omnia habent materiam.  Etiam non omnia quae habent materiam, antequam essent actu, et  fuerint in potentia materiae, ut corpora caelestia.  Quaedam enim sunt actu quae prius fuerunt actu in potentia mate-  riae potentia naturali; et haec reducta sunt in actu per agens naturale, sup-  255  posita etiam actione primi agentis cuius virtute omne agens agit.  Quaedam vero sunt in potentia materiae obedientiali; et haec redu-  cuntur in actum, non per agens naturale sed supernaturale in quantum  huiusmodi, ut est in operibus miraculosis; in quantum tamen in talibus  concurrit actio secundi agentis, hoc est ratione potentiae naturalis.  227 quidam vero ... habet ad potentiam om. B; quia non habet ... a potentia om. T  231  ipsam/potentiam BN  232 ex/in BN  233 actu est add. et N  236 quod est add. in  BN  (potentia) in/et BN  240 ut tamen est/et cum BR; et tamen N; tamen om. T  aliquid simul add. est in actu et tamen aliquid simul N  241 autem om. BN  242  dupliciter dicitur possibile/dupliciter possibile dicitur BT; dicitur. possibile dupliciter N  uno/primo T  244 dupliciter aut lect. inc. B  vel/ut T; aut R  246 etiam om. B  alicuius om. N  248 etiam antequam aliquid ... sunt possibilia om. BN  esset/est P  251 Etiam non omnia/omnia etiam BN  253 enim om. B; autem N  et/ac P; m: Tpotentia 731
1psam/potentiam 2372 ex/ın 233 RC  1 est adı et 236 quod est adı

(potentıa) iın/et 274() ut tamen es B  .9 et tamen N’ tamen

alıquid sımul adı est AC  — ei tamen alıquıid sımul 241 autem 247
duplıcıter dıicıtur possibıle/duplıicıter poss1bıle dicıtur 1C1 poss1ıbıle duplıicıter
uno/prımo 244 duplıicıter aut lect. INC. vel/ut T’ aut 246 etiam
alicums 248 et1am alıquid308  E.YPMA  quidam vero est non absolutus a potentia, quia habitudinem et connexio-  nem habet ad potentiam.  Ut autem melius pateat quomodo aliquis actus est absolutus et  230  quomodo non, sciendum quod aliquis actus dupliciter potest esse cConneXus  potentiae vel habere habitudinem ad ipsam.  Uno modo, quia est ex potentia vel post potentiam, sicut forma  ignis in actu est post formam ignis in potentia; non quod sit simul, sed  quia unum post aliud et ex alio.  235  Et secundum hoc attenditur quilibet motus. Quilibet enim motus vel  mutatio est ex eo quod est in potentia et illud quod est in actu. Nec refert  utrum forma dicatur de esse actu vel magis compositum quod magis pro-  prie dicitur.  Alio modo dicitur aliquis actus connexus cum potentia, quia est  240  cum ipsa potentia simul; ut tamen est aliquid simul, est actu et potentia.  Uterque autem actus dividitur, quia esse post potentiam dupliciter  est, secundum quod aliquid dupliciter dicitur possibile, uno modo secun-  dum potentiam materiae, alio modo secundum potentiam Dei.  Primo modo dupliciter, aut secundum potentiam naturalem vel  245  obedientialem. Omne autem quod est possibile secundum potentiam mate-  riae, oportet etiam quod sit possibile secundum potentiam alicuius agentis.  Secundum ergo potentiam solius Dei omnia dicuntur possibilia, etiam  antequam aliquid esset. Unde hoc modo omne quod est in creaturis actu,  fuit prius in potentia; secundum vero potentiam materiae non omnia-sunt  250  possibilia, quia non omnia habent materiam.  Etiam non omnia quae habent materiam, antequam essent actu, et  fuerint in potentia materiae, ut corpora caelestia.  Quaedam enim sunt actu quae prius fuerunt actu in potentia mate-  riae potentia naturali; et haec reducta sunt in actu per agens naturale, sup-  255  posita etiam actione primi agentis cuius virtute omne agens agit.  Quaedam vero sunt in potentia materiae obedientiali; et haec redu-  cuntur in actum, non per agens naturale sed supernaturale in quantum  huiusmodi, ut est in operibus miraculosis; in quantum tamen in talibus  concurrit actio secundi agentis, hoc est ratione potentiae naturalis.  227 quidam vero ... habet ad potentiam om. B; quia non habet ... a potentia om. T  231  ipsam/potentiam BN  232 ex/in BN  233 actu est add. et N  236 quod est add. in  BN  (potentia) in/et BN  240 ut tamen est/et cum BR; et tamen N; tamen om. T  aliquid simul add. est in actu et tamen aliquid simul N  241 autem om. BN  242  dupliciter dicitur possibile/dupliciter possibile dicitur BT; dicitur. possibile dupliciter N  uno/primo T  244 dupliciter aut lect. inc. B  vel/ut T; aut R  246 etiam om. B  alicuius om. N  248 etiam antequam aliquid ... sunt possibilia om. BN  esset/est P  251 Etiam non omnia/omnia etiam BN  253 enim om. B; autem N  et/ac P; m: T5  an possıbılıa esset/est
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260 Quaedam VeTO 1970)81 praeexıisterunt In potentia materı1ae, HGE naturalı
1IEeCC obedientialı, sed solum 1n potentia De1, ut 1la quacC fiunt Deo SINe
praesupposıtione materı1ae. Nullus talıs aCTIus est absolutus.

Sımıilıter alıus modus AaCTIuUs NON absoluti, scilıcet CSSC CUu) potentia,
dıvıdıtur. Nam SSSC G potentıa potest duplıicıter intellıgı, vel secundum

265 eandem perfectionem, vel secundum dıversas, sıcut dicımus quod alıquıd
est aCctu quantum ad Nam perfectionem, ef est in potentlia quantum ad
alıam: SIVe ae perfectiones sınt opposıtae el NON possınt sımul stare, ut
CU) est potentı1a 4CT et aäC  N 12N1S, eit potentia um sed aC  i nıgrum, S1ve
ae perfectiones possınt sımul stare, sıcut alıquıd est acC  I OMO el en-

270 tı1a scCl1ens. Et S1IC de alııs.
Secundum perfectiıonem eandem convenıt ut quando perfec-

t10 gradus, et secundum 1U gradum est in aCTu, secundum alıum
est In potentıia, ut est ın motu quıa MOTtUS est entis in potentıia, et in

alıquıd est acquısıtum el alıquıid acquırendum. nde MOTUS Ü ut
275 Sımplıicıus dıcıt, est mixta <XCXJACOBI DE VITERBIO QUAESTIO XXII  309  260  Quaedam vero non praeexisterunt in potentia materiae, nec naturali  nec obedientiali, sed solum in potentia Dei, ut illa quae fiunt a Deo sine  praesuppositione materiae. Nullus autem talis actus est absolutus.  Similiter alius modus actus non absoluti, scilicet esse cum potentia,  dividitur. Nam esse cum potentia potest dupliciter intelligi, vel secundum  265  eandem perfectionem, vel secundum diversas, sicut dicimus quod aliquid  est actu quantum ad unam perfectionem, et est in potentia quantum ad  aliam; sive illae perfectiones sint oppositae et non possint simul stare, ut  cum est potentia aer et actu ignis, et potentia album sed actu nigrum, sive  illae perfectiones possint simul stare, sicut aliquid est actu homo et poten-  270  tia sciens. Et sic de aliis.  Secundum autem perfectionem eandem convenit ut quando perfec-  tio habet gradus, et secundum unum gradum est in actu, secundum alium  est in potentia, ut est in motu quia motus est actus entis in potentia, et in  eo aliquid est acquisitum et aliquid acquirendum. Unde motus natura, ut  275  Simplicius dicit, est mixta «ex ... potentia et actu, ex determinato et inde-  terminato, ex informi et specie, et <ex> non ente simul et ente».  Secundum hanc autem distinctionem nullus actus creatus est qui sit  omnino absolutus, sed oportet secundum aliquem modum esse connexum  potentiae; aliquis quidem pluribus modis, aliquis autem paucioribus.  280  Sed quia philosophi, et praecipue Aristoteles, non multum fuerunt  locuti de illa potentia, qua dicitur aliquid possibile secundum potentiam  solum Dei agentis, nec etiam de potentia materiae obedientiali, ideo potest  accipi secundum eorum intentionem actus absolutus magis generaliter, ut  dicatur actus absolutus qui non est post potentiam quae sit in materia, nec  285  est etiam cum potentia simul. Et hoc modo omnes substantiae incorporeae  sunt actus absoluti.  Actus autem non absoluti sunt illi qui sunt in materia, sive sit actus  sicut forma, sive ut motus vel operatio.  256 vero add. non N  257 actum/actu BN  non/nec B  sed add. per BN  258  tamen/autem BN  265 aliquid/aliquis BN  266 quantum ad/secundum BN  267  illae om. BN  ut cum/et tamen B; et cum N  269 sicut/scilicet T  272 in actu add.  &BT  273 (alium) est om. BR  ut est in motu ... entis in potentia om. B  274  natura/naturalis T  275 actu/endelichia ed. Pattin  et indeterminato om. TRP; indeter-  minato/determinato B  276 ex informi et specie/et in forma et in specie TR; et informa-  ri et specie P  <ex> om. BNTR  279 quidem/vero BN  aliquis/aliqui N  autem  282 solum/solius BN  materiae/materia N  om. B; vero N  potentia add. Dei T  286 actus/alicuius B  287 Actus autem ... in materia om. T  288 sicut/sive B  275. ed. Pattin II p. 422.potentla el actu, determınato ei inde-

terminato, ıinform1 el specıe, eit eX> 1ON ente sımul el ente>»
Secundum anc dıstincetionem nullus AaCTUsSs Creatus est quı sıt

OmMNınNO absolutus, sed oportet secundum alıquem modum S6SSC COMINMECXUMM

potentlae; alıquıs quıdem plurıbus modiıs, alıquıs paucı1or1ıbus.
280 Sed quıa phılosophı, eit praecıpue Arıstoteles, 1ON multum fuerunt

locutı de ]la potentia, qua dicıtur alıquıd possı1ıbile secundum potentiam
solum De1l agentis, NEeC et1am de potentia materıjae obedientıialı, ıdeo potest
accıpı secundum COTUIM iıntentionem AaCTUS absolutus magıs generalıter, ut
dıicatur AaCTIUS absolutus quı NON est DOSt potentiam quacC sıt in materı1a, 1CC

285 est et1am Gu potentlia sımul. Et hoc MOdo OINNECS substantıae Incorporeae
SUnt AaCTUS absoluti.

Actus NON absolut! Sunt Il quı SUnt in materı1a, S1IVve sıt AaCTUS
sıcut forma, SI1ve ut MOTLUS vel operatıo.

256 CcCIO adı NOMN 257 actum/actu non/nec sed adı DCI 25%
'amen/autem 265 alıquıd/alıquıis 266 ad/secundum 267
ıllae ut cum/et tamen B: eit 269 sicut/scılıcet BA P aCc  — adı
ef 273 alıum) est ut est mMOJACOBI DE VITERBIO QUAESTIO XXII  309  260  Quaedam vero non praeexisterunt in potentia materiae, nec naturali  nec obedientiali, sed solum in potentia Dei, ut illa quae fiunt a Deo sine  praesuppositione materiae. Nullus autem talis actus est absolutus.  Similiter alius modus actus non absoluti, scilicet esse cum potentia,  dividitur. Nam esse cum potentia potest dupliciter intelligi, vel secundum  265  eandem perfectionem, vel secundum diversas, sicut dicimus quod aliquid  est actu quantum ad unam perfectionem, et est in potentia quantum ad  aliam; sive illae perfectiones sint oppositae et non possint simul stare, ut  cum est potentia aer et actu ignis, et potentia album sed actu nigrum, sive  illae perfectiones possint simul stare, sicut aliquid est actu homo et poten-  270  tia sciens. Et sic de aliis.  Secundum autem perfectionem eandem convenit ut quando perfec-  tio habet gradus, et secundum unum gradum est in actu, secundum alium  est in potentia, ut est in motu quia motus est actus entis in potentia, et in  eo aliquid est acquisitum et aliquid acquirendum. Unde motus natura, ut  275  Simplicius dicit, est mixta «ex ... potentia et actu, ex determinato et inde-  terminato, ex informi et specie, et <ex> non ente simul et ente».  Secundum hanc autem distinctionem nullus actus creatus est qui sit  omnino absolutus, sed oportet secundum aliquem modum esse connexum  potentiae; aliquis quidem pluribus modis, aliquis autem paucioribus.  280  Sed quia philosophi, et praecipue Aristoteles, non multum fuerunt  locuti de illa potentia, qua dicitur aliquid possibile secundum potentiam  solum Dei agentis, nec etiam de potentia materiae obedientiali, ideo potest  accipi secundum eorum intentionem actus absolutus magis generaliter, ut  dicatur actus absolutus qui non est post potentiam quae sit in materia, nec  285  est etiam cum potentia simul. Et hoc modo omnes substantiae incorporeae  sunt actus absoluti.  Actus autem non absoluti sunt illi qui sunt in materia, sive sit actus  sicut forma, sive ut motus vel operatio.  256 vero add. non N  257 actum/actu BN  non/nec B  sed add. per BN  258  tamen/autem BN  265 aliquid/aliquis BN  266 quantum ad/secundum BN  267  illae om. BN  ut cum/et tamen B; et cum N  269 sicut/scilicet T  272 in actu add.  &BT  273 (alium) est om. BR  ut est in motu ... entis in potentia om. B  274  natura/naturalis T  275 actu/endelichia ed. Pattin  et indeterminato om. TRP; indeter-  minato/determinato B  276 ex informi et specie/et in forma et in specie TR; et informa-  ri et specie P  <ex> om. BNTR  279 quidem/vero BN  aliquis/aliqui N  autem  282 solum/solius BN  materiae/materia N  om. B; vero N  potentia add. Dei T  286 actus/alicuius B  287 Actus autem ... in materia om. T  288 sicut/sive B  275. ed. Pattin II p. 422.entis In potentıa 2’74
natura/naturalıs DE actu/endelıchıja ed. Pattın et indetermınato IRP indeter-
miıinato/determıinato 276 ınform1ı el specle/et In orma ei In specl1e R: ei informa-

el specıe <EX> NTR 279 quıdem/vero alıquıis/alıquı autem
207 olum/solıus mater1ae/materı1aB’ eIo potentia adı Del

286 actus/alıcums 287 ctus autemJACOBI DE VITERBIO QUAESTIO XXII  309  260  Quaedam vero non praeexisterunt in potentia materiae, nec naturali  nec obedientiali, sed solum in potentia Dei, ut illa quae fiunt a Deo sine  praesuppositione materiae. Nullus autem talis actus est absolutus.  Similiter alius modus actus non absoluti, scilicet esse cum potentia,  dividitur. Nam esse cum potentia potest dupliciter intelligi, vel secundum  265  eandem perfectionem, vel secundum diversas, sicut dicimus quod aliquid  est actu quantum ad unam perfectionem, et est in potentia quantum ad  aliam; sive illae perfectiones sint oppositae et non possint simul stare, ut  cum est potentia aer et actu ignis, et potentia album sed actu nigrum, sive  illae perfectiones possint simul stare, sicut aliquid est actu homo et poten-  270  tia sciens. Et sic de aliis.  Secundum autem perfectionem eandem convenit ut quando perfec-  tio habet gradus, et secundum unum gradum est in actu, secundum alium  est in potentia, ut est in motu quia motus est actus entis in potentia, et in  eo aliquid est acquisitum et aliquid acquirendum. Unde motus natura, ut  275  Simplicius dicit, est mixta «ex ... potentia et actu, ex determinato et inde-  terminato, ex informi et specie, et <ex> non ente simul et ente».  Secundum hanc autem distinctionem nullus actus creatus est qui sit  omnino absolutus, sed oportet secundum aliquem modum esse connexum  potentiae; aliquis quidem pluribus modis, aliquis autem paucioribus.  280  Sed quia philosophi, et praecipue Aristoteles, non multum fuerunt  locuti de illa potentia, qua dicitur aliquid possibile secundum potentiam  solum Dei agentis, nec etiam de potentia materiae obedientiali, ideo potest  accipi secundum eorum intentionem actus absolutus magis generaliter, ut  dicatur actus absolutus qui non est post potentiam quae sit in materia, nec  285  est etiam cum potentia simul. Et hoc modo omnes substantiae incorporeae  sunt actus absoluti.  Actus autem non absoluti sunt illi qui sunt in materia, sive sit actus  sicut forma, sive ut motus vel operatio.  256 vero add. non N  257 actum/actu BN  non/nec B  sed add. per BN  258  tamen/autem BN  265 aliquid/aliquis BN  266 quantum ad/secundum BN  267  illae om. BN  ut cum/et tamen B; et cum N  269 sicut/scilicet T  272 in actu add.  &BT  273 (alium) est om. BR  ut est in motu ... entis in potentia om. B  274  natura/naturalis T  275 actu/endelichia ed. Pattin  et indeterminato om. TRP; indeter-  minato/determinato B  276 ex informi et specie/et in forma et in specie TR; et informa-  ri et specie P  <ex> om. BNTR  279 quidem/vero BN  aliquis/aliqui N  autem  282 solum/solius BN  materiae/materia N  om. B; vero N  potentia add. Dei T  286 actus/alicuius B  287 Actus autem ... in materia om. T  288 sicut/sive B  275. ed. Pattin II p. 422.mater1a 2858 Sıcut/sıve
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SI1IC CT gO declarata est aeC dıstincti0, scılıcet quod quıdam est aCTtus
79() absolutus, quıdam NON absolutus, secundum ıntentionem phılosopho-

QqUam secundum verıtatem.

111 Nunc de tert10 videndum est, Deus proprie dicatur aCctus
Est consıderandum quod, lıcet Commun1ı nomıne tam absolu-

295 quam 1ON absolutus VOCeEeTtur actus, amen phılosophı, attendentes DPTO-
prietatem eit T1ETUM et nomınum, dıistinxerunt 6CSSC actum el SSSC aCtu. Et
actum absolutum proprıie VoOoCcCaverunt actum, NON absolutum autem VOCAaVG-

runt quod AaCTUu vel SCSSC actu; UNU) accıpıtur ındıfferenter DIo alıo0.
SIC tamen dıstınguuntur; ubı est diversıtas in rebus, convenılens est

300 et1am nomına Dn propria el dıstincta.
nde dıicıt Sımplıicıus quosdam, quı diıcebant quod AaCTUSs est

moO(tus, distinguit actum cContra 6SSC aC  - dicens «quod quıdem aC  -

opponıtur ad quod potentıa et imperfectı est perfect10 habıtudiınemque
ad contrarıum accepıit.

305 Actus VCTIO hıc secundum se> absolutus est ad nullum contrarıum
dıctus, quı el el quod aC  H est exhıbet perfectionem. CTgO refert
actu quıdem CSSC figuram, actum VeTITO NON ex1istere».

Kt postea infra dıicıt cContra os «I urbat praesentem SCITNO-

8{ quod aC  z confusum actum; quod enım transmutatur ab
310 quod potentıa transmutatu: In quod poterabt»; attendıtur enım hoc,

QUaC aC  = ab 1DSO aC  — secundum quod quıdem aC  ] ad
quod potentl1a subsıstıt».

«Ipse AaCTIUS secundum Et aeC nomınum dıistinctio
COMNSONaA est intention1ı Arıistotelıs.

C B Arıstoteles en1ım, cons1ıderans dıstinctionem aCTtus absolutiı NON

absoluto., actum absolutum propri10 nomıne vocavıt endelichı1am, quod iıdem

293 Nunc lect. INC. (videndum) est 296 dıstinxerunt/dıstinguerunt
299 distiınguunter lect. INC. 300 nomiina/nominıs 303 imperfect! MSS. imper-
fect10 habıtudınemque/habıtudiınem quıla N} habıtudinem quod 304 accepıiıt MSyS.

305 nullum/unum 306 dıctus exhıbet/ex1ibet 307prae-accepıit
fiıguram lect. INC. actum/actu BNI; CIUS eIO ut 308 Turbat/probat lect.
INC. 309 en1ım/quı BNI iransmutatur lect. INC. B MSS. nte ab 310 in/ıta

311 autem ab/ad ed. Pattın quod quidem/iıllud quod B  9
quıia qua 313 autem nomınum/nominı CONSONAa lect.
INC.

301 ed Pattın 11 419
308 ed. Pattın {{ 427
315 Vol VUIL, 231 B; er
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quod in AaCTIU. Unde, Cu definıt motum, dıcıt quod MOTUS est endeli-
chıa; 1NON dicıt quod sıt aCTIus

Sımilıter, alı de actıbus NOMN absolutis loquens, endelıchıam:
320 et quaedam est endelıchıia perfecta, ut forma, quaedam imperfecta, ut

tus Et proprie Arıstoteles invenıt, ut Sımplicıus refert, S1IC dıcens:
«Phılosophı NON solum COPNOSCCEIC 1CS5 volentes QUaC ab alııs 1gnorantur,
quınımo, volentes exprimere hıs quı desıderant addıscere, alıquando inge-

nomına compelluntur, SIC ipsemet Arıstoteles endelıchıae adınve-
E Pa nıt».

Ad quıd 1psum invenıt, ostendıt alıbi, uft 1am dıctum est
propter AaCTUs NOoN absolutos.

nde CL in L  5 dıicıt quod actus endelıchıa dıcıtur ei de
alıs, quod 1ıdem est S1 diıceretur de aC  l absoluto et NOn absoluto.

3 3() nde et, In X et1am ratıonem assıgnat; 1910701 dicıt actum sed magıs
quod aCctu, dıcens: dicımus ute: U  i quiıdem NOn omn1ı1a.

Sımilıter pOost CIO AaCTIUs dıcıt CSSC COTIMNIMNUNC ad endelıchıam
et ad alıa; translatores nomına communiter tulerunt NUum PTO alıo.

S1IC igıtur p dıistinctio0 AaCTUS in dıversos modos. Sed quomodo
3235 habeant h1 modı ad ei ratıonem acTtus, sc1endum quod aCTUS analo-

gicEe dicıtur de hıs, et quantum ad nNOmI1nNI1s imposıtiıonem prımo dıicıtur de
1g9(0) Consequenter de forma: secundo de substantı1ıs absolutis.

Secundum CIO sıgnıfıcatıonem nOom1n1s ei rat1on1ıs ad quam sıgni1f1-
candam ponıtur, SCONVETITSO est Et ratıo SS qula inter MOTUS est

34() not10r, PCI qUam et1am formam COgNOSCIMUS, quıa actı1o fecıt scıre fOor-
JlTamen mOTtus, GUu) sıt aCTUs imperfectus, NON tum de rat10-

aCctus sıcut forma:; el simılıter dıcendum de hıs respectiu aCTIUSs absoluti.
Et S1C secundum princıpale

3{() (forma) quaedam adı el 321 S1ic/sıcut 323 quinımo/quın RN; quın
volentes adı aCTuUs 324 psemet ed. Pattın; ipseque BNIR: ıpse 326

d/ab 333 nomiıina BNI tule-331 autem/quıdem quıdem
runt/  erunt 335 habeant/habent el adı ad 336 1M-
posıtıonem/posıtionem 337 secundo adı CIO 330 ponıtur/ımponıtur
341 tum/tamen habet/debet habere

319 Metaphys. Vol 388| 2417° B er
371 ed Pattın 124
3726 ed Pattın 1224
3728 Vol VL 231B; Bekker
330 1ıde etaphys. Vol 11 235° %5: er
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345 111 unc de tert10 videndum est, Deus proprie dicatur.
Et dicendum secundum praedicta quod, S1 loquamur de aCtu ut est

COMMIMUNGC ad absolutum el ON absolutum, quı proprıe dıcıtur endelıchıa,
vel loquımur specılalıter de actu secundum quod dıstingultur Conira SSSC

C  M vel endelichıam, eft ut dicıtur solum de 18(0) 81 absoluto, vel loquımur de
35() aC  I secundum quod dicıtur solum de endelıchıa

O1 prımo modo S1IC diıcendum, quod AaCTus dicıtur de Deo et

translatıve, lıcet NON proprie idest solı. Hoc D hıs quacC dıcta
Sunt in prımo artıculo, de notificatıone aCTtuUs el proprietatıbus e1us.

Actus enım ımportat completionem ın CSSC, ut dıctum est. Hoc
355 convenıt Deo proprIie, quı est 1psum ESSC eitl maxıme CSSC, ıta ut

proprıe dıcatur el simplıcıter quı est nde Boetius, De Trinıtate, dicıt
quod dıyına essentl1a < Verec forma, QqUaAC est 1psum CSSC, el qua est

CSSC; OIM enım CSSC est forma». Et hoc in alıa quaestione de
forma, dıctum fuıt.

36() Hoc iıdem pa proprietatıbus 1DS1US aCTIus quacC dıictae
sunt. [Deus enım est maxıme ab alııs dıstinctus, quı1a maxıme NUus el S1ImM-
plex, uf alıas declaratum est, in quaestione de

Item, 1pse est prımum omnıum entium et NL est prıus. ltem,
1pse est OmnınO ımmutabiılıs.

365 Item, Ipse est effectiva, facıens alıa aCTIu. Item, ıpse est mMax1-
bonum.

ltem, ıpse est maxıme SeIumml et cognoscıbıle.
Horum alıqua declarata sun(, el alıqua declaranda adhuc

magıs 1n sequentıibus, lıcet satıs ota ei doctoribus SaCrıs sufficıenter
declarata nde auctorıtates diımıtto breviıtatıs.370

35()348 loquımur/loquamur speclalıter/sımplıcıter 349 aC vel/et
solum nte de aC  s B’ nie secundum 351 S1IC 352 es 354
Actus/actıo 355 est BNT et maxıiıme S5C B: ei maxıiıme 'OFT. B1 356

CIUS 362 ut/namsimplıcıter lect. INC. nie 1Ca] 360) 1DSIUS
365 effectiva/effective 36 / (1pse) est 368 adhuc/et hoc 369 sequentI1-

sacrıs/satıs 370 dimıtto/dımıttimusbus adı patebıt

3523 prımo artıculo 03 Sqq
356 6 9
358 Quaestio IL, (II) ed Y pma, 40-46
360. 140 Su|'yq
362 Quaestio IL, ed. Ypma, 75-80
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Et est sc1iendum quod hoc est probatıo posterl10r1, scılıcet DCI
proprietates.

prior1 argultur quıa est actus, ıdeo convenıunt sıbı haec,
sed posterl10r1 CCONVEISO, ut S1 est risıbıle, est homo; et ıIn ulusmodı

375 oportet utı probatıone poster10r1.
Tiıma STO QUAaC est notificatıone est quası argumentum defin1-

t1one.
1 VCIO loquamur de aCTU, Drou accıpıtur PTO absoluto el dıvıdıtur
endelıchı1am el CSSC actu, S1C convenıt Deo, Nnon solum proprIe, idest

38() 1910)01 transsumptive, 1MMO proprIie, qula 1ps1 sol)]. olum enım 1pse est abso-
Jutus, quıa nullam potentiam respicıt eit Nnu. potentiae CONNCXUS, quıa

est AaCTIUS DOsSt potentiam GUul potentla; secundum phı-
Josophos alıquos omn1ı1a abstracta sunt absolute acTtus, iıdest sıne potentıa
vel praecedente vel conıuncta, sed oquuntur de potentıa materlae vel natu-

385 ralı, NON de 1la quUa dıcuntur possıbılıa DCI potentiam Deı, sed qua dıicıtur
alıquıid poss1bıle pDCI princıpıum 1n 1PSO.

Avıcenna $ accıpıens COMMUNIUS possı1bıle, dıcıt quod omnı1a
sunt possı1bılıa praeter NUuM. nde omnı1a alıa prımo sunt AaCTUS 1NOMN

absolutl.
39() i CIO loquamur de aC  l accıpıtur solum DIO CSSC 1in aCTu,

velp est endelıchıa, SIC dicendum quod Deus NON est actus proprie sed
metaphorice, quıa iıpse Nnon est AaCTtus alıcumus subiect] vel materı1ae sıcut
forma, QUaC dicıtur perfecta endelıchıia ut est actus, ut MO(LuUS, ut satıs D  '
1ICC oportet probare

305 Et S1IC p tertiıum princıpale.

Quarto videndum, sıt NECESSC 6SSC Quod iıdeo inducıtur NUNG,
oporteat facere de hoc quaestionem specı1alem, quamVIs et1am alı dictum
fürt quomodo necessıtas est in Deo el quomodo NON,; tamen qula hOcC COMN-

400 est actul, ideo dıcendum.

S73 hoc/haec scilıcet 3773 haec lect. INC. 374 sed/scC1ilıce' T’ utem
post posterl10r1 (et) in/ıta 375 oportet ut! 4: lect. INC. 376 est QUa-
s/equalıbet 380 solum/solus 3 ] qu1a/quı nullı/nullus potentiae
adı est 387 (quıla) Qqu'313  JACOBI DE VITERBIO QUAESTIO XXII  Et est sciendum quod hoc est probatio a posteriori, scilicet per  proprietates.  A priori autem arguitur quia est actus, ideo conveniunt sibi haec,  sed a posteriori econverso, ut si est risibile, est homo; et in huiusmodi  375  oportet uti probatione a posteriori.  Prima vero quae est ex notificatione est quasi argumentum a defini-  tione.  Si vero loquamur de actu, prout accipitur pro absoluto et dividitur  contra endelichiam et esse actu, sic convenit Deo, non solum proprie, idest  380  non transsumptive, immo proprie, quia ipsi soli. Solum enim ipse est abso-  lutus, quia nullam potentiam respicit et nulli potentiae connexus; quia  neque est actus post potentiam neque cum potentia; tamen secundum phi-  losophos aliquos omnia abstracta sunt absolute actus, idest sine potentia  vel praecedente vel coniuncta, sed loquuntur de potentia materiae vel natu-  385  rali, non de illa qua dicuntur possibilia per potentiam Dei, sed qua dicitur  aliquid possibile per principium in ipso.  Avicenna tamen, accipiens communius possibile, dicit quod omnia  sunt possibilia praeter unum. Unde omnia alia a primo sunt actus non  absoluti.  390  Si vero loquamur de actu prout accipitur solum pro esse in actu,  vel prout est endelichia, sic dicendum quod Deus non est actus proprie sed  metaphorice, quia ipse non est actus alicuius subiecti vel materiae sicut  forma, quae dicitur perfecta endelichia ut est actus, ut motus, ut satis patet,  nec oportet probare.  395  Et sic patet tertium principale.  IV  Quarto videndum, an sit necesse esse. Quod ideo inducitur nunc, ne  oporteat facere de hoc quaestionem specialem, quamvis etiam alibi dictum  fuit quomodo necessitas est in Deo et quomodo non; tamen quia hoc con-  400  nexum est actui, ideo dicendum.  371 hoc/haec BR  scilicet om. BN  373 haec lect. inc. T  374 sed/scilicet T; autem  post posteriori P  (et) in/ita B  375 oportet uti om. T; lect. inc. PR  376 est qua-  si/equalibet T  380 solum/solus NR  381 quia/qui B  nulli/nullus P  potentiae  add. est BN  382 (quia) neque ... neque/nec ... nec B  385 qua/quae B  (sed)  qua/quae B  dicitur/dicuntur BN  386 possibile/potentiale B  391 prout/potest esse  N  392 ipse/proprie BN  393 (motus) ut om. B  395 tertium lect. inc. T; principale  398 de hoc ante facere BN  om. TP  397 nunc lect. inc. B  specialem/principalem  BN  399 tamen/tunc B  387. Metaph. 11,2,75b; aussi Metaph. VIIL6,99”° ed. Venetiis 1508.  398. Quodl. I ed. Ypma, 84; Quodl. II ed. Ypma, 123-130.neque/nec313  JACOBI DE VITERBIO QUAESTIO XXII  Et est sciendum quod hoc est probatio a posteriori, scilicet per  proprietates.  A priori autem arguitur quia est actus, ideo conveniunt sibi haec,  sed a posteriori econverso, ut si est risibile, est homo; et in huiusmodi  375  oportet uti probatione a posteriori.  Prima vero quae est ex notificatione est quasi argumentum a defini-  tione.  Si vero loquamur de actu, prout accipitur pro absoluto et dividitur  contra endelichiam et esse actu, sic convenit Deo, non solum proprie, idest  380  non transsumptive, immo proprie, quia ipsi soli. Solum enim ipse est abso-  lutus, quia nullam potentiam respicit et nulli potentiae connexus; quia  neque est actus post potentiam neque cum potentia; tamen secundum phi-  losophos aliquos omnia abstracta sunt absolute actus, idest sine potentia  vel praecedente vel coniuncta, sed loquuntur de potentia materiae vel natu-  385  rali, non de illa qua dicuntur possibilia per potentiam Dei, sed qua dicitur  aliquid possibile per principium in ipso.  Avicenna tamen, accipiens communius possibile, dicit quod omnia  sunt possibilia praeter unum. Unde omnia alia a primo sunt actus non  absoluti.  390  Si vero loquamur de actu prout accipitur solum pro esse in actu,  vel prout est endelichia, sic dicendum quod Deus non est actus proprie sed  metaphorice, quia ipse non est actus alicuius subiecti vel materiae sicut  forma, quae dicitur perfecta endelichia ut est actus, ut motus, ut satis patet,  nec oportet probare.  395  Et sic patet tertium principale.  IV  Quarto videndum, an sit necesse esse. Quod ideo inducitur nunc, ne  oporteat facere de hoc quaestionem specialem, quamvis etiam alibi dictum  fuit quomodo necessitas est in Deo et quomodo non; tamen quia hoc con-  400  nexum est actui, ideo dicendum.  371 hoc/haec BR  scilicet om. BN  373 haec lect. inc. T  374 sed/scilicet T; autem  post posteriori P  (et) in/ita B  375 oportet uti om. T; lect. inc. PR  376 est qua-  si/equalibet T  380 solum/solus NR  381 quia/qui B  nulli/nullus P  potentiae  add. est BN  382 (quia) neque ... neque/nec ... nec B  385 qua/quae B  (sed)  qua/quae B  dicitur/dicuntur BN  386 possibile/potentiale B  391 prout/potest esse  N  392 ipse/proprie BN  393 (motus) ut om. B  395 tertium lect. inc. T; principale  398 de hoc ante facere BN  om. TP  397 nunc lect. inc. B  specialem/principalem  BN  399 tamen/tunc B  387. Metaph. 11,2,75b; aussi Metaph. VIIL6,99”° ed. Venetiis 1508.  398. Quodl. I ed. Ypma, 84; Quodl. II ed. Ypma, 123-130.NCC 385 qua/quae se:
qua/quae dıicıtur/dicuntur 386 poss1ıbıle/potentiale 391 prout/potest SSC

3072 ıpse/proprıe 303 (motus) ut 395 1um lect. INC. f B princıpale
30® de hOocC nlie facere397 L11UT| lect. INC. specialem/princıpalem

399 tamen/tunc

387 Metaph. 1.2.75Db; aussı Metaph. VI11,6,99°° ed. Venetis 1508
308®% 43 (07 ed Ypma, 8 E Uuo| ed Ypma, 123-130



314 PMA

Circa quod sc1endum est quod Phiılosophus definıt necessarıum,
quod iımpossıbıle est alıter habere In enım modı NON habent locum in
Deo, ut satılıs pate Possıbile ero quod potest ESSC el 19(0) 01 6SSC

Avıcenna et Algezel dicunt quod NECESSC CSSC est quod NON epen-
405 det alıo; possıbıle CIO quod alıo pendet.

Sed lıcet ae notificatıones videantur SSSC dıversae, ad iıdem
tendunt, S1 ene consıderentur. Omne enım quod potest S6SSC et NON CSSC,
pendet alı0. Ergo quod 19(0) 81 pendet alıo, NON potest CESSC et NOMN CSSC,
ei S1C est NECESSC ESSC

410 Sımıilıter CECONVEISO, OINLIC quod pendet alıo, quantum est de
potest SSSC el NON CSSC, quUO NON CSSC, quıa, S1 alılu: NOn

esset, NCC 1psum e  '9 19(0)01 tamen dicıtur possıbıle 6ESSC el ON CSSC, CSSC

princıpium in
SIC accepit Arıstoteles, Avıcenna VeEeTO prımo modo. Et lıcet prımo

415 existente, alıa SCINDECI sınt secundum 1PpSum, S1 1psum 19(0)9| 6S  ‘ NC

alıa. Ideo, eft cetera.
Secundum utramque dıstiınctionem pate quod Deus, quod est

AaCTtUuUs absolutus, est NECESSC CSSC, quıa aCTUSs absolutus ON pendet alıo,
qula NO respicıt potentiam.

4720 Sımilıter AaCTtus absolutus est OmMnNınNO immutabılıs, qula mutabıle
potest SSSC el NON 6CSSC nde 1DSO quod AaCTUS absolutus esT, NON

potentiam ad CSSC eit NOMN CSSC, sed SCMPCI aC  Z esl. Ideo est NECCCSSC CESSC

eit impossı1ıbıle NON CSSC, ei cetera.
Et S1C p ad quaestionem, qua quaerıitur irum Deus proprie

425 dıcatur aCTIUS

Est hıc un dubitatıo CIrca tertiıum artıculum.
Vıdetur enım quod nullus AaCTIUS sıt absolutus. Quod pa quı1a NON

potest definırı 181 PCI comparatıonem ad potentiam. nde Phılosophus, ut

405 pendet/dependet (ac ita deinceps) 407 potest OrT. Bl; 408% Ergo
quod NOMN pendet 110 410 econverso/econtrarıo de lect. INC.

412 amen/tantum 413 (princıpium)quantum est de post el NOn SSC
418414 er° 415 tamen non/nunc ME Bl;

(est actus absolutus adı  . 19(0)81 quıa CIUS 472° SSC el adı ad NON

AC|  s est adı eiCO Bl; 424 qua/quae

401 (  \o) Vol V, [08 KL: er cir. VerTrToes ‚pıtomes 'aCl. Vol
111 363 X: cir. »68 320 RL, Bekker foir uo| IL, 123 124)

404 etaph. Vol VL 109”°LM: texti COIL 110
404 TAC secundus ed. uckle 52 S
429 Metaphys. Vol VIUIL, 23575
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430 dıctum est, dıcıt quod AaCTIUs est ex1istere TCIN, NON ıta sıcut dıcıtur
potentıia. Et Commentator dıicıt quod SuUunt relatıva contrarıa. Ideo 11UIN DCI
alıu: definıtur. Nullus CTgO aCTIus absolutus Sst, S1 1ON potest intellıgı Ssine
potentıa NC definirı Quod et1am quod dıyıdunt eNSs sıcut dıffe-
rentiae contrarıae.

435 hOC dicendum quod 1910) 91 dıcıtur aCTIus absolutus qula 1NON

potentiam s1ıb1 opposıtam, quıa Omnı1s AaCIUS sıbı contrarıam poten-
t1am; eft eIUIIN est quod AaCTIUS et potentı1a sunt contrarıa.

Sed contrarıa dıcuntur multiplıcıter, ut pate DCI Phılosophum,
Metaphysıcae, qula vel Ila QUaC NON possunt sımul adesse eiıdem dıfferen-

44() t1um secundum el quaC plurımum 11i1erun SOTUMM QqUaC sunt iın
eodem SENCIC, el QUAC plurımum dıfferunt SOTUM qua«C Ssunt sub eadem

el IN dıfferentia maxıme ut sımplıcıter, vel secundum
vel secundum speciıem.

Secundum au alıquem Oorum modorum proprie facıunt Contra-
445 rietatem. Non CISO dıicıtur aCtus absolutus qula Nnu. modo habeat en-

t1am opposıtam, sed qula LOMN Carn opposıtam ıta quod succedat
potentiae CIrca ıdem subiectum, sıcut um ef nıgrum, et sıcut 12N1S 1n
aC  i eit 1gN1Ss In potentı1a habent; LICC et1am conıungıtur eıdem alıcul
potentiae ın eodem subiecto, NC secundum Nnam perfectionem, D n_

450 dum dıversas.
Et S1IC quartum princıipale.

Ad prımum CTSO dıcendum quod Deus NEC est CSSC NeC d}  >
accıpıendo CSSC ei ut AaCTtUus sunt 1ON absoluti.

455 Secundum quod CSSC el dıcunt actum absolutum, Deus
est GSSE ef d sed aeC 1n iıdem Sunt Sed quomodo Deus
diıcatur actıo, CU) act1o respicıt potentiam, el Deus sıt aCcCtus absolutus,
patebıt 1ın sequentI quaestione.

Quod dıcıtur, quod affırmationes SUnNntT incompactae,
46() alı quı1d dıcendum.

433 dıyvıdunt lect. INC. 436 contrarıam/contrarıa potentiam 339
dıfferentium/dıfferunt B:  9 lect. INC. 440) plurımum lect. INC. 44° maxıme)
ut/vel 44®% habent/habet446 eam/potentiam perfectiıonem/causam

451 princıpale IR; princıpale 453 (Deus) nec/non
454 NON/uU! 455 autem/ergo 456 haec tamen quomodo/cum

Deus adı CONSeEqueENTUr 459 Incompactae/compactae

431 etaphys. texT. COI Vol V, 236'°G
43% Vol VUIL, 1 18”°M: er
460 Quaest1i0 I1 ed. Ypma, 230, 258; Quaestio Xl, 310
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Ad secundum diıcendum quod aCtus 1ın Deo sıgnıficat substantıam.
Dictum Damascen1 intellıg1. Hıc enım dıicıt qula NOMN ‚Uu-
INUus intellıgere quıd est Deus, VeTIC AaCTUS sıgnıficat substan-
t1am Deı, sicut ıpse consequenter dıicıt de hoc nomıne quı est ve]l CSSC, de

465 qUO dıicıt quod significat pelagus substantıae infinıtum.
tertium dıcendum quod sicut {11 Metaphysicae, el cetera.

Tamen sc1iendum quod possıbıle unO modo potest sum1 quod sequıtur ad
NECESSC CSSC el sımılıter ad actum CSSC, ut dıcatur possı1ıbıle quıa 19(0) 01 est

iımpossıbıle; ef tale poss1bıle ıdem est quod aCTIUS secundum quod sequıtur
470 ad 1psum.

quartum dıcendum quod ESSC aCtu et potentl1a sSunt accıdentıia
consequentl1a ent1s, iıdeo sunt praeter ratiıonem ent1is communiıter; 6SSC

tem actuale est praeter ratiıonem essentlae, ıta quod ın creaturIıs dıffert res

ab essentla modo alıas dıcto; Deo solum ratione.
475 Vel potest dıcı quod postquam ratıone, sıcut ın creaturıs SCSSC dıicıtur

Tes secundum accepta. sSse VCIO ut alıı conıuncta sıne qQqUO 19(0)91 inven1-
tur, ıta In Deo rcSs, QUaC est dıvına substantıa, dıcıtur essentla ut consıdera-

Dıcıtur ESSC ut est conıuncta Suls perfectionıbus vel modıs e_

sendi, S1ve absolutis SIve respect1v1s sıne quıbus NON invenıtur aCcCtu,
48() SUnt praeter ratıonem essentlae, lıcet NOn sınt alıa ICS ab essentla, sed

dıfferunt ab essentla sıcut modus
Ht S1IC proportionalıter diıcendum est de CSSC ef essentia 1ın Deo el

creaturIı1s. alıs tamen dıfferentia essentlae eft ON In Deo 1ON tollıt elus
sımplıcıtatem. S1IC CT gO ESSC ac  = est praeter ratıonem essentlae secundum

485 quod essent1a absolute accıpıtur, el cetera

quıntum solutio hıs qQqUaC iın princıpalı solutione QUAC-
St10N1S dıcta sun(t, ei cetera.

462 dicıt/dicıtur 464 vel s5C CO: B: 465 quod sıgnıficat adı
substantıae infinıtum/ınfinıtae 468 simılıter/sımplıcıter ad P
actu/actum 471 sSC actu/actus accCc1ıdentia 472 consequentla/com-
mun1a communıter ONT. B entis /ens entis316  E. YPMA  2  Ad secundum dicendum quod actus in Deo significat substantiam.  Dictum autem Damasceni debet intelligi. Hic enim dicit quia non possu-  mus intelligere quid est Deus, tamen vere actus nomen significat substan-  tiam Dei, sicut ipse consequenter dicit de hoc nomine qui est vel esse, de  465  quo dicit quod significat pelagus substantiae infinitum.  3  Ad tertium dicendum quod sicut in III Metaphysicae, et cetera.  Tamen sciendum quod possibile uno modo potest sumi quod sequitur ad  necesse esse et similiter ad actum esse, ut dicatur possibile quia non est  impossibile; et tale possibile idem est quod actus secundum quod sequitur  470  ad ipsum.  4  Ad quartum dicendum quod esse actu et potentia sunt accidentia  consequentia entis, ideo sunt praeter rationem entis communiter; esse au-  tem actuale est praeter rationem essentiae, ita quod in creaturis differt res  ab essentia modo alias dicto; in Deo autem solum ratione.  475  Vel potest dici quod postquam ratione, sicut in creaturis esse dicitur  res secundum se accepta. Esse vero ut alii coniuncta sine quo non inveni-  tur, ita in Deo res, quae est divina substantia, dicitur essentia ut considera-  tur. Dicitur autem esse ut est coniuncta suis perfectionibus vel modis es-  sendi, sive absolutis sive respectivis sine quibus non invenitur actu, tamen  480  sunt praeter rationem essentiae, licet non sint alia res ab -essentia, sed  differunt ab essentia sicut modus a re.  Et sic proportionaliter dicendum est de esse et essentia in Deo et  creaturis. Talis tamen differentia essentiae et esse in Deo non tollit eius  simplicitatem. Sic ergo esse actu est praeter rationem essentiae secundum  485  quod essentia absolute accipitur, et cetera.  5  Ad quintum patet solutio ex his quae in principali solutione quae-  stionis dicta sunt, et cetera.  462 dicit/dicitur T  464 vel esse corr. B1; om. B  465 quod om. T  significat add.  substantiae B  infinitum/infinitae BN  468 similiter/simpliciter BN  ad om. P;  actu/actum BNP 471 esse actu/actus BN  accidentia om. B  472 consequentia/com-  munia BN  communiter corr. B1  entis /ens BR  entis ... praeter rationem corr. Bl;  om. B  475 postquam add. in N  Vel potest ... postquam ratione om. B  477  substantia/essentre B  essentia/esse BN  479 (quibus) non om. N  480 sed diffe-  runt ab essentia om. BN  483 tamen/autem BN  482 (dicendum) est om. BN  essentiae et &sse/esse et essentiae N  eius om. BN  484 Sic/si T; sicut R  462. De Fide Orthodoxa I, cap. IX, PG 94,835 AB; ed. Buytaert, pp. 48, 49.  466. Vol. VIII 62“°JK; Bekker 1002b, 1003a.  474. Quodlibet I quaestio IV ed. Ypma, pp. 43 sqq.  486. Quaestio XXII, II, 1. 345 sqq.praeter ratiıonem 'OFT. BI;

475 postquam adı in Vel potest316  E. YPMA  2  Ad secundum dicendum quod actus in Deo significat substantiam.  Dictum autem Damasceni debet intelligi. Hic enim dicit quia non possu-  mus intelligere quid est Deus, tamen vere actus nomen significat substan-  tiam Dei, sicut ipse consequenter dicit de hoc nomine qui est vel esse, de  465  quo dicit quod significat pelagus substantiae infinitum.  3  Ad tertium dicendum quod sicut in III Metaphysicae, et cetera.  Tamen sciendum quod possibile uno modo potest sumi quod sequitur ad  necesse esse et similiter ad actum esse, ut dicatur possibile quia non est  impossibile; et tale possibile idem est quod actus secundum quod sequitur  470  ad ipsum.  4  Ad quartum dicendum quod esse actu et potentia sunt accidentia  consequentia entis, ideo sunt praeter rationem entis communiter; esse au-  tem actuale est praeter rationem essentiae, ita quod in creaturis differt res  ab essentia modo alias dicto; in Deo autem solum ratione.  475  Vel potest dici quod postquam ratione, sicut in creaturis esse dicitur  res secundum se accepta. Esse vero ut alii coniuncta sine quo non inveni-  tur, ita in Deo res, quae est divina substantia, dicitur essentia ut considera-  tur. Dicitur autem esse ut est coniuncta suis perfectionibus vel modis es-  sendi, sive absolutis sive respectivis sine quibus non invenitur actu, tamen  480  sunt praeter rationem essentiae, licet non sint alia res ab -essentia, sed  differunt ab essentia sicut modus a re.  Et sic proportionaliter dicendum est de esse et essentia in Deo et  creaturis. Talis tamen differentia essentiae et esse in Deo non tollit eius  simplicitatem. Sic ergo esse actu est praeter rationem essentiae secundum  485  quod essentia absolute accipitur, et cetera.  5  Ad quintum patet solutio ex his quae in principali solutione quae-  stionis dicta sunt, et cetera.  462 dicit/dicitur T  464 vel esse corr. B1; om. B  465 quod om. T  significat add.  substantiae B  infinitum/infinitae BN  468 similiter/simpliciter BN  ad om. P;  actu/actum BNP 471 esse actu/actus BN  accidentia om. B  472 consequentia/com-  munia BN  communiter corr. B1  entis /ens BR  entis ... praeter rationem corr. Bl;  om. B  475 postquam add. in N  Vel potest ... postquam ratione om. B  477  substantia/essentre B  essentia/esse BN  479 (quibus) non om. N  480 sed diffe-  runt ab essentia om. BN  483 tamen/autem BN  482 (dicendum) est om. BN  essentiae et &sse/esse et essentiae N  eius om. BN  484 Sic/si T; sicut R  462. De Fide Orthodoxa I, cap. IX, PG 94,835 AB; ed. Buytaert, pp. 48, 49.  466. Vol. VIII 62“°JK; Bekker 1002b, 1003a.  474. Quodlibet I quaestio IV ed. Ypma, pp. 43 sqq.  486. Quaestio XXII, II, 1. 345 sqq.postquam ratıone 47’7
substantıa/essentre essentla/esse 479 (quıbus) NON 480 sed e-
Tunt ab essentia 483 amen/autem482 (dıcendum) est
essentiae ei esse/esse ei essentlae 1US 484 S1C/sı T’ sicut

462 De Fıde Orthodoxa L, Cap 1 'g AB:; ed Buytaert, 4 E}
466 Vol 111 er
474 Quodlıbet quaesti0 ed Ypma, 5SUq.
486 Quaesti0 XAIL, ILL, 345 S\aq.
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Ad dıcendum quod aCtus quı Deo convenıt, opponıtur p-
tentiae arge contrarlae, 1OMN secundum quod contrarıa Sunt CIrca iıdem

490 subjectum.
Actus ef potentıia, quı sunt CIrca iıdem, priıus est in potentla el

post In aCTU. Haec sunt magıs proprie contrarıla, lıcet eft aeC 1ON PCI
1919 modum habeant qu1dquı pertinet ad ratıonem contrarıorum. Et de hıs
loquıtur Commentator ut pate ıbı Quod dicıt Commentator, quod

495 aCTUS ei potentl1a SUnt relatıva quıa ın ad allu: est contrarıetas ratıone fun-
damentı, vel alıter, secundum quod ipse dıcıt, In A, contrarıa relatıva Sunt
J]la relatıva QqUaC ad Invicem referuntur sımılıter, ut duplum el
dımıdiıum. Relatıva VeEeTO NON contrarıa sunt Ila Qqua«C ON SIC, uft cıbıle et
sclentia.

500 Ad septimum dicendum quod plures relatıones sıcut NON dıcuntur
plures ICS sed plures modı reales, 1CC plures essentliae sed plures modı
essendi, S1IC NC dıcuntur plures actus; sed potest concedı quod sSunt plures
modı essendı aCtu.

dıiıcendum quod Deo convenıt potentia, 19(0)81 qQqUaC COMN-

505 rarıatur actul quı de Deo dıcıtur, sed JUaC magıs fundatur 1n actu, scılıcet
potentl1a actıva, uft patebıt infra. Et ıdeo, sıcut dicıtur simplıcıter potens, ıta
el sımplıcıter aCctus

dıcendum quod mater1a est tOTLa potentla CU sıt
substantıa sımplex.

510 Quod dıcıtur quod est alıquıd, dıcendum quod NON propiter
hoc sequıtur quod sıt alıquo modo aCTu, quıa, CU)l potentia el aCTus 1V1-
dant CNS, potest dıcı alıquıd CI alıquo mOdo; quod tamen NOn est aCTtus

Quod dıcıtur de habılıtatıbus, dicendum quod ae habılıtates
SUnNnLT alıquıid addıtum materıl1ae el dicunt solum 1psam vel

15 formam ut in iınchoatıone, QUaC NON dicıtur aCTIuUs sed magıs n_
t1a

491 (potentıa) quı/quae 492 proprıe InNnNeMmM lect. INC. 494 1b1
496 fundament!) vel 496 adı Metaphysıcae 497 eX) qUu!

d/ex 501 (essentiae) sed/nec 504/quo simılıter/sımplicıter
non quae/quıa 508 materıa est adı de 511 actus/ac 5172 DOTeST adı
tamen alıquıd FT Bl; | habilıtatıbus/habıtudinıbus .15 (ut) in

ınchoatione/inclinatıonem

494 1{11 etaph. texT. Com 19 Vol V, AB:; in Metaph. TexXTL. CO

Vol VL 236'°G
496 texti. COI 13 Vol 111 261'°GH
506 Quaesti0 X XI
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JTamen, ato quod materı1a 19(0) 91 tota actus, adhuc LO SEqU1-
tur argumen quod aCTUS secundum quod ulusmodı NON ependet
potentıia, sıcut essentliae potentıa ab aCTIUu.

520 nde NUMdg Ua invenıtur potentıa qua«C NON sıt conıuncta alıcul
actul. Est alıquıs aCtus quı NON est con1ıunctus alıcul potentiae, 10-
quendo de potentıa importante imperfectionem.

decımum dıiıcendum quod ın Deo nu est composıit1o. Et quod
dıcıtur de identitate ei dıifferentia reall, dıcendum quod Pater est ıdem 1110

S78 bsoluta el proprie dıcıtur 1685 Dıstinguitur tamen ab relatıva, qua«C
1910701 est rcS, sed magıs circumstantıa rel dicıtur.

nde sequıitur quod 1NON DCT NUm el 1ıdem sıt 1ıdem el dıstın-
cCiu 1NOMN sequıtur ComposıIt1o, qula relatıo el SCSSC dıicuntur uNnNum

in quantum dıcunt uNnNam essentiam. Dicuntur NON 11UIN In quantum
530 ab essentıa relatıo, sıcut mMmOdus re1l IC, quUaC dıfferentia

composıtionem 19(0)9| facıt, et1am iın creaturIıs.

Eındhoven Eelcko Y PMA, ÖS

520 invenıtur/potest invenirı non sıt/est 524518 dependet/pendeat
8) ] ıdemidentitate MSS. ydemptitate Fılıo post absoluta 526 dıicıtur

528 tamen 530 relatıo ante ab essentia 531
eti1am in

529 NON O;
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COOPER, ERRARI,; UDDOCK, MIT (eds.), Concor-
dantıia In libros AI confessionum Aurelii Augustint Concor-
dance the Skutella (1969) edition. (Alpha mega el Le-
X1ICa ndızes Konkordanzen klassıschen Filologie, CXXIV);
Ims Weıdmann, Hıldesheim UrIG New York, 1991,

La presente concordance volumıneuse des Confessiones d’Augustin
est le s  ıt une collaboration etroıte entre, d’une part, les sclencCes humalı-
Nes (representees Ferrarı ef Smith) el, d’autre les sclenCces de
l’ınformatıque (representees Cooper ei ul  OC Dans ce! COMNCOT-

dance TOUVEe, apres les remerciıements d’usage, uUunNnc introduction
ractere de mode ’emploi (pp V-XI), Sulvie de la concordance proprement
ıte (pp 1-1111) eft de deux appendices resp (Da ei i n

Our la redactiıon de la concordance, les auteurs sont ServIs de
1’edition Skutella, corrıgee Juergens eiti Schaub el publıee

Dans les lıstes de cConcordance, les lemmes SONT touJours Ss1tues
ans le CONteEXTE de quelques MOTtsS L’Appendice comprend les mots
ont la irequence est QUC, S1 les reprenaıt dans la concordance
proprement dıte, ıls cCouvrıralent plus de vingt s’agıt, Dar CXCI1N-

ple, des formes de A el d’autres MOTS pareıls. Dans GEr Cas les autfeurs

sıgnalent sımplement le leu (page ei lıgne dans ella), ONC degage de
la forme ans s0)8| CONTEX: L’Appendice presente UnNnlc lıste de LOUS les
MOS reprIıs ans la concordance el ans l’appendıice A, AaVCC indıcatıon de
la frequence de Ges dans les Confessiones.

est regreitter quC la mıse de ceft OUVIASC, d’une presen-
tatıon d’aılleurs vraıment so1gnee, donne quelques endroıits de 1’ıntroduc-
t1ıon une impression de nonchalance (cir. VII; IX) Ce quı est etrange
Qaussı c’est qUC les auteurs font AdUCUuNle tentatıve d’ıntroduire dans leurs
lıstes des ectures eventuellement meılleures celles qu’on
ans 1’edıtion criıtique recente des Confessiones de la maın de Verhe1]-
en‘ s’agıt quan meme la d’un total de 178 changements ont la plu-
part SONLT faıt reIiOur l’edition des Mauristes?. De plus ı1 est remn-

arqucr quC Verhejen OonnNe regulıerement UunNlc Justificatiıon 1en fondee

| Aurelii Augustini Confessionum libri {3. edıdıt UTELLA Edıtiıonem correcti-
TCIN Curaverunft ei SCHAUB (Bıblıotheca Scriptorum Graecorum et Ro-
NO Teubneriana), tuttg:  5 Teubner, 1969

Sancti Augustini Confessionum Libri AIH quUOS post Martınum Skutella ıterum edıdıt
VERHEDUEN 27), Turnholti, 1981
(r l’apercu dans VERHEUNEN, z8 @u RE



320 OEKBESPREKIN! COMPIE RENDU

choisıissant lecture quı s’ecarte de Cce proposee Skutella
De plus, une cCompara1son AaVOC l’edition Verhe1yen auraıt revele

quc, chez Skutella, OUuS ffaıre parfo1s MoOot quı rencontre
nu. part SUT le D-rom de la Cetedoc Library of Christian Latin Texts
CECGELN ans SO  — entler. La peut examıner tOUS les texies d’Augustın
bases, S1 possıble, SUT des edıtions cr1t1ques. Or certaınes ectures DO-
sees Dar Skutella COMUNG, exemple, dulcitudine on 1X,6,14) IN-
terbuli on 1X.4,9) reirouvent pas du tout SUT le D-rom sıgnale et

sont Iues Dar Verhehjyyen (en ondant SUT des ectures attestees ans les
manuscrıts) dulcedine el inferuul. D’autres ectures de Skutella
sont attestees qu une seule fO1s illeurs 2  est le Cas de SUDEFUÜACUUANEN
on X,37,60) ceite lecture rencon! ENCOTEC ans De eVan-

gelistarum 9°  , La lecture SUDEFVACANECA choisıe Verhejyen est plus
frequente el 1gure S1X fo1s dans ”’oeuvre d’Augustin.

NIın peut demander S1 cetite Concordance qul, 11 PCU,
auraıt rendu de grands servıces, CENCOTIC le chemın de l’usager
unec epoque Ou le marche du D-rom (aussı quı CONCEINC l’Antiquite
el le oyen Age) semble, DOUT a1nsı dıre, pres d’exploser.

Leuven AMBERIGTS
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Jose GUERRI, Rafael UENA, Ramıiıro LOREZ, Valores daBUS-
tin1anos. Pensando la educacıon. (Publicaciıones FAE Fede-
rac1ıon agustinıana espanola, 1994; 14 84-920358-1-1).

Los Agustinos alahorra 1en anos de hıstorıj1a (1894-1994). Dıiıreccıon
coordinacıon Rafael LAZCANO Madrıd Revısta Agustinıiana,

1994; 364 ıll 84-86898-29-3).
Teofıilo PARICIO OPEZ, Anselmo Polanco al erVIC1O de Dios de la

Iglesia (Hıstorıia Vıva, adrıd Edıtorial Revısta Agustinıana,
1995; 164 ıll 54-86898-33-1).

Teofilo PARICIO OPEZ, edıina S1ıdon1ia SUuS tres fundaciıones agustinas.
Zamaora: Edicıiones Monte Casıno, 1994; 186 ıll 7
985-53-2).

Marco ROSIO, «  redıbiıle ut intellig1bile". Sapıenza ruolo de]l "modus
ratiociınatıvus SIve Inquisıtıvus" nell’epıstemologıa del Commento
alle Sentenze dı Bonaventura da Bagnoreg10. Roma: La Tiıpografia,
1994; Estratto da ’Doctor Seraphıicus’ 41 (1994)

Rodolfo ARTEAGA NATIVIDAD, La creac10n 10s comentarıos de San
Agustin q] Genesı1s. Monografias de la revısta Mayeutıca, 2 Mar-
G1 Agustinos Recoletos, 1994:; 374

L’Augustinisme l’ancıenne Faculte de theologie de Louvaın. Dous la
dırection de AMBERIGTS aVOCC la collaboratiıon de ENIS
(Bıbliotheca Ephemer1idum Theologıcarum Lovanıensium, 111)
Leuven: Universıity Press/Uıtgever1] Feeteis. 1994; 455
90-6186-590-5 90-6831-5  z 2.400,-FB.

AUGUSTINUS, Psalmen 133-134 monastıeke broederschap. wee psalmuıt-
eenzettingen vertaald ingele1ı door OUNE evenkerken-
rugge, 1995; DA

Eugen10 YAPE, Semblanza de San zequle Moreno. ”"Anı-
gustinus’, 1994; 14()

anuel ARRUECO ALVADOR, Los Condes de Aranda el de
San Sebastıan de Epila (1493-1591). (Hıstoria Viva, 10) adrıd
1f0r12a Reviısta Agustıinıana, 1995; 295 84-86898-37-4).

Jeronıimo ELTRAN URRIEL, Felıpe Rıpoll: hıstor1a de una fidelıdad (Hıs-
tor1a Vıva, Madrıd 1f0r1a. Reviısta Agustinıana, 1995; 102

54-86898-34-X).
Carmelo Lusıtano. Colectaänea de Estudos da em do armo Portu-

gal (1992), 206 Lısboa Comunıdade Carmelıiıta
Viıncenzo CRISCUOLO, Santa Chılara raıne de1 Cappuccinı: breve

pontific10 (20 luglıo Tiıre-äa-part de Chıara d’Assısı: DICSCH-
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Z devotione culto, CUra dı RISCUOLO (Bıblıotheca SCTAa-

phico-capuccina, 45) Roma stituto StOorico de1 Cappuccını, 1994;
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Anton1o DEL ASTI La vıda del venerable INUY rel1g10s0 padre Fray
Juan de Castro, de la en de Nuestro Padre San Agustin, arzobis-

den Nuevo Reino de las 1as (Perfiles, Madrıd 1f0r1a.
Reviısta Agustinıana, 1995; 91 84-86898-30-7)

ıctionnaire de spirıtualıte ascetique el mystıque. asC C VECVE (Voca-
tıon yphaeus). arıs Beauchesne, 1994; col x 6}
2  0-1308-9) ome Tables generales. id;, 1995; 731 col

des collaborateurs, 2-7010-1322-4).
Isa1as DIEZ, Francisco GJALENDE, Jose ALINDO 0)  C} Notas para una

educacıon agustinıana. (Publicacıones Federacıon agustin!-
ana espanola, 1994; 168 84-920358-0-3).

ıllıgıs ECKERMANN, 1m UMMEL, ohann Alftfons bert O-
ein unbekannter Augustinusübersetzer A4aUus dem Jahrhun-

dert (Cassıc1acum, Würzburg Augustinus- Verlag, 1993;
XAXAXI, 2:4) 3-7613-0170-7). 58,-

JITOVANNI DI GESU MARIA, Theologıa mystica. loannes TRINA criticıs
adnotatiıonıbus edıidıt Truxellae FEdıtions Soumıillıon, 1993; XIV,
313

Serg10 GONZALEZ, Tıtulos cristolög1cos: "Pımpollo, pastor, padre del sıglo
futuro, CSDOSO, h1J0 de Dıios, Jesus”. Estudio teolog1co-mist1co
’De los nombres de Cristo  ? de Fray uls de eon. Valladolid
estudı0 agustin1ano, 1995; 478 84-85985-55-9).

Santıago INSUNZA, San Agustin, enamorado de la ıda Madrıd 1tO0-
rial Reviısta Agustinıana, 1995; ıll 84-86898-32-3).

Santıago INSUNZA, Un alma sola: grupOS Juvenıles agustin1anos. (Publı-
Caclıones FAE Federacıon agustinı1ana espanola,

JEAN ESUS MARIE, 19 theologıe mystique. TIraduction francalıse du
CYPRIEN NATIVITE TIER! Tuxelles Editions SOu-
mıiıllıon, 1994; ALV, 27()

AXONY, The Life of the Brethren er Vıtasfratrum. Irans-
ate' Dy erar': DEIGHAN (The Augustinıan Serles, 14) Vıllanova
Augustinıan Press, 1993; 44% 0-94  91-56-0).

Rafael LAZCANO, Generales de la en de San Agustin: bıografias
documentacıon (Studıa Augustinıana Hıstorıica, 10) Ro-

Institutum Hıstoricum Augustini1anum, 1995; Z
Goulven MADEC, Petites etudes augustinıennes. Preface de Jean EPIN

(Collection des Etudes Augustiniennes. Serıe Antıquite, 142) Parıs
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nstıtut des Etudes Augustiniennes, 1994; 388 RS TIG
2-0

Sılvıa MAGNAVACCA, D’AMICO, DI ISCIA, JTURSI, (uatro CC-
{OS de la CTISIS filosofica del s1glo (Patrıstica ei Mediaevalıa,
erı1e @ Estudios monogräficos, 4) Buenos Aiıres: Patrıstica el
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Joaquin MARTIN ABAD, Dar la ıda DOTI AL OT. Anselmo Polanco, Osa

(1881-1939), obıspo de eruel; Felıpe Rıpoll (1878-1939), presbi-
tero de erue Roma: Postulacıon General Agustinıana, 1995; 62

854-86898-35-8).
Ängel MARTINEZ UESTA, Hıstoria de 10s Agustinos Recoletos. es:

l0s orıgenes asta el s1glo0 MIX Madrıd 1L071a. ’Augustinus’,
1995; 749 84-85096-51-7).
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ork ordham Universıity Press, 1994; @ 309 0-8237)2-
1347-1)
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Gilovannı STRINA, La teologıa mystıca de]l Ven Glovannı dı Gesu Ma-
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xelles Editions Soumıuillıon, 1993; XAIV, 207
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Irınıtarıum. Reviısta de histor1a espirıtualıdad trinıtarıa. Publicacıon
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(1994), 270
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Agustinıana, 1995; 84-86898-31-5).
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Tıme, Year (weeks 1-17); VA Ordınary Time, Year (weeks 1 8-
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34) Vıllanova Augustinıan Press, 1995; vol AL 263 D., AIlL,
242 0-941491-81-1:; 0-941491-83-8).

The OT'! of Saılnt Ihomas of Vıllanova Sermons: Advent I1 Chrıist-
11as Iranslated Dy Marıa BOULDING, 0)N) Edıted Dy Jo  z
ROTELLE ÖS (The Augustinıan Serles, 20) Vıllanova PA) Au-
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