
WEAKLER VESSELS AND PRAYERS
JEROME AND AUGUSTINE

hıs influential artıcle enttie: “ Augustine’s Viıew Women, ”
13 Van ave discussed in SOINC detaıl {O the egree {O C the
Bıshop of Hıppo derived hıs VIEWS from scripture. ‘ Whıle Van Bavel
texi and make ıt plaım that the mMoOost fruntful SOUTCECS for UugusS-
tine’s 1  ng WeEIC Paulıne, several OCCAaS10Ns he also draws
attention the role the First Epistle of Peter played in the Bıshop  S
thinking.“ Ihe etrine DASSaALC MOST thıs 1ssue 15 undoubt-
edly that of Peter P and, of these VEISCS, the MOoOst interesting 15
the ongısh Augustine’s texti of thıs WOUuU MOST ıkely
ave read 4S ollows

Vırı sımılı ratione concordes ei uluentes C uxorıbus uestris ei
t(amquam uası infirmıor1 el sublecto trıbulte honorem quası/uelu
CoNeredıDus gratiae, el uldete inpedıiantur oratıones uestrae?

1S the aım of thıs 1cIe to discuss in greater detaıl ugus-
tine’s exeges1s of thıs and hıghlıght partıcular aSpeCIS of ıt by
placıng hI1s oughts alongsıde those of Jerome, hıs 11C. O-
Fary Through such examınatıon, thıs artıcle all er further
pro0 that Van ave dıd the scholarly world posıtıve Servıice when
he hıghlıghte the Bıshop of Hıppo  S relatıvely moderate attıtude
toward toward marrıed sexualıty, and toward inter-gender
relatıonshıps. Whıle Van Bavel wrıtings ave always remaıned SCI1-
sıtıve Augustine s eing Ian of hıs time, hıs work has SOUONC
long WaY toward enablıng cContemporarYy scholarshıp ulLYy apprec1-
ate Augustine s Judıcı10usness V1S-A-VIS the VIEWS of Man y of hıs
fourth- and fıfth-century contemporarles.

See Augustiniana (1989) .53
Ihe first and MOST 1TeC of ese 18 found p.6 where, in discussing the

Augustine’s take the subordinatıon of (6)  1, Van Bavel NOtfes “AS chıld of
hıs time Augustine consıdered the WOTNanNn subordinate the He adopted the
prevaılıng idea of antıquıty about the infer1ı0r condıtion of In soclety°  WEAKER VESSELS AND HINDERED PRAYERS  °  ((1 PETER 3:7 IN JEROME AND AUGUSTINE  In his influential article entitled “ Augustine’s View on Women, ”  T.J. Van Bavel discussed in some detail to the degree to which the  Bishop of Hippo derived his views from scripture.' While Van Bavel’s  text and notes make it plain that the most fruitful sources for Augus-  tine’s thinking were Pauline, on several occasions he also draws our  attention to the role the First Epistle of Peter played in the Bishop’s  thinking.? The Petrine passage most germane to this issue is undoubt-  edly that of 1 Peter 3:1-7 and, of these verses, the most interesting is  the longish verse 7. Augustine’s text of this verse would most likely  have read as follows:  Viri simili ratione concordes et caste uiuentes cum uxoribus uestris et  tamquam uasi infirmiori et subiecto tribuite honorem quasi/uelut  coheredibus gratiae, et uidete ne inpediantur orationes uestrae?  It is the aim of this article to discuss in greater detail Augus-  tine’s exegesis of this verse and to highlight particular aspects of it by  placing his thoughts alongside those of Jerome, his near contempo-  rary. Through such an examination, this article will offer further  proof that Van Bavel did the scholarly world a positive service when  he highlighted the Bishop of Hippo’s relatively moderate attitude  toward women, toward married sexuality, and toward inter-gender  relationships. While Van Bavel’s writings have always remained sen-  sitive to Augustine’s being a man of his time, his work has gone a  long way toward enabling contemporary scholarship to fully appreci-  ate Augustine’s judiciousness vis-ä-vis the views of many. of his  fourth- and fifth-century contemporaries.  ! See Augustiniana 39 (1989): 5-53.  ? The first and most direct of these is found on p.6 where, in discussing the  Augustine’s take on the subordination of women, Van Bavel notes: “As a child of  his time Augustine considered the woman as subordinate to the man. He adopted the  prevailing idea of antiquity about the inferior condition of women in society ... [but]  as Augustine does always after his conversion, in the question of subordination of  women, he bases himself primarily on the Bible, especially on 1 Peter 3:7 ...” (ital-  ics added). Cf. also pp. 14, 42, 51, and 52.  ? This quotation is based on that which may be found in 12,14 of b. coniug (cf.  CSEL 41, p.206). A comparison of the three places where Augustine clearly cites, or  intends to cite, 1 Peter 3:7 reveals that his text remained quite stable between the  years 401, the date of composition for b. coniug., and 422, the year in which c. Zul.  was completed. Indeed, the only significant variant is that he once replaces the nor-  mal “quasi” with “uelut.” Cf. also the relevant nn. infra.Augustine does always after h1s Convers1o0n, in the question of subordinatiıon of
[0)  n? he hases himself primarıly the Bıble especially Peter e  5 ıtal-
1CSs added). ( also 1 E} 4 C} ö4 and

Thıs quotatiıon 18 based that which INaYy be found In 12,14 of CONIUZ (cf.
SEL 41, cComparıson of the ree places where Augustine clearly cıtes,
intends cıte, Peter Z f reveals that hıs fexti remaıned quıte stable between the

401, the date of composıtiıon for CONLUS., and 422 the yCal In which Iul
Was completed. Indeed, the only sıgnıfıcant varıant 1S that he ONCE replaces the 1101 -
mal “quasi” ıth “uelut. ” (F also the relevant infra.
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Jerome and eier

According 18 the of the Beuron proJject’s Vetus
Latına dıtıon of the Catholıic Epistles,* Jerome employe eier
e1g times. Of ese e1g three rather insıgnıfıcant allusıons that
contrıbute lıttle OUT understandıng of hıs readıng of thıs verse > Of
the remamınıng fıve, four WO: of closer look.®

TIhe 1IrsS interesting reference eier 15 in Jerome’'s
Commentary 1tus, relatıvely superfic1al work composed In aste
in 386 Jerome SCS OUT 1{6 COMMEeNntT Tıtus 22323 PASSasc
1C he read

Anus simılıter in habıtu SanCTIO, 1ON incentrices, NON u1no0 multo
serulentes; bene docentes, ut ad castıtatem erudıant adolescentulas, ut

ulros SUOS, ut fil108s pudicas, Castas, habentes domus
dılıgentiam, benignas, subdıtas UIrıs SU1S, ut uerbum De1 NON blas-
phemetur.
omewna surprisıng 15 the fact that thıs lemma 15 NOT imme-

dıately commented instead, eier 15 introduced into the

See Vetus Latına dıe Reste der altlateinıschen Bıhel 26/1 Epistulae Catholicae,
ed Thıele (Freiburg: Herder, 131-133 Ihese also reveal that Jerome
and Augustine WEIC NS the VE first Latın wrıters make IN of thıs In fact,
only three other CoONtemporaneous wrıters make clear IN of ıt Ambrose, who
references ıt SX Pelagıus, who SCS it ONCEC in h1ıs Paulıne Commen(tarY; and Rufinus
who includes reference ıt iın hıs translatıon of Origen’s aTrYy the book
of Joshua.

In addıtiıon ıts being allusıon, that found iın Paragraph of the Praecepta
section of Jerome’’s translatıon of the SO-Calle: Pachomiana Latına 15 less than help-
ful precisely because it 15 nNnoTt or1ıgınal Jerome. For the allusıon, whiıich SsSCcs the epl-
thet “uasa infirmıora ” SYNOJNYIN for “mulhıerculae, ” Nı Pachomiana Latına
regle el epitres de Pachome, epitre de Theodore el “Iiher” de OrsSiesius
latın de Jeröme, Boon, ed Bıblıotheque de la Revue d’Hıstoire Ecclesiastique

(Louvaın: UreauxX de la Revue, Those lısted by the Vetus Latına
comıng irom Jerome’’s cCommentarıes the mınor prophets Joel and Miıcah also,
at best, allusiıons. In fact, the phrase ..  uas ıntırmum ” TOM the Miıcah mmentary
could Just easıly be allusıon Thess noTt Pet 37 For the evidence
these L[WO, cf1. (CS1: 76, 185 and ©1 17 respectıvely. For LNOIC Ihess In
the early Latın tradıtion, see Do1gnon, L eXosese latın ancıenne de IThessaloni1-
clens 4,4-5 SUT la possession de nNnotfre Vas schema classıques el eclaırages chretiens”
Bulletin de Litterature Ecclesiastique 83/3 (1982) 163-177; N PP 1:470- 1402 for
Doijgnon s discuss:on of Jerome’’s contrıibution. For example of Augustine’s USC of

I hess Nrı 13 Infra.
These fıve A1IC OomMmm In ad T ıtum 2:3-5; Adu TIou 1,7 (2x) 1,8: and

Although the uUsSse In Adu Tou L 1S clear Cıtatıon, ıts USC ere 18 relatıvely unım-
and, hence, 11l NOTL be included In thıs discussıon.

For thıs date SCC Nautın, “ es date des commentaires de Jeröme SUT les
epitres paulınıennes ” Revue d’histoire ecclesiastique (1979) 5-12, CSD D
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discussıon straıghtaway. He wrıtes: Althoug the apostle Peter
taught that husbands wed theır WIVes honor weaker vessels, he
Was not eachıng that wıfe, wh certamly has weaker vessel for
body, also has weaker soul  ”8 hıs 15 followed Dy applıcatiıon of
the Lord’s statement 118 Paul regardıng Paul’s PTayCIS for rehef In the
face of hıs A1HOrn namely that ““power 15 made perfect In weakness
(uirtus In infirmitate perficitur; ct. (5Or 9) 79 TOmM ere ere
ollows discussıon of the 1{US PAaSSasc. For OUT PUTDOSCS, MOoOstT
ımportan 1S the WaYy In which Jerome asserts that Peter’s
regardıng woman’s inherent weakness should be restricted to that
SeX’s physıcal capacıtıes. Havıng made thıs assumption, Jerome 15
then free make hat Man Y In the ancıent WOT. must ave
regarded novel asserti1on, namely that ere 15 inherent SpIr1-
tual “soulıcal” dıfference between the sexes_.? Indeed, implıcıt
ere 15 the iıdea that should embrace and aCccept theır physı-
cal deficıencies relatıve INEeN SINCE, when SGCCHN correctly, they
actually opportunıities for deeper experıence of (G0d and Hıs

All of Jerome’’'s other important SCS of eier AL found
in Just [WO paragraphs of h1ıs controvers1ıal treatise Aduersus Touint-
AHNUM and In ONEC sectıon of hıs epistula Adu Iou Was publıshed
In Its caustıic and extreme tone earned Jerome much crıt1ic1sm,

Ihıs 18 OW trans For the Latın, c1. 2 C} col.615:‘"Tametsı Apostolus
Petrus praeceperit, ut urı uxorıibus SU1S infirmiori uascCculo honorem trıbuant,
19(0)  —_ amen arbıtrandum SSt. quod UÄOTI, QqUaC COrporI1s uasculum habet infirmum, SfTa-
tım anıma infırmıor sıt  27

The fact that all of Jerome’s Pauline cCommentarıes (there WEIC four In Oofa
Phılemon, Galatıans, Ephesı1ans and Tıtus) WEIC wriıtten al the urgıng of hıs emales
riends and Ssupporters aula, Eustocıum, and arcella MoOst probably rendered h1Is
mMmments INOTEC “philogynist. ” For ork which helpfully summarızes Man Y
aSpeCTSs of Jerome, hıs work, and hıs CONiexTt and which Dalrs these summarıes ıth
INan helpful, ıf NOL always easıly obtaınable, bıbliographical entries SCC Fürst,
Hıeronymus Askese und Wiıssenschaft In der 5Spätanike (Freiburg: Herder, See
CSD pp. 52-55 and 309-310 for the topıc ° DIie Frauen Hıeronymus. ” Prominent In
Fürst’s bıblıography AIc several works Dy Laurence. By far the MoOost detaıjled 15 hıs
Jeröme el le HNOUVEAdi modele feminin, Collection des Etudes Augustiniennes Serıe
Antıquıte 155 arıs Institut Etudes Augustiniıennes, See 2052224 of that
work for detaıled discussıon of Jerome’s exeges1s of CÖr In the Contra Tovinı-
ANUM.,; 231 and n. 154 Laurence COMMENTIS the fact that in hıs eXeges1s
Jerome “dıffere grandement d’un  27 Augustine.

For thesıs that contaıns several unsupported aCCcusations agalnst Jovınıan and
hıs CrSson ell several equally unexplaınable eNCOMLA for both Jerome and h1s
work, SCC Nolan, Jerome and Jovinıan (Abstract of ST dıss., Catholıc Universıityof America, DAaSSIM. For example, .27 and wıthout referencing SOUTCE,
Gavın wrıting about Jovıinian s character and trustworthiness claıms that “there 1S
doubt that Jovınıan In hıs NC  S ıfe dıd noTt Iıve monk should lıve, that he dıd g1ve
TCasons for complaınt. ” For interesting and far INOTE balanced contextualızations of
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both overtly and covertly, and thıs negatıve reaction compelled hım
launch apologetic campaıgn In order 18 rebut h1ıs crıitics and fo fur-
ther defend the posıt1ons he had adopted there ‚pistula 49, 1C
W as drafted In 394, W as part of that campaign. '‘

Jovinlan’’s chief *“ mıistake ” and most NOtOr10USs .  SIN  27 Was hıs
claım that the aptıze. behever’s marıtal STatus and egree of past sexual
experlence made dıfference In hıs her abılıty be pleasıng (G0d

in the qu of hıs her eternal reward.!* Like both Pope SITICIUS
and Ambrose before hım, Jerome SIımply COU NOoTL thıs attempt al

““democratizıng ” the fourth-century Urc fact, for Jerome, whose
commıtment O celıbacy and asceticısm Was (lıke OS everythıng else
he adopte: rendered ECVCI INOTC extireme Dy the pecuharıties of hıs PCTI-
sonalıty, the lıne between hat Was attack the prevaılıng ortho-
doxy and hat Was attack hım personally Was often blurred

In the fiırst of Adu Tou o0k 1, Jerome 18 intent etting
Paul, OI, LOTC specıfically, the plaın TexXTt of Corinthians T Counter
Jovınlan’s dısruptive assertions.!® 1,7-8, the [WO paragraphs IC

Jovınıan, h1is teachıngs, and hıs probable motivatıions SCcCC both Budzın. ‘“ Jovinlan’s
Our Theses the Christian ıfe An Alternatıve Patrıstic Spirıtuality, ” Toronto Jour-
nal of Theology (1988) 44-59 and Hunter, ‘ Helvıdıus, Jovınıan, and the Vırgin-
Ity of Mary in ate Fourth-Century Rome,  27 Journal of Early Chrıistian Studıies
(1993) 417-71, CSP. 51261 For brief but helpfulUof the role thıs CONTITO-

played In Jerome’s lıfe, S Kelly, Jerome London Duckworth, 181-
189 More partiıcularly, for Kelly’s posıtıve opınıon regardıng the lıterary and rhetorical
quality of the Adu I0u., SCC 181182 However, for hıs assessment that, in the tınal
analysıs, ıts argument “ sıngularly superfic1al and UuncOonVinc1ng, ” SCC 186

11 Whıle thıs fact 15 wiıdely recognized, the words of Cooper AIC helpful. She
wrıtes: “* Jerome’’s Letter 49 Pammuachius represents attempt soften the feroc-
Ity of hıs attack Jovinılan. ” See her The Viırgıin and the Brıde Idealized Woman-
hood In ate Antıquity (Cambrıdge, Harvard Universıty Press,

Indeed, it 18 thıs eme that domiınates ook of the Adu TIou Here, cf.
Hunter, Helvidius, Jovinıan, and the Vırginity of Mary, Tat 15 baptısm, Jovınıan
argued, that establıshes the holıness of each Chrıstian, NOTL ascetic merı1t” and ° Jovın-
1an AapPCAars have placed particular STITESS the unıty of the church, unıty CON-
stituted by the ındwellıng of the trıune God, unıty which ought nOoTt be dıvıded by
distinctions of ascet1ic meri1t. ”

ese lınes from NCar the end of IR VL 2 E 01.228) “ Opponam In prima
fronte apostolum Paulum, el quası fortissımum ducem, SU1Ss telıs, ıd 850 SUl1Ss armabo
sentent11s. Sciscıtantıbus nNnım UD! hac quaestione Corinthius, plenıssıme respondıt
Octor Gentium, eit Magıster Eccles1ae. Uu1dquı autem statuer1t, hOC Christı in
loquentis, legem putemus. ” Here. LO0O, Kelly 18 helpful, CS ıth regard the qual-
Ly of Jerome exXxeges1s. He wrıtes: ° But it W as Paul hom he made hıs chief OTa-

cle, twısting the famous of Corimthians and Tımothy WTES from them
VE greater avers10n marrıage and second marrıages than they contaın246  ; J. YATES  both overtly and covertly, and this negative reaction compelled him to  launch an apologetic campaign in order to rebut his critics and to fur-  ther defend the positions he had adopted there. Epistula 49, which  was drafted in 394, was part of that campaign.'!  Jovinian’s chief ‘“mistake” and most notorious ““sin’”” was his  claim that the baptized believer’s marital status and degree of past sexual  experience made no difference in his or her ability to be pleasing to God  or in the quality of his or her eternal reward.!? Like both Pope Siricius  and Ambrose before him, Jerome simply could not abide this attempt at  “democratizing” the fourth-century church. In fact, for Jerome, whose  commitment to celibacy and asceticism was (like almost everything else  he adopted) rendered even more extreme by the peculiarities of his per-  sonality, the line between what was an attack on the prevailing ortho-  doxy and what was an attack on him personally was often blurred.  In the first part of Adu. Iou. Book I, Jerome is intent on letting  Paul, or, more specifically, the plain text of 1 Corinthians 7, counter  Jovinian’s disruptive assertions.!® 1,7-8, the two paragraphs which  Jovinian, his teachings, and his probable motivations see both A. Budzin, “Jovinian’s  Four Theses on the Christian Life: An Alternative Patristic Spirituality,” Toronto Jour-  nal of Theology 4 (1988): 44-59 and D. Hunter, “Helvidius, Jovinian, and the Virgin-  ity of Mary in Late Fourth-Century Rome,” Journal of Early Christian Studies 1  (1993): 47-71, esp. pp. 51-61. For a brief but helpful summary of the role this contro-  versy played in Jerome’s life, see J. Kelly, Jerome (London: Duckworth, 1975), 181-  189. More particularly, for Kelly’s positive opinion regarding the literary and rhetorical  quality of the Adu. Zou., see pp. 181-182. However, for his assessment that, in the final  analysis, its argument seems “singularly superficial and unconvincing,” see p. 186.  1L While this fact is widely recognized, the words of K. Cooper are helpful. She  writes: ‘“Jerome’s Letter 49 to Pammachius represents an attempt to soften the feroc-  ity of his attack on Jovinian.” See her The Virgin and the Bride Idealized Woman-  hood in Late Antiquity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1996), 97.  12 Indeed, it is this theme that dominates Book I of the Adu. Iou. Here, cf.  Hunter, Helvidius, Jovinian, and the Virginity of Mary, 52: “It is baptism, Jovinian  argued, that establishes the holiness of each Christian, not ascetic merit” and “ Jovin-  ian appears to have placed a particular stress on the unity of the church, a unity con-  stituted by the indwelling of the triune God, a unity which ought not to be divided by  distinctions of ascetic merit.”  13 Cf. these lines from near the end of 1,6 (PL 23, col.228): “Opponam in prima  fronte apostolum Paulum, et quasi fortissimum ducem, suis telis, id est, suis armabo  sententiis. Sciscitantibus enim super hac quaestione Corinthiis, plenissime respondit  Doctor Gentium, et Magister Ecclesiae. Quidquid autem statuerit, hoc Christi in eo  loquentis, legem putemus. ” Here, too, Kelly is helpful, esp. with regard to the qual-  ity of Jerome exegesis. He writes: “But it was St Paul whom he made his chief ora-  cle, twisting the famous texts of 1 Corinthians 7 and 1 Timothy to wrest from them  an even greater aversion to marriage and second marriages than they contain ...”” and  “Where [Jerome] has a useful [exegetical] card, he overplays it. Where he is at a dis-  advantage ... he resorts to an unnatural exegesis to distort the scriptural record.” For  these remarks see Kelly, Jerome, 183 and 186 respectively.and

** Where |Jerome has useful [exegetical| card, he overplays ıt ere he 15 at dıs-
advantage246  ; J. YATES  both overtly and covertly, and this negative reaction compelled him to  launch an apologetic campaign in order to rebut his critics and to fur-  ther defend the positions he had adopted there. Epistula 49, which  was drafted in 394, was part of that campaign.'!  Jovinian’s chief ‘“mistake” and most notorious ““sin’”” was his  claim that the baptized believer’s marital status and degree of past sexual  experience made no difference in his or her ability to be pleasing to God  or in the quality of his or her eternal reward.!? Like both Pope Siricius  and Ambrose before him, Jerome simply could not abide this attempt at  “democratizing” the fourth-century church. In fact, for Jerome, whose  commitment to celibacy and asceticism was (like almost everything else  he adopted) rendered even more extreme by the peculiarities of his per-  sonality, the line between what was an attack on the prevailing ortho-  doxy and what was an attack on him personally was often blurred.  In the first part of Adu. Iou. Book I, Jerome is intent on letting  Paul, or, more specifically, the plain text of 1 Corinthians 7, counter  Jovinian’s disruptive assertions.!® 1,7-8, the two paragraphs which  Jovinian, his teachings, and his probable motivations see both A. Budzin, “Jovinian’s  Four Theses on the Christian Life: An Alternative Patristic Spirituality,” Toronto Jour-  nal of Theology 4 (1988): 44-59 and D. Hunter, “Helvidius, Jovinian, and the Virgin-  ity of Mary in Late Fourth-Century Rome,” Journal of Early Christian Studies 1  (1993): 47-71, esp. pp. 51-61. For a brief but helpful summary of the role this contro-  versy played in Jerome’s life, see J. Kelly, Jerome (London: Duckworth, 1975), 181-  189. More particularly, for Kelly’s positive opinion regarding the literary and rhetorical  quality of the Adu. Zou., see pp. 181-182. However, for his assessment that, in the final  analysis, its argument seems “singularly superficial and unconvincing,” see p. 186.  1L While this fact is widely recognized, the words of K. Cooper are helpful. She  writes: ‘“Jerome’s Letter 49 to Pammachius represents an attempt to soften the feroc-  ity of his attack on Jovinian.” See her The Virgin and the Bride Idealized Woman-  hood in Late Antiquity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1996), 97.  12 Indeed, it is this theme that dominates Book I of the Adu. Iou. Here, cf.  Hunter, Helvidius, Jovinian, and the Virginity of Mary, 52: “It is baptism, Jovinian  argued, that establishes the holiness of each Christian, not ascetic merit” and “ Jovin-  ian appears to have placed a particular stress on the unity of the church, a unity con-  stituted by the indwelling of the triune God, a unity which ought not to be divided by  distinctions of ascetic merit.”  13 Cf. these lines from near the end of 1,6 (PL 23, col.228): “Opponam in prima  fronte apostolum Paulum, et quasi fortissimum ducem, suis telis, id est, suis armabo  sententiis. Sciscitantibus enim super hac quaestione Corinthiis, plenissime respondit  Doctor Gentium, et Magister Ecclesiae. Quidquid autem statuerit, hoc Christi in eo  loquentis, legem putemus. ” Here, too, Kelly is helpful, esp. with regard to the qual-  ity of Jerome exegesis. He writes: “But it was St Paul whom he made his chief ora-  cle, twisting the famous texts of 1 Corinthians 7 and 1 Timothy to wrest from them  an even greater aversion to marriage and second marriages than they contain ...”” and  “Where [Jerome] has a useful [exegetical] card, he overplays it. Where he is at a dis-  advantage ... he resorts to an unnatural exegesis to distort the scriptural record.” For  these remarks see Kelly, Jerome, 183 and 186 respectively.he resOTTtSs unnatural exeges1s distort the scrıptural record. ” FOor
ese remarks w Kelly, Jerome, 183 and 186 respectively.
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contaın the aforementioned references 18 OUT E} both Om1-
nated by Jerome’s exeges1s of Cor sr  T“ °bonum est homiını
mulherem N1OMN tangere. ” long diıscussıon of the applıcatıon of thıs
half-verse ea| Jerome further consıderatıiıon of the “requıre-
ment  27 mentioned ıIn that al] marrıed PCTISONS should render CON]JU-
gal ng 18 theır partners in order SCIMISUTEC that “weak” and

partners aATeC able maıntaın eir self-control er quoting
(“nolıte raudare INnuU1cCem, 1S1 forte ad tempus, uft

uacetis oratıon1”), and undoubtedly because that includes the
notion that, ıf both partners 9 con]juga. relatıons IMaYy be tem-
porarıly suspended for the sake of praycerl, Jerome ınks Cor and

eier Hıs motivatıon 15 plaın eier 3 ıke Cor
includes the ıdea that ere 15 real and unavoıdable lınk between
how ONeC treats ne.s  ? marrıage p and ne s  X prayecr hıfe Most
mportant for OUuT PUTDOSCS 15 the fact that In eier e the nature of
the lınk 1s enough OW the creatıve eXegele lot of 1OOIMNNN

Jerome wrıtes:
ask YOU, what 15 the quality of that g00d ıng IC hınders

prayer? 16 does noLt OW the body of hrıs be rece1ved? SO
long d fulfıl the role of husband, do noLt ulfıl! the Ca to| COIMN-

ınence (non impleo continentis). Ihe SdiIi11lc Apostle in another place
commands PIaYy always (cf. ess S If dIiC DIaYy
always, it ollows that MUSTL be in the bondage of wedlock,
for Ooften A render wiıfe her due, not able DIaYy The
Apostle Peter had experlence of the 10) 487 of marrıage (experımentum
habens coniugalium uinculorum).** See hOW he fashıons the Church,
and what lesson he teaches Christians: * Husbands ın the Salille WaY
lıve wıth YOUI WIves accordıng owledge, g1ving honor the
W OINal, weaker vessel, Just they dIicC also Jomt-heırs of the

of lıtfe; in order that yOUTr PraycCrs m1g a(0)I be iındered ” Pet
7 Observe that, In the Sallle AdS Paul, because In both

the spırıt 15 also the Same, 19(0) Peter 5Sday>S that Prayers AT hın-
ere Dy the performance of marrı1age duty OffiCL0 coniugali).'”

hıs language regardıng etfer and hıs marrıage 1S, Kelly pomints Out (cf. hıs
Jerome, 187/ and n.47), NOT VCII the mMoOost peJjoratıve of Jerome’s statements found In
the Adu Iou ® 1,26 (PL 2 % 01.258) where he refers Peter’s marrıage as “defile-
ment SOrdesWEAKER VESSELS AND HINDERED PRAYERS  247  contain the aforementioned references to our verse, are both domi-  nated by Jerome’s exegesis of 1 Cor 7:1b: “bonum est homini  mulierem non tangere.” A long discussion of the application of this  half-verse leads Jerome to a further consideration of the “require-  ment” mentioned in 7:5 that all married persons should render conju-  gal rights to their partners in order to ensure that ‘“weak” and  “needy” partners are able to maintain their self-control. After quoting  7:5 (“nolite fraudare inuicem, nisi forte ex consensu ad tempus, ut  uacetis orationi’”), and undoubtedly because that verse includes the  notion that, if both partners agree, conjugal relations may be tem-  porarily suspended for the sake of prayer, Jerome links 1 Cor 7:5 and  1.Peter 3:/. Hıs motuyatıon ıs plain: 1.Peiter..3: / lıke 1 Cor. /:5,  includes the idea that there is a real and unavoidable link between  how one treats one’s marriage partner and one’s prayer life. Most  important for our purposes is the fact that in 1 Peter 3:7, the nature of  the link is vague enough to allow the creative exegete a lot of room to  maneuver. Jerome writes:  I ask you, what is the quality of that good thing which hinders  prayer? Which does not allow the body of Christ to be received? So  long as I fulfil the role of a husband, I do not fulfill the [call to] con-  tinence (non impleo continentis). The same Apostle in another place  commands us to pray always (cf. 1 Thess 5:17). If we are to pray  always, it follows that we must never be in the bondage of wedlock,  for as often as I render my wife her due, I am not able to pray. The  Apostle Peter had experience of the bonds of marriage (experimentum  habens coniugalium uinculorum).'* See how he fashions the Church,  and what lesson he teaches Christians: ‘“Husbands in the same way  live with your wives according to knowledge, giving honor to the  woman, as to a weaker vessel, just as they are also joint-heirs of the  grace of life; in order that your prayers might not be hindered” (1 Pet  3:7). Observe that, in the same sense as S. Paul, because in both cases  the spirit is also the same, so now S. Peter says that prayers are hin-  dered by the performance of marriage duty (officio coniugali).'>  14 This language regarding Peter and his marriage is, as Kelly points out (cf. his  Jerome, 187 and n.47), not even the most pejorative of Jerome’s statements found in  the Adu. Iou. Cf. 1,26 (PL 23, col.258) where he refers Peter’s marriage as a ‘“defile-  ment (sordes) ... [that] is not washed away by martyrdom. ”  '> This English trans. is based on that of W. Freemantle, The Principle Works of  St. Jerome, A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian  Church Second Series, 6, eds. P. Schaff and H. Wace (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1893;  reprint, Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1996),  351. In several places I have modified the English to make it more contemporary and,  in the case of the quotations from e.49, in order to bring the text into conformity with  the CSEL edition. For the Latin behind this particular passage, see PL 23, col.230.|that| 15 NOL washed AWaY Dy martyrdom. ”

{hıs Englısh Tans 18 based on that of Freemantle, The Principle Works of
Jerome, Select Lıbrary of Nıcene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Chrıistian

Church Second Serles, 67 eds Schaff and Wace (Edinburgh: I1& ar 1893:
reprint, Grand Rapıds, Miıchigan: Wm FEerdmans Publıshing Company,
351 In several places have modıfied the Englısh make it [NOTIC ContemporarYy and,
In the ASC of the quotations from e.49, In order bring the texti nto conformıity ıth
the SEL edıtion. For the Latın behind thıs partıcular PasSsSarc, SCC 23, col. 230
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Especı1ally noteworthy thıs PasSsSagc 1S the extremely ıteral and
rg1d na of the eXELESIS. Apparently, Jerome wanted h1ıs readers 16
acCcept that Paul’s exhortatıon o PTray Wways (semper oremus)”
Was best understood 4S call be lıterally always al Praycr. He also

ave expected hıs readers accept that h1ıs OW well-known
and ormal ay-to-day actıvıtles such d wrnting, translatıng, and readıng

nOotLt 18 mentıon eating, S, and sleeping dıd NnOT prohı1bıit hLs ful-
fiıllıng of thıs scriptural ‘“ command.  »”16 etr cıtıng Pet 3:2-3, Jerome
reiurns discussıng hıs understandıng of Peter’s teachıng regardıng
marrıage. Thıs COomMmmMent contaıns VETYV clear allusıon, eier

You SCC what kınd of marrıage Peter] en]Jo1ns. usbands and WIVEeS
aTrec wWwe together accordıing owledge, that they INAaYy NOW
what God wıshes and desıres, and INAaYy g1ve honor the weak vessel,

If abstaın from intercourse, g1ve honour OUT WIVEeS:
ıf do nOoTt abstaın., it 15 clear that insult 15 the opposıte of honour.!

The differences between these SCS of OUT and that which 15
OUnN! in the 'Tıtus commentary AIC both obvıous and strıkıng. Not
only has Jerome introduced the ole In place of the earher
T1e reference ASs ‘“weaker vessels” (apparently pomn
which he Was overly concerned WI1 here, he has Iso ettled
explicıtly the ınk between marıtal relatıons and praycl. Implicıit
ere 1S the notion that EVCIl lawful sexual intercourse ıth nNe s I1Nal-

rage partner renders PraycI impossı1ble, Just the exemplary nafture
of otla abstinence, agaın, EVOCI wıthın marrı1age, 1S made quıte
explıcıt. When Iu ogether, these ideas allowed Jerome O1sS
NIO hıs readers the conclusıon that Peter Was or1ginally wriıtten
ıth the aım of discouragıng marıtal sexual relations.!®

Here, cf. C223 letter wrıtten approxımately VCaIs earlıer, where he 18
much LNOTC realıstıic Ou the applıcatıon of ess e  —- Jhere, he iımplıes that
havıng ““appoimnted hours for prayıng ” 1S sufficıent and further moderates the Thessa-
lonıan exhortatıon Dy asserting that “"TOr the saınts VE sleep mMaYy be prayer. ” For
the Latın, cf. CSEL 54, D, ZUL; thıs Englısh trans Was en from AC  = 3 E 173

For the Englısh, ıbid.; for the Latın, ibid, col.231 Helpful for ““unpackıng ”
all that thıs Passagc contaıns dIC the COMMENETIS of xg Duval, L’affaire Jovinıen.

Une CrLSe de la socıiete romalıine UNe CFLSE de la pensEeeE chretienne la fin du IVVe
du Ve sıecle, Studıa Ephemerı1dıs Augustinianum 83 (Roma Instıitutum

Patrısticum Augustin1anum, 1195124 and ©O C: also n. 29 infra.
-  at thıs pomnt Was derivatıve from Jerome’s exXxeges1s of Pet has also been

NOoTfe: DYy Heımann, °°“Ihe Polemical Application of Scripture In Jerome, ” fın
dıa Patrıstica X47 Papers presented the Sıxth International Conference Patrıstic
Studies held In xforı 1971 art E ed Livingstone (Berlın: Akademıie- Verlag,

309-316, CSD 311 where he NOTtfESs that “One Must also read between the lınes of
Scripture, it WEeEIC248  J: YATES  Especially noteworthy in this passage is the extremely literal and  rigid nature of the exegesis. Apparently, Jerome wanted his readers to  accept that Paul’s exhortation to ‘“let us pray always (semper oremus)”  was best understood as a call to be literally always at prayer. He also  seems to have expected his readers to accept that his own well-known  and normal day-to-day activities such as writing, translating, and reading  — not to mention eating, drinking, and sleeping — did not prohibit his ful-  filling of this scriptural ‘“command.”!® After citing 1 Pet 3:2-3, Jerome  returns to discussing his understanding of Peter’s teaching regarding  marriage. This comment contains a very clear allusion, to 1 Peter 3:7:  You see what kind of marriage [Peter] enjoins. Husbands and wives  are to dwell together according to knowledge, so that they may know  what God wishes and desires, and may give honor to the weak vessel,  woman. If we abstain from intercourse, we give honour to our wives:  if we do not abstain, it is clear that insult is the opposite of honou  I'.17  The differences between these uses of our verse and that which is  found in the Titus commentary are both obvious and striking. Not  only has Jerome introduced the whole verse in place of the earlier  brief reference to women as “weaker vessels” (apparently a point  which he was never overly concerned with), here, he has also settled  explicitly on the link between marital relations and prayer. Implicit  here is the notion that even lawful sexual intercourse with one’s mar-  riage partner renders prayer impossible, just as the exemplary nature  of total abstinence, again, even within a marriage, is made quite  explicit. When strung together, these ideas allowed Jerome to foist  onto his readers the conclusion that 1 Peter 3:7 was originally written  with the aim of discouraging marital sexual relations. !®  16 Here, cf. e.22,37, a letter written approximately 10 years earlier, where he is  much more realistic about the application of 1 Thess 5:17. There, he implies that  having “appointed hours for praying” is sufficient and further moderates the Thessa-  lonian exhortation by asserting that “for the saints even sleep may be a prayer.” For  the Latin, cf. CSEL 54, p.201; this English trans. was taken from ACW 33, p.173.  17 For the English, /bid.; for the Latin, ibid, col.231. Helpful for “unpacking”  all that this passage contains are the comments of Y.-M. Duval, L’affaire Jovinien.  D’une crise de la societ& romaine ä une crise de la pensee chretienne ä la fin du IVe  et au debut du Ve siecle, Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum 83 (Roma: Institutum  Patristicum Augustinianum, 2003), 119-121 and n.85. Cf. also n.29 infra.  18 That this point was derivative from Jerome’s exegesis of 1 Pet 3:7 has also been  noted by D. Heimann, ‘“The Polemical Application of Scripture in St. Jerome,” in Stu-  dia Patristica XII Papers presented to the Sixth International Conference on Patristic  Studies held in Oxford 1971 Part I, ed. E. Livingstone (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag,  1975), 309-316, esp. 311 where he notes that ‘“One must also read between the lines of  Scripture, as it were ... 1 Peter 3,7 ... eventually is manouvered (sic) [by Jerome] into  the meaning that perfect chastity is what the Apostle means to prescribe. ”etfier O248  J: YATES  Especially noteworthy in this passage is the extremely literal and  rigid nature of the exegesis. Apparently, Jerome wanted his readers to  accept that Paul’s exhortation to ‘“let us pray always (semper oremus)”  was best understood as a call to be literally always at prayer. He also  seems to have expected his readers to accept that his own well-known  and normal day-to-day activities such as writing, translating, and reading  — not to mention eating, drinking, and sleeping — did not prohibit his ful-  filling of this scriptural ‘“command.”!® After citing 1 Pet 3:2-3, Jerome  returns to discussing his understanding of Peter’s teaching regarding  marriage. This comment contains a very clear allusion, to 1 Peter 3:7:  You see what kind of marriage [Peter] enjoins. Husbands and wives  are to dwell together according to knowledge, so that they may know  what God wishes and desires, and may give honor to the weak vessel,  woman. If we abstain from intercourse, we give honour to our wives:  if we do not abstain, it is clear that insult is the opposite of honou  I'.17  The differences between these uses of our verse and that which is  found in the Titus commentary are both obvious and striking. Not  only has Jerome introduced the whole verse in place of the earlier  brief reference to women as “weaker vessels” (apparently a point  which he was never overly concerned with), here, he has also settled  explicitly on the link between marital relations and prayer. Implicit  here is the notion that even lawful sexual intercourse with one’s mar-  riage partner renders prayer impossible, just as the exemplary nature  of total abstinence, again, even within a marriage, is made quite  explicit. When strung together, these ideas allowed Jerome to foist  onto his readers the conclusion that 1 Peter 3:7 was originally written  with the aim of discouraging marital sexual relations. !®  16 Here, cf. e.22,37, a letter written approximately 10 years earlier, where he is  much more realistic about the application of 1 Thess 5:17. There, he implies that  having “appointed hours for praying” is sufficient and further moderates the Thessa-  lonian exhortation by asserting that “for the saints even sleep may be a prayer.” For  the Latin, cf. CSEL 54, p.201; this English trans. was taken from ACW 33, p.173.  17 For the English, /bid.; for the Latin, ibid, col.231. Helpful for “unpacking”  all that this passage contains are the comments of Y.-M. Duval, L’affaire Jovinien.  D’une crise de la societ& romaine ä une crise de la pensee chretienne ä la fin du IVe  et au debut du Ve siecle, Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum 83 (Roma: Institutum  Patristicum Augustinianum, 2003), 119-121 and n.85. Cf. also n.29 infra.  18 That this point was derivative from Jerome’s exegesis of 1 Pet 3:7 has also been  noted by D. Heimann, ‘“The Polemical Application of Scripture in St. Jerome,” in Stu-  dia Patristica XII Papers presented to the Sixth International Conference on Patristic  Studies held in Oxford 1971 Part I, ed. E. Livingstone (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag,  1975), 309-316, esp. 311 where he notes that ‘“One must also read between the lines of  Scripture, as it were ... 1 Peter 3,7 ... eventually is manouvered (sic) [by Jerome] into  the meaning that perfect chastity is what the Apostle means to prescribe. ”eventually 15 manouvered SIC [by erome | into
the meanıng that perfec' chastıty 15 hat the Apostle INCAans prescribe. ”
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As noted above, Jerome’s epistula W as written in 304
of hıs rebuttal agamınst the SE VGiE erıtic1ısm he had rece1ved for the

VIEWS contaıned in the Adu Tou  19 As ONC m1g CXPECI gıven
Jerome’s personalıty, the tone of thıs letter 15 extremely defensive and
self-Justificatory. Interesting, however, 18 the fact that thıs attempt al
self-Justification 15 NOoTL allowed alter hıs expressed 16 W of matrı-
INOMNLY hıs previously-establıshed eXeges1s of scrıpture. In fact, in
thıs etter, the claıms that neıther hıs Op1In10Ns NOT h1s eXeges1s AIiIc
novel pushed 18 DCW posıtion of promınence. aragrap L5
begıns

TOM all Ithe foregomg] consıderations 1t 15 clear that ave saıd
nothıng al all He  < concerning virgiıty and marrıage, but ave fol-
OWEe: in all the judgment ofer wriıters of Ambrose, that
18 SdYy, and others who have discussed the doectrines of the
Church.?*®

few lınes ater. er quoting for hıs HE  < readers the paSSasc
Just C1fe: from Adu [0u., he repr1ıses SOTNC of that work’s exegesI1s.
He refers agaın ess PL, several VEeEISECS from Cor L and

Pet He also SS| h1is adıcal claım regardıngz the I111Ccall-

ng of Cor He ollows thıs ıth eXEDESIS of the eXxeges1s he
SaVC in the Adu Tou

When do duty husband, ulfill the requırements of
continence. Ihe SadIlle apostle, in another place, commands us DIaY
always (CE. ess 3:17) ° But f always DIaYy MUuUST

yıe the claıms of wedlock, IOr, A4S often d render wiıfe
her due, nOoTt able DTIaYy (orare AON DOSSUM). ” When spoke
thus ıf 18 clear that relied the words of the apostle: “DO NOTL
defraud each other, EXCEDL by mutual cConsent and for briıef. per10d,

that yYOUu INaYy devote yourselves prayer” (C£. Cor 425 Ihe

For well-worded SUMINAL y regardıng the negatıve reception of the work., SC

Kelly, Jerome, 187 Also interesting 18 Kelly’s labelıng (&T. 188) of 49 ..  an
enormously long, carefully argued pIECE justificatif.”

For the Englısh, Lbid., 7 E} for the Latın, CSEL 54, AF TIG Although ıfs PTCS-
11CC here 15 nNnOoTt altogether unjustified, it 18 ımportant notfe that ere 15 clear ref-
CICNCE Ambrose In the Latın orı1g1nal of thıs pPassagc eıther in the SEL in the
older and substantıally dıfferent edıtıon (GE. 2 $ ol. 505) Jerome’’s favorable
attıtude toward the ..  older wrıter ” Ambrose in the Adu Iou 1$ surpriısıng gıven hıs
outspoken anımosıty toward hım other OCCAaS10NsS. Apparently, Jerome felt that
their general agreement the 1Ssue of virginıty and continence Was enough VOCI-
ook other theologıcal and exegetical dıfferences. hıs INnCONSISteENCY dıd NnOoTt CSCADC
Kelly’s notice. On 189 of hıs Jerome he wrıtes: ...  1n hıs dıre straıts Jerome| dıd NO
hesıtate cıte hıs hete-noire wıtness ” (ef. also ıbid., pp  3-1 FOr
approac thıs Englısh trans., cf. DA
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Apostle Paul us that when ave intercourse (COLMUS) wıth OUT

WIVEeS 197011 able DIaYy (nOsS AOoON DOSSE) Peter, LO0O,
exhorts continence, that OUTI “ “prayers mıg not be ındered”
(cf. Pet

IThe exaggerated nature of the claıms OoOun in thıs PASSasc AIcC manı-
fest who takes the time read the elevant bıblıcal cıta-
t10N3S. Prıma facıle, In Cor Paul {O ave een sımply
encouragıng Chrıstian marrıed couples sei asıde time pPraYy, the
ıdea that intercourse makes prayecr iımpossı1ıble 1S In WaYy dıscern-
able from eıther the Ontext wordıing The Peter PAaASSasıc 1s
equally unsupportive of Jerome’s reference whatsoever
sexual actıvıty continence 15 sıngularly absent. In spıte of thıs,
Jerome 18 thınk that he 1S eing exceptionally persuasıve.
ıthout further cCcomment, he continues hıs apolog1a:

How, chould lıke KnoW, have sıinned in all thıs? What ave
done? How have een at fault?250  J. YATES  Apostle Paul tells us that when we have intercourse (coimus) with our  wives we are not able to pray (nos orare non posse). Peter, too,  exhorts us to continence, that our ‘“prayers might not be hindered”  (cL..1Pet 3D  The exaggerated nature of the claims found in this passage are mani-  fest to anyone who takes the time to read the relevant biblical cita-  tions. Prima facie, in 1 Cor 7:5 Paul seems to have been simply  encouraging Christian married couples to set aside time to pray; the  idea that intercourse makes prayer impossible is in no way discern-  able from either the context or wording. The 1 Peter 3 passage is  equally unsupportive of Jerome’s cause: any reference whatsoever to  sexual activity or to continence is singularly absent. In spite of this,  Jerome seems to think that he is being exceptionally persuasive.  Without further comment, he continues his apologia:  How, I should like to know, have I sinned in all this? What have I  done? How have I been at fault? ... Am I attacked because I have  ventured to add to the words of the apostle these words of my own:  “What kind of good thing is that which prevents a man from receiv-  ing the body of Christ?” If so, I will make answer briefly thus:  Which is the most important, to pray or to receive Christ’s body?  Surely to receive Christ’s body. If, then, sexual intercourse hinders  the less important thing, much more does it hinder that which is more  Ö  important.  Keeping both the tone and the content of these last lines in  mind as a foil, we will now briefly survey of how the Bishop of  Hippo employed our verse.  Augustine and 1 Peter 3:7  The Bishop of Hippo also employed 1 Peter 3:7 on eight occa-  sions, one of which was in the compendium known as the Speculum.  Of the remaining seven, four are merely allusions to various parts of  verse 7. The three that cite it directly will form the core of the dis-  cussion that follows.??  21 For the English, ibid., 75; for the Latin, ibid., 376.  22 Again, this is based on the information provided by the Verus Latina apparatus.  Cf. n.4 supra. The four allusions mentioned here are e. 20,3 in which Augustine refers  to the wife of the letter’s recipient, Antoninus, as an “infirmiori uasi”; c. Jul. 2,20,  where, in the midst of a discussion about the role of sexual desire in marriage, Augus-  tine notes Julian’s reluctance to admit that sexual desire could negatively affect a Chris-  tian couple’s prayer life: ‘“coniugum impediretur oratio”; s. 51,21, where, in betweenAm attacked because have
ventured add the words of the apostle these words of OW

“What kınd of g00d ıng 15 that1 111all from reCe1IV-
ing the body of hrıist f S 111 make riefly thus
1C 18 the MOST ımportant, PraYy OT recelve hrıst s odYy
Surely recelive Christ’'s body If, then, sexual intercourse hınders
the less important 1ng, much INOTEC does it hınder that C 15 INOTE

ımportant.
Keeping both the fone and the content of these ast lınes in

mınd foil, ıll 110 briefly of how the Bıshop of
Hıppo employe OUT

Augustine and eier

The Bıshop of 1ppO also employe: efer e1g CCd-

S10NS, OIC of 4C Was in the compendıium known the ‚peculum.
( the remamınıng E} four AdIiCcC merely allusions Varı0us parts of

The three that cıte it ırectly 111 form the COTC of the dıs-
CUuss10N that ollows.?2

For the Englısh, LDLd., 7 E for the Latın, ıbid., 476
Agaın, thıs 1$ based the informatıon provıded DYy the Vetus Latına

n.4d Ihe four allusıons mentioned here 2603 In hıch Augustine refers
the ıfe of the letter’s recıpıient, Antonınus, “infirmilor1 uası  BA Jul. 220

where, in the mıdst of discussıon about the role of sexual desıre marrı1age, Uugus-
tiıne Ofes Juhan’s reluctance admıt that sexual desıire could negatıvely affect Chrıs-
t1an couple’s Praycr ıfe ““con1ugum ımpedıretur orat1o0 ; YE21: where, In between
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De ONO coniugali, treatıse wrıtten CIrca 401, represents UugUuS-
tine’s “fırst attempt al systematıc treatment of marriage.  »”23 As such,
and hıke Jerome before hım, the Bıshop of 1ppo COUuU ave
avolded engagıng hat Paul had to SaYy Oou marrıage In Corinthians
C hıs exeges1s of thıs chapter of scrıpture domiınates aragrap
along ıth several of OSe 1C follow aragrap LZ: IC 1$

largely dedicated dıscussıon of sexual relatıons that “unnatural
(contra naturam), ” and the fırst half f aragrap L3, In which UgUS-
tine ollows Paul In extolling the virtues of remamnıng unmarrıed that
OMNC 15 better able focus pleasıng God (ET. Cor 40), AIC,
In turn, Oll0owe: Dy dıscussıon1 eals ıth the challenges inher-
ent in tryıng balance being marrıed ıth being devoted (G0d

Havıng voıiıced hıs agreement ıth Paul regardıng the realıty of
thıs dıfficulty, Augustine, he aragrap 14, chıfts hıs fOCcus
from marrıed people ıIn general marrıed ıIn partıcular before
go1mng ask whether SOINC of Paul’s words of Cor
should be taken aDsSsOolute statements applıcable all marrıed

sımply the majJorıity of them As he affırms the latter
po1nt, he employs both Tım 70 1) and Peter D 1ıke Jerome
before hım, Augustine s marshallıng of the claıms and exhortations of
[WO apostles Support hıs poin 1S subtle but effectiıve rhetorıical
technique.““ TIhe implıcıt MCSSaALC 15 that ıf both of ese aDOS-
tles chared the Sa|mıe 16 W thıs subject, then ıt behooves heed
G1r advıce. The rest of thıs paragrap 15 marked Dy realıstıic,
opposed idealıstic OT romantıc, toneWEAKER VESSELS AND HINDERED PRAYERS  251  De bono coniugali, a treatise written circa 401, represents Augus-  tine’s “first attempt at a systematic treatment of marriage.”? As such,  and like Jerome before him, the Bishop of Hippo could have hardly  avoided engaging what Paul had to say about marriage in 1 Corinthians  7. Indeed, his exegesis of this chapter of scripture dominates Paragraph  10 along with several of those which follow. Paragraph 12, which is  largely dedicated to a discussion of sexual relations that are ‘““unnatural  (contra naturam),” and the first half of Paragraph 13, in which Augus-  tine follows Paul in extolling the virtues of remaining unmarried so that  one is better able to focus on pleasing God (cf. 1 Cor 7:32-35; 40), are,  in turn, followed by a discussion which deals with the challenges inher-  ent in trying to balance being married with being devoted to God.  Having voiced his agreement with Paul regarding the reality of  this difficulty, Augustine, as he opens Paragraph 14, shifts his focus  from married people in general to married women in particular before  going on to ask whether some of Paul’s words of 1 Cor 7:32-34  should be taken as absolute statements applicable to all married  women or simply to the majority of them. As he affirms the latter  point, he employs both 1 Tim 2:9-10 and 1 Peter 3:1-7. Like Jerome  before him, Augustine’s marshalling of the claims and exhortations of  two apostles to support his point is a subtle but effective rhetorical  technique.** The implicit message is that if both of these great apos-  tles shared the same view on this subject, then it behooves us to heed  their advice. The rest of this paragraph is marked by a realistic, as  opposed to an idealistic or romantic, tone:  ... there is the rare married woman who even in complying with the  demands of marriage thinks only of how to please God, and does not  adorn herself ‘“with plaits in her hair or with gold and pearls and  references to important Pauline passages about marriage and the respective roles of the  husband and the wife, Augustine affirms that wives are “cohaeredem gratiae””; and,  finally, Trin. X1L,12, where, in a passage that is both similar to that of s.51,21 and one  Van Bavel makes much of, the Bishop again alludes to 1 Peter 3:7’s co-hereditary prin-  ciple (“feminas ... sint nobiscum gratiae cohaeredes””) in the midst of multiple refer-  ences to Paul. For Prof. Van Bavel’s most detailed comments on this latter passage, see  his “Woman as the Image of God in Augustine’s ‘De Trinitate XIL,  ”  in Signum  Pietatis Festgabe für Cornelius Petrus Mayer OSA zum 60 Geburtstag ed. A.  Zumkeller OSA (Würzburg: Augustinus Verlag, 1989), 267-288.  23 For this quote and a brief introduction to the work, see A. Fitzgerald et al., eds.  Augustine through the Ages An Encyclopedia (Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B.  Eerdmans, 1999), s.v. “Bono conjugali, de” by D. Hunter. For more on the b. coniug,  see Hunter’s “ Augustinian Pessimism? A New Look At Augustine’s Teaching on  Sex, Marriage and Celibacy,” Augustinian Studies 25 (1994): 153-177, esp. 157-163.  24 Cf. pp.6-7 supra as well as the quotations from 13,15 and the V,40 of the c.  Iul infra.there 1S the 1Aal‘ marrıed who CNn in complyıng wıth the

demands of marrıage only of how please God, and does noTt
adorn herself “* wıth plaıts in her haır OT wıth gold and pearls and

references ımportant Paulıne OU! marrıage and the respectıve roles of the
husband and the wıfe, Augustine affırms that WIVes “ cohaeredem gratiae ” and,
fınally, Irın AHAZ where, iın pPasSsagc that 1S both sımılar that of S3124 and OMNNC
Van Bavel makes much of, the Bıshop agaın alludes efer FA co-hereditary prin-
cıple (“femminasWEAKER VESSELS AND HINDERED PRAYERS  251  De bono coniugali, a treatise written circa 401, represents Augus-  tine’s “first attempt at a systematic treatment of marriage.”? As such,  and like Jerome before him, the Bishop of Hippo could have hardly  avoided engaging what Paul had to say about marriage in 1 Corinthians  7. Indeed, his exegesis of this chapter of scripture dominates Paragraph  10 along with several of those which follow. Paragraph 12, which is  largely dedicated to a discussion of sexual relations that are ‘““unnatural  (contra naturam),” and the first half of Paragraph 13, in which Augus-  tine follows Paul in extolling the virtues of remaining unmarried so that  one is better able to focus on pleasing God (cf. 1 Cor 7:32-35; 40), are,  in turn, followed by a discussion which deals with the challenges inher-  ent in trying to balance being married with being devoted to God.  Having voiced his agreement with Paul regarding the reality of  this difficulty, Augustine, as he opens Paragraph 14, shifts his focus  from married people in general to married women in particular before  going on to ask whether some of Paul’s words of 1 Cor 7:32-34  should be taken as absolute statements applicable to all married  women or simply to the majority of them. As he affirms the latter  point, he employs both 1 Tim 2:9-10 and 1 Peter 3:1-7. Like Jerome  before him, Augustine’s marshalling of the claims and exhortations of  two apostles to support his point is a subtle but effective rhetorical  technique.** The implicit message is that if both of these great apos-  tles shared the same view on this subject, then it behooves us to heed  their advice. The rest of this paragraph is marked by a realistic, as  opposed to an idealistic or romantic, tone:  ... there is the rare married woman who even in complying with the  demands of marriage thinks only of how to please God, and does not  adorn herself ‘“with plaits in her hair or with gold and pearls and  references to important Pauline passages about marriage and the respective roles of the  husband and the wife, Augustine affirms that wives are “cohaeredem gratiae””; and,  finally, Trin. X1L,12, where, in a passage that is both similar to that of s.51,21 and one  Van Bavel makes much of, the Bishop again alludes to 1 Peter 3:7’s co-hereditary prin-  ciple (“feminas ... sint nobiscum gratiae cohaeredes””) in the midst of multiple refer-  ences to Paul. For Prof. Van Bavel’s most detailed comments on this latter passage, see  his “Woman as the Image of God in Augustine’s ‘De Trinitate XIL,  ”  in Signum  Pietatis Festgabe für Cornelius Petrus Mayer OSA zum 60 Geburtstag ed. A.  Zumkeller OSA (Würzburg: Augustinus Verlag, 1989), 267-288.  23 For this quote and a brief introduction to the work, see A. Fitzgerald et al., eds.  Augustine through the Ages An Encyclopedia (Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B.  Eerdmans, 1999), s.v. “Bono conjugali, de” by D. Hunter. For more on the b. coniug,  see Hunter’s “ Augustinian Pessimism? A New Look At Augustine’s Teaching on  Sex, Marriage and Celibacy,” Augustinian Studies 25 (1994): 153-177, esp. 157-163.  24 Cf. pp.6-7 supra as well as the quotations from 13,15 and the V,40 of the c.  Iul infra.sınt nobiıscum gratiae cohaeredes’”) ıIn the miıdst of multıple refer-

aul For Prof. Van Bavel MOST detajled COMMENETS thıs latter PassSagc, S56
h1is Woman the mage of G0d ıIn Augustine s "De Trınıtate AIL, Sienum
Pıetatis Festgabe Jür Cornelius Petrus Mayer OSA ZUFMM Geburtstag ed
/Zumkeller (0SA (Würzburg: Augustinus Verlag, 261788

23 For thıs and brief introduction the work, SCC Fıtzgerald ei al.; eds
Augustine through the Ages An Encyclopedia (Grand Rapıds, Michigan: ıllıam
Eerdmans, ° Bono conjugalı, de” Dy Hunter. For INOIC the CONLUS,
N Hunter’s ‘ Augustinian Pessimiısm? New o0k At Augustine’s Teaching
SexX, Marrıage and Celıbacy, ” Augustinian Studies (1994) 153<1 7F CSP. 157163

( pp. 6-7 UD well the quotations from 319 and the V ‚40 of the
Tul infra.
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CXPCNSIVC lothes but the alılNer a  e for who
cshow theır devotion Dy theır g00d conduct” 1ım 10) Ihe
apostle Peter also describes and commends thıs kınd of INAaITLASC
(cıtatıon of Peter toto) SO then 15 Il irue that
1ıke thıs AIC nOoTt concerned about what has do wıth the Lord hOow

please the Lord (CI Cor SZ)! Who COUuU deny though that they
extremely 1A1 OCccurrence ? Moreover SV these 1alt‘

almost always people 1ıke thıs dıd nNOL INa intending be 1ıke thıs
but they became ıke thıs after they WEeIC already marrıed 25

13 15 then ıth 1  g and relatıvely 1
claım regardıng both the Chrıstian regenerated abılıty opt for
celıbacy and the COrrectiIness exhorting them make Just
such COomMMIıtmMen Ihe Bıshop quıte dırect

In OUT time when Chrıstians who free ıberi from the bond of
and Stirong enough (ualentes) abstaın from all sexual

that 1{ Was TItten 1t 15 NO NOl the t1ıme for
embracıng, but the ıme for refraınıng from all embracıng CC

and ıf 15 longer requıred duty human SOCIETLY, who
WOU NOL choose keep the celıbate of VIrZINıLYy 0)8 wıdowhoo
rather than endure the trıbulatıon of the flesh (friıbulationem CAaFNiS)
that IN inseparable from 226

For thıs Englısh trans SCC WSA for the Latın SEL 41 205 206
The (last few and SsomewhNna!l oblıque lınes of thıs PasSsSasc read uUeTO OMNU-

1a alıa NON cogıtlant quUaC SUnt Dominı quomodo placeant Domino? Sed
SUnt QqU1S negat”? Kt 1DSa 301 qUu1l tales SuUunt NONMN ut tales
essent CON1UNCI Sunt sed 14 CON1UNCII ales factı SuUunt

For thıs Englısh SCC ıhid 45 for the Latın hid 207 Although
deta1ı1led discussıon would take LOO far afıeld IL interesiung note that the
absence TOM thıs dıscussıon of OMNC of Augustine favorıte VCeISCS Wısdom 74
hI1s 1C reads el CUM SCLYEM GULA AnNemoÖo potest SC CONLiınensS NSı Deus det el
hoc Pa sSapıentiiae eSSE. hoc donum W as employe: by Uugus-
iine INOTC than OCCasS10Ns and irequently when he W dads addressıing 1S5SSUC58S elated

CONtinNeENCE (of all kınds) and the intersectionNn of the [WO hat he had
already used 1L such TOVCDO Dy 1fs repeated conf. and CSD

29 Conf. Was completed 401 Just before and perhaps overlappıng ıth the
COmposıtıon of COMNJUS In conf. Augustine makes plaın hıs need for help
the ICa of sexual CONLINENCE and WICEe repeats h1ıs famous lıne (Continentiam
ıubes Da quod ıubes el ube quod UMLN In COMNJUS however the emphasıs far
INOTEC being “ free iberi)  27 and being strong enough (ualentes) h1s SUOTMIC-
hat iINnCONS1IsStient UuUsSCcC of Wıs DA al thıs relatıvely early Augustine 111111-

1SUrYy adds Support Hunter claım that ‘ Augustine ıdeas N INAITLASC and
celıbacy developed OVeTrT the COUTSC of h1ıs hlıftetime 55 See hıs “Augustinian Pes-
SIUNLSIN 55 153 for thıs For excellent study of the role Wısdom played the
thınkıng and wrıting of Augustine, SCC -M Lıa Bonnardıere, Bıblıa Augustiniana

Le Iıvre de la Sagesse Etudes Augustiniennes Serıie Antıquıite (Parıs Etudes
Augustiniennes, CSD 103- 107 and AIR for Wıs Z
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hıs obvıously rhetorical question 15 Ollowe: by brief
in which Augustine defends the conduct of Old Testament i1gures,
especlally ıth regard the then-common practice of pOo1ygamy
Here: elsewhere, hıs iıdealızatıon of eIr behavıor W as ase:
theır 27 propagate and increase the number of human
beings. oug he recogn1zes that thıs duty 1S longer bındıng
for thıs dıspensatıon, Augustine 1S sıgnıfıcantly less idealıstic
regardıng the sexual onduct of hI1s marrıed contemporar 1es. He
continues

Yet ıIn prıvate conversatıon, eıther wıth marrıed PCISON}NS 0)8 those who
ave een marrıed, ave VEr ear‘ people g1ve indıca-
t10Nn that they ave relatıons wıth theır WIVEeS EeXCEepPL wıth the
hope of concei1ving ? What the apostles command marrıed people
do, therefore, 15 essentıial for marrl1age; but what they OW d SOTIIC-

ıng excusable (uenlaliter), OT what hınders PTaycI inpedit OYda-

fL1ONeS), 1S noTt somethıng marrıage demands, but somethıng ıt puts
wiıth.?/

0Ug ıf 15 NOTt perfectly clear from thıs partıcular CONTEXT hat
Augustine 15 ınkıng of the actıvıty that “hıinders pfayer,‘ 1{
WOU SCCII that he had in mınd the actıvıti1es that he elsewhere
abeled eXCEesSSIVe sexual indulgence.“® If S  9 ıt WOU also SCCINHN that
the partıcular idea of lınk between Nne’s  Z sexual actıvıtles and ne‘s
abılıty pray wıthout hındrance 15 1dea that he pıcked from hıs
readıng of Jerome, but, ASs elsewhere, 15 OIlC 1{9 he went
moOdıf{y. Iso sıgnıfıcant ere 1S the repeate UsSsc of the plural ““ apos-
tles (apostoli)” ın another attempt SCCGTS INOTC authorıty for hıs
posıtıon.

I!bıd., p.45
Although it 15 only rarely used in hıs CUVIC (12X in dıfferent works), DaS-

D in which the te “ uenialıter” does often sıgnıfıcant. hıs 15 CSD Irue
hen it csShows in where the maın 1Ssue 1s the exıistence and the effects of
CONCUPILSCENLA CAFNLS. Ssee, Tul 1.10:338 and Iul ImMp 1,68 TIhe phrase
“Inpedit orationes” only CCUTS 2x in Augustine, both of which dIC in CONLUS. It 18
in the second of ese (LE 20.23: cf. SEL &4: that Augustine makes the ınk
MOoOst clearly. He have done thıs by extrapolatıng irom few Old Testament

that, eıther implıcıtly explıcıtly, sexual relatıons before certaın
sacred cultıic actıvıtles problematıc LE ExX 19 13: Lev 6-18; Lev 2214
and Sam 71 4-5) He wrıtes: “ Nec quod purıficarı lex homınem el post con1ugalem
concubıtum lubet, peccatum NS declarat, S1 1910)8| est ılle, quı secundum uen1am COIN-

cediıtur, quı et1am Nnım1us inpedıt oratıones. ” For solı1d and balanced ACCOUNT of the
Bıshop of Hıppo’s VIEWS SCX and sexualıty generally, SC Lamberigts, “A Crit-
1cal Evaluatıon of T1t1ques of Augustine s Vıew of Sexualıty, ” iın Augustine and Hıs
Critics ESSays In honour of (Gerald Bonner eds Dodaro and Lawless (L_ondon >
Routledge, 176-197



BA

De ONO uldulitatis, treatıse wrıtten about 414 In
the request of Julıana, 1stıan W1dow and member of Roman
nO amıly, 1S, in Nan WAaYS, re-1teration of Augustine’s eachıng

marrıage and celıbacy. Its simılarıtıes ıth De ONO coniugalı,
especılally ıth respect readıng and exeges1s of scrıpture, AI clear.

Early In the treatise and er reaffırmıng the g00d of both INar-

rage and chaste wıdowhood In 39 E} the Bıshop of 1PpO SCS in
4.,5-5,7 defend the goodness and acceptabılıty of Chrıistian second
marrıages and 118 condemn Ose “heretics” who reject them, includ-
ıng Tertullian ** Prominent agaın) throughout thıs section dIcC Paulıne
statements, especılally 0OSse borrowed from Corimnthians 730 Espe-
clally interesting 1Ss the WaY In 13© A Here, er havıng
concluded the Prev10us paragrap ıth cıtatıon of Cor T and
ıts emphasıs continence and celıbacy gıft from God (donum.

Deo),}} ugustine wrıtes ..  you SCC NOW CVCNMN marrıed chastıty (conl-
ugalem pudicitiam) and fıdelity the oblıgatıons of Chrıistian
rnage (torı chrıstianı matrımonıialem fidem) also oTea gılt from
God 2937

15 3 that contaıns thıs work’s uUscC of etier In thıs
CasSC, ıt ollows references Cor JS and 7:8 and 15 sandwiıched
between [WO cCıtat1ons of (OT 736 7:40) and JR  X Its eing placed
prec1isely ere 1s clearly intentional. Not only 1S the entire paragrap.

in fact Augustine W ds of Jerome’s dependence Tertullıan for the
CoOon{fent of the Adu I0u., then it 1S al least poss1ıble that the dısparagıng remarks
regardıng JTertullıan here also ımplıcıt criıt1iques of Jerome, hıs technıque, and hıs
posıtıon. For er study which clearly outlınes the lınks between Tertullıan and
Jerome’s Adu Iou., SCC Schultzen, ° Die Benutzung der Schriften Tertullıans de
MONO2Aamla und de L1eIUNLO beı Hıeronymus adu louiınianum, ” Neue Jahrbücher für
deutsche I heologie (1894) 485-502 For much IMNOTEC recent study which lınks
Tertullıan s De LEeLUNLO and Jerome’s VE ımportant .2 SO Adkın, °"Tertullıan s
“De LEILUNLO’ and Jerome’s °Libellus de ulr ginitate seruanda’ (epıst. Wıener StU-
dıen 104 (1991) 149-160, CSP. 149 and ıts Still INOTIC recently, SCC pDassım In the
[WO aforementioned works of Laurence (Jeröme el le HNOUVEAdU modele feminin)
and MS Duval (L’affaire Jovinien).

Note the cComment that concludes 19 and that dırectly the eels of
cCıtatıon of Rom 12  e mMust do teach VOU, therefore, the words of that Doc-
{OTr Ine., aul and offer COMMEeNT the ord inspıres concerning them  27 27 then
PCH ıth reference Cor 78

31 Augustine cıtes Cor 1267 ollows: ° Hoc autem dico secundum uen1am,
NON secundum imper1um. olo autem homiınes SSC Sıcut 1PSUum: sed
UuNnusSqu1sque proprium donum habet Deo, alıus SIC, alıus quıdem S1IC  27

Although the sentiment quoted here should probably NOL be regarded
allusıon Wıs 8:21 (there ide only OIMC [WO vocabulary parallels), it certamly
does reflect the spiırıt of that (cf. D SUpFa). For the Latın of the portions of 39
and 4,5 cıted here, Nar u SEL 41, p.308
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be indırect refutatıon of the OgI1C of OSe, Jerome,
who practically condemned marrıage by claımıng that ıt Was Sbad77
comparıson the 66g00d5, of chaste wıdowhoo' and the er. of
virginity,” the mustering of quotatıon by eier 1S agaın intende:
add CX apostolıc authorıty of the opınıon Augustine wıshed
defend In thıs E} he Was beatıng Jerome al hıs OW game.*“
Augustine wrıtes:

What 15 INOTE honorable 1s certamly honorable Paul| openly
eciare that thıs W d> better than that other g00d thıng, when he saıd,
‘ Anyone who has hıs aughter marrıed does well: and aNnyOoNC who
does nOoTf ave h1ıs aughter marrıed does better” COr 7236): and
that thıs W as LNOTC blessed than that other ıng that 15 blessed, when
he sald, 111 be INOTC blessed ıf che remaıns che 15  27 Cor
7:40) It 15 noTt poss1ıble thınk somethıng 15 dıshonorable, when the
apostle Peter SayS thıs about ıt ‘ Husbands, honor YOUI WIVEeS ASs
INOTC iragıle vessels, subject YOUI guldance but along wıth YOU
heırs of grace” Peter 327 And addressıing those he exhorts
them be subject theır usbands after the example of SarahWEAKER VESSELS AND HINDERED PRAYERS  255  meant to be an indirect refutation of the logic of those, e.g. Jerome,  who practically condemned marriage by claiming that it was “bad” in  comparison to the “good” of chaste widowhood and the ““better” of  virginity,°® the mustering of a quotation by Peter is again intended to  add extra apostolic authority of the opinion Augustine wished to  defend. In this sense, he was beating Jerome at his own game.“*  Augustine writes:  What is more honorable is certainly honorable. [Paul] openly  declared that this was better than that other good thing, when he said,  “Anyone who has his daughter married does well; and anyone who  does not have his daughter married does better” (1 Cor 7:38); and  that this was more blessed than that other thing that is blessed, when  he said, “She will be more blessed if she remains as she is” (1 Cor  7:40). It is not possible to think something is dishonorable, when the  apostle Peter says this about it: ‘“Husbands, honor your wives as  more fragile vessels, subject to your guidance but along with you  heirs of grace” (1 Peter 3:7). And addressing those women he exhorts  them to be subject to their husbands after the example of Sarah ... (1  Peter 3:5-6 in toto follows)°>  Although he offers no further comment, the Bishop of Hippo  clearly wanted to draw attention to Peter’s command that husbands  were to ‘“give honor (fribuite honorem)” to their wives. In Augus-  tine’s mind, it was impossible that such a thing would have been writ-  ten had Peter regarded the having of a wife as intrinsically ‚evil. In  Augustine’s mind, Peter’s marriage is anything but “sordes.”3® Also  notable is the fact that Augustine says nothing, either explicitly or  3 For example, following a citation of 1 Cor 7:35, Augustine comments, “ [just]  because [Paul] called the excellence of the unmarried state honorable, it does not fol-  low that we should think the marriage bond to be dishonorable.” Although Jerome  repeatedly claims to be pro-marriage (cf., e.g., Adu. Iou. 1,3), his tortured, if rhetori-  cally-driven, logic regarding the relationship of other states to virginity are made  abundantly clear. See, e.g., Adu. Iou. 1,7.  4 As we saw supra, Jerome himself used this exact same rhetorical device to  support a decidedly different view in Adu. Iou.  3 For this English trans., see WSA I,9, p.116; for the Latin, CSEL 41, p.311.  3% On this label, cf. p.5 and n. 14 supra. However, conspicuous by its absence is  any reference to 1 Cor 9:5, a text which finds Paul waxing eloquent about his “right  (licentiam/potestatem)” to take along a believing wife on his missionary endeavors,  just as he claims the other apostles, Peter, and the Lord’s brothers did or were doing.  This text is known to have generated many problems for many of the early church’s  more ascetically minded scribes and commentators. For one of Jerome’s longest dis-  cussions about this v. as well as an interesting note regarding the history of its exe-  gesis, see p.375 and n.3 (left-hand column) of Freemantle’s NPNF trans. (cf. n. 15  supra) as well as Paragraph 10 of his e. 22.Peter An In fOLO follows)*
0Ug he offers further CommentL, the Bıshop of 1ppo

clearly wanted 118 TaW attention Peter command that husbands
WEIC “ g1ve honor (friıbuite honorem)” 18 eır WI1VeSs. In ugus-
tine’s mınd, it Was impossible that such ıng WOU ave een wrIıt-
ten had etfer regarded the havıng of wife intrinsıcally evil. In
ugustine s mınd, Peter marrı1age 1S anythıng but “ <sordes.  2236 Iso
notable 15 the fact that Augustine SaVYS nothıng, eıther explıcıtly

For example, followıng cıtatıon of Cor 433 Augustine cCommentSs, ‘ )ust]
because aul| called the excellence of the unmarrıed honorable, it does NOL fol-
low that should hınk the marrıage bond be dıshonorable  27 Although Jerome
repeatedly claıms be pro-marrıage (CE., Adu Iou L5 hıs ortured, ıf rhetor1-
cally-drıven, log1c regardıng the relatıonshıp of other sStTates virginity made
abundantly clear. See, Adu Tou L7

As Sa| W Ü,  d, Jerome hımself used thıs EeXaC Samlnle rhetorical devıce
Support decıdedly dıfferent 1e6W In Adu Tou

For thıs Englısh tran  s SCC WSA I»7 p.116; for the Latın, COCSEL 4K p.:311
On thıs label, ci. p:3 and Da However, CONSPICUOUS by ıts absence 1S

anı y reference Cor 9:5, t{exTi which IN aul waxıng eloquent about h1is ..  rıght
(licentiam/potestatem)” take along belıeving ıfe hıs M1SS10Nary endeavors,
Just he claıms the er apostles, eter, and the Lord’s brothers dıd WCIC domg.
hıs tfext 18 known have generated Man problems for INanı of the early church
INOTIC ascetically mınded scr1bes and COMMENLALOTS For OIlC of Jerome’'s longest dıs-
CUSsS10Ns about thıs ell interesting note regardıng the hıstory of ıts CXC-

ges1s, SCC :53 / and n.3 eft-han column) of Freemantle’s Tans (cf.
SUDFAa) well Paragraph 10 of hıs Z
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implıcıtly, Ou the remaınder of the nOot only 0€Ss he refraın
from COmMMEeNntT regardıng the “ subJjection ” “weakness” that the

attrıbutes to E} but, in thıs instance, he also chort of
includıng the verse’s fınal negatıve result clause, VIZ., ..  and SC that
YOUTI PraycCISs aATCc NOL ındere (et uldete inpediantur Orationes MeCsSs-

trae) 2°

NV.38 of the Contra Iulianum closes ıth cıtatıon of hes-
salonıans A According to Augustine, thıs text reads °that each
OC of yOUu knows how DOSSCSS hıs OW vessel nOoTt in the disease of
desıre, ıke the Pasgalls who do nOoTt know God. ”/ The Bıshop s cıta-
t10n of thıs text the culmınatıon of broader accusatıon that
Julıan has efused ""tO understan: the words of the apostle  27 Ihe
actual debate about the meanıng of these Paulıne VeEeISCS 1S then dıs-
cussed al length In V ‚40 accordıng Augustine, Juhan dıd NnOTt SC

eCse VEeISCS applıcable marrı1age, rather, In hıs VIeEW, they PTO-
vided ıth warnıng agamınst fornıcatıon. The Bıshop of H1ıppo,
the other hand, hought ıt better SCC them applıcable marrıage
and, hence, further SUupport for h1ıs 16 W that CVECNn marrıed couples
cshould Str1ve 1mM1 the Irequency of theır copulatıon 1mM1
G1r slavery the evıl of sexual CONCUPISCENCE. Not surprisingly,
Augustine s dısmıssal of Juhan’s exeges1s 15 hıghly rhetorıical

[By akıng these VCISCS thıs Way] YOU removed from marıtal inter-
COUTSC al the goodness of self-control that ONC that he
POSSCSSCS hıs vesse] in the disease of desıre, regardless of the amount
of desıre wıth 1C he SOCS 1ıld in the sexual of hI1s wıfe!
You COU have saıld that the apostle W ds speakıng of that disease of
desıre wıthout incorrectly denyıng that he eferred man s wıfe
°hıs OW vessel. ” The apostle Peter alsSO SCS thıs expression in the
Sadlllec Conftext when he admoniıshes usbands honor theır WIVEeS
LLLOTC Iragıle vessels and coheirs of He SUCS SdYy, nd
N that yOUu do noTLt OW YOUI PraycCIs be ındered” Pet 327 In
the Sad_lillec WAdY, hıs fellow apostle (coapostolus prescrıbes times of
PIaycCI for the self-control of marrıed couples and permıits them Dy
WaY of CONCeEesSsSI1ON (ef. Cor 7 1D=6); though only wıth one’s SPOUSC,

have intercourse wıth the intention of havıng NOL @ but pleas-
NI

Here, Augustine s uUsec of Peter [WO dıstinct PUTDOSCS.
Hırst, and MOST MECUY, he ca uUuDON the H 08 Paul In ess
and eier in Peter both IN forms of the word “vessel

WSA 1L:24. p.458; cf. 447 col S0/ ...  ut sclat Uunusqu1sque uestrum SUUMM uas

poss1ıdere, NON in morbo desıder11, sıcut gentes, UUaC 1gnorant Deum  27
NSee Lbid., p.459; for the Latın, ıhid.
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(uas/uasum) ” Support hıs LINOTC prımary contention thatk ess
instructs in the PITODCI WaYy of conducting marital relatıons. ugus-
tine ave assumed that thıs Was opportunıty apply the
exegetical princıple of allowıng the clear portions of the Ilu-
mınate and clarıfy the LNOTC obscure.? Because it 15 clear that eier
Was usıng “vessel” refer wiıfe, Paul, the reasonıng WOU
SOU, must ave een o1ng the SdaIlle ıng Second., In ese Iınes
Augustine agaın claıms that Peter and Paul are: the Sd1I1lEc 1e W of
marrı1age. hıs tıme, however, hıs claım 1s far LLLOIC vert he intro-
duces the term OW apostle (coapostolus)” in order underline
Peter and Paul’’s equa. eve of authorıty and, of COUISC, increase
the authorıty of h1ıs OW statements.“% The Warran for thıs 15 provıded
Dy lınkıng the ına exhortatory warnıng? of etier ıth allu-
S10N Cor LA specıfically T5 ur10usly absent 15 al y expla-
natıon of why Peter exhortatıon noTt OW Prayers be iındere
cshould be SCCH possıble danger of overindulgence in sexual aCHV-
1ty hat Paul desired marrıed couples fo bstaın from sexual relatıons
for brief per10ds and eadıiıcate ese times PIaycCI 15 made explıcıt
In (Dr However, and Was 191011 in the section Jerome
9 Peter contaıns VvVert reference marıtal) sexual rela-
t10Ns whatsoever.

Summar y and Conclusion

In spıte of the sımılarıtıes, manYy of which undoubtedly due
eC1Ir eing vırtual contemporarıes, thıs has made the dıffer-

between Jerome’s and Augustine s VIEWS eier plaın
1s ITrUu! that reader, especlally OIC irom the 21*-century, COUu

ACCUSC eıther of ese athers of advocatıngz sexual 1cense. oth
clearly consıdered ıt dangerous 18 eXxaggerate MNe s  2 SCAÄ-

ual desıre PUISUC sexual relatıons ıth abandon Thıs, in turn,
drove both albeıt for dıfferent 1C4SOIS be ardent champı0ns of
sexual self-control, ECVEeENn when the subject under discussıon Was 111aT-

ried sexual actıvıty. oth also employe the Sdalllec rhetorical devıces
make eır po1In Most promınent eTre 15 how both repeatedly sei

Paulıne and Petrine statemgnts sıde by sıde d of implıcıtly
For hıs discussıon of thıs partıcular exegetical princıple, SCC doc Chr 11,9,14

and 11193.Z3
Interestingly, thıs lermus technicus, iın Varı0ous forms, 18 used 26x by Uugus-

tine It 1$ NOTL restricted the combıinatıon of efer and aul Jerome, the other
hand, employs it.
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claımıng the COTrTeCINESS of theır VIEWS: how COuU they be ıf
they WEeEIC eachıng precısely hat [WO of the MmMoOost mportant apostles
had taught”?

On the er hand, gıven theır dıfferences in personalıty and
posıtıon, SaVY nothıng Ou the fact that Augustine Can Occasıonally
be shown be attempting “ correction ” of SOMMC of Jerome’s LNOTC
exireme posı1t1ons, theır respective exeges1s also contaıns several S12-
nıfıcant dıfferences

ırst, the fact that Jerome only references eierA StTate-
ment PIayCI WEIC In polemical ONTLEXTS cshould 18(0)1 overlooked
He obvıously knew and Was usıng etfer by the m1ıd-380’s er he
only ıt specıfically ıth sexual actıvıty when he penne: the
Adu Tou Second, and althoug he 0€eSs NOT er anı y explıcıt Support
for the ıdea in the examıned here, Jerome ave
assumed that sexual relatıons always defile the partıcıpants, at least
temporarily.“” Jerome apparently belıeved that CVCNMN marrıed sexual
actıvıty dısbars ONC from (immedıate) ACCESS the Eucharıst and, to
Usc Peter phrase, °hınders” nNe s  A PITayCIS. Thırd, he also claıms that
when Ian CNSASCS In sexual actıvıty, CVCIN ıth hıs lawful wiıfe, he
dıshonors her aken ogether, ese three cons1ıderations allowed hım

assert that Peter prımary mot1ivatıon for wrıting eifer Was

dıscourage both the sordıd [0)81 of marrı1age ell and all
sexual actıvıty, Just ıt Was alsSO Paul’s prımary motivatiıon for PCN-
nıng Cor COonspicuous by ıts absence from thıs exegesI1S, CSPC-
Clally far Cor 15 concerned, 1S an Y sensı1itivıty the New
Testamen eschatologıca sub-currents. Far from see1ng Paul’s
pomnts regardıng marrıage In relatıon the fact that “the time 1S
short” (e1. Cor 1299): Jerome prefers SCC them intriınsıcally
problematıc. In Jerome’s VIEW, Chrıstians, 1 ıt 15 al al] possıble,
cshould aVvO1d marrıage Just they should aVO1d al] NON-  aton1ı1cC COMN-
tact ıth members of the opposıte S>  >

Augustine 1S both LLIOTC alance: and INOTC realıstic. Hıs read-
ıng of efer eaı hım 1{8 the conclusıon that it Was not Peter real
intent ere 18 dıscourage marrıage. On the CONLrarYy, In Augustine s
mınd, Peter words make ıt impossı1ıble regar marrıage dıshon-
orable Just lıke Paul In Cor f Peter actual intent W ds commend

certaın Lype of marrıage, namely ONEC in 1C both partners strıve
together SCEC that the physıca) aspect of eır relatıonshıp achleves
and maımntaılns ıts PTODCI place Ihe Bıshop of 1ppo clearly prefers

C D D where lıst of Old Jlestament which could have been
used Support such agenda 15 g1ven.
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celıbacy, Just he clearly ntends eX all hıs readers, CVCIl the
marrıed, ever-increasıng chastıty. the Samnle tiıme, he 15 also
clearly cognızant of the fact that thıs goal 15 usually only pursued Dy

STINA miıinorTI1ty of the MOST mature Chrıstians More ımportantly, in
ese9 he speaks In negatıve terms Ou Peter OW

marrıage Just he portrays eier regretting havıng taken
wıfe. In word, Augustine wanted all oOse under his CAal‘ and iınflu-
SCI1ICC know the reedom and of 19(0)1 eing OUuUn Dy theır SCX -
ual drıves eIr marrı1age beds, he hımself had 19(09> een Unliıke
Jerome, he always stopped short of outrıght condemnatıon.

Is ıt lıkely that 21*“-century Chrıistians ıll fınd Augustine s
VIEWS marrıed sexualıty and inter-gender relatıonshıps
thoroughly appealıng ” robably NnOot As Van ave has repeatedly
made plaın, however, OUT dıfficulties ıth Augustine ıth hıs
VIEWS sexualıty, however profound, only ASSUMNE theır ITUu: aculty
when he 1S SCCH INnan of hıs time and when hıs oughts PTIOD-
erly contextualızed.

onathan ATES


