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of scholars: sabxbella chiıiller (who made the inıtıal d1ıscovery), lem-
C115 eıdmann and Dorotheaer Meanwhıle the eXTIs dIiIcCc findıng
theır WaYy into maılnstream scholarshıp Augustine and 111 SOOIMN be
added the mater1al usually surveyed in thematıc research topıcs
such the POOT in ate 1quıty, early T1ISt1aN lıturgy the I1Nal-

Lyr cult The tırst aım of the book under rev1eW, however, 1s noTt
contrıbute the body of scholarshıp ese SCTINONS Rather ıt seeks

provıde In CSSay>S larger readershıp ıth background into the
collection of the Bıbhotheca plonıana and the d1Scovery of ese
SCTITINONS The first three contrıbutions deal ıth the plonıana:
el introduces plonıus and the WaYy the collection Camne ou and
developed (1 12193 Bouillon presents the manuscrıpts in the collec-
tıon that contaın texti Dy Augustine and the importance of the doctor
gratiae the intellectual unıversum of Amplon1us and hıs time (21
Z Pılvousek sketches the hıstory of the Universıty and the 6 OE
leg1um Porta Caelırs the context In which Amplon1us 1Ve' and
worked and hıs lıbrary Was developed (27-37) 'Ihe plece de resistance
e 1s contrıbution Dy the three philologısts who edıted the
they present the research proJject that led to the d1SscoverYy, the discov-

ıtself, the content of the NC W SCITNONS and nclude the atın eXTiIs
ıth German translatıon and TIE commentary of ıfurt (a

the resurrect10n). I he volume concludes ıth brijef d1ıs-
Cuss1on by Brodersen VT findiıngs of NC W atın, pre-christian
eXTIs (67-75) and LNOTC general portrayals of ugustine Dy üpke
(75-81) and Hofmann 81-109). TIhe book remminds that SySstem-
atıc research in 1AaIc book collections Dy speclalısts pays off and esults
in 11IC  S findıngs. It INa y be ope that thıs book about the findıng of
the ıturt together ıth the revised version of Schum Cal-

alogue of the Amploniana esults In 1NOTC intensiıve scholarly attention
118 the Amploniana.

an | FEMANS

Ihomas Scheck, Origen an the LStOrYy of Justification, The Leg-
ACY of Origen s Commentary Romans, Universıty of oftfre
Dame Press, otre Dame., 2008, X1 297 includıng
bıblıography and index. ISBN 9780268041281

hıs book, > 1S versıion of the author’s 7004 Universıty
of lowa OCIOTa dissertation, 1s attempt document and discuss
the Rezeptionsgeschichte in the West of hat 1Ss easıly OIMIC of the MmMoOst
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ımportant New Testament cCcCommentarıes eVerT cComposed: rıgen of
Alexandrıa s commentary Paul’s Letter to the Romans, OT, to be
INOTC precı1se, the reception story of the condensatıon and translatıon
of that m1ıd-thırd Century mmentary into Latın it WAas performed
Dy Rufinus of quıle1a urıng the fıirst decade of the iıfth-century (ef

5) Even the casual tudent of Hıstorical Theology ll immediately
INan y of the dıfficulties inherent in such task scholar,

Scheck 15 clearly coward!
After brief introduction, the book discusses (the Latın) gen’s

VIEeEWS Justiıfication detaıl (Chapter Chapters D each discuss
the reception of gen’s OommentarYy general and of hıs VIEWS
Justiıfication in partıcular by handful of the West’s most interesting

not Ways its most 1ImMpo cCommMmMentators and exegeles. Scheck
dedicates chapters respectively elagıus, Augustine, 1ıllıam of
St Thıerry, Erasmus, and Luther/Melanchthon, before Chapter
addresses ° Post-Reformatıon Controversı1ies, ” phrase Dy 1C Scheck

ate 16”_century Protestants and Jansenism. Chapter 15 then
followed by VE brief CSS than 3-page) conclusıon. The notes, bıb-
10graphy, appendıx and index z  'r Just Ver SeEVENTY

Lookıng al the book’s introduction LNOTC closely, the reader
iımmediately realızes hat he Can CXPEeCT: 111e he 15 certaın 1{8 learn
much about how Rufinus of Aqulle1a’s °Latın rıgen  99 read and CXC-

gete Romans, he ıll Iso be exposed method of connecting the
dots between that eXeges1s and check’s dıigest of) the officıal eaCcN-
Ing of the Roman athol1ıc Church of the 20”-_century. Not wıthout
import 1s the fact that the latter 15 one Dy showıng that the ““errors, ”
both of the Protestant Reformation In general and of the Reformed
eXeges1s of I uther and Melanc  on in partıcular 18 SaYy nothıng of
the extremiıst VIEWS of Cornelius Jansen WCIC actually rooted in
wrong-heade rejection of Orıgen and equaliy mı1sgu1lded, even

disıngenuous, m1sapproprliation of ugustine (el: and 10)
oUg not quıte the longest, the book’s best chapter 15 Chap-

ter er brief FreVIEeW of SOTINC of the relevant scholarshıp (cf.
4-20), Scheck helpfully discusses the theological and eccles1ast1-

cal cContext in 16 much of Origen’s exeges1s W as one (cE
before settlıng in summarıze both Orıgen’s general attı-

tude OWAr: Romans (cf. 0-32 and Oriıgen’s VIEWS both the
sıgnıfıcance of Justification and the by 1Cc ıt 1S obtaıned (cf.
- ccordıng 118 Scheck, rıgen presumed both reedom and

responsı1bilıty the part of Ose seekıng Justification, Just the
grea Alexandrıan also had qualms whatsoever in hıghlıghting the

role played by merit, 1:e.; by “human contrıbutions, ”
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obtainıng justificatiıon and, Dy extens1i0on, salvatıon. In Tact, accordıng
tOo Scheck, Orıgen’s emphasıs both of these Can be easıly explained
Dy noting the of ° the determinıstic heresies agamnst which he
wWwas fıghting” (cE 52 oUg far from eing unquestionable,
these conclusıions Arc neıther unreasonable NOT unsupportable.

Just er thıs, however, otherwıse good chapter 1Ss marred ASs

elements of the book’s methodology become clearly visıble in ıts ıne-
PDasc (cf. ier the gu1se of discussıng “ modern
assessments ” of Orıgen’s VIEWS 9 Scheck Wants tOo sShow hOow
Origen’s VIEWS justificatıon dIiIcC much INOTEC closely alıgned ıth
the teachıngs of °“ the Churc than 1s often assumed. The EXCUTrSUus’
openıng sentence,‘ bDy capıtalızıng the word ‘“Church, ” Dy usıng the
words ‘“understandıng ” and “teaching ” in the singular, an Dy
employıng such formulatıons “ less prec1se, ” per1lously close

implyıng that, for Scheck, the church always has een monolıthıc
instıtution that avered (eıther internally externally) ıth
respect fo hat it chould teach and bellıeve regardıng Justification.
Scheck makes ıt AS ıf the church has always possessed the PUTIC
and fully-formed doctrine of Justification somewhere wıthın it and A

if the only challenge all along has een 18 focus those VO1ICES that,
whether they knew ıt nOL, WeTC in pOossession of that complete for-
mulatıon.

In thıs Samnıec veın, EeVCNMN perfectly impartıal hıistorıan of western

eology (ıf such creature CO be shown exist!) WOU probably
be quU1C ralse quest1ons ou the theologıans and exegeles that thıs
book has chosen analyze. Beyond the fact that book eaps VeCeT the
almos 700 between the death of Augustine and the florutt of
ıllıam of St 1eITY, 1LE between 43() and s in the

of OMNC pasc (cE 104-105), ımportan questi1ons ask ere
nclude Was ıllıam of ST{ Thierry chosen the representatiıve
of .. medieval Augustinian ” theolog1ı1an al all (cf. p.106)? Does nOot
Thomas Aquımas, wh clearly had much to SaYy about Justiıfıcatiıon and
who could 1a(011 ave avolded at eas the indırect influence of rıgen,
deserve INOTC than sıngle and clearly DAaSSanlt mentıon In thıs
context (ef. 105)?* Moreover, EeVCN ıf ONc 1S unwiıllıng question

C D:55 Wıth regard the Church’s understandıng of dıvıne, scholars
generally concede that the teaching of the Fathers before the fifth CenturYy, especlally
the Greek Fathers, 18 less prec1ise than that of the Fathers who lıved after the Pelagıan
and the sem1-Pelagıan controvers1ies. ”

Note that while Aquınas does the ook’s indexX, he 18 only be found
under ‘“ Thomas, St 97 (er. 297) He neıther aAappCAars NOT 1s there cross-reference
hım the section dedicated items beginniıng wıth the letter (CE. 293)
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the (hıghly questionable) assertion that ıll1ıam W as perhaps the
12“.century’s] mMoOst outstandıng theologıan, ” the chapter dedicated
hım makes Vert beyond the aforementioned uote, which

from Bouyer’s 1958 book the herıtage of the C1isterclans
and not, ONC miıght CXpeCLT, from acknowledged hand-
book dedicated LO the whole of medieval eology {O explaın 18
demonstrate that, In tact: Wılliam’’s Or1ıgen-incorporating work(s)
actually made impact those wh followed In other words, Cvecn
ıf ıllıam knew, respected and consciously attempted 118 further the
* correct” approac LO Romans V1ıa “ coOorrect” readıng of Orıgen’s
cCommentary, whom and hat egree dıd hıs Oopınıons
ese topıcs ave impact the estern tradıtiıon? Ihe reader 1s
left 18 wonder. And, althoug sımılar questions eed not be raiısed VCT
the choıice LO analyze the works ofS 1ıke Erasmus, Luther/
Melanchthon and Jansen1us, SINCe theır respective influences the
later tradıtıon 1s clear; methodologıcal COMNCETNS sımılar to those 1981905
tiıoned above aTrc raıised when, for example, aTrec repeatedly told that
Erasmus Was g0o0od exXxegelte because he only wanted LO retirlieve “the
patrıstic consensus ” (cf 156 el DAassım), when enCcounter the
unqualıified claım that 1DI1Ca commentarıes Can safely be assumed
be LHNOTC free from 1AS than polemical tracts” (cH 136), and when
the posıtions of Luther/Melanchthon sweepıngly diısmissed because
they themselves ave somehow somewhere AIGCE and for all ıarrg
gantly dısmıssed ancıent Christian exeges1s ” (cE 139)

In SU: thıs book’s several posıtıve features OW thıs reviewer
LO recommend 1E provıded that several of ıts sıgnıfıcant deficı1encles

also kept In mınd. Fırst, thıs book 1s 18 be applauded for ıts bold-
css an y study COUTASCOUS enough LO attempt 18 doectrine A4AS
controvers1al Justiıfiıcation in the wWwestern tradıtıon and 4C makes
that attempt Vıa largely self-contained analyses of SOINC of the est’'s
maJor theologıca 1nkKers and wriıters 1S OUnN:! almost by definıtıon

be contrıbution the 1e€ Second, thıs book provıdes Servıce
for scholars Dy assemblıng such sıgnıfıcant portion of the essential
prımary evidence for the cruc1al 1ssue ofJustification into ONC volume.
1r 11e nNnOoTt discussed In detaıl in the foregoing, thıs book 1s wriıt-
ten In style that 15 al 1908 clear, CcConcıse and accessı1ıble and, g1ven
that thıs work  A  N 1Irs incarnatıon Was d OCLOra dıssertation. thıs 1S

INcan feat.
At the SaJIlle time, when viewed comprehensıvely, thıs book

es thıs reviewer d being bıt Ouft of balance. Fiırstly, noted
above, dedicate Just ONC wenty-three Pasc chapter LO the entire
medieval per10 and do that V1a f1gure that ONC regards the
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per10d’s most importan' most influential In work that purports {O
such large swath of story IS al best, mystıfyıng. econdly,

thıs book’s presumptions about both the hıstory of the evel-
opment of doctrine, the story of the Roman atholıc tradıtıon and,
specıfically, ou how these [WO exceedingly large and complex
themes overlap, I11arTr both iıts methodology and bring into question
LNOTC than few of ıts conclusıons. It 15 surprisıng LO SCC how the
author’s overall sc1ıentifıc and historical-ecrıitical attıtude 1S al times
Jeopardızed by hıs apparent endorsement of VIEWS regardıng the devel-
opment of doctrine in story, of revelatıon, and of eccles10l102y that
WCIC rıghtly relegated the margıns Nan y decades aQO Thırdly, the
potential reader (and purchaser) of thıs book should keep in mınd that
it often afl SOTINC of the most ecrucı1al Junctures seemmimngly rehes upOon
secondary SOUTCECS that dIC Out of date and, sometimes, HE seemmgly
outsıde the maılınstream of contemporarYy scholarshıp. On thıs ast
pomnt, let ıt uffıce 18 ote the CqUENCY ıth which sometimes crucı1al
points aATrc made, supporte: challenged usıng obscure sectarıan
works irom the 1950’s the 1960’s (ef. the ° Notes’” and the °Bıblı-
ography  99 225-288).

Scheck 1S competent scholar: and hıs book 1s ell orth read-
ing OoWeVer, ıf ONC happens be In search of book that all COIM-

prehensıively eıther the West’'s centuries-old debates Justifica-
t10n the complex impact that W as surely made in the West Dy the
atın version of Orıgen’s Romans commentary, ONC WOU do ell fo
keep the words Cavealt lector! fırmly in mınd.

onathan ATES


