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INTRODUCTION

Since biographies of Jerome and treatments of the theme of virginity
are both legion, it would be pointless to rehash at length here what has
already been said elsewhere. Jerome's Libellus de virginitate servanda
is one of his earliest independent works. When Jerome published it at
Rome in the spring of 384, he would seem to have been already in his
fate thirties.” His literary production had so far consisted chiefly of
translations from the Greek. The Libellus was therefore a very am-
bitious undertaking: in it Jerome was extremely keen to impress.

There was already an ample literature on the subject of virginity.
Tertullian, Cyprian, Novatian and Methodius had written on it in the
third century. The later fourth century witnessed a particularly keen
interest. A large number of eastern Fathers produced works dealing
with the topic: Athanasius, Basil of Ancyra, Basil the Great, Gregory
Nazianzen, Gregory of Nyssa, John Chrysostom. In the West Ambrose
had produced his three books De virginibus in 377>

Jerome's earlier sojourns in Antioch and Constantinople meant that
he was thoroughly familiar with Greek as well as Latin treatments of
the subject of virginity: his reading habits were ravenous.* It is no

! CF Cavallera, 1.2, p. 24; Vogoé (1991), 1. p. 236
rome’s date of birth cf Jay (1973). p. 280 ('dans les années 345-347'); Booth.
(1979). p. 353 (‘in the second half of 347 or carly in 348") For a defence of Prosper's
ment that he was bomn in 331 cf Kely, pp. 337 if tis view is accepted, he will
already have been in his carly fiflics when he composed the Libellus. Recendy

Moberly has argued for *140.+ 2°

It may be noted that Jerome did not like Basil the Great, Gregory Nazisnzen, John
rysostom or Ambrose: Jerome’s Libellus will sccordingly have been compased in
somewhat emulative spirit. For his hostilty to Basil f. chron. a. Abr. 2392: for his
critical atitude to Gregory, who is gencrally considered to have been the object of his
unqualified admiration. cf. Adkin (1991); for his animosity towards John and for
arguments placing the lanier’s De virgiiiate before the Libelus cf. Adkin (19943);
finally for evidence that Jerome was already unsympathetic (o Ambrose a the tme of

hom. Orig. im Ezech. prol. p. 3184 (assigned variously to 381 in
Constntinople or 378-9 in Antioch oculorum . dolore crucianis, quem mimia
mpatiens contraxi); Sulpicius Severus, dial. 195 (the observation of
someone who had stayed with Jerome for six months in Bethlchem: fotus semper i



to find that Jerome should be heavily indebted (q 1.
;misxf?mmuhn maintained that it was in the Li::}l::l:é
irginitate servanda alone that Jerome had developed original ideas (|
pp. 2536). His statement requires modification. Grltzmacher cits ryq
specific instances: the first is the notion that a virgin gives birt (,
Christ (38,3), while his second is the idea that marriage is the source of
virginity (20,1). Both concepts however turn out 10 be no more thap
commonplaces.

Jerome's borrowings are not restricted to the stock-in-trade of the
literature of virginity. As well as an omnivorous appetite for books
Jerome also possessed a magpie mind and a vast memory. Flashy for.
‘mulations or clever conceits that Jerome encountered in his voracious
reading of other authors could accordingly be remembered and repro.
duced in the Libellus, where they are passed off as his own: hence
Jerome’s brilliance often tums out to be no more than the glitter of pil.
fered tinsel. The sneer which Jerome directs against Ambrose in fact
fits his own method of composition perfectly: exquisitis hinc inde
odoribus pigmentatum.’

1t has already been demonstrated that Jerome's biblical comment-
aries are heavily derivative.* The same has been shown to be true of his
treatises. Hitherto the investigation of Jerome's sources has tended to
proceed on the assumption that in a specific passage Jerome is follow-
ing one particular source: he has the work from which he is borrowing
open in front of him.' It would seem however that in Jerome's case
Quellenforschung should be prosecuted on a far more intensive scale.
Al his phrases must be subjected to individual examination, since they

lectione. die
seribut).
Jerome is no less happy to borrow from authors who do not meet with his approvel
. than from those who do: cf. n. 25 below.
retentiveness of his memory has long been recognized; cf. Antin (1960).
P. 63" "le cratére qu'est la mémoire de Jérdme.
Didym. spir. praef. Cf. also the attack on Ambrose at in Eph. prol. p. 440° super
eria testi hinc inde le re.

unaquogue
saccularem et paene in commnibus locis icum iaciare sermonem. This 100 is
-mmmu:mo”m'smnmm For Ambrose as the target in the
second passage cf. most recently Oberhelman, who is unaware that Dunphy has
already argued for the latter fs first o
make it had been Wiesen, p. 241, n. 147, Oberhelman is similarly mistaken to affim
that these words are “Jerome’s carlest attack on Ambrose’, which is in fact 10 b

, found in the present treaise; cf. Adkin (1993s),

4 CF (e.5) Doutrlean,pp. 12911

7, CI.(eg)Bickel, pp. 12911
1. Dowsrelean, p. 132 ('un doigt sur e texte’).

s 0 g
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o . ion that caught
Jerome's eye was memorized for redeployment later: there was no need
for him to have *his finger on the text’,

It may be asked why Jerome should have resorted to this technique.
The present introduction began by noting that the Libelus belongs to
the outset of Jerome’s autonomous literary activity: hitherto he had
been mainly engaged in translation of other peaple’s work. The Libel-
s was also a bold enterprise on a very broad theme. It had to compete
with a number of works on the same subject by eminent authors, in
particular it had to match the three books of Ambrose’s De virginibus,

ty: he knew that
he was not really capable of independent and creative thought. This
awareness of his own inadequacy made him all the more anious to
impress. Under these circumstances he could only do so by packing his
work with such second-hand cleverness.'"

"1 In this connection it is possibly pertinent to mention an obler dictum a adv. Rufin
1.30. Here Jerome makes the following admission: e quo magis speas. nune cano ¢t
recalvo copite saepe miki videor in somnis. comaiulus et sumpia loga, ant rhetorem
Controversiolam declamare: cumque esperrectus fuero. gratulor me dicendi periculo
tiberatum. Kelly, p. 1S, remarks: “He writes as if these drcams were nightmares’
However Kelly proceeds to brush this impression aside as incompatible with Jerome's
“pride in his student-day triumphs" Lardet (1993). p. 130, explains Jerome's anxiety
as due (0 the presence in the audience of ‘es condiscipls ., quelquefois des parents
et amis’ (teferring to Marrou (1965]. p. 415). Lardet finds  paralel in Augustine.
conf. 1.17.21 proponebatur enim mih negoitum arimae meae sats inqutetum proemio.
laudis et dedecoris vel plagarum metu. ut dicerem verba lunomis irascentis

ot speak of in later lfe in connetion

with this experience. It would seem thal n Jerome'’s admission we have a hint of his
ed sense of his own intellecal inadequacy. Here it may also be gemane to

ite the very last words of Kelly’s biography: ‘ther is an unsolved cnigma about the
real Jerome” (p. 336). Kelly notes that Jerome was “inordinately vain md petry. jealous
of rivals, y imagirary fears”. He attempts
10 explain these aspecs of Jerome’s personality by reference 1o his il-health and the
toubled awareness of his sensual nature. Kelly obviously finds such reasons
unsatisfactory: he gocs on 1o invoke ‘more fundamental flaws of character which we
can only summisc'. In fact no attempt is made to suggest any: Kelly merely concludes
that “the decper springs of {Jerome's) psychology clude us". It may nonctheless be

o his own inellccual inferoriy would seem lo expun much s Kelly fnds
puzzling, This interpretation of Jerome’s personality would not sppear to
advanced by previous commentators: for & summary of conventional views cf. Sieur.
P IFE




LIBELLUS DE VIRGINITATE SERVAND,

predecessor may be laid under contribution, Jero
wx:‘:‘;‘;:’?mmm with particular frequency. It i instructive 1
e what may have been the reason for this preference. Mohrmany
(1951) has argued for a lempeltlmenul afﬁquy belwefm _Jemm and
Terullian, Petitmengin accordingly maintains that it is Jerome's
fellow-fecling for *cet autre lui-méme’ which explains his frequent in.

btedness to him (1988, pp. SSF). Perhaps it is more pertinent 1
refect that no Father was a more brilliant coiner of striking phrases
than Tertllian. One need only recall Vincent of Lérins’ dictum: euiys
ot paene verba, to sententiae sunt (comm. 18:4)." At the same time
Lactantius notes that because of the obscurity of his style Tertullian
was very little known (inst. 5,1,23).” It was therefore possible for
Jerome to appropriate striking phrases from him without fear of
detection.'*

Jerome remarks that Tertullian possessed an acre ingenium (vir. il.
53). Since this was just what Jerome lacked, Tertullian was indispens-
able to him. In particular Tertullian fumnished an incomparable source
for the kind of arresting formulations and clever sententiae which
Jerome needed to conceal his own inadequacy.' It tends in fact to be
precisely such superficial frippery that Jerome takes over: Tertullian’s
deeper speculations on the other hand have little interest for him.
Jerome was later to tell those who seek flumen eloguentiae et con-
cinnas declamationes to look to Tertullian (in Is. lib. 8 praef. |. 11).
This is just what he himself has done in the Libellus: a larger amount of
striking material has been appropriated from Tertullian than from any
other single author. Jerome is furthermore alone in these thefts: the
phrases in question recur nowhere else.

it may be observed moreover that in this dependence on arresting
formulations which have been borrowed from elsewhere Jerome goes
far beyond what by ancient standards might be scen as permissible
plagiarism. Hagendahl (1947), p. 118, has stated in this connection that
riginality of form, unity and beauty of style being essential claims,
originality as regards matter became less indispensable, or even

s Aerome himself call Tertulinn creber imsemientit (epist. 8,10,1
1 e o eame be il n ogando o
1o Terullian & 22,3 of the i
" e e Libellus, it is for & 1opic which Jerome
Onemight e veampare Jetome's tellsle. crtcism of Ambrose: il 1B
aique districtum, torem vel ingrais in assensum
trahat (Didym. spir praefy e lcterem vl it n



INTRODUCTION s
insignificant’. However it is precisely origi ich i
|ad<gi:‘ls cant- How precisely originality of form which is ofien

‘The initial impact of such indiscriminate appropriation s certainly
dazzling. Closer inspection however reveals the inconcinnities which
inevitably result from this scissors-and-paste technique. " i
glaring example is found in the centre of the work (203fF). There
Jerome states that Elijah and Elisha had been virgins even under the old
dispensation, when marriage was the nom. Later in the same chapter
he affirms that virginity began with the Virgin Mary. Both ideas have
been taken over from elsewhere: here they flatly contradict each other,
Similar inconsistencies occur throughout the work: they are noted in
the commentary.

It is furthermore significant that a tendency can be observed for the
kind of striking cliché favoured by Jerome to be avoided by more fas-
tidious writers. In Chrysostom for example such clichés are relatively
rare; in the pseudo-Chrysostomic corpus on the other hand they
abound. It is hardly an exaggeration to assert that the more second-rate
an author, the more likely he is to say the same as Jerome.

At the beginning of the treatise (2,1f.) and again in the middle (23,1)
Jerome proclaims that his theme is not praise of virginity but rather its
preservation. In the second of these passages he makes an explicit
claim of originality in this connection. Praise had certainly been the
purpose of Ambrose’s De virginibus. On the other hand it was some-
thing of a convention for authors writing on the subject to affirm that
eulogy was not their object."” In practice Jerome says little that had not
been said before.

What can be identified as Jerome's own contribution to the debate is
often tasteless and bizarre. Two examples may be cited. Jerome calls
the virgin's mother ‘God’s mather-in-law’ (20,1). Rufinus found this
worse than anything in the pagan poets (apol. adv. Hier. 2,13). In the

" CF Lofstedt (1949), p. 148 ... an expression. a phrasc, & toought, which in is original
place s natura, ifl

hazy or less suitable in the context, when borrowed or imitated by another author,
especially if this author is not a very great artist'. Axclson, p. 70 °

nstosse. namlich teils das Auftreten von Gedankenelementen, die durch logische
Storung irgendeiner Arl (wie Mangel an organischem Zusammenhang mit der
Unmgebung, Widerspruch usw.) dem Text des cinen Autors enischicden schlechter als
dem des anderen cmsprechen. tcils genungene, unbchallene oder cigenmich

sic sich erfahrngsgemass namentich
Jbertrumfung” einer Vorlage leicht ergibt’. Neither of
these scholas i efering to Jerome.
Such a disclaimer had occurred a the strt o the Ueatises by Novatian (pucic.2.3) and
by Basil of Ancyra (. 1.
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ous chapter Jerome had declared that the Virgin Mary resemby
m‘:;sm..: fertil i oneness* (19.5). The phrase appealed so m,::
to Jerome that he uses it again over twenty years later in his commen.
{ary on Hosea (13,14 1. 379): such selferepetition is characterisic It i
however significant that neither of these two ideas would seem to haye
been taken up by any other writer in the century or so following the
publication of the Libellus. Both are rather superficial formulations,
Since Jerome had very little aptitude for abstract thought. Both are of
course very striking: Jerome was always eager (0 impress.'*

However by far the most impressive feature of the work is its lavish
use of scriptural citation and allusion. Whole chapters consist of litle
else: Jerome refers proudly to his adeptness at ‘weaving his discourse
from the flowers of scripture’ (epist. 117,12,2). This is where Jerome’s
real originality lies: Mohrmann's view that it was Augustine who in the
Confessions first created a form of literary expression which based it-
self on the Bible must be rejected.'” The *biblical’ style of the Libellus
is due ultimately to Jerome’s famous dream. Its effect is universally
assumed to have been a renunciation of the classics. Jerome himself
however insists that the result was the conquest of his aversion to the
uncouth language of the Bible and in consequence an intensive study of
scripture. It is significant that Jerome recounts his dream in the Libellus
itself (ch. 30): he thereby offers a species of apologia for the unique-
ness of its biblical’ style. At the same time this dazzling profusion of
scriptural citation enabled Jerome to impress: it can accordingly be
seen as a compensatory element offsetting the weakness of Jerome's
capacity for careful argument.”® Jerome’s scriptural expertise was re-
sponsible for his celebrity in Rome, where study of the Bible was
prosecuted with great intensity in ascetic circles.?' His immediate

** In this connection one might also compare the way in which he incorporates two
Hebrow etymologes (1.1 224 21.8) plus ¢ efrence Lo Aramai (31.2) nd gocs outof
is way (35.8) despite hi about the-
classics (29,7). ™
** Mohrmann (1959), pp. 132, 134ff. The distinctive spacing which Hilberg’s edition
for scriptural ate.

1565 ot seriptual ction is insppr
Acauisition of such sn exceptonal knowledge of scripture was the kind of Iaborious
#nd mechanical activity that Jerome was good at. Likewise the principal motive for
Jerome's remarkable decision to leam Hebrew would not seem to have been the
‘cusiomarily adduced ‘tellcctual curosity’ (so [e.8) Bar, p. 286; Kelly, p. 50). but
father the desire 10 achicve a distnction which he could not scquire by more

y Conventional mes owing o the limitations of his own ratiocinative abiliy.
CI Gordini (1956). pp. 240 Gorce (1925). pp. miff, 196f1. Besides women of the
“clientéle’.

belonged to




INTRODUCTION .,
audience in particular was therefore certain 1o
striking feature of the Libellus.

Biblical quotation and allusion repeatedly take the place of ex-
position and argument altogether. The technique bulks especially large
in the early chapters, where Jerome is particularly concemned to esta.
blish his matchless connoisseurship of the Bible, At other times scrip-
ture is employed to restate and reinforce a point (¢.g, 4,1), Sometimes it
is purely omamental (e.g. chs. 25, Not infrequently it introduces a
fresh topic (¢.g. 20,2; 24,1). Quotation is often dramatic and dispenses
with any form of introduction (e.g. 1,1). Rare texts abound (e.g. 5.2;
5,3). Such copious use of the Bible naturally invests Jerome’s case with
immense authority. The aesthetic value is also enormous. On occasion
Jerome’s application of scripture shows an extravagance and
cality that are characteristic (cf. 13,1; 19,3). Texts are often quoted
simply for the sake of a Stichwort: at 19,4 the word ‘root’ for example
leads from marriage as the source of virginity via a text of Isaiah to a

appreciate this very

are common: though Jerome is a very accomplished
biblical centoist, his technique is far from flawless. Frequently
Jerome’s combinations of texts come from Origen.

er point may be made that Jerome tends to place such
quotations of scripture in direct juxtaposition with striking formulations
that have been taken from elsewhere (e.g. 12.2; 13,1 [bis); 13,4). His
habit of combining biblical and classical citations has already been
identified.** A similar propensity to couple scripture with patristic bor-
rowings has hitherto escaped notice. In this connection it may be re-
‘marked that the appropriation of striking phraseology from the Fathers
had an important advantage over allusions to the classics: borrowings
from patristic writers were much harder to identify.” By such surep-
titious spoliation of the Fathers Jerome wishes to dazzle his audience
with a second-hand cleveress that can be made to seem his own crea.
tion: juxtaposition with scripture means that the effect produced is
doubly powerful. In consequence Jerome is able to pose simultaneously
as the possessor of both a uniquely scintillating intellect and of an

7 Hagendahl (1958). p. 302; Antin (1960).

" The point ‘.; mvyauuuly bome out by the slowness of modem scholarship to
investigate the subject. Luebeck's book, which dealtexclusively with Jerome's debt to
classical authors, appeared as early 85 1872; it has since been supplemented by
Hagendahl's work. However no comparable study of Jerome's borrowings from
Christinn writers has ever been made
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incomparable mastery of biblical scholarship. The reader of such
work cannot have failed to be impressed. )

“The language of these Old Latin quotations is always unliterary ang
often rough. It therefore creates a piquant counterpoint o the stylisic
refinement of the rest of the Libellus. This distinctive chiaroscuro is
partcularly marked where Jerome indulges his afore-mentioned taste
for directly juxtaposing such biblical citations with a rhetorically
swiking formulation which he has appropriated from elsewhere. The
same clash of styles is however found throughout the entire Libellus, in
which Jerome habitually presents himself as a consummate rhetorician,
Even the striking material which he lifts from others invariably under-
goes a stylistic enhancement: it s given greater concision and a more
arresting thetorical allure. Matters of style were clearly very important
to Jerome: he would seem to be alone in his habit of finding fault with
the diction of his opponents.** Elegant prose was one of the few areas
in which Jerome did possess a genuine proficiency; his was pre-
eminently an elegans et rhetoricum ingenium*® In view of this stylistic
superexcellence it is noteworthy that the work should also be
characterized by an unusually heavy incidence of colloquialisms. The
reason is perhaps to be sought in the youth of Jerome's addressee.””

Julia Eustochium, to whom the work is addressed, has been vari-
ously said to be fourteen, fifteen,” sixteen,” seventeen.’' eighteen”
and twenty.” Since her date of birth is unknown, this discrepancy is
understandable. Jerome refers to her parva adhuc aetas et rudis paene
infantia in November 384 (epist. 39.6,1)* Here however Jerome

¥ Cf. commentary on 28,6 ‘as barbarum’).

* This phrase is used by Jerome in the unusually disdainful notice devoted to Euscbius
of Emesa at vir. il 91 Eusebius Emisenus, elegantis et rheiorici igent, inmume-
rabiles et qui ad plausum populr pertieant confecit libros. magisque historiam
secutus ab his qui declamare volunt. studhostssime legitur. 1t s sccordingly significant
that i the Libellus Jerome himself reproduces a great deal that is 1o be found i

Eusebius’ homilies,
2 Cf. Adkin (1984a), pp. 288¢.
7 pe

al fnesse (cf. 2.2 mulla
sermoms, 29.6 nec b diserta multum velis vider1, with the subsequent account of the
dream) Libely

all the more impressive
 Wiesenp 70
® Cumoll.p. 170
 Cavallera, 1,1, p. 109.

M p.252.
Labriofle (1921, p.215; Feichtinger (1997), p. 41

* For the date . Cavallera, 1.2, pp. 23 and 136,
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wishes to stress Eustochium’s valnerability; he

e youth. Inth Libells he spesks merly of s oo e
stochium was the daughter of the Roman aristocrat Paula, who hud .
ready dedicated herself to asceicism when Jerome became acquaies
with her on his arrival in Rome from the East in 382. Eustochium lived
a home with her widowed mothe unaccompanied by other virgine. o
two_elder sisters married, while her aunt Practextata and unere
Hymetius tried unsuccessfully to make her give up. her sy
resolve.””

When Jerome addressed his Libellus de virginitate servanda to
Eustochium, she had already decided to embrace the ascetic ife: the
purpose of Jerome's treatise is therefore to encourage her to persevere
Jerome notes that Eustochium had been ‘nurtured in the chamber of
Marcella’ (epist. 127.5,2). Marcella had espoused asceticism long be-
fore Paula. Jerome records how she had been the first noblewoman in
Rome to adopt a way of life resembling that of the Egyptian monks
(epist. 127,5,1).* Interest in Egyptian monasticism was widespread:
Jerome attempts to satisfy it with a long digression in the Libellus (chs.
34-6). On the other hand such strict asceticism also provoked oppo-
sition even among Christians.”” Some months earlier Jerome had
answered Helvidius' repudiation of Mary's virginity post partum,
Helvidius' underlying motive had evidently been to deny the superi-
ority of celibacy over the married state. In his Libellus to Eustochium
Jerome now took the opportunity to champion the virgin’s calling and
set out the manner of life appropriate to her: the work is clearly in-
tended for a much wider audience than its nominal addressee * At the
same time Jerome attacks those ascetics in contemporary Rome who
fail 1o live up to his own exacting standards: his satiric treatment, to
which the digression on Egyptian monasticism provides an effective
foil, is characterized by tremendous power and verve owing o the rare

™I Antin (1961a). p. 1715, Gorce (1967). p. 43; Jannaccone, pp. 40T

* On the diffusion of eastem monastic deals in Rome cf. Gordini (1953 1956): Loreaz.
Fontaine (1979).

7 Cf. (e ) Gougaud, Gordini (1983). Jenal. 1, pp. 42311

" Kelly, p. 101, wonders why Eustochium ‘should have needed such a massive
exhortation’. In hisleter to Nepotian on the pristly life krome says of himelf. qur
per singulos g 5243).

Sub tuo momine alis sum locutus {epist 123.17.2) CI furter Scourficld.pp. 13€ The
additional point may be made that a specific addressce like Eustochium invests
Jerome’s text with . ©
honour the daughter of his patroness
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bination of a vindictive m a vivid imagination anq 5
peerless command of language.

‘Besides the lengthy excursus on the monks of Egypt Jerome insers
wo further uryfarra:*” both are autobiographical. They are placed in
the middle of the first and second halves of the work respectively; thiy
diptych accordingly has a structural function. The first passage de.
seribes how Jerome dealt with his own sexual temptations (ch. 7). The
second tells how he overcame his distaste for the uncouthness of
scripture (ch. 30). It would seem thercfore that both texts are also in.
tended to serve as a kind of authentication. The first of them establishes
Jerome’s credentials as an expert on asceticism: it accordingly certifies
the content of the Libellus. The second one accounts for Jerome's
scriptural virtuosity and thereby offers a key to the work's unique style.
Both Supyfiuata provide refreshing diversion, while from a technical
standpoint they are models of their kind.

Apart from these elements the structure of the work is not very
clearly articulated.*' The central chapters supply a theoretical justifi-
cation of virginity (chs. 19-22). Otherwise precepts and prohibitions
are issued in a somewhat disorderly fashion.*? They are interspersed
throughout by satirical descriptions of contemporary Christian mores.
Jerome starts by stressing how difficult it is for the virgin to resist
sexual temptation. He accordingly counsels abstemiousness in food and
drink. Such teaching was traditional; however the prominence and
urgency which Jerome gives to it evidently reflect a private obsession.”

The following schematic analysis helps to bring out such elements
of structure as the work possesses:

First half. Temptation and how to combat it
2 eme of the work: perseverance

37 Temptation

810 Food and drink

1-12 Dangers of lapse

1314 Bad examples

1s Eustochium's own domestie situation
16 Bad examples

iesen passim. On the parialiy of the fourth century in general for stire cf id.

P9- 3T It should be noted that many of Jeromes satinc themes are lso found in
. . his may indicat that they were traditional
& For the term of. P 16d.n |
o Gt fomber Vogué 1991), 1. pp 237

same stipulation about tilet is made twice (27,3 and 29,1). On the other hand

, Dothing i said about baths, cf. Duval (19748), p. 8, n. 242

Cf Adiin (1988),p. 177 and . |



INTRODUCTION

17-18 Ways to combat temptation

19-22 ‘Theoretical justification of virginity
Second half. General conduct

3

s Second exordium (23, It pa)

23-26 Seclusion (23. 2nd pan-26)

2 Vainglory (27, Ist pary

27-28 Bad examples: a) women (27, 2nd part:
b) men (28)

2 Miscellancous precepts

30 Excursus: dream

312 Avarice

3% Excursus: Egyptian monasticim

38 More miscellaneous precepts

39-40 Perseverance

W Final Reward

Elements of ring composition may be observed not only in the overall
structure (cf. the theme of perseverance in chs. 1-2 and 39-40) but also
within the body of both the first and second halves of the work. A brief
summary of the content of each chapter is given in the commentary.

The impact of the Libellus was immediate and dynamitic. If the
content was traditional, the vehemence and satiric verve with which
Jerome presents it caused widespread offence among Chri “
while pagans were tickled pink *

s,

et . epist. 27,22 (unum miser locutus sum, quod virgines soepius deberent
S 33 e ot g e
digits notor. “multiplicatt sunt super capillos capitis me1. qui oderunt me grars. et
Jactus sum eis in parabolam ), 40220 52.17.18: 130.193€ (qui sermo offendit
imas, dum umisquisue in 3¢ illegens. quod debaur. on quas memcren
Ubenter audivi, sed quast criminatorem sui opers aversanus Sl Sevens,

dal, | .1 Cut
*Cf. Rufinus, apol. adv. Hier. 2.5
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Some MSS give the title de virginitate servanda (cf.

.. servamus). The work is so named at cpl:l.qlg';’:l?l?i! ety
Gal. .19 p. 417° in Eph. S.18 p. 528" vir il 133 (Rufin, spop
adv. Hier. 2.5 has conservanda). On the other hand . calls his wort 4
virginitate atvi. il 138 (f the expic. C, urther Antin (1953, &
151 .

Dumortier (1949), p. 250 and n. 3 (cf. {1955}, p. 23), maintains that
the title de virginitate servanda is an echo of Chrysostom’s nax 8t
guAdttewy Thy napBeviav (= fem. reg)' he argues from alleged
affinities with J.'s Libellus that Chrysostom's ftreatise had been
published around 382. Keydell, pp. 435, points out however that the
Ambrosianus, on which Dumortier relies for the title of Chrysostom's
work, is untrustworthy. For further rebuttal cf. Adkin (1992a).

On J.'s own use of titles cf. epist. 123,17,3; in Mal. 3,1 1. 32. On
interference with them by copyists cf. epist. 112,3,2. The MSS add the
author's name (which Hilberg omits). This was part of the firulus; cf.
Sulpicius Severus, Mart. praef. 6. C. further Ams, pp. 1097 (to which
add Oliver).

Chapter 1

Ch. 1 introduces the theme of the work: Eustochium is being urged to
persevere in her ascetic resolve. The whole ch. consists almost
exclusively of scriptural citation, as texts are glossed by other texts in
the manner of J.’s commentaries on the Bible. The effect of this
agglomeration of scripture is foudroyant: the reader is overwhelmed by
1s biblical erudition and by the artistry with which it is here
deployed.” The letter begins with a verse from Ps. 44: the virgin must
leave her father's house. There follows a deft piece of exegesis which
shows that her father is the Devil. Then a contrast between the

+ Vs argument is accepied by Antin (1961).p. 1717.
) 15 and

y oper nthe present
work the same technique is applied far more strkingly
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i f Cant. 8,5 marks the virgip:
kness of Cant. 1.4 and the whiteness o n € virgin's
n::cwss toward spiritual union with her spouse. Both ideas come from
po,;gm hore J. has blended them with considerable skill to produce g
exordium to his treatise that is as dazzling as it is derivative.

R}
Audi, filis.  While the opening citation of Ps. 44,1 If. is both apt ang
arresting, it also prepares the reader for the lavish use of scripture
which characterizes this work. A passage from the Bible s here
employed to express the author's meaning it s not being cited in order
to prove a point, This method does away with argument and replaces i
by quotation, while embellishing the work with scriptural texts and at
the same time showing of the author's unique erudition: J. is extremely
partial to it. The words used here (Ps. 44,11) are part of the
i ess for_virgins at Ps-Ambrose (= Niceta of
Remesiana), /aps. virg. 19.” It is not therefore surprising that they are
common in works dealing with virginity. Niceta repeats them ib, 28,
Both the present work and the later ad virg. dev. of Ps.-Ambrose start
with them, while they conclude Chrysostom, fem. reg. They had
already occurred in Ambrose, virg. 1,7,36 and 1,10,61 as well as in the
anonymous homily nepi napbeviag (106; Amand-Moons, p. 63),
while they are found again at Ps.-Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,14; in
addition the beginning of v. 12 had been quoted in one of Athanasius’
letters to virgins (Lebon, p. 191,18). Finally reference may also be
made to a number of passages in which the text had been cited by
Origen: Ps. 44,11 hom. in Jer. 6 pp. 636°~637* (PL 25 [1845]); Canr.
2p. 114,3. For 1.'s likely debt to the first two of these three passages in
the present ch. cf. nn. on secundum exemplum Abrahae below and on
grande miraculum at 1.3 below; for the possible influence of passages
adjacent to the third cf. nn. on 1,5 passim.
deus ad animam loguitur. ). provides an allegorical gloss to make
the afore-cited text fit his purpose: God is addressing the human soul.
In epist. 65,16.5 he states that the Psalm concems both the church and
the soul. This altermative was traditional; cf. Schmid (1954b), pp-
S4BfF." As in the present passage, J. says at epist. 65,17,1 that it is God
who speaks this verse. The same identification of speaker is also found
later in Amobius the Younger, ad Greg. 20 p. 428.,6.

" O Niceta's authorship cf. Gamber, p. 225, who suggests that he was bom about 350
nd dicd sbow 420 (pp. 2231 ). the De laps 9 be
iod et shou 420 Iapsy wirgimis consecratoe would seem 10 be &

mu”n:aum-mwanuunummumwm-mw
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Ad also replaces the dative after a verb of speaki 43
114; 122: 25,15 31,3 below. This is a mxh::.:::ge:r;‘?&.:f;:"];
pression, especially at 13 (dicitur ad Tudacosy, of. eyt
Mohrmann, 1, pp. 10Sff. g nen-
secundum_exemplum Abrahae.
Abraham. J. repeats this example oftn: epist. 39,5,1; 46.2.1; 3.
71.2,2 108,31.2; 125.20,5; [Ps.]-Jerome, epist. 18 p. 55,38, Like the
present passage epist. 65,163 links it with Ps. 44,11 The combination,
would seem o have been taken from Origen, if the commentary on thiy
Psalm in Pitra (1876), 1il, p. 43, is indeed his The two are also
brought together by Cassian at conl 3,6,2. Here J. makes the migration
end in the ‘land of the living’, mentioned in Ps. 26,13; this same soxt s
likewise connected with Abraham’s departure somewhat late by the
Ps.-Chrysostomic op. imperf. in Matth. 1 p. 613.

Abraham is here a type of the soul. At iract. in psalm. 1 p. 341, 117
the order given him to leave is applied by J. to baptismal candidates: i
had the same reference in Origen, hom. in Lc. 22 p. 135,17 and in
Ambrose, Abr. 14,23, Already Philo had allegorized the story at migr.
Abr. 2, where he made it refer to camal and material preoccupations.
Such an interpretation was ofien given: it is to be found at Basil of
Ancyra, virg. 25; Ambrose, Abr. 1.2,4; Ps.-Basil, s, 7,193; Gregory of
Nyssa, hom_ in Cant. 7 p. 917%; Chrysostom, catech. (Wenger) 8.8;
Cassian, conl. 3,6,2; Caesarius of Ales, serm. 81,4,

On the form of the name (dbrahae) cf. TLL I, 128,79fF. While it is
declined here, at 19,3 below it is indeclinable (cf. epist. 39.5,1; 583,1
ad exemplum Abraham). In the ensuing phrase (de ferra sua et de
cognatione sua) the somewhat inconcinnous repetition of de ... sua
comes from the Bible.
relinguat Chaldacos, qui ‘quasi daemonia’ interpretantur. Im-
mediately after the opening quotation of scripture J. inserts an erudite
Hebraic etymology: he is clearly anxious to establish his status as an
unrivalled biblical scholar at the very start. Here he has tried to derive
D3 from 3 and B*I¢. The same etymology is repeated at in Is.
6.13,19 1. 261 in Ezech. 2.10° 1. 1335: 16,28 1. 245: 23,11 1. 948: in
Hab. 1.6 1. 220. Daemones on its own is the translation at in Is

The soul should imitate migrant

daemonia vel quasi ubera aut feroces (cf. p. 51.1 s
Ezech. 1,3 had thought the word meant xdg rovos, Philo, rer. di. her.
97 had rendered it Gparomg. On L's knowledge of Hebrew cf. Bam:
Burstein; Wissemann.

CI. Allenbach, Iil, p. 27,
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e demons anticipate the idenifcation of the fathe of the opepip,
citation with the Devil. In general however J. is not much concemey
with demons in the present work. They are mentioned in quotation
from scripture at 3.3; 6.4 29.7 below. At 8.2 1. speaks of armg
daemonum (a common image: f. n. ad loc.). Otherwise demons gre
absent from the Libellus. On ).'s demonology cf. Bartelink (1982), who
notes a general preference on J.'s part for the form daemon, which wa
more literry than daemonium (p. 467; cf. id. [1987), p. 299 and (1991,
""‘é"" L\e passive use of interpretari cf. TLL VL1, 225T.77T. ). has i
frequently, e.g. pist. 18A3,1; 18A.6,4; 18A,8.2:21,8.1; 21212

1. follows Acts 7,3f. in making Abraham the one who leaves the
Chaldees. In the Genesis account (11,31) it is Abraham’s father who
leaves them.
dicens. Since J. cites scripture with great frequency in this work, he is
careful to vary the word that introduces it. Dicere is however by far the
most common: it occurs altogether forty times, while there are in
addition seven instances of its use in the impersonal passive. Thereafter
come audire, which is used a dozen times (cf. auscula 9,3). and can-
tare, of which half a dozen instances are found (cf. concinebat, canunt,
and praecinet once each). Loqui occurs five times, air four, and re-
spondere and the imperative of legere thrice each. Exclamat, clamiter,
clamat and proclamabit each come once, as do the following: definivir,
effatur, ingemina, interroges, intulerit, memorat, narrabis, psalle,
reputans, scribit, erumpamus in vocem, sermo conveniet, vox resonet.
credo videre. ). was pantial 1o Ps. 26,13, which he uses elsewhere
some eighteen times. The charming introductory phrase (quam .
propheta suspirat dicens) again precedes it at in Is. 17,6021 1. 14
(where Gryson [1993] reads with a single MS suspirans dicir).
12
carne contempta sponsi lungaris amplexibus. J. uses the same kind
of striking erotic oxymoron again at in Am. lib. 2 praef. 1. 11 dormit
cum perpetua virgine Sunamite. There is a similar example at Ps.-
Chrysostom, Thecl. p. 748 paxapiov Yduav dv i ctpopvi Rapbevia.
Here the figure introduces the ascetic reference: leaving home means
scoming the flesh. At the same time the sentence gives overt expression
0 the eroticism implicit in concupiscet .. decorem rum (1. 1): the

logy J. chooses here is characteristically concrete and explicit

(both fungi and amplexus are sexual terms, cf. Adams, pp. 179£. 181:
for the combination amplexibus iungi cf. TLL V112,2. 657,27fF. [with
explicit sexual reference in Cicero, Apuleius and Petronius]; on
amplexus cf. also 12,1 below in Dalilae ... amplexibus, and episl
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,
3,3,4 inter coitum amplexusque). Tronicall .
:zmence “which introduces both the theme of. :Liﬁ?:;“.:.ﬁm’m’
Hote of prurience that pervades the work. the
“The same motif of Christ's embrace recurs near the end a 40,1, T
concept is found clsewhere in the Fathers; however it is custorany.
applied with far greater restraint than one finds in ). Origen had apa
put forward the idea of spiritual “embrace’ at hom. i Cam. 13 5.
31,19; his comm. in Rom. 1,18 p. 866” applied it to the soul (so:
Prudentius, psych.praf 64(T.and Augustine, serm. REAug 40, 1994 p.
183,296). Elsewhere a moderating “epithet is added: spiritfujali
(Augustine, epist. 188,1: in psalm. 122,5; serm. 1914); castus (Ps..
Ambrose, epist. 1,3, Augustine, in psalm. 1109; serm. 3515
[-issimus]). J. on the other hand feels no need to tone the idea down;
instead he accentuates its boldness by the addition of iungi. It is
interesting that the idea is also used without qualification (though also
without 1's prurience) by Gregory Nazianzen (carm, 2,1, 50231, é6re
Xprotov Gyxacguny): he was 1.'s ‘mentor’
e respexeris. Having dealt with the theme of ascetic renunciation J.
now passes (o his real theme of perseverance in it. On both occasions
the theme is introduced very dramatically in the form of a command to
Eustochium which is a quotation from scripture. The angel's words to
Lot (Gen. 19,17) are now addressed to her. They serve to define further
what J. means by forgetfulness of home: Eustochium must on no
account tum back. Appropriately the point comes siraight aftr the
theme of chastity has been introduced. It s then reinforced by further
scriptural allusion: Lk. 9,62 (1. 11 adprehenso aratro) and Mt 24,17F.
(I1. 12€. de agro reverti ... tecta descendere).

1. again adds Lk. 9,62 to Gen. 19,17 at in Erech. 46,8 1. 547 (cf. in

I5. 114 1. 27; 16,57,7 . 21 and 25 in Ezech. 1,12 1. 360). The same
connection had already been made by Origen in a text recently
translated by J. (hom. Orig. in ler. 10 p. 662°), which like the Libellus
had also included a reference to Mt. 24,18 (= Mk. 13,16). 1. sgain links
Genesis and Matthew passages at in fer. 2.27. The command to Lot had
also been used to apostrophize the virgin by Gregory Nazianzen: carm.

‘ he uses in the present [
atin eccles. 1.1 1. 22 1am consummatum virum in Cantico canticorum 5ponsi urgit
amplexibus (sc. Salomon), J. wes highly partial 1o the repetition of phrases that took
his fancy, even if the context did not quite fit there is & bizame clash here rm«;-
virum and sponsi. Both achieve & very clegant double cretc clausuls (¢

‘The wording of J.s rendering here (non tbi sufficit st . : non  expedt B
662°-663%) may also have influcnced his use of cxacly he same lenguage in s
‘Passage of the Libeltus: non suficit nbi . misi : non expedit (1611
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- 1,2.3,33F; 1,2,6,58£." Augustine says later that if the virg;

,',,f,f;i' g;',‘;gzs:mbles Lot's wife (in psalm. 75,16 and 83.4), At
below Lot's wife is a waming example. It is appropriate that she shoyig
be introduced at the start, since temptation and lapse engross the ch,
which follow.

wir, On this impersonal usage cf. Lofstedt (1911), p. 239,
Hafmann-Szantyr, pp. 4176, “fast wie ein Doppelpunkt oder An.
fubrungszeichen'. It recurs half a dozen times in this work. Dicar ang
ait are used in the same way at p. 150,8 and 168,6. On six occasions
nquit has a personal subject; it is scriptura at p. 207,5.
nec. This particle is discussed by Hofmann-Szantyr, pp. 4sif;
Lofstedt (1942), 1, pp. 3311 407; 11, p. 287. By comparison neque was
rarer and literary. Gillis, p. 18, puts J.'s preference for nec at 84%
(Hilary 40%; Augustine 70%; Ambrose 73%). In this work it occurs 22
times and in biblical quotation six times. Neque on the other hand i
used only six times and always in combination with either enim or
vero. (These combinations had remained rather more common; cf.
Lofstedt [1942], 1, p. 333). In quotation it occurs thirteen times, though
only in the form neque ... neque. This t00 was a survival; cf. Lofsted:
(1942),1,p.333.
adprehenso aratro. _ Putting hand to the plough (LK. 9,62) and coming
down from the rooftop to pick up one's clothes (Il 12f. ad tollendum
aliud vestimentum tecta descendere; cf. Mt. 24, 17F.) are again linked by
1. at epist. 118,44 and in Is. 16,58,13 1. 32. It was noted above (on ne
respexeris) that the combination of these texts goes back to Origen (cf.
1.5 hom. Orig. in ler. 10 p. 662°). The same combination is used later
by Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg. 2,6.13f.; cf. Cassian, inst. 4.36,2.
1. cites LK. 9,62 over a dozen times. It was popular; cf. Cyprian festin.
3,08 Fort. 7.
de agro reverti domum. Here ). has reversed the biblical order, since
Mt. 24,175 (= Mk. 13,15€) puts descent from the housetop before
return from the field. The clothes (1. 13) have also been transposed:
according to . it is not the field (as in Mt.) but the housetop that is
quitted in order to collect them. This latter transposition had evidently
fixed itself in J.'s mind, since it is repeated at epist. 71,14 1184,4;
1453; in Is. 165813 1. 33. Hilary had given an allegorical
interpretation of the passage in his commentary on Matthew (25.5): V.
17 refers 1o the world and the flesh, while v. 18 signifies the old self.
Ppost Christl tunicam. 3. adds his own reason for not coming down

: The carmina moralia were writien in 382 according to Dubcdout, pp. 20f. On the
muthenticity of carm. 123 of. Mathieu; Zehles-Zamora-Sicherl, pp. u‘w
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|9
(rom the roof to collect one’s clothes: alone 4
uffices. For this striking expression J. had 8
form tunica Christi tecurs only twice (epist,
21y vestmentum hoveveris used by i |
{imes, and vestis thrice. Rather fewer than half of 3 inua
e e e s
must be 1 celibacy. Cyprian 100 had favoured the phrase iy,
Christi, cf. TLL VIL1, 12614fF. The idiom  sppears sporadially
elsewhere. Origen, fr. in M. 39 has Evouua Xpuotos. In particular the
form Xpiotoio xitév had occurred on a number of occasions in
Gregory Nazianzen: carm. 12,1658 12350 2(epige),i1,5°
Chst’s garment is mentioned again at 19,3 below aprons of g lesu
are for those who have lost it. On the broader concept cf, Oepke, pp
319fF.; Braun (1977), pp. 312; 708.

13

‘grande miraculum. 3. retums to the text which had opened the work.
“The forgetfulness it enjoined was found to be something more than
Abraham’s abandonment of country: forgetting a father's house meant
renouncing the flesh (p. 144.61T.). Then there came the waring not to
look back: hence the adjustment now of obliviscere to ne memineris.
When J. used the text at the beginning, he had made God the speaker.
For the sake of a show of cleverness however he now discovers in it a
paradox: a father is urging forgetfulness of a father.” The paradox is
then resolved by making the Devil the father who ought not to be
remembered. This explanation had already been given by Origen, hom.
in Ex. 8,6 p. 233.3. Augustine also takes it over (in psaim. 44 25). The
daughter is Buydmp ... tdv Sawuvav according to Chrysostom,
Eutrop.2,15.

In order to prove his identification J. cites Jn. 8,44 (‘ye are of your
father the Devil"). He links the same text to Ps. 44,11 a second time at
epist. 65,16,3. Once again it would seem to be Origen who had first
‘made the connection (hom. in Jer. 6 p. 636° [PL 25 (1845)) and sel. in
Jer. 11,10; cf. also hom. in Ex. 8.6 p. 231.3 and 233.5). Later it recurs
in Caesarius of Arles, serm. 81,3.

To his proof J. adds 1 Jn. 3,8 (‘he that committeth sin is of the
Devil'). Origen, hom. in Ezech. 6,3 p. 380.26'" had already combined
the text with Jn. 8,44 (cf. also hom. in Jer. 6 pp. 636637 [PL 25
(1845)] and sel. in Jer. 11,10). The combination of 1 Jn. 3,8 and Ps.

the "g:rmanl of Christ
particular fondness, The
49.52and in s, 237 |
3 times, indumentum six

1 The epigrams were composed before 380 (Dubedout, pp. 1181)
" 1S wording i discussed by Thierry (1967), p. 120, who complecly s 0 sc¢ the
v charscteristically playful paradoxicaliy

3-had translated this homily several years earlier
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occurred in Basil, hom. in Ps. 44,10. Since how,
“ﬁ;a”wh:ea::u combinaton of | . 3.8 . 8.4 and Ps. 44,1) gy
e present passge of the Libllus i also found in the afore-mentioneg
e Pr Origen's hom. in Jer., which J. himself had translated some
years before, it may be identiied s his SPEcific saurce here, where we
F vdingly have a further sel-imitation from his own translation,
culmine virtuis. ). liked this striking phrase and used it a dogen
times in his works (clsewhere the second word is always pluraly
Cassian has it four times, Ambrose five. For its Greek equivalent cf
(e.g) Chrysostom, hom. in Mt. 77,5 b Thv Kopuiv ... Thg Gperiy,
nigra sum et speciosa. After repentance and before perfection the
ehild of the Devil is both "black’ and “comely’ like the woman of
Canticles 1.4 (= 1.5 LXX); similarly Abraham’s departure (p. 144,61
had also denoted an intermediate stage. J.s gloss on this Canticles text
(. 15, post paenitentiam necdum culmine virtutis ascenso) comes from
Origen, hom. in Cant. 1.6 p. 36.1 paenitentiam egit ... necdum omni
peccatorum sorde purgata; J. had translated this work in the previous
year."? On the same lines are Ambrose, in psalm. 118 serm. 18,332 and
Ps.-Chrysostom, hom, in Ps. 83 1 (where the repentance is baptism).
Origen had put forward a different explanation at Cant. 2 p. 11422
ignoble race has caused the blackness. Various other interpretations are
given by L's contemporarics. Didymus makes the speaker black
through idolatry in Ps. 67,32; cf. Gregory of Elvira, in cant. 124
(where the text is applied to the church). Hilary had called her comely
because the bride of Christ (in psalm. 119,21). Ambrose, exhort. virg.
634 is rather different: the flesh has made her swarthy, virginity fair
Finally Caesarius of Arles says later on (serm. 95,2) that the darkness is
due to nature, the beauty to grace.
14
renascor In Christo. . recapitulates. The virgin has copied Abraham
and done as the speaker of Psalm 44 said. Now she is rebom in Christ.
‘This phrase generally signifies baptism (so epist. 60,8,2 ab eo tempore
censemur, ex quo in Christo renascimur; also epist. 64,19,2; 15.2.2:
121,34; cf. In. 3,5 “bom of water and of the spirit'). Here however it
denotes the virgin's resolve (as does conresurrexit at 39,1 below; that
phrase comes from Col. 3,1). Baptism and virginity are connected by J.
on a number of occasions. The most sriking instances are epist. 39,34
secundo quodam modo se propositi baptismo laverit (Dekkers (19581
thinks this means mantyrdom) and 130,7,14 secundo post baptismum

* Forthe dae of Cavallea, 1.2, p. 26,
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2
1 (ib. saeculum reliquisti). The same i

[y 9203125201 enaun i oy 25 eems o e

irginem); 147,62, A parallel is also dray Jagi "
e, )w; this_example can be mdw'-;bym: e;'.:ﬁ'.".,i"s”’ i
comlaton given in Capele (frst in Athanasius, . Amon o 12
Malone.
quid . mercedis cclpo? Toough of rewarg
41,1). It recurs in between at 15.2; 203; 38,6,
{..m}on the theme is unusuall prominen: o mie; M,;sw::
surprising in view of 1.’ definition of his programme at 2.1 fug o
obviate backsliding). There are intermittent occurrences elsewione
epist. 49,10,] (praemia castitatis; cf. ib. 21,3); adv. lovin, 18, 1.13:
adv. Pelag. 2,13; in Mich. 6,8 1. 250; in Matth. 19,12 1. 820; tract. in
psalm. 1p. 6 1. 92; p. 100 1. 154 p. 261 1. 1. On the subject in general
. Wilpert, pp. 48T (‘Lohn’). J. has a biblical model for his quesion
in both Mt 5,46 and (perhaps more pertinently, cf. ib. ecce ns
reliquimus omnia) 19.27. Here 1.'s answer to the question is the next
verse of Psalm 44 (‘the king shall desire thy beauty”); in ths way he
defly reverts to the text which opened the ch.
propter hoc relinquet homo. The king’s desire for the virgin's beauty
is that great mystery whereby a man leaves parents for spiritual union
with his spouse (cf. Gen. 2,24 etc.). Relinuet .. patrem looks back to
forgetting a father (1. 4; cf. Ps. 44,11). Adhaerebit usori looks forward
to marrying the Ethiopic wife (1. 10). Ambrose (in Luc. 2,86) likewise
uses this text of Genesis in combination with Ps. 44,11
iam non ... in una carne, sed spiritu. Hilberg fals to note that iam
non is taken from Mt. 19,6 (‘no more twain, but one flesh’). The
spiritual union comes from | Cor. 6,17. It had already been sid to
supercede carnal union at virg, Mar. 20. According to Origen, comm. in
M1.17,33 p. 692,17 Christ the bridegroom destroys wedlock and makes
the wedded not only one flesh but one spirit. Ps-Paulinus of Nola,
epist. app. 2.30 echoes J.'s striking phrascology here.

15
non est sponsus tuus adrogans, non superbus. ). now portrays the
virgin's spouse. The next sentence mentions his Ethiopian wie and
shows that this sentence is an allusion to Moses (Num. 12,1 *he [sc.
Moses] had married an Ethiopian woman’; 12,3 *Moses was very
meek"). J. repeats this erudite trick of teasing the reader by the with-
holding of identity at 25,2 (on Dinah). Moses” gentleness is a type of
Christ at episr. 129,1,6; Christ himself had proclaimed his meekness in
Mt 11,29 (cf. Ps. 44,5 propter mansuetudinem, which describes the
bridegroom). In the present context this ‘gentleness’ appears in the

also ends the work
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gness to pass on his knowledge (1 116, 15 worging

s will
SO e cffect through synonymy and the anaphorg o

achieves an imj
o “Ethiopian® fits the migra of Cant. 1 4
it uxorem. 14 (.

;ﬂfm? ::::’. 1. 88 and in Soph. 2,12 Il 523 and 526 J. makes n(.e
same connection, which again goes back to Origen: Cant. 2 p. 118,13
ipsa est nigra haec et formosa. quae et 4e/hwpu:a. quam Moyses ..

! Christus est, in coniugium sumit (c£. hom. in Cant. 1.6 p.
9620314 1t is also used later by Caesarius of Arles, serm. 952
‘According to Irenacus 4.20,12 (SC 100**) the Ethiopian had been the
church (cf. Ambrose, epist. extra coll. 14,57). J. makes her husband the
law atin Soph. 2,12 1. 526 (cF. Origen, hom. in Cant. 1,6 p. 36,25).
saplentiam veri audire Salomonis. Christ is the true Solomon
according to Origen, Can. praef. p. 84,3 and ib. 2 p. 118,29 (audire
Sapientiam veri Solomonis et veri pacifici .. lesu Christi). n the
present passage he replaces the Solomon of Canticles (rex in I. 12; cf.
Cant. 1,1 LXX 6 éomv 1 Zahapv) and of Psalm 44 (rex in 1. 5; cf.in
eccles. 1,1 1. 11 psalm{us] quadragesimus quartus ... super Salomone
conscripilus est]). J. uses the phrase verus Salomon again at epist.
74,22; adv. lovin. 1,30; in Is. 18,66,22 1. 44; in Hab. 3,10 1, 750; in
Nah. 2,8 1. 264. Ambrose has it at epist. 7.52.6: inst. virg. 16,97; Iob
44,15; of. 2,1052 (twice); in psalm. 145,1: in psalm. 118 serm.
7,.26,1, while Augustine would seem to employ it only at in psalm.
71,13 71,17; 126,2. Queen of the South and Ethiopian had already been
brought together by Origen, Cant. 2 p. 118,23 regina Saba et ipsa .
Aethiopissa (cf. hom. in Cant. 1,6 p. 37,16). J. repeats this combination
atin Soph. 3,10 1. 362.
confitebleur tibi cuncta. ). s thinking of 3 Reg. 10,3; Hilberg does
not identify the allusion. Origen had applied the text to Christ at Cant.
2p.119,17.
inducet te rex. 1t s again the virgin whom J. has the *king bring into
his chamber' (Cant. 1,3 [= 1.4 LXX]) at epist. 54,14,1 and 107,7.2.
Athanasius had given this sense to the text in a letter to virgins (Lebon.
P-203,11) and in a sermon on virginity (Casey, pp. 1042f). Ambrose
had also followed him at virg. 2,6,42 and again at inst. virg. 1,5. This is
not however the only interpretation which J. gives to the text. He uses it
of the church a epist. 18A,8,1; 76.4,2: in Matth. prol. . 20, It concems
:7 understanding of scripture at epist. 36,11,1; 121 praef. 3; tract. in

farc. p. 329.2; in Os. prol. 1. 38. Finally in J.'s preface to Origen’s

» Cf. roct.in paaim. |
M 3 £.221. 100 Aeth
M(IN’L!,BLWM‘);J;.:‘%.AM reg.
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” 44 agajs
65,194, On he bride of Cantices in genra . Sehmig ipsa.
$381: Simon (on the present passage cf. 1 p. 174) . B,
mirum in modum colore mutato. A simiar ch

. . ange of colour
the conversion 1o virtue at tract. in psalm, | marks

m 4 p. 1141154 and in O
ted with slight modification

mutata.

dealbata. The whiteness of perfection in Cant. 8,5 counterbalances
and completes the intermediate blackness of Cant. 1,4 cited above (I
21.). Origen had linked these two verses at hom. in Cant, 16 p. 36,15,
in the same passage he had also mentioned Ethiopian and Queen of the
South. Here J. takes over all these combinations wholesale.'* Since J.
had translated this homily of Origen only the previous year, his
borrowings are in this case evidently meant to be recognized: this time
the self-imitation s self-advertisement. At in Soph. 2,12 1. 523 1. again
links Cant. 8.5 with 1,4. The combination had also occurred in Origen,
Cant. 2 p. 125,9 and hom. in Jer. 7 p. 642* (PL 25 [1845]). Ambrose
100 repeats it several times: apol. Dav. 1 12,59; myst. 7,35; in psaim.
118 serm. 16.21,2. ). connects Cant. 8.5 with Ps. 44,11 again at epist
65.16,4. Augustine, in psalm. 44,26 does the same,

In the present context the dealbata of Cant. 8.5 is a particularly apt
conclusion to the ch., since J. is speaking of marriage and a bride's
dress was white (cf. [e.g.] Hermas, vis. 4,2, rapévog ... éx vupgavog
Exmopevougvn, 6An év Aewkoig). Itis however a spiritual marriage and
white is also the colour of virginity, cf. epist. 65,2,] candore pudicitiae
(in Is. 1,118 1. 17 has virginitatis); also adv. lovin. 129: in Is.
18,66,19°1. 53; in Zach. 6,1 1. 104."

‘The whole of this first ch. is a good example of J.'s skillin ‘weaving
his discourse from the flowers of scripture’ (epist. 117,12,2). Scriptural
allusion and citation are put together 50 as to form a thickly spun tissue:

" It may be observed tha Oigen's treament of the same materal had cxtended ove
several pages. J. however has cheracteristically compressed it into 8 very
compass: the cfl Jing On.

mmnmdbdueﬁuhﬂm!'thd&b«mlnﬂ)‘oﬂm ). has fusther
“improved’ on Origen by inserting adiitional references t0 scriptare (. esp. the clever

10 Ulusion to Moses i I 9f.) as wel as a striking Selbsciar (. 13) b
Evidence indicating that virgins themselves sometimes wore while “hm ”
Vogae (1991, 1, p. 146, with n. 9: however dark clothing was the nomm (i)
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{he echnique s in evidence throughout the work. 1's immense by

Kknowledge and rhetorical flair (as well as an intimate know[edge“‘-ll
Origen) enabe him to use it 50 ffectively. His predilction foc !
sy of writing was further encouraged by his lack of intereg, .*
onginal speclation. Hence th technigue is aso a fom of ntelleuy.
snobbery, since it made L's work uniquely *hard’ while saving i
from intllecrual effort. Here it fills the whole ch. Other particyi
striking instances are chs. 4; 26,1£; 38,4f. arly



Chapter 2

In ch. 2 J. discloses the purpose of the preceding; i
faker. He wil_lrhavo:i praise of virg?nily, érﬁ?‘?f".:.".':ﬁg"f':..";
compliments. This short ch. contains hard i itation:
m:rcpby serves as a foil to ch. 1. ly any scriptural citation: it
21
mi domina. ~ In this letter J. uses mi for mea at 26,1; 29,5; 38,7, Caper,
gramm. V11 102,7 condemns the habit. Cf. TLL VIII, 91438fF. and
Hofmann~Szantyr, p. 426. According to Donatus, Ter. Phorm. 254,1
‘mi’* vim blandimenti habet. ’
Eustochium. The MSS vary between -ium and -ia here and at 26,1.
For the neuter cf. Donatus, gramm. mai. 2,5 p. 620,3. On J.'s later
preference for this form cf. Vogiié (1991), 1, p. 236, with . 9.
dominam quippe debeo vocare. The title domina is meriti nomen at
26,1 below. Later Asella is so addressed at epist. 45,6,1." It is similarly
aterm of esteem in Bachiarius (epist. | p. 294,26 non soror sed domina
nuncupanda) and in Ps.-Ambrose (ad virg. dev. 3 p. 583° ut mihi ..
domina nomineris). J. himself with typical inconsistency twice ex-
presses his disapproval of this usage: epist. 45,4,1 (Baias peteren ..
domnae vocarentur et sanctae) and 117,6,3 (omnes te, cum aliquid
eorum, quae suadent, retractans feceris ... dominam .. conclamabunt).
As in the present passage, the title is a compliment paid to the young at
Salvian, epist. 4,13 and Passio Perpetuae et Felicitatis 5,5. In letters it
is common: cf, TLL V1, 1938 47fT. (add Augustine, epist. 92; 126; 188;
208 ete. in firulis); it fits the fulsome and deferential style of the period.
For the Greek equivalent cf. (e.g.) Chrysostom, ep. 3,2 omotvay; ib.
39 xupia.

Here J. feels *obliged” to call the spouse of his Lord ‘milady". It was
a characteristically whimsical habit of his to take such figurative
language of family and kinship literally: in this work alone he does it
again at 16,1; 18,3; 20,1; 25.1; 38,3 On the virgin as bride of Christ cf.
Ps.-Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,1 (Christi sponsas virgines dicere
ecclesiastica nobis permitit auctoritas), and in addition Schmid
(1954b), pp. SSFF. (first in Tertullian, virg. vel. 16,6; cf. Athanasius,
apol. Const. 33). Christ as bridegroom is especially prominent in this

' On 1.’ use of domina cf. also Laurence (1997)
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in chs. 25.): the reason s of cou
the use of Canticles in chs. 25£): ¢ s tha
bt ;;i-li:g here to Eustochium’s affections.
e parenthesis cf. Hritzu, p. 56. It recurs at 28,3; 30.6; 322, 1

frequency in this wark is perhaps (0 be seen as another conversatona)
element. .
non .. laudes virginilatis. Praise of virginity had been the substance
o the De virginibus of Ambrose (cf. 22,3 below: quidguid ad laudem
irgirum pertinet, exquisierit [sc. Ambrosius]). Duval (1974a), p. 64,
270, supposes that here J. is referring specifically to Ambrose. At the
same time it was something of a commonplace for the author of such
works to state that praise was not his intention: cf. Ps.-Cyprian (=
Novatian), pudic. 2,3; Basil of Ancyra, virg. 1 (instead what
contribution its successful practice can make to virtue); Cassian, ins.
6,14 (instead how to achieve and keep it). In the middle of the work
however J. repeats that his own purpose is not praise of virginity, but
its preservation (23,1); since he there makes explicit reference to the
laudatory aim of Ambrose’s De virginibus (22,3, quoted at the start of
the present n.), it would seem likely that the matching disavowal of
laudes virginitatis here s indeed directed at Ambrose.”
eam cum secuta es. The words need not imply formal consecration
and vow; cf. Basil, ep. 199,18 mapBévog ovoudleTar | .. wv év
iyiaond Biov mporuynoaca. tag B¢ OpoAOYiag TOTE EYKpivouev, &)
ovmep k. Siricius, epist. 10,1.4 puella quae nondum velata est sed
praposuerat sic manere; also Innocent, epist. 2,14,16; Leo the Great,
epist. 167,15; Inscr. christ. Rossi 11 6,7,8; Council of Vannes 4. A
preliminary stage is recognized by Metz, pp. 88T. It is not known when
Eustochium had made up her mind.
molestias nuptiarum. At 22,3 J. repeats his decision not to discuss
the topic and suggests works on it by others. At 22,1 the interested
reader is referred 0 J.'s virg. Mar. The theme is mentioned in passing
at15,1; 18,3 (Gen. 3,16; cf. 21,6); 22.2 (1 Cor. 7,28). Nine years later
at adv. fovin. 1,13 J. calls these cursory references a full treatment. On
molestiae nuptiarum cf. Hansen. There is a notable contrast between
the moving description in Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 1,2,1,624fT. and
1.s egotism.

uterus intumescat. Bulging wombs are again paired with bawling
kids at 13,1 below. The two recur together at pist. 50,54 and adb.

* Ontheother hand Gregary of Nyssa (v
. m‘“ﬁwmwx&" praef. 1) feels that praise is necessary. since
- PP.

¢ ‘s ame wh
atacking himinthe proem of» work s name when
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Jovin. 1,12, They had already been combined by Tertullian, mon
16,5 uteros nauseantes et infantes pipiantes. ). has evidently taken gy
combination from this passage; he would appear 1o borrow from
Ggain at 21,5 below. At the same time Tertullan's particples have been
characteristcally replaced by the more graphic intumescat and vagiar,
Swollen wombs are also mentioned again at adv. fovin. 141 med ¢
igil. 18.

V'g,‘,’,,g,.a..cy had been counted among the woes of marriage by
Ambrose, virg. 1,6.25. When ). deals with the same topic, he typically
appropriaes striking phrascology from elsewhere.
infans vagiat. The wailing of children preoccupied J. o a remarkable
degree. He speaks of it at 19,3 below and at epist. 49,18,2; 50,5.4; virg
Mar. 20; adv. lovin. 1,12; 1,36; c. Vigil. 2, 16; c. loh. 32; in ler. 5,522,
561.5; 6,22,7. The frequency of his complaints is without parallel.
cruciet paelex. Mention of the mistress does not harmonize with the
spotless bed (1. 5): the inconcinnity is characteristic. The deleterious
consequences of taking a mistress are something of a commonplace:
Ambrose, Abr. 14267 1,7.65; Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 12.3,76;
Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 6.4 7,15; cf. also Council of Elvira 5.
domus cura. At 21.8 below James and John abandon household
cares; 38,1 deals with the financial side. Damna domus are again
placed among the worries of matrimony at epist. 49,18.2; they had also
been listed at virg. Mar. 20. According to Basil, ep. 22 care of the
home s one of the disadvantages marriage has for the husband.
Ambrosiaster, in | Cor. 7.28,2 (‘trouble in the flesh’) thinks that
equipping  household is the trouble to which the Apostle refers.

175 enumeration has by now achieved a very elegant twofold
chiasmus; cf. also 21,3; 29.2; 39.2.
mors extrema praecidat. Mortality is said to finish mariage at 18,3
below (cf. 18,2: wedded happiness is brief). J. makes the same point at
epist. $4,6,3; adv. lovin. 1,13;1,22; 137. It had already been made by
Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 6,3 and Chrysostom, virg. 57.6. On the other
hand J. notes at adv. ovin. 1,22 and 1,26 that death does not affect
virginity.
habent enim et maritatae ordinem suum. At the start of the Libellus
J. concedes the worth of marriage. The theme recurs intermittently
throughout the work. A married woman is beter than a fallen virgin at
63. At 18,3 marriage is said to have its merits, although J. prefers
virginity. Finally wives attend the heavenly reception at the end (41.3).
When later on J. defended his adv. lovin., he stressed that praise of
Virginity does not rule out respect for marriage (epist. 49.7.1). Virg.
Mar. 21 had been less gencrous: there the only wives to achieve
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indliness are such as live like virgins.

g o TLL IX.2, 964,601, (Keude) ordo s being s n
‘o gradu (e. respectu .. dignitatis, honoris sim.): m

m“:;..":y ¥ special rank within the church. Alone the pposie
honorabiles nuptias et cubile inmaculatum proves this interpretation 1o
o ong: martage and a bed undefiled re not a rank. That something
e Amom s habet s & locution not uncommon at this period. The
o eaning is that it has its value or place. Notwithstanding the
e mogness o the phrase TLL fails to register it. The most signifcan;
e 5 Augusine, in psalm. 148,9 omnia ... ista ... sunt mutabila
e amen habent locum suum, habent ordinem suum, implent et ipsq
imiversi pulchriudinem pro modo suo. Augustine fepeats the
exprossion at trin, 148,11, It also oceurs several times in Hilary (in
Motth, 14,3 trin. 5.20; 6,40). . uses it again at ady. Rufin. 1,23,
honorabiles muptias, ). cites Heb. 13,4 often: epist. 66,3,2; 69,43
79.10.2 (ib. procul hereticorum calumnias: scimus -..); 130,12.2; adb,
Tovin. 13 (non ignoramus .. in Matth. 13,20 1. 811. 1t is a convenient
way to forestall a charge of Manicheism. At adv. lovin. 1,5 the text s
part of Jovinian's argument for marriage.
exeunti de Sodoma. Eustochium should beware the fate of Lot's
wie: she must persevere. The command to Lot against looking back
has already been given to her (12). At epist. 71,14 an ascetic also
leaves Sodom.

22
nulla ... adulatlo. ). is not going to flatter. Duval (1974a), p. 64, n.
270, plausibly surmises that here 1. is criticizing Ambrose (cf. virg.
2,14 nostri sermonis blanditiam ...: nos ... blandiamur).* The point
should however be made that the disclaimer was something of a
convention. It recurs in J. at epist. 79,43 and 130,7.11. Ambrose
himself makes it in a letter addressed to emperors (epist. extra coll
12.2). As in the present passage, Cyril of Jerusalem had combined such
cation of flattery with the affirmation that he would also avoid
thetoric (ep. Const. 1). Flatterers are denounced in the Libellus at 13,5
16,3; 24,1f. The ch.’s opening however belies J.'s declaration.
libello. 1. calls the work a libellus again at 22,3 below and epist.
31,22, 52,17,1. So do Sulpicius Severus, dial. 1,84 and Rufinus, apol.
 Hier. 2,5,2,6,2,13. On the other hand it is a iber at epist. 49,18,
123,17,3; 130,19,3¢; adb. lovin. 1,13; adv. Rufin. 1,30; in Gal. 5,19 p.

mgu«uumwaa #vowal of blanditiae st the very beginning of 4
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. of, Cassian, c. Nest. 726,1. On 1.'s use of th
“ﬁ;,Sf,; 106. On the lack of a clar distncion between s 1}
fetter® f. Marrou (1949). pp. 221£. cf. also Alianer, pp. 3936 Abram,
. 24.
:lulamr .. blandus inimicus. Hagendshl (1958), p. 111, and
. p. 199, compared two separate passages of Seneca, epist,
45,7; however on the extreme tenuity of J.s acquaintance with Seneca
of. Adkin (2000). It would seem therefore that 1.'s wording here is
inétead a sel-imitation of his translation of hom. Orig. in Ezech. 3.3 p,
351,17: this phraseology is accordingly due ultimately to Origen rather
than Seneca.’ J. quotes the words again at adv. Pelag. 127. The
Rarterer s an enemy at epist. 58,6,2 and in Gal. 4,15 p. 382°; Pelagius,
epist. ad Demetr. 21 agrees. In the present passage the suggestion that
an adulator like Ambrose (cf. previous n. but one) is in fact an inimicus
of the virgin constitutes a signally cutting affront to the author of the
De virginibus.
nulla rhetorici pompa sermonis. Despite abundant colloquialisms,
Javish citation of Old Latin texts and the waming against eloquence
that is illustrated by the account of J.'s dream both Hagendahl (1958;
pp. 111; 313) and Grotzmacher (1, p. 251) admire the work's thetorical
finesse; both go 50 far as to speak of deliberate deception here. Two
points may perhaps be made in this connection. The first is that strictly
1.’ disclaimer refers only to praise of virginity: he plans to avoid such
encomium and to concentrate instead on the problem of preservation. J.
largely adheres to this plan, so that the Libellus does in fact contain
relatively little by way of extravagant praise of the virgin. Secondly,
insofar as 1.'s words may be felt to have a general reference, Norden
pointed out long ago that it was a topos of the introduction to affect
modesty in matters of style (p. 595, n. 1). The convention is discussed
by Janson under the heading ‘incompetence’ (pp. 124fF.): it was more
common than he suggests. To his examples can be added Rufinus,
Orig. in los. praef. p. 287,14; Ambrose, of. 19,29; Faustinus, trin.
praef; Paulinus of Milan, vita Ambr. 1; Ps.-Augustine, sobr. 1 p. 1105;
Cassian, cond. 17,30,3; Vincent of Lérins, comm. 1.6; Eucherius, instr.
1 praef. p. 65,9; Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg. 2.1,1. In Greek
Fathers the convention would seem to be somewhat less frequent.
Examples are to be found at Gregory Thaumaturgus, pan. Or. 1.2; Ps.
Gregory Thaumaturgus, sanct. p. 1197%; Gregory of Nyssa, virg. 2.3
Ps-Hesychius of Jerusalem, serm. (Aubineau [1978]) 21.1; Fita

* On 15 partility for such Selbstziate involving langusge which comes in the first
. nstnce from mother mthor ¢, Adkin (1993h)
Kelly (p. 101) reads J.'s words with a smile”
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+ae iunioris praef. 1n addition it s repeated thrice by Epiphaniys;
f;;l:%ef " 2,6;”76.54.14 77,31,2 (refering t0 2 Cor. 11,6 ‘thougy
rude n speech'); cf. Ps.-Epiphanius, hom. 5 p. 488" In his case
however it may not be due entirely to modesty.

- himself uses the device often: epist. 52.4.1; 10832; 118,1,3; 129
praef. 3 127,13; 121,14; 1298; 140.1.2; virg. Mar. 2 (but cf, 2
P retoricati sumus)y; in Ezech. lib. S praef. 1. 12; hom. Orig. in Ezech,
. p. 318,11 The frequency with which he does o is in fact unigue:
'no other Father approaches him. It is noteworthy on the other hand that
both Augustine and Chrysostom appear to avoid the convention
altogether, The reason for J.'s frequent recourse to it might seem to be
that J. is 2 particularly expert and extravagant thetorician, who is
always cager to demonstrate his skill: in consequence he is
correspondingly quick to affect modesty. At the same time a sense of
insecurity and an awareness of his own intellectual inadequacy may
also have been involved.

Though such disavowals of rhetorical pretension were a com-
‘monplace, it is significant that the particular phrasing which J. employs
here (pompa sermonis) recurs shortly afterwards at in Eph. prol. p.
440 pompaticum ... sermonem. Since there the words refer in-
dubitably to Ambrose (cf. Dunphy).” it is likely that they have the same
reference here: Duval (1974a), p. 64, n. 270, fails to note this apparent
allusion to the De virginibus, which was eminently ‘rhetorical’.*
iam inter angelos statuat. ). refuses to use rhetoric to set Eustochium
among the angels. The virgin's likeness to an angel was a
commonplace that was very heavily used. J. repeats it twice in the
Libellus despite his disclaimer here (20,3; 21,7) and uses it frequently
elsewhere: epist. 49,144, 49,148, 65,14,5; 107,13,2; 10823,7;
130,10,5; 130,14,8; 130,19,7; adv. Jovin. 1,40; 1,41; in Is. 16,58,14 1.
613 in Zach. 3,6 1. 157; tract. in psalm. 1 p. 245 1. 164. The comparison
would seem to start with Tertullian, uxor. 1,4 1. 25 iam in terris non
nubendo de familia angelica deputantur? it had a biblical source in Mt.
22,30 in resurrectione enim neque nubent neque mubentur sed sunt
sicut angeli. Ambrose refers to the text repeatedly when comparing
virgins to angels: the reading erunt is preferred at virg. 13,11 and
virginit. 6,27, while he uses the present tense in epist. 8,57,19 and

, eadicr only at Amobius, nat. 1.59.

4.132).J. himself efers explicitl to the work's shetorical artifice at 22.3 below (tamio

se fudt o). While however the mention there of Ambrose's name precluded
R in the proem ). is free to vent his animosity: pompa sermonts.

C{. als0 Clement of Alexandnia,paed. 2,10.100.3 (referring to Lk. 20,34)
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exhort. virg. 4,19 (quae non nubunt et qui 8
e e T s o e st
this text (serm. 7.5); cf. Epiphanius Latinus, in euang. 34 p. 06,
Basil had gone 5o far as (o think that abstinence from wedlock was the
vlec“":' Cza:cgﬂw of o angel’s nature (ascer. 1,2). This opinion is
also shared by Gregory of Nyssa, virg. 13 an i
op. imperf. in Matth. 42 p. 870 (ib. it zzso: o the P Crsestomic
As in the present passage, the virgin had also been set among the
angels by Gregory Nazianzen, or. 43,62. She had consorted with them
in Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 7,5 and 7,13, The virgin had been an angel
herself at Ambrose, virg. 1.8,52, Cyril of Jerusalem, catech. 12,34, and
Basil of Ancyra, virg. 51. Her resemblance to one is frequently
asserted. Such a statement occurs in the following passages: Cyprian,
hab. virg. 22 (ib. Lk 2035£); Ps.-Cyprian (= Novatian), pudic. 7.2;
Athanasius, Letter 1o virgins (Lefort {1955]), p. 56.5; 63,8; 70,25 fr
Le. p. 1393%; Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 1,2,7,3¢; Rufinus, Basil. hom.
7 p. 17865 Cassian, inst. 6,6; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 232.
*ladyyehog is often the word used to describe her: Cyril of Jerusalem,
catech. 4,24; 6,35; Basil of Ancyra, virg. 68; Ps.-Athanasius, v. Syncl.
75; Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 1,181; Proclus of Constantinople, hom. 4.9.
‘The virgin imitates the angel's way of life at Gregory Nazianzen, carm.
12.10,892; Consultationes Zacchaei et Apollonii 3.6 p. 107,11;
Chrysostom, hom. in Gen. 18.4; Epiphanius Latinus, in euang. 38 p.
86,24. She is their earthly counterpart in Athanasius, apol. Const. 33;
Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 1,2,3,6; Ambrose, inst. virg. 17,104; Basil of
Seleucia, v. Thecl. | p. 485", There exists an affinity between them
according to Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, annmurt. 2 p. 157 of.
Amphilochius of Iconium, hom. 2,1. In addition the idea is found at
Methodius, symp. 8,2.175; Athanasius, virg. 24; Ps.-Cyprian, singul.
cler. 39; Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 6,3; 6,6; Ambrose, in psalm. 118
serm. 16,14,1; Gregory Nazianzen, or. 37,10; 40.26: carm. 22
(epigr17.2; Augustine, virg. 13.12; Ammon of Egypt. ep. 23;
Epiphanius Latinus, in euang. 59 p- 162,14.° .
Vere J. will not use this commonplace in order fo flatter his
addressee, Others of the Fathers however did. Athanasius, virg. 10 for
example had told the virgin she would stand inthe tird rank of angels.
She would shine like one according to Cyril of Jerusalem, catech.
1523, In protesting against this habit J. was not alone. Gregory
Is0 objects

Nazianzen (carm. 2,1,44,35) Gv 8 cohowilng xai
miveog o0 KaTaAED, GTYEADS:
 All of the. the virgi 15 in general

i discussed by Frank (1964).
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ier (1949), pp. 250f. and (1955), PP- 23f., maintains that here
5 |?:::fcrl‘:n; cnry)m’?:om, fem. reg. 9:" Duval (1974a), p. 64, n. 270,
Elioves on the other hand that this is an attack on Ambrose’s De
Virgimibus. The evidence adduced above shows that comparison of the
e 1o an angel was excecdingly common: J. is not the only one to
vomplain. Moreover J. again stresses at 23,1 that his aim in this work is
ot prase of virginity, but simply its preservation. In view however of
o apparent criticisms of Ambrose in this ch. (cf. nn. on non .
oides T lla ... adulatio; adulator ...; mulla rhetorici ..) it would
avem probable that what J. says here i indeed directed likewise against
the Dy virginibus, Duval identifies the Ambrosian description of the
Virgin's entry into heaven amid angels (virg. 2.2.17) as the target of 15
sttonk in this passage.” [t would appear more probable however that J
i in fact thinking of virg. 1,8,52f., where Ambrose draws a long
comparison between the life of the virgin and the angel:” 1.'s iam
points to her earthly existence, not to heaven (cf. also next n., where
Ruther criticisms of the same passage of De virginibus are identified)."
mundum subiciat pedibus tuls. This is evidently an allusion to
Ambrose, virg. 1,8.52 (referring to virgins) de hoc mundo estis et non
estis in hoc mundo (cf. also previous n. sub fine)." ).'s immediately
preceding bearitudine virginitatis exposita (1l. 9£) would likewise
appear to have been suggested by the amesting apostrophe which
occurs some four lines later in Ambrose’s De virginibus: beatae
virgines (1,8,53)."® The present passage of the Libellus is closely
reproduced by (Ps.)-Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg. 1,1 p- 130,18.

1 o eftation of Dumoriers view cf. Adkin (19922).

Yo 1581).15.350.1. 126l nstnd e commentation of gy 14

»

n 18.52).
This cluser of references would lso appear o ell Vogié's £

"r‘;:emwmvumm ot Voater view of 13
M the same time J. mey also have had in mind virginir, 17,108, where Ambrose
vivs 1 ol maphors of the phwe sprs i o Gesrbe e it
‘which pera v dating ths teatise

e irgin. For cvidenoe dating this before the Libelius cf.
It may be noted that 1.’ siack on these two pargraphs of the De irginibus has ot

> i Lot md the
1833 (¢f n. adloc).




Chapter 3

Having urged perseverance J. now wams his reader agai
which beset her: these are described in general :grﬁ.s"j:a'::dl:g::;
from scripture. Only in heaven will she be safe. Comfort however
comes from Elisha’s assurance to his servant and the ch. ends with
song of triumph from the Psalms.

31

nolo tibi venire superbiam de proposito sed timorem. Not pride but
fear should attend the virgin. St. Paul gave the same advice at Rom.
11,20 (noli altum sapere sed time): 1.'s evident echo of this biblical text
in the present passage s absent from Hilberg’s apparatus fontium. Here
the waming comes appropriately after the repudiation of flattery and
rhetoric. At 27,5 J.is sure that pride has no place with either mother or
daughter. On the other hand a holy pride is recommended towards
worldly women at 16,1.

Pride was a vice against which virgins had frequently to be
cautioned. Their pridefulness was part of Jovinian’s crit
lovin. 1.5). 1t is why virgin candidates for the priesthood are passed
over (ib. 1,34). Already Origen had noted that chastity from childhood
or a decade’s abstinence made some people conceited (o, in Jer. 9 p.
655* [PL 25 (1845)]). Cyril of Jerusalem had felt obliged to wam the
celibate against haughtiness towards husbands (catech. 4,25). Similarly
Augustine fears pride in one who professes perpetual continence (virg.
34,34), while he states his preference for a humble wife over an
arrogant virgin on no fewer than three occasions: in psalm. 75,16;
99,13; serm. 354,9. The same view is taken by Caesarius of Arles at
serm. 1553 and 237,4.

Propositum is here the intention to live as a virgin. As in this
passage, it is often virtually a synonym for the mode of lfe itself. The
word recurs in the Libellus with such a sense at 14,2 and 293 (cf. 13,3;
15,1). 1. calls it sanctum in epist. 45.4.2; 108,34; 130.4,3; 130,197 (so
also Augustine, bon. viduit. 10,13; epist. 211,14; 212; virg. 47.47).' J.
dds the epithet virginale at epist. 66,3,2 and 130,6,7. He also uses the
word with & wider sense. A Christian propositum is mentioned at epist.
39,4,8. He speaks of a widow's at epist. 1234,2. In epist. 58,52 the
‘word refers to generals, philosophers, poets, historians, orators, bishops

" On propositum in Augustine cf. further Zumkeller.
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) lar usage of the term cf. OLD s.v. 2a).
-ndhvff:j;r‘;:ﬁum roposiun is firs. appled 10 the virgin o
Cyprian, hab. virg. 18. J. qualifies it by the addition of continentiae g
s 20; o also Ambrose, hex. 3,5.23 and Augustine, bon. vidu
O astats is added by Ambrose, vid: 14,84, Augustine, bon
vidu I+ Maximus of Turin 262 Virginitatis is added at Ps.
Sulpicius Severus. epist. 2,12i 2,19 Maximus of Turin 7
ultdeus, cant. nov. 49 (sancto). 1t is called deo devotum by
Ambrosiaster, in 1 Cor. 1342, For a Greek equivalent cf. Cyril of
Jerusalem, catech. 4,24 8 Th TpoBeowY TS cubpostVTI, For further
discussion cf. Lardet (1993). p. 145.
onusta incedis auro, latro vitandus est. J. now combines the
foregoing echo of scripture (cf. previous n.) with a proverb; on the
Jatter cf. Otto s.v. nudus 3 and Haussler, p. 194. To the examples they
give should be added (besides the present passage) Ps.-Cyprian, singul,
cler. 44 (cf. ib. 18) and Pelagius, epist. ad Demetr. 25. The material in
Otto and Haussler may also be supplemented by reference to four
es from Greek Fathers of the same period: Basil wams against
the Devi, for gold atracts thieves (renunt. 6: cf. Nilus of Ancyra, ep.
3,12), while Chrysostom twice says that just as pirates leave empty
ships alone, so te Devil harms the just (hom. in s. 6,1 4.4 and hom.
div.4,))]

On J's unusual partiality for proverbs cf. Otto, p. XXXV.
Economical use of them was recommended as an omament in lefter-
writing (cf. Sykutris, p. 194); J. on the other hand often accumulates
several proverbial formulations in one passage (cf. [e.g] in the presont
paragraph Il. 12 and 13f; in 6,36F. p. 151,12F. and p. 152,76 in 8,2 II.
18¢. and 19£), Their frequency in J. is to be seen in the light of his habit
of taking over any kind of striking language from elsewhere: in
particular his very heavy debt to Tertullian springs from the same taste
for second-hand sententiousness. As here, the proverbial expressions he
employs also resemble these borrowings of impressive phraseology
from other writers by often being combined with scripture.
stadlum est haec vite.  Ambrose says the same at epist. extra coll.
14,72 haec ... via in sadio. The idea is a commonplace. J.s translation
: ‘Theophilus (epist. 100,6, 1) has stadium vitae istius and his rendering

hom. Orig. in Luc. 4 p. 23,16 has stadium huis viae. A Similar
phrase occurs in Chromatius, serm. 28,1; Augustine, vera relig. 197:

B

E

. p. 96, believes that this passage of ). is being parodied &t Historia

Awgusia, quatt tyr. 2.2. He also detects. 10 81T, of the Libellus st ib. 44 and
1448 p 21310 3.1 .12 5 5). a0 0 16,1 a .15 and Helg. 431
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ps.-Basil, ad fil. 1 1. 30. Agon is used instead at Ps.-Pauli

epist. app. 2.32; Rufinus, Orig in los, 3,1 p. ng?u:ls":‘: v
Orig. in Rom. 3,2 p. 932°% 7.6 p. 1118%. St Paul had employed the
same image at | Cor. 9,24 (qui in stadio currun),

hic contendimus, ut alibi coronemur. This idea is a favourie of 1.
He repeats it at epist. 130,7.4; adv. Pelag. 3,13; in fon, 24° | 153 3,
Chic militamus ut alibi coronemury: iract. in psaim. 1p. 100 1. 144; 11 p,
393 1 106; p. 393 1. 117 (the last three passages are possibly by
Origen). It occurs infrequently elsewhere: Ps -lgnatius, Palye. 3 (dhe
.. GT T oTGBlov. EXET B of otégavou); Ambrose, exhort. virg
14,91 (hic .. luctamur sed alibi coronamur), Chrysostom, hom, in Phy
12,2 The crowning motif recurs in the Libellus at 5.2; 15.2; 29,
39,4; 40,4 (the last being a citation of 2 Tim. 4,8). It had also occurred
in 1 Cor. 9,25 (qui in agone contendit ... ... ut corruptibilem coronam
accipiant). There was an allusion to the previous verse (9.24)
immediately above (Il 12£).

nemo inter serpentes et scorpiones securus ingreditur. In his
discussion of this sentence Nazzaro, p. 200, registers an allusion
(‘sfuggita, a quanto mi risulta, agli studiosi’; however it had already
been identified by Adkin (1993f], p. 362) to Lk. 10,19 (ded: vobis
potestatem calcandi supra serpentes et scorpiones). Nazzaro does not
observe that on several occasions J. quotes a proverb which says that
10 one sleeps securely near a snake: epis. 117,3,3: 1283,5; . Vigil. 16
In the present passage of the Libellus the proverb has been combined
with biblical reminiscence. It is omitted by Otto and Haussler
inebriatus est gladius meus in caelo. ). was very partil to Is. 34,5,
which recurs cight times in his works. The same a fortiori argument
accompanies it at epist. 125,7,4 (multo amplius in terra, quae spinas et
tribulos generar) and adv. Pelag. 2,25. Elsewhere the verse is seldom
quoted: Ambrose and Augustine both ignore
terra, quae tribulos gemerat ... quam serpens comedit. I God's
sword is bathed in heaven, how much worse is the earth, which is the
mise-en-scéne of the Fall. Gen. 3,18 (spinas e tribulos germinabit) is
again echoed at 19,2 below. For the connection with Gen. 3,14 (terram
comedes) cf. tract. in psalm. 1 p. 99 . 124 qua .. spinas general, quae
cibus serpentis est. Serpents were mentioned in 1. 14 above.

non est nobis conluctatlo. Eph, 6,12 was a very popular text.J. hirm-
self quotes it often, in particular the final section (spiritalia nequitiae in

" Eusebius of Emesa had been more optimisic in this comection (serm. 7.14): sine

et coronam, sine aerumna furur pudicia
* For amedieval ccho cf. Walther. p. 424 (no. 32016).
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ian had already recommended the verse for citation
f:;::":b,ﬁ)iclﬂc et pssage of the Libells, where these wora,
e intended to express the unique hazardousness of the virgin'g
Strggle, the quotation is not quite d propos. Eustochium has just beey
told to anticipate danger on carth: however this text now locates the
antagonist in caelestibus. According to it the struggle is not against the
flesh: at the start of the next ch. however another text of scripture (Gal,
5.17) says it is. Both inconcinnities are characteristic: they are the
result of 1s preference for scriptural citation in place of coheren:
argument.

32

magnis inimicorum_circumdamur agminibus. For the image cf.
Origen, hom. in Jos. 5.2 p. 316,20 (Rufinus’ translation) vides quantus
et qualis exercitus hostium tuorum adversum te de tuo corde procedit?
plena sunt omnia. J. uses a stock phrase here. OLD s.v. plenus cites
five instances; cf. also Hofmann, p. 90. At a later period the phrase is
also quite common. J. has it again himself at epist. 125,3,1. In addition
it occurs at Lactantius, inst. 1,16,6; ira 1,6; Amobius, nat. 6,24; Hilary,
in psalm. 118 aleph 7 p. 363,14; Augustine, c. acad. 1,1,2; conf. 8,3,7;
serm. 14,8; vera relig. 117; Innocent, epist. 28,3; Vincent of Lérins,
comm. 6,3; Leo the Great, serm. 58,4. Sunt is omitted at Lactantius,
mort. pers. 23,4 and Juvencus 4,112. The variatio between inimi
(1. 2) and hostium (1. 3) is recorded by Bartelink (1982), p. 467; (1987),
P-299 (read *22,32"); (1991), p. 10 (read ‘22,3").

caro fragills. Cf.Mt. 26,41 (‘the flesh is weak’). At 4,1 below caro is
the enemy. Here however it stands for the Christ 1. has overlooked
the discrepancy. On human weakness in J. cf. Bartelink (1986).

33

m ... venerit princeps mundi istius et invenerit in ea nihil. Fre-
mantle, p. 23, (but not Hilberg) compared Jn. 14,30 (venit enim prin-
ceps mundi huius et in me non haber® quicquam). The text is one of J.'s
favourites: he has it a dozen times clsewhere. Here the prince of this
world comes to the soul after death. This had already been the case on
two occasions in Origen: kom. in Jud, 72 p. 507,21° and in psalm. 36
!;z:'zé (both in Rufinus’ translation). On mundi istius cf. TLL V112,

* For the reading imveni cf. Sabaier, I,
2 . 1. p. 462. In J. the paronomasia (venerit
invemerir, it is noted by Hritzu, p. u)n-ml\mn:«muy(mmnd

, position ofboth
Here Bachrens (1921). p. 507, wrongly refers o Jn. 12,31,
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secura audies. The epithet describes the i
anim. 4 p. 138.27 securos vocasdefuncros f Gupleve e o et
can be added Ambrose, vid. 6,35; Augustine, serm. 16,2; Cacsaris of
Arles, serm. 160,5; Ps.-Basil, ad il 20 1. $54; in these four example
the Christian idea of reward predominates. J. again uses the worn 1
this sense at epist. 232,15 75,22;in Am. 2,13 1. 441 in eccles. 4.2 | W
(qui ... mortem obierint, iam esse securos). For ralat
annoumcement to he dead cf 41,1 beiow ) " e COnBraRlaory
non timebis a timore nocturno. Ps.-Chrysostom (= i
Jerusalem), hom. in Ps. 90,1 makes the noctummal f’e"lr(in :esgé?furs‘::
pleasures of the flesh, which in the dark are especially woublesome
Acedia had been the noon demon (daemonio meridiano) according o
Origen, sel. in Ps. 90,6 and Ps. 90,5; cf. Cassian, inst. 10,1. (CF. furthe
Arbesmann (1958]). Verse 7 (cadent a latere tuo mill .. is quoted by
Pelagius, epist. ad Demetr. 25. In the present passage it is stictly
inappropriate, for the virgin is now in heaven.
34

0dsi ... coeperis aestuare. 1. gives further advice on the way to
combat incipient temptation at 6,4; 6,5 17,3 below. The same
predicament is described at racr. in psaim. 1 p. 238 1. 100 (perhaps by
Origen) si quando fuerimus in angusiia et coeperit nos cogitatio
captivare in peccatum. At 6,4 J. makes the sexual reference explicit
(statim ut libido titillaverit sensum).
dixerit ... cogitatio. ~ For this typically striking expression cf. TLL I,
1448,42f. (two examples from the Latin translations of Palladius’
Lausiac History). To them can be added Macarius of Egypt, ad fil. dei
4.and 5 (also a translation from the Greek). In the Libellus thought is
again personified at 6,5 (crescere), at 6,6 (interficit), and at 27,6
(subrepar). CF. also tract, in psalm. 1l p. 429 1. 156 (perhaps anothes
translation from the Greek) si quando venerit cogitatio et apposuerit.
quid faciemus. With characteristic fancifulness Eustochium is now
cast in the role of Elisha’s servant when the Syrians came to capture his
master: his perplexity was relieved when he had a vision of the
‘mountain full of chariots. In the present work J. makes the chariots
singular to accommodate Elijah. Elisha's revelation is again set beside
Elijah’s ascent at in /5. 18,66,15 1. 46; 18,66,19° 1. 31; in Ezech. 2720 1.
1228; in Hab. 3,8 1. 514. It would secm that J. was the first to combine
these two episodes: there appears to be no earlier instance of their
Juxtaposition and he evidently found no immediate imitator. This
uniqueness is all the more remarksble, since the story of Elisha and his
servant turs up with reasonable frequency. Ambrose had already cited
it at virg. 1,8,51 as an assurance to the virgin. He also promises his.
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- ar vision at epist. 10,77,11 and in psalm. 118 serm. 111
::;df;'.’;':"zl;l e were ariten shorly afier the Libelus. Somewhat
st the Commanitiones sanctorum patrum uses Elisha’s assurance in
ch. -against the spirt of fomnication® (2,4; = Vitae par, 3,10). it woulg
appeas herefore that J. has taken a cue from Ambrose's De virginibus
ahe developed it with typical whimsicality by the addition of Eljahs
chariot, In this passage plures nobiscum answers sola cum pluribus in |
4., uses the sequel of the episode in order to point another moral at 9,3
below. )
ad exemplum Helige. Eustochium will soar like Elijah.
had already been an example in the following passag
13,3 (concerning baptism); Gregory Nazianzen, or. 27.9; carm. 22
(epit), 100, £, (concerning prayer); Gregory of Nyssa, beat. 6 p. 1212
(for the xapdia);’ laud Bas. p. 808°. It is also used later in the same
way at Gregory of Nyssa, hom. in Cant. 10 p. 980° (for the Sdvora); v.
Ephr. p. 84%; Historia monachorum 2.9; Hyperechius, mon. 16
(conceming virginity: napBevia GpaTIAGTIY TO1000U €ig ovpavoty

3 “Hhi). In westem authors on the other hand the idea
would seem to be largely absent (Ambrose, in psalm. 118 serm. 2,333
does not specify Elijah): the present passage of the Libellus, where
Elijah serves as a model for escaping the enticement to sin, is therefore
particularly notable. J. refers to the event again at 18,2 below.

On ‘translation to the stars' (in astra sustollar; in Elijah's case the
Bible speaks simply of *heaven') cf. TLL II, 973,25fF. and 77fF.; it had
also happened to Elijah at Juvencus 3,267 (astris inseruit).
anima nostra quasi passer. This picturesque verse (Ps. 123,7)
appealed to .: he subsequently quotes it another eleven times. It had
occurred in Origen, hom. in Ezech. 13,4 p. 449,14 and hom. in Cant.
2,12 p. 58,5, J. had recently translated both works. The sparrow recurs
at 18, below (where it again comes from a Psalm).

" This homsily is ssignedto 378 by Daielou (1966), p. 162



Chapter 4

Ch. 4 stresses that while the Christian is in the bor il wil
t0 catch him. Satan’s preference for the bettor ﬁ.‘!’ﬁmﬁl"ﬁﬁ
examples from scripture. The last example i the Devil's own fal, This
ch. is particularly dense with biblical citation. .
4,1
fragillcorpusculo. . uses this homely diminutive again in the
Libellus at 8,2; 27.3; 37,2 (cf. 30,3 pectusculo). Fragile is once again
added 10 it at in Ezech. 4044 1. 1129 and in Eph. 4,13 p, 5024 (cf.
Cacsarius of Arles, serm. 5,4). J. spoke of caro fragilis at 3,2 above.
thesaurum istum in vasis fictlibus. Tract. in psalm. | p. 69 1. 156
mentions the usual interpretation of 2 Cor. 4,7 in terms of body and
spirit (cf. 1. S below), although it is there made to refer instead to the
uncouth language of scripture: that i also the meaning given to it ib. p.
1311, 121, Over thirty years after the appearance of the Libellus J.s
adv. Pelag. (1,19) again combines this verse with a similarly
epexegetical phrase (et fragili carne circumdamur, cf. 1. 3 here fragili
corpusculo continemur).
spiritus adversus carnem. ). uses Gal. 5,17 on fifteen other
occasions. It was widely quoted; cf. Cyprian, estim. 3,
nulla est certa victoria. ). was fond of making this point, Exactly the
same words occur thirty-one years later at ady. Pelag. 2,5. A similar
phrase expresses the idea at in ler. 6.29,12; in Ezech. 26,15 . 638; in
Gal. 6,1 p. 426%; in Eph. 4,13 p. 502% cf. also tract. in psalm. 1 p. 116
1.220; p. 116 1. 224 (both perhaps by Origen). According to Origen,
princ. 34,2 in the fight between flesh and spiritthere is no sure victory.
Apart from the afore-mentioned passages this particular point would
0t appesr to have been made elsewhere: perhaps there is accordingly a
possibility that here again J. is indebted to Origen.
adversarius noster diabolus. . cites 1 Pet. $,8 with great frequency,
particularly in his commentarics. The idea of swallowing (devorare)
contained in it is picked up in L 14 (devorato luda); cf. also the
references to food in I. 10 (escam) and L. 13 (escae). This decorative
and somewhat self-indulgent technique whereby a passage is built
around a Stichwort is one to which J. is very partial; cf. 17.3
(‘buming’); 19,3 (stones’); 194 (‘root’); 26,14 (‘doors and
o

windows )
posuisti temebras. In psalm. 103 gives an allegorical interpretation of
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; 0£): the night of this world is meant and the beags
o :: :t(::} :.? g ivrse powers (cf. also Ps.-Chrysostom, Aom. in
ot s and Cacsarius of Arles, serm. 136.4). The same commentary
P funher that these beasts take food from God because they preey
o ains as prey; cf. tract. in psalm. | p. 186 1. 146 (perhaps Origen's)
and in Hab. 1,15 1. 538 (their prey is prophets and apostles). In the
present passage the Devil takes his food from Christ's church (. 12)
PEIL6F (1 Pet. 5.8 *seeking whom he may devour'). This text of | Pet,
had already been attached to Ps. 103,20F. by Origen: hom. in Jer. 5,16
(GCS 6)" and fr. in Jer. 28 (cf. later Caesarius of Arles, serm. 136,4).

“This negative interpretation was not however the only one given to
Ps. 103,201, It could also have a good sense and be taken to signify
divine provision of subsistence. (This is in fact the sense of verse 27).
Such an interpretation is found at Origen, Ps. 103,19; Gregory
Nazianzen, or. 32,9; Chrysostom, exp. in Ps. 144,4; Theodoret, Ps.
10321; cf. Julian of Eclanum (= Theodore of Mopsuestia), epit. in
psaim. 103,21. 1. however does not give it this meaning: for him it
always denotes evil.

‘Caesarius of Arles (serm. 136,1) records that in his time Psalm 103
was universally recited at the twelfth hour and most people knew it by
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‘non quaerit diabolus homines infideles, non eos, qui foris sunt. For
the argument cf. Ps.-Augustine (= Ambrosiaster), quaest. fest. 2,6
‘gentiles non quaerit (sc. diabolus), ludaeos non quaerit, malae vitae et
conversationis non quaerit, sed quaerit dei servos et Christi. These
‘words of Ambrosiaster are a gloss on | Pet. 5,8; J. has just cited the fext
himself (I 6f). Whereas however Ambrosiaster had deployed the
argument without incorporating scriptural echoes, it is characteristic
that . should introduce them: for non eos, qui foris sunt cf. (e.g.) | Cor.
5,12 and 13; cf. also nextn.
quorum carnes rex in olla succendit Assyrius. The reference here is
Obscure. ). makes the same allusion nine years later at in Mich. 3,1 1. 53
carnes et ossa miserunt in ollam ferventem, quam rex succendit
Assyrius. Fremantle, p. 23, compared Jer. 29,22 (LXX 36,22) 0%
anesnydvicev faciheds BaPuldvog év mupi (as does Hilberg in his
‘Corrigenda et addenda’ at the end of the first volume of his edition; ad
loc. he compared Am. 4,2). This text of Jeremiah concems
N lezzar’s treatment of false prophets (cf. 1. 11 above homines
infideles). J. refers to the same text again at epist. 54,10,3 and 65,2,1. In

" This homly is not e of those tranlated by ).
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both places however he uses sartago and calls the ki "

Even 50 it i still possible that in the presentp ‘:']“Eism‘:«_‘:m:.(

Nebuchadnezzar, although he cals him an Assyrian here: this map_re,
212

is king of Assyria according o the book of Judith (1.5; 1.10;

J. may in any case have been influenced by more than one text,
Possibly also relevant 10 his choice of words are Jer. 50,17 (LXX
27,17) and 2 Mace. 7,3: in the former the king of Assyria devo

Ezek. 11,3 and 24,3, Antin (1958) notes tha il et y avoir plus dhune
réminiscence sous chaque ligne d'une lettre de S. Jérome au style
particuliérement travaillé: c’estle cas pour PEp. 22, I ne faut pas avoir
peur de piocher ses concordances si I'on veut aligner des parallcles
valables’. Antin is thinking of multiple sources that are deployed one
after the other. It would seem however that here various sources have.
contributed o0 a single formulation: given 1.'s inordinate passion for
citing texts of scripture, it is no surprise that on occasion he should
become confused.

de ecclesia Christi rapere. ). phrase in combination
with Ps. 103,20€. (Il. 7fF) and Hab. 1,16 (1. 13) nine years later at in
Nah. 2,11 1. 400 and again some twenty-two years later at in Am. 3.3 |
110: such remarkable self-repetitions are characteristic. nitially J.
would seem to have taken his cue from Cyprian, unit. eccl. 3 rapit (sc.
diabolus) de ipsa ecclesia homines (cf. homines in 1. 11 of the
Libellus)?

escae eius secundum Ambacum electae sunt. The Devil's food is
choice because he is after the Christian. Hab. 1,16 is cited no fewer
than ten times in J.'s works: otherwise it is extremely rare.* As here, J.
combines it with Ps. 103,20F. at in Hab. 1,15 1. 538; in Am. 3,3 1. 106;
in Nah. 2,11 1. 396. The same pair of texts also occurs at tract. in
psalm. 1 p. 186 1. 145: possibly therefore the combination is not 1's
own, but goes back to Origen. This text of Habakkuk is explicitly
referred to the Devil at in Ezech. 16,15 1. 1425. On his *food cf. (¢.£.)
Basil, ep. 288 d ... yévnat .. katafpuya 1ob iaBorov. The form

¥ The designation “Assyrian’ is taken over by a number of eastem Fathers: (¢8)
Clement of Alexandria, str. 121.127.1. Origen. fr. in Jer. 38 (N. 1 Aoaipiod),
Euscbius of Cacsare, s, 8.7 (. 7.18 however cals him ing of the Babylonars):

Nazianzen, or. 53 Gregory of Nyssa. hom opy/.13. Ps -Cheysosiom. hom
e 211, For refernces in Lain Fathers to Nebuchanczzs 5 n ‘Asoyria o

o  canl 5,124
 Pslinus of Nolt. . 23,5 Cesion.conl 3124 © on Chranm

e
mentitur .. a1 38.7 below
Itis found again in J.'s pupil Philip (in Job rec. long 39 80%.



P LIBELLUS DE VIRGINITATE SERVAND
Ambacum is repeated at 9.4 below. In the preface to his commentary on
Habakkuk (1. 2) J. points out that it is a corruption.

devorato Iuda. Judas again illustrates the Devil's preference for
Saints at in Ezech. 16,15 1. 1426 (he will not ensnare just anyone; he
ants Judas and Saul), Judas is also adduced to prove the same point at
Iract. in psalm. 1 p. 186 1. 146 (with David, Solomon and Peter): both
passages add Hab. 116, Perhaps therefore J. is again dependent on
Origen. However Job (to whom J. also refers) would not seem to be
mentioned elsewhere in this connection.

ad cribrandos apostolos. 1.’s only other reference to Lk. 22,31 occurs
at adb. fovin. 2.3. Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. in Ps. 103,5 also uses it in
conjunction with Ps. 103,20f.
non pacem mitere. ~ Christ was speaking of the divisive impact of his
coming: J. applies his words to the struggle against the Devil. J. is
partial to the text (M. 10,34), which recurs upwards of a dozen
elsewhere in his works.

43
cecidit lucifer. Up to this point the ch. has been concered with the
Devil's onset. Now his own fall from heaven serves as a warning (cf.
3.1 above, where God's sword was said to revel in heaven). The
Devil's fall is used in the same way at adv. ovin. 2,4, which connects
the event with Job 7,1 (tentatio est vita hominis; Job has been
mentioned at . 14 above). As in the present passage (cf. p. 149.4fT),
Ps. 81,7 is set beside Satan’s apostasy at tract. in psalm. 1 p. 87 1. 144
(perhaps by Origen). Use of the Devil's downfall as a waming example
is not rare elsewhere; there are instances at Origen, comm. in Rom. 5,10
p. 1052 (with Ezek. 28,13; cf. next n.); mart. i
Caesarea, Ps. 81,6; Basil, ep. 44,1 (to a fallen monk; ib. 1 Reg. 3,11
“both the ears of every one that heareth it shall tingle’); Gregory
Nazianzen, or. 28,12. A similar caveat had been attached to Lk. 10,13
(‘Satan falling like lightning') by Basil of Ancyra, virg. 60. ).
recapitulates the point at p. 149,6 below.
in paradiso deliciarum nutritus. ). is still speaking of the Devil
(Hilberg, Labourt and Mierow-Lawler think he means Adam). Vaccari
(1920), p. 389, comectly detected an allusion here to Ezck. 28,13
Thieny (1967), pp. 120ff., makes the same identification without
‘mentioning Vaccari. For the reference of this text to the Devil Thiemy
sdduces Jerome, in Ezech. 28,11 1. 232; hom. Orig. in Ezech. 13,1 p-
440,6; tract. in psalm. | p. 87 1. 149; Augustine, civ. 11,15 p. 482,20.
verse had already been given the same application in the following
additional passages: Tertullian, adv. Marc. 2,10 p. 348,18; Origen,
princ. 1,54; Ambrose, parad. 2,9. Thierry cites his same four passages
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for the combination of Ezek. 28,13 with Is. 14,
them can be added Origen, hom. in Ezech. 1.3 p. 326.8:
5,10 pp. 1052° and 1054%; princ. 1,54; 4,3, 5:‘3:::;7 o in
in Ezech. 31,1 . 134; Chrysostom, hom. div 84; Cassian cont 8,11t
The particular wording which J. uses here (in paradivo. delicinr:
nuritus; Ezek. 28,13 1€ads év <4 10vef 105 rapabeioos) has per
taken over from his translation of Origen, hom. in Ezech. 13.1 p. 440.9:
he repeats it later at adv. fovin. 2.4,
si alte feraris. Here J. leaves out the middle of Obad. 4 (s nter
sidera posueris nidum tuum) because of its similarity o . 14,13
which is cited immediately below. J. again combines Obad, 4 with Is.
14,13 at in Is. 6,14,13 1. 39; in Dan. 74 1. 471; in Os. 8,1 1. 71. The
combination had also been made recently by Tyconius, reg. 7 p. 72,13,
‘There are further references in J. to Obad. 4 a in Hab. 1.12 | 361, in
Eph. lib. 3 pracf. p. S15° (where Vallarsi misidentifies the allusion);
ract. in psalm. 1 p. 185 1. 119, Outside his works the text s extremely
rare.
super sidera caeli ponam sedem meam et ero similis altissimo. In
the Vulgate Is. 14,13 runs in caelum conscendam, super astra dei
(LXX has ovpavod) exaltabo (8iiow) solium meum; sedebo in monte
testamenti, in lateribus aguilonis; (14) ascendam super altitudinem
nubium, similis ero allissimo. 1t quickly came to be abbreviated: cf.
Origen, hom. in Ezech. 13,1 p. 441,25 ascendam super sidera caeli et
nubes et reliqua et ero similis altissimo. When J. cites the text (which
he does frequently), he repeals the abridged form used in the present
passage (generally adding in caelum ascendam): epist. 133,1,1; vita
Hilar. 3.2; adv. Pelag. 3,14 (sup. sid._ascendam, pon. in caelo .., in
1Is. 11,37,26 1. 26; in Ezech. 18,5 1. 341; 28,1 1. 70 (sup. sid. asc. et ero
...); in Dan. 7,4 1. 471; in Am. 2,6 1. 201; in Zach. 10,8 1. 271; in Mal.
4.1 1. 54; tract. in psalm. 1 p. 90 1. 24; p. 252 . 174. The same
abbreviation occurs with some frequency eisewhere: Origen, ep.in Pr.
2,17 25,6; Gregory of Nyssa, hom. in Cant. 14 p. 1081%; Chrysostom,
hom, in Rom. 20,4 hom. div. 8.4 (twice); Philip, in lob rec. long. 24 p-
684 (cf. 41 p. 796°). 3

A common variant of the above form replaced super sidera with the
super rubes of v. 14; this is found at Origen, hom. in Jos. 153 p-
384,13; pasch. 43 (interposing eig ovpavdv GvaBiioouan): Asterius the
Sophist, hom. (Richard) 25,15 Gregory of Nyssa, hom. in Cart. 5 p.
881%, Ambrose, in psalm. 35,11,1; 36,771 in psalm. 118 serm. 334.1;
7,8.2; Ps,-Gregory Thaumaturgus, annunt. 2 p. 168" In rubibus had
already been used in this position at Tertullian, adb. Marc. 5,11 p.
613,19 (where the ro ... clause comes first) and 5,17 p. 635,1. Instead
of cither sidera or nubes Athanasius, virg. S has évemov oD Geol;

12 (cecidit lucifer), to
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(Ps.)-Eusebius of Alexandria, serm. 3 p. 332" gives imoxdto o5
ovpavod, TOVEETLY ENdVe TV VEQEA®Y. .

"The passage is abbreviated quite differently by Ps.-Basil, /5. 14,27
Gvapiconan ig oV otpavov, Edopat duotog 1@ ‘Tyiotw: Chryso.
<tom. hom. in Is. 6,1 33 is similar. There is a further modification o
Ambrose, fid, 5,19,238 ponam thronum meum, ascendam super nubes
ot ero sim. alt. Finally when Cassian, conl. 5.7,2 quotes the text, he
omits only sedebo ... aquilonis.

The words which J. uses here to introduce the text (dixerat enim ..)

also come from Is. 14,13 The preceding verse has just been cited
(cecidit lucifer; p. 148,16). C£. also Gryson (1987), pp. 399fF.
per scalam ... descendunt. ~ As the Devil fel, s0 a Christian can lose
his likeness to God. J. makes sinners go down Jacob's ladder at epist.
54,65 108,13,1; 118,1,2; 123,14; tract. in psalm. | p. 248 1. 75
(perhaps by Origen). Tertullian had ventured the same interpretation at
adv. Marc. 324 p. 421,5; cf. fig. 14.
dii estls. 1t s the saints who are called gods in Ps. 81,6 according to
in Gal. 1,11 p. 322% tract. in psalm. | p. 58 1. 117 (sancti dii dicuntur);
p. 242 1. 60 (the last two perhaps Origen's); cf. also Faustinus, frin. 72
(quiliber sancti dii vocantur). J. gives the verse a broadly similar
reference at in Mich. 2,11 1. 520 and in Soph. 1,2 1. 155; cf. tract. in
psalm. 1 p. 293 1. 11 (Cyprian, testim. 2,6 had said that the just were
meant). At ract. in psalm. 1 p. 86 1. 109 the point is made that we are
not gods by nature but by grace: the same explanation had been given
by Origen, hom. in Ex. 6,5 p. 196,21.°

At in Is. 6,14,16 1. 15 on the other hand J. says that Ps. 81,6 is
addressed to the Devil and his confederates. Origen had named the
fallen angels as addressees at hom. in Ex. 8,2 p. 220,17. His comm. in
Rom. 3,1 p. 925 however applied the text to the entire human race. J.
has it describe those whom sin tumns from gods into human beings at in
Matth. 6,14 1. 793; cf. in Gal. 1,11 p. 322°. The most significant
passage for the present context is Basil of Ancyra, virg. 53: here the
text had referred to virgins who see the daughters of men and descend
to camal pleasures. Christ himself had applied it to recipients of God's
word at In. 10,34f.

*One of the princes" is the Devil according to tract. in psalm. 187 1.
144; cf. Origen, hom. in Ex. 8,2 p. 220,19 (ib. princeps omnium factus
est ad ruinam). This interpretation fits the present context perfectly:
continues with cecidit enim primus diabolus (1. 6), which picks up p-

Loer in the Libelfus ot 40.5 1. definesthe virgin's siruggle as esse, quod dews est
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148,16fF. (cecidit lucifer
alternative to the Devil.

44
cum stet deus in synagoga deorum. These words (Ps. 81,1) are the
Getting for the reprimand given in . 4 (ego dixi ... Ps. §1,6£). The gods
mentioned in Ps. 81,1 are angels or saints according to in psalm. 81 and
quaest. hebr. in gen. p. 11.26; cf. Origen, Cant. pracf. p. 71,1 The
polyptoton in deus, deos and dii is noted by Hritzu, p. 39.
nonne homines estis. Homines estis (1 Cor. 3,3) balances dii estis (L.
4 above). The Apostle is comparing camal and spiritual: here however
) addresses ihe verse to those who sin and cease to be gods.
iones is strictly i in this context,
which comxms the fallen virgin. J. again joins 1 Cor. 3,3 to Ps. 81,6,
(diiestis -..) at in Zach. 13,3 1. 7; of. ract. in psalm. 1p. 242 . 56. The
i comm. in Mt.
16,29 p. 574.4; 17,19 p. 638,29; Ps. 81,1 sel. in Ps. 4,3 Didymus has it
100 at Ps. 88,49; cf. Zach. 133,

). AUin psalm. 81 J. gives Adam as an

- of Mopsuet
. mﬂ.uulmmo!wmum( Theodore i g5
ichuth o st o he sy Ml 18T



Chapter 5

After the Devil's waming cxample comes that of St. Paul and his
Zruggle with flehly temptation. Virginity once 1ost is irrecoverable
Even thought can destroy it

s
Paulus apostolus, vas electionis et praeparatus in evangelium Chrisr,
An arresting tricolon crescens opens the ch. (the same figure i
employed to describe Lot at 8,5 below). The last part of the present
example echoes Rom. 1,1 (Hilberg merely compares Eph. 6.15). The
first four words recur at tract, in psalm. | p. 249 1. 97. There is a
striking parallel to this tricolon at Chrysostom, hom. suppl. 4 p. 444
Maiihog 6 Gm6otohog, T OXEDog T EXAOYIG, 6 TV XpLoTov Exov év
éavtj Aokodvia.
incentiva vitiorum. ). was very partial to this phrase, which recurs a
score of times in his works. Other Fathers were more sparing. Hilary
has it some seven times, Ambrose four. It occurs once each in Paulinus
of Nola and Cassian, Augustine would seem to avoid it altogether.
suum. . tums a text (1 Cor. 9,27) that is about self-

discipline into a profession of self-mortification by talking about the
*pricks of the flesh’ (1. 12). He also adds Rom. 7.23 (*another law in my
members'). The same combination of texts is repeated at epist. 125.7,5;
iract. in psalm. 1 p. 249 1. 97; p. 303 1. 71 (the last two perhaps by
Origen); cf. also Ambrose, paenit. 1,13.61. Afer a parenthesis J.
appends the next verse of Romans (7,24 *wretched man that | am’): h
was much attached to this text, which he quotes over thirty times
elsewhere. Though J. is speaking about self-mortification, in the
catalogue which makes up the parenthesis only the fasts are a self-
imposed austerity. (For this list Souter [1912], p. 150, compared 2 Cor.
6.4€; there is a much longer one from another passage of 2 Cor. at 40,3
below). Hritzu, p. 47, notes the asyndeton.

For in semet versus cf. 30,2 below and epist. 47,1,1; 69,2.4; 774,1.
In the previous two chs. J. has been speaking in general terms of the
d;nmg:lrs 10 be faced: in this one he retums to the particular case of the
1 te putas Securam esse debere? Wamnings against complacency are
Yo7y froquent in J.: they occur at epist. 14,62; 30,14.2; adv. Pelag.
|'«~'b2.'2.};,2 !;z;;: 1332; 1. 1868; in Mich. 6,8 1. 260; in eccles. 3.8 .

3 3 . 468: cf. ract. in psalm. L p. 147 1. 175; p. 193 -
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40; p. 252 1. 175; p. 291 1. 260. J. uses the sam,
from the experience of St. Paul at epist, 19,75 u:a:g’,"m: Bent
in the present passage, this argument is combined with citat
27 and Rom. 7,24 at epist. 125,7,5 and tract. ng ;mlc:l";"zm
2 (b. i Paulus apostolus, vas elecionis .} f the last passage s by
Origen, ;‘ has :::r::rmkd this section of ch. 5 from him. The Libellus
has already made the point that no one can be ile i
s slveady made he securus while still alive;
52
ne quando de fe dicat deus. For such divine reproach cf. Ori
hom. in Num. 21,7 p. 265,23 (ne forte dicat et nobis domm)g::i
Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 12,29.45 (i os 0¢dg toiowow duiynrar
xohenivag); and the later examples at Chrysostom, theatr. 4, ‘(';':,).
Eusebius of Alexandria, serm. 1 p. 321 and Benedict, reg. 2,14, In the
Libellus God also arraigns at 4,3 and 14,2: the device is characteristic
of J.'s vivid style. Here it also signals a rare text (cf. the introductory
formula before another rarely quoted text i Il 6£).
virgo Israhel cecidit. ). quotes Am. 5,2 nowhere else: it was very
seldom cited. Here J. exploits his unique biblical expertise to make a
clever point Israhel is used indeclinably again at 8,5 and 25,2: it is
declined at epist. 53,8,19 and 55,1,2.
suscitare virginem non potest post ruinam. A fallen monk had
received just the opposite assurance at Basil, ep. 45.2. Kelly, p. 21, n.
16, detects *a note of personal regret” in 1. statement: he himself had
lost his virginity.
valet quidem liberare de poena sed non valet coronare corruptam.
The same distinction had already been made by Basil of Ancyra, virg.
59; it is made later by Ps.-Ambrose, laps. virg. 36. On corruptam cf.
1’s comment at in Eph. 6,24 p. S54° consuetudo et sermo vulgaris
incorruptos virgines vocat eosque qui coitum nesciant feminarum;
corruptos vero eos qui istiusmodi degustaverint voluptatem; there is a
similar definition at in Tit. 2.6 p. S83* TLL s.v. omits both these
passages.

53
virgines bonae deficient. ). distinguishes the good virgin from the

as
of |

! Atin Gal. 6,1 p. 426° Christ’s tempiation is our waming.
* Bauer (1975), pp. 15, comments on this passage: “dem H. wird cin Ovidiext vor-

geschwebt scin: Heroid. 5,103f. (Ocnone Paridi): nulla reparabilis arte | laesa pus-
citia s deperit lla semeT'. Such an assumption is unlikely. Striking phraseology is
i 15 mind:
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eristically the idea is introduced with a citation

;‘ﬂpﬂm g,u):yin his passion to make a point J. gives meﬁ.:':
O ver. He chooses the rendering bonae (o fit his argument; L xx
however has kahai and the Vulgate translates pulchrae (so . in hig
o arions at in Am. ad loc.). There is a similar variance in Rufinys
esion of Origen, Cant. 2 p. 141,17, which renders Cant. 1.8 (where
LXX again has xai): bona — sive pulchra — inter mulieres. 1. repeats
s distinction between good and bad virgins at in Am. ad loc. There the
good are holy in body and spirt, whereas the bad are foolish viging
with no oil for their lamps. The ‘good" virgin is also described in the
Ps-Chrysostomic cp. imperf. in Matth. 52 p. 929 (a propos of
fomication of souf) and at Caesarius of Arles, serm. 6.7 (she is also a
virgin in heart). On ‘bad" virgins cf. Jerome, epist. 107,11,1 and
Augustine, in psalm. 99,13, The Amos verse used here (which concems
punishment of idolaters) would not seem to be quoted again, either by
1. o by anyone else. It is the second rare text of this prophet that i
cited in the present ch. in order 10 register a clever point.
perit ... et mente virginitas. The bad virgin is one who commits
adultery in her heart (Mt. 5,28). Mente nubere is the phrase J. uses to
express this at virg. Mar. 20, adv. Jovin. 1,41 and in Matth. 25,1 1. 704;
of. Terrullian, orar. 22 p. 196,15 praenups(it) ... mens per voluntatem,
The idea is commonplace in the Fathers. Origen had expressed the
view that a person could possess virginity in body and by receiving the
darts of passion in his heart lose chastity of soul (hom. in Gen. 104 p.
98,9). Incontinence of the mind is described in the following passages:
Lactantius, inst. 6,23,36; Basil, ep. 42,4 (tiw ... épavtod napBeviav
u6hova xatd idvorav xapbiac); Augustine, in psalm. 75,16 (if one
is drunken, proud, litigious or talkative); Ps.-Ambrose, ad virg. dev. 2
p. 582" Ps..Chrysostom, virg. corrupt. p. 744 (ib. Mt. 5,28); Ps.-Basil,
ad fil. 71. 219. Thought must be virgin (ropBevevétn xai f Sidvoa)
according to Gregory Nazianzen, or. 37,10. The soul too commits
fomication in Athanasius, fr. Lc. p. 1396 (ib. Mt. 5,28); Basil of
Ancyra, virg. 13; 43 (it impinges on the body as well); Apophthegmata
Patrum p. .|53“ (Gerontius says tdv cwpdtay évav -
HEvay xatd yuyiy éxmopvedouar); ib. 63 (Nau [1907], p. 393).
. This unchastity of the mind is particularly damaging, The assertion
is often made that if virginity of heart is lost its bodily counterpart
m".;?uw?,?“"’f ieomenﬁaz Nicaeni synodi 38 p. 53 (Haase);
o, Wll (g::h”&d) ,7:6!”':. 2.9: 99,13; (Ps.)-Macarius of Egypt.

g 6.9; (Ps.)-Eusebius Gallicanus, hom. 394

> CLako
oo (€8 Senccn. epit. 388 doce me quid si pudicta . n corpore an in animo
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©
(referring to malice, anger, pride, lies and slander); Cacsari
serm. 15,3 For his opinion Pa-Cyprian. e por s e
authority of St. Paul: vas electionis .. dicens: 's; corpore c%mla ::
';!(Ellmlsuin (1914}, p. 81,
te iscussion of heretical virgi
Augustine says tha the hearts fomication is worse than the body (1
cuang; [oh. 13.14): healso distinguishes between pudicita s  hing of
the mind and virginitas as a thing of the body and assert that the g
can exist without the other (e [ulian. 4,8,48; cf. 4,8,50). Chrysostom
goes further and says that the uncorrupted in soul is a virgin even if she
has & husband: corporal virginity is therefore only a shadow and
cancomitant of this.real virginity (hom. in Heb. 28,7), The same
argument recurs in the Ps.-Chrysostomic op. impers. in Matth, 52 p,
929.

At 7,2 below J. himself describes how despite bodily mortificati
his brain had bumed with desire. Pt bodily morifction
virgines carne, non spiritu. The bad virgins 1. has been describing
are virgins only in flesh and not in spirit, J. repeats that some folk are
virgins in flesh but not spirit at adv. fovin. 1,13 and in Zach. 14,15 1.
579: in the first passage the body is said to be pure but the soul is
debauched. Origen had made the same distinction with reference (s
here) to the foolish virgins at hom. in Lev. 1,5 p. 288,2.

On the other hand J. is confident that Feliciane enjoys virginity of
both flesh and spirit at epist. 30,14,1 (cf. 1 Cor. 7,34 *holy both in body
and in spirit'; the text is quoted at 21,9 below; cf. also 38.2). J. adds
virginity in heart and body to the source he is translating at Victorin.
Poetov. in apoc. 20,1: at 20,2 of the same work there are said to be
virgins not only in body but also in tongue and thought.*
virgines stultae. J.'s bad virgins are the foolish virgins of the parable
at M. 25,1-12. These are mentioned again at 25,4 and 26.2 below.
‘There was some variety in the exegesis of this parable. Here the virgins
are virgins only in body. The same explanation had been twice given
by Origen: comm. in Rom. 8,10 p. 1189° and hom. in Lev. 1,5 p. 2889.
Later on it is taken up by Chrysostom, virg. 77 (ib. Bl xai 7iig
WK Gyveiag); poenit. 4,3; Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 3,298: Cassian,
conl. 22,6.9; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 69,4. .

Although this is the interpretation which J. gives here, fourteen
years later in his commentary on M. ad loc. it is mentioned only to be
discarded: instead J. surmises from the context of the parable that it

* Cyptian, hab. virg " ‘ind tongy
eotail gin
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applies not just to virgins but t0 all humankind. He is followeq b
Augustine, who speculates that the whole church s meant (serm. 93 1)
“The same view is expressed at Anon., de decem virg. p. 37 ang iy
Caesarius of Arles, serm. 156,4.>

‘Elsewhere J. makes the foolish virgins lack the oil of good works;
epist. 125,20,1; 130,11,3; in Zach. 8.23 1. 669. The same explanation is
found in Orsiesius’ Doctrina (20), which . had translated several years
before composing the three works just mentioned. It is also taken over
by Gaudentius (serm. 18,26). More often hardness of heart is named as
the disqualifying defect: this is the reason given by Chrysostom, hom,
in Mi. 78,1; PsChrysostom, virg. parab. 1; Ps.-Nilus of Ancyra,
perist. 9,3; Salvian, eccl. 2,30; cf. Epiphanius Latinus, in euang. 36 p.

hardheartedness is engendered by greed according to Nilus,

is added to it by Chrysostom (hom. in Mi.
474). Finally Gregory of Nyssa, instit. p. 83,13f. says the foolish
virgins lacked energy of spirit.

There is an allusion to the parable in the consecration rite for a
virgin in the Gelasian Sacramentary (790).

> By way ofu footaote 1's My commentary of refering




Chapter 6

Physical lapse is even more grievous than mental; the sh

I r : the shame it
is described by means of lavish citation of scripture. Further b‘x:l’naci:sl
texts are recommended for recital as an antidote to i

and bursting with sensuality.
61

0b alias ... culpas virginitate corporum non salvantur. ). recapi-
tlates the situation of virgins who are unchaste in mind before he
proceeds to deal with those who have lost even physical chastity. He
had already asserted that bodily continence alone was not sufficient at
epist. 14,9,2; he does 5o again at adv. ovin. 1,34 (on candidates for the
priesthood). The same point had been made by several of his
predecessors: Origen, comm. in | Cor. 37; hom. in Lev. 1,5 p. 288,12;
Cyprian, hab. virg. 5; Athanasius, Letter 1o virgins (Lebon), p. 190,30
(ib. 1 Cor. 7,34 *holy both in body and in spirit"). In the same year as
the Libellus it was made in Collectio Avellana 2,103 (the complete
virgin must also avoid heretical company). Basil had stated the view of
some that physical purity on its own was the essence of virginity: he
disagrees (ascer. 1,1£.). Similarly Ps.-Cyprian (= Novatian) had denied
that it could save the flint (pudic. 12.3). Pride, greed and calu
disqualify according to Origen, comm. in Rom. 9,1 p. 1205°. After J.'s
Libellus the idea that virginity of the body is by itself inadequate is
repeated by the following: Ambrose, epist. 8,566, the Ps-
Chrysostomic op. imperf. in Matth. 52 p. 929 (on the foolish virgins);
Cassian, conl. 12,2,5; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 155,3. Gaudentius
(serm. 5,5) adds a list of invalidating vices.

prostituerunt membra Christi et mulaverunt templum sanci spiritus
in lupanar. 1. is paraphrasing | Cor. 6,15 (tollens ergo membra
Christi, faciam membra meretricis?) and 6,19 (an nescitis quoniam
membra vesira templum est spiritus sancti?). However he would seem
to have borrowed the phrase prostituere membra Christi from Cyprian,
laps. 67 there would appear to be a further echo of this Cyprianic
passage at adv. Jovin. 1,10.

' A date of 3956 is suggested by Palanque, p. S54. . .
+ Since th formulaton & 8 stking 15 it 1 scsbrous, € naurlly drw Js fetion.
“This reminiscence s overlooked by Deiéani, pp. 701 (fo laps S read ‘laps. €
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62 N )
its Gvaxdhuyot T3 ToMds after “grind meal',

::f;,"f;g:.}.?.msea of the penitent Fabiola at epist. 77,5.2 otherwiny
o et is sery sldom cited. . retuns 10 the theme of apsed virgins in
c 13

ratruelis, Such explicitly erotic vocabulary recurs in the
B 254 Cant 1,13 384, Athanasus had als0 employes
Cant. 1.2 (M0G0 e 6RO AUGTV OTOHATOG avioD) in his
Sermonon virginity (Casey), p. 1043: there it was quoted directly,
Cyprian too speaks twice of conplexus el osculum domini (epist. 6,4
414 37,1 he uses the singular. J.'s use of the plural and avoidance of
Gireet quotation invest his formulation with & charactristic
Jesciviousness.

Elsewhere the erotic element s largely eliminated. Origen had
interpreted the text o sigaify divine teaching: Christ puts the words of
his mouth into our mouth (Cant. | p. 90,26). At schol. in Cant. 1,1 he
had said that the bridegroom’s lips have Kissed us whenever we grasp
sacred doctrne. Chrysostom identifies the divine kiss as angelic hymns
(hom. in Eph. 144). At in Is. 17,638 1. 40 J. applies the verse to
Christ's savtion of his people: the Word becomes flesh and kisses one
by dwelling in one.”

Fratruelis s repeated at 25,4 (Cant. 1,13: LXX behubog; Valg,
diectus) and at 26,2 (Cant. 52). On dei fli thalamos (. 6) cf. Cant, 1.4
(eicverxév pe 6 aouhei eig 1o Topietov avrod; it is quoted at 1,5
above).

Sermo propheticus. ~ As in the present passage, sermo propheticus had
denoted the Psalter at (e8.) Hilary, in psalm. 64,19; 65,22; 67.21;
67,32; 6830; 118.4; 118 aleph 3 p. 360,17 118 lamed 7 p. 460.27;
119,8; 120,16 etc. At in psaim. 122,7 Hilary uses propheta to designate
the Psalms in a list mentioning Genesis, Gospels and Apostle. David
had been called a propheta at Acts 2,30. For & rpodntuxdg Ayos in the
same sense cf. (c.8) Eusebius of Caesarea, Ps. 21,17; 45,2: 64,10,

adsttt regina a dextris tuls in vestitu deaurato, circumdata varletate.
The golden vesture of Ps. 44,10 fits Il. 3. (velamentum) and 1. 9
(nudabitur). The next verse of this Psalm had opened the work. J.
connects Ps. 44,10 with the ceremony of veiling virgins at ¢pist
130.23. 1t had already been quoted by Basil of Ancyra, virg. 26 and
Ambrose, virg. 1,736; cf. Athanasius, Letter 1o virgins (Lebon), p.

" J-says that Canictes i a repository of virginiy's
virginity's myserics, lthough Jovinian thought
it & defence of mariage (adv. Jovin. 1,30). Understood splmu:"‘:, it refers to the
soul i igen. Cane. | p. 89.10.
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5
190,25. Cant. 1,4 (‘the king hath brought me into his
( g chambers';cf |
had also been linked o it
?am. o ed 10 it by Origen, Cant. 1 p- 1107 lndsohol in
J._uses Ps. 44,10 with reference to the church at
65,15,3; in Ezech. 48,16 |. 1725; in Za, ch. 14,13 1. S:gu'lrhzgﬁslﬁl
vanelal; sllgl;lfl;s diversity of gifts or deserts at adv. lovin. 1,8;2,22; in
Is. 13,49,14 1. 94 (cf. further Pavan) Tuis refe i
sel. in Ps. 45,10 éx SeEuav Xpu 7 to Chist ef. Oge,

63

nmudabitur.  The harlot is stripped at Ezek. 16,39 (cf. in Ezech. 16,35
1.

458 adulterarum te lege nudabo) and at Apoc. 17,16; cf. Als:ltr 1326

(cited in next n.).J. may have had all three passages in mind.

 rpéowndy Gov. One might also compare Nah. 3,5, which is m'i.ﬁ'é
(ef. in Nah. ad loc. in facie). For the use of ponere here cf. in Gal. 1,6
p. 319° posteriora ponit in faciem (on distortion of the Gospel). For the
superfluous pronoun cf. Goelzer, pp. 408f.

sedebit ad aquas solitudinis. Hilberg compares Apoc. 17,1
(meretricis magnae quae sedet super aquas multas)® and 17,16 (et
desolatam facient illam). For soliudinis Antin (1958) suggested Jer
2,15 eig Epnyov.” Hos. 2,3 (LXX 2,5) is perhaps also relevant, since it
combines nakedness and solitude with a reference to water: omog dv
£xBUcw VTV YWV .. Kkai Bfcouat avTiv Gg Epruov Kat 160
btV d Yiv G

posita base divaricabi pedes suos omni transeunti. For ). this
prurient text had an enormous appeal: he quotes Ezek. 16,25 over a
dozen times. It would not seem to be cited by any other author. Origen
had offered an allegorical interpretation: the leg symbolized the
movement of the mind (sel. in Ezech. 1625). Posita base fits the
biblical context (which concerns Jerusalem), but not the fallen virgin.
usque ad verticem polluetur. Antin (1958) believed J.'s source to be
Jer. 2,16 (Vulg. filii quoque Memfeos et Tafnes constupraverunt te

* The verse had been cited by Cyprim, hab, virg. 12 & propos of
sestim. 3,36). Reference ight i addtion be made 1o Je e G uy
é¢ ac nokkoig (of Babylon). The phrase ransi fumina
,n&ulmimllm . ) .
ef also . 16. ¢ llowing o

MAnoc |7|s.whmsmwuyuubeu ‘abien et odrm e
Apoc. 113 has deserum: from Cyprian’s citation at Aab.
virg. 1
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jicem; however LXX has simply xatérai{ov oov; .
":q,,,"i,‘:dﬂ Tor 1263 ad loc.). ). uses the same words later af g
B\ 396; in Os. 12 1. 106; in Zach. 8.1 1.23 (in the lag

again in combination with Ezek. 16,25).
s fuerat homini subisse coniugium. At 294 below ). Gt |
e Coetter o mary than to burn’) in order to make this poin, The
same view was expressed at Basil of Ancyra, virg. 19 and Chrysostom,
o reg, 4: 6. Adhanasius, Leter to virgin (Lebon), p. 199,32.
ambulasse per plana.  Ambrose notes later that the path of matrim
ot and acaight and reaches the camp of the saints by a longer route
epist. exra coll. 1440). 1. himself (epist. 663.2) reports. thar
Pammachius’ wife preferred to go safely on low ground.

" i dum inferi cadere. The proverb
which lies behind 1.'s statement (quanto altius ascendit homo, lapsus
Janto allis cader) has been documented by OO (p. 17) and Haussler
(p. 300); the present passage should be added to their dossier. At the
it would seem that here J. is doing more than merely echo a
proverbial expression. In virg. 26 Chrysostom had glossed 1 Cor. 7.2
(nevertheless, to avoid fornication, et every man have his own wife')
with the following strkingly similar comment: gofouai ce, gnoiv,
eig % ti; mopBeviag Gyog Gvayayeiv i xataréong eig T T
nopveiag pdpadpov. This Chrysostomic formulation would seem to
have infiuenced J.'s owns he characteristically introduces a biblical
locution with in profundum inferi (ct. TLL VIL1, 1373.2; also Vulg. Is
700,

64

non fla .. cvitas meretrix fdelis Sion. Basil had used Is. 1,21 of a
lapsed virgin at p, 46,35 The text is seldom quoted elsewhere:
Ambrose and Augustine do not have i. In his commentary on this verse
(inI5. 1,121 1. 33) ). explains that Sion becomes a harlot if murderous
demons replace God as tenant of the soul.

post riniatls hospitlum. ). repeats his striking formulation frinitatis
hospiium over twenty years late at in Zach, 7,8 1. 217. For the idea cf.

‘ﬁnk&amwnfkmwhml&m Rufinus. Deléani, p. 70.
.p 70,
mmum:mmummmubygvanmmu,w
Bercloresumises that 5 occurmence there inspire J. 0 quoe . 1.2 i the Libells
o i bardycecessry. For i magimation 8 punnt 113 wn e
lﬂymnllmmol;lmll']ldmOMTmmmmumk ted in the
mnvunuulhmwl.wrmummuww civitas

he s inking of Revelation (cf. Rev. 17.1: 1715, 17.18; 18,10: 18,16 et . not 1saish
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24,6 below (Christum hospitem habeant).

daemones saltent et sirenae nidificent et hirici, inity i
matched by three creatures selected from the longer n:;h :x ITTJ‘YN?
All these beasts are rencgade angels or demons and agents of
punishment according to J.'s commentary on the passage (in /s, 6,13,19
1..75). Similarly Ps.-Basil remarks at is. 13,276 (ad loc.) that the spul
no longer inhabited by God must become the home of evl spiris.

Sirens are envisaged by J. as demons, monsters or farge crested
snakes that fly (in fs. 5,13,20°1. 20); he gives a similar explanation at in
I5. 6,13,19 1.'58 and in ler. 2,95,2. Likewise Ps.-Basil thinks that here
“Sirens’ is a name for demons (/s. 13,274); cf. Eusebius of Caesarea, /s,
13,21 (treacherous ones). On the other hand at /s. 13,276 Ps.-Basil
thinks they stand for flatery; cf. also Ambrose, in psalm, 43,75..
Origen had made them malign spirits (. in Lam. 95). They signify
pleasure and vice according to Paulinus of Nola, epist. 16,7 and
Maximus of Turin 37,2.

Their pagan provenance is noted by several Fathers: Origen, . in
Lam. 96 (xata ... 1ov &k u36ov); Ambrose, in psalm. 43,75.1; Ps.-
Basil, /s. 13,274. J. himself calls the record of their melodiousness an
error of the heathen (in Is. 6,13,19 1. 60). He discusses the Septuagint's
habit of borrowing names from pagan mythology at in /s. 6,13,3° 1. 21
and in Gal. 3,1 p. 348* (cf. also Lardet [1981]). Gregory of Nyssa takes
the view that it helps the reader (Eun. 2438). Paulinus of Nola
expresses @ similar opinion (epist. 16.7): taking material from
meaningless fables is like quoting proverbs. ). mentions Siren songs
himself at 18,2 below.
non solvatur fascia pectoralis. In these words there is perhaps an
echo of Jer. 2,32 nunquid obliviscetur ... virgo fasciae pectoralis suae
(this is the form in which J. quotes the text at adb. fovin. 1,32; he refers
to it again in epist. 65,19,5). According to Methodius, symp. 4,6,106
the text had signified loosening the knot of chastity.
voluptatis incendium. The fire metaphor again describes the passions
a1 7,2 and 8.2; cf. 6,6. There are further striking examples at epist.
107,11,2; vita Hilar. 3.3; in Am. lib. 2 praef. 1. 32; in eccles. 104 1. 72;
in Eph. 5,5 p. $21% tract. in psalm. | p. 200 1. 149. In the present
passage J. describes temptation in strikingly physical terms; however
shortly afterwards (p. 152,5fF) it is a purely intellectual matter.
erus in vocem. ). uses the same words again at epist. 43.3.3;
in Gal, 4,29 p. 3925; in Eph. 2,19 p. 476% praef. Vulg. euang. p. 1.7;
of. also TLL V.2, 840,T3fF.
dominus auxiliator meus, non timebo, quid fuciat mihi caro. Ps.
117,6 ends with homo; Hilberg fails to note that J. has introduced caro
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1 timebo quid faciat mihi caro). The two Verses are
from I:S- :j‘j(:"”m T 145112 1. 81. Ps. 17,6 was popular: cf

‘c';':m,“'“m”,,,_ 3105 Fort, 10. J. himself quotes it on four other

ocessions.

:,f,,,”, homo. The Apostle speaks of the inner man at Rom. 7,22,
Eph, 3.6 and 2 Cor. 4,16 the lst passage conrasts him with the outer
om0 whom J. himself refers at 17.3 below. The inner man is the soul
and the outer the flesh according to Tertullian, resurr. 40,2 and
Augustine, in euang. foh. 86.1. Generally it is the outer man that
inclnes to viciousness (so 17,3 below and St. Paul). In a number of
passages however it is (as here) the inner man who is subject to
temptation and depravity: Origen, comm. in Rom. 2,13 p. 913¥
Gregory of Nyssa. ep. 2,17 (€i 8& mhiipn Exerg wov Eow dvBpunov
oyiouév novnp@v); res. 3 p. 677°: Ps.-Chrysostom, ascet. facet. p.
1036.

Inter vitia atque virtutes ... fluctuare. J. repeats this phrase at in Is,
14,51,20 1. 31 and in Gal. 5,25 p. 422°. He remarks at in Abd. 12 1. 431
that the soul is placed midway between vice and virtue, to either of
which it can incline at any moment; cf. epist. 79,9,3; in Gal. 5,17 p.
41

atque.  Atgue was more lterary than ac; cf. Hofmann-Szantyr, p. 477;
Lofstedt (1942), 11, p. 341. Gillis® statistics are inconclusive. J. has
algue another eight times in this work; ac occurs five times. Atque
wtinam (25,3) was standard; cf. Rufinus, Orig. in gen. 10,1 p. 93,5 ef
atque utinam (the same collocation is found at Rufinus, Orig. in los.
122 p. 368,19; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 52,5; cf. also TLL V.2,
906.29fF).

quare tritis es. ). uses this text (Ps. 41,6f) again at epist. 108,192
andin 5. 1,2,2°1.28.

nolo sinas cogitationem crescere. The phrase cogitationem crescere
s repeated at in Eph. 4,27 p. 511°. As in the present passage, J. again
uses it in conjunction with Ps. 136,8f. at in psalm. 136 and tract. in

f;:‘Im 1p-306 1. 134, 1t is taken over by Ps.-Basil, ad fil. 12 1. 380
o,

¢ ) same concept of not giving time for growth

Soround oftn: Origen, Cant. 3 p. 240,06, . in Jer. 26; hom, in Num.

192 P 190.7, Amobius Junior, in psalm, 136 1. 56; Hilry, in psalm.
-14; Paulinus of Nola, epist 44,3; Ps.-Basil, Is. 13,272,

ik
nihil Babylonium, ninif confusionis. The daughter of Babylon is
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ssed at 6,2 and 6,6. The etymology whereby Babylon
:ﬁﬂﬁsam goes back to Gen. 119; cf. TLL II, 16542111 .JI‘?C‘
268,59fF. (in 1. 66 for *Hier.” read ‘Ambr."). For J. add epist. 2182;in
T 116115258 1 18 4,105 1. 33 6,13,17 1.7, 6,13,19 1. 23, 30,
557218 1. 22; 13,48,12 155, 13,4820 1. 29 in fer. 546, in Exch,
12.10°1. 1335, 47.6 1. 1195; in Mich. 7,8 1. 440; in Zach. 5.9 209, st
et nom. p. 411. 5; cf. tract. in psalm. 1 p. 71 1.205; p. 295 . 6; Il p. 387
1. 67. Here these words show off J.'s erudition and prepare the way for
citation of Ps. 136.8f. (filia Babylonis ...; 1. 8).
dum parvus est hostis, interfice. The same precept regarding the
children of Ps. 136 had been given by Origen, hom. in Jos. 153 p.
387,3 and hom. in Num. 20,2 p. 190.4; cf. also Cassian, inst. 6,13,2.
elidatur in semine. J. now inserts the second proverbial expression of
the ch. (for the first cf. n. on quam ad altiora tendentem ... at 6,3). Both
Otto and Haussler fail to record the present proverb. Again it would
seem that J.'s choice of language has been influenced by his propensity
to borrow from others. Ps. 136,9 (I. 10) had been combined with Jer.
27,16 (LXX éEoheBpetioate onépua éx Bapukavog) by Origen, fr. in
Jer. 26 and (very recently) by Gregory Nazianzen, or. 45,15 cf. also
Nilus of Ancyra, praest. 8. The occurrence of the word ‘seed" in this
Jeremianic verse has evidently prompted J.'s use here of a proverbial
locution which contained the same term.

66
parvulos. The little ones of Ps. 136,9 are wicked thoughts according
10 Origen, hom. in Jos. 15,3 p. 387,1; cf. sel.in Ps. 136,9. At Cels. 1,22
he specifies that they are confused thoughts of recent origin. The same
identification is made later by Ambrose, paenit. 2,11,106. This exegesis
is also echoed in Evagrius Ponticus (sent. mon. 45), who without
explicit reference to Ps. 136,9 says that eliminating evil thoughts is like
dashing children against a rock; cf. also Benedict, reg. 4,50; Regula
magistri, them. psalm. 24; 3,56. .

It was a common principle of exegesis to equate ‘children” with
thoughts; cf. Origen, hom. in Jer. 5,7 (GCS 6) rOMGKIG €lnoueY
57 10 vofuara ... eiatv vioi. This principle is applied to Ps. 136 in
15 tract. i psaim. 1 p. 298 |. 81 (parvuli dicuntur cogitationes) and p-
306 1. 135 (parvuli autem minores et parvae cogitationes antequam
crescani); both passages may be by Origen. AU in psalm. 136 J. makes
the saints dash ‘incipient unclean thoughts' against the rock.

On the other hand Paulinus of Nola identifies the litle ones of Ps.
136 a faults of confusion and worldly pride (epis. 44.3). They ¥
heterodox tenets according to Ps.-Basil, /s. 13,272, while in Eusebius
of Caesarea, Ps. 136,8 they are seeds of evil
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inpossibile est. ). summrizes: it is impossible to escape temptatio
He notes again in epist. 79,92 that nobody can nvor:il‘ he
antepassiones. Al in Gal. 5,22 . 421% he similarly observes tha
thought is importunate; cf. rract. in psalm. 1 p. 53 1. 111; p. 200 . 149,
. 134, Origen had already made the same point at exp. in py.
quile impossible to avoid sinful thoughts. Later on Cassian
distinguishes between €yxpatiig and dyvds, while leaving it to the
mder s discretion whether the second state is actually attainable (inst
At conl. 1,17, he quotes the saying of abbot Moses tha
are inevitable but can be rejected; cf. Evagrius Ponticus, vir
1 The same view had been expressed in the 370s by Epiphanius
uvm 64,57,1; quoting Rom. 7,15 ‘what | would, that do I not’).

In the following ch. 1.'s own desert experience illustrates the point
(cf. also 5,3 and 8.1). His choice of vocabulary here combines feeling
(L 11£) and thought (1. 13): the slight inconcinnity is due to the
attempt to combine an echo of Vergil (I 12 notum medullarum
calorem; cf. Aen. 8,389) with an arresting climax (IL. 13£) that is based
on the standard exegesis of Ps. 1369 (the children are thoughts).
interficit cogitaws. Thoughts are again “killed" at in /s. 2,5,11 1. 52
and in psalm. 136; cf. in s. 6,14,20° 1. 21. 1. uses this typically

107,17, where the original has the less vivid GeaviCew. It may be
noted however that Rufinus also says cogitationes necare at Orig. in
los. 153 p. 387,7 and Orig. in num. 25,6 p. 241,22. For the
personification cf. 3,4 (dixerit tibi cogitatio tua).
petra autem est Christus. | Cor. 10,4 had been combined with Ps.
136,9 by Origen, hom. in Num. 20,2 p. 190,1; Eusebius of Caesarea, Ps.
136,8; Hilary, in psalm. 136,14. ). makes the connection again himself
at in psalm. 136; cf. tract. in psalm. | p. 298 1. 86 and p. 306 1. 134, It
recurs later at Paulinus of Milan, vita Ambr. 41 and Ps.-Basil, Is.
13,272. In addition the children of Ps. 136 had been ‘struck against
Christ" at Origen, fr. in Jer. 26 and hom. in Jos. 15,3 p. 387,5. The
same statement is made later in the following passages: Ambrose,
paenit. 2,11,106; in psalm. 118 serm. 8,34,3; Paulinus of Nola, epist.
44,3; Prosper of Aquitaine, in psalm. 136,8; Eucherius, instr. | p.
102,26. At Amobius Junior, in psalm. 136 1. 51 the children are struck
‘against the rock on which the church was founded.

1.’s entirely derivative conclusion to this ch. is a very good example
of the technique of achicving per fines capitum singulorum acuta

breviterque conclusa, to which he refers disdainfully (epist.

524,1) along with pueriles declamationes, sententiarum flosculi and
verborum lenocinia. J. again ends a ch. with a biblical text that serves
as akey to the foregoing at 25,6 and 26,4.




Chapter 7

1 illustrates the impossibility of suppressing lascivious thoughts by
describing his own experience as a hermit in the Syrian desert during
the mid-370's. Despite all his austerities J.'s mind stil seethed with
lust. Only intensified self-mortification produced occasional respite and

This impressive Suiynua provides variety, as exciting narrative
description now succeeds the precepts and prohibitions of the foregoing
chs. It is a masterpiece of rhetorical virtuosity. Scriptural citation is
scarcely discernible except at the end, where it creates a dazzling
climax (p. 154,7£); in this respect t00 the ch. accordingly offers a
contrast to what precedes.

The ch. is discussed by Thierry (1963); Brown, pp. 375f; Vogaé
(1991), 1, pp. 272fF; Grimm, pp. 160f; Vidén, pp. 144f. On the
‘medical aspect cf. Janini Cuesta, pp. 44f.

2l

O quotiens. The account begins impressively with the figure of
exclamatio.

vasta solitudine. Here Nazzaro, p. 201, detects a biblical
reminiscence: Num. 14,3 and Deut. 32,10. However the collocation at
issue also occurs in pagan texts (cf. OLD s.v. solitudo); moreover while
Sabatier is unable to supply an Old Latin text of the first passage, that
of the second is quite different (cf. Sabatier, 1, pp. 289f. and 386f).
exusta solis ardoribus. _Hilberg identified the phrase as a borrowing
from Sallust, Jug. 19,6. For the historian’s popularity in this period cf.
Norden, p. 583. On J.'s interest in him cf. Hagendahl (1958), pp. 292;
294. The phrase in question had already been echoed by Lucan (9,382).
It recurs at Sulpicius Severus, dial. 1,13.2; chron. 143,2 (adusta).
Testard (1983), p. 17, suggests that J. has deliberately chosen this
Sallustian echo in order to give a resonant opening to his account.
horridum monachis ... habitaculum. Bonosus’ retreat had been
described in similar terms (epist. 3,4,4) as horroris carcerem (cf. ib.
34,2). Here J. achieves an elegantly chiastic antithesis in horridum
monachis ... Romanis ... deliciis.

Romanis deliciis. Rome contrasts with the desert. It was also the
scene of the licentious escapades of J.'s youth. On J.'s attitude to Rome
cf. Sugano. At 35,7 below J. notes that the sick cenobite does not look
for urban deliciae.
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sedebam solus, quia amaritudine repletus eram.  Hilberg detecteq g
allusion to Ruth 1,20 quia valde me amaritudine replevit Omnipoten,
(Vulg.); LXX has 6 £mxpaven év éoi 0 ikavog o463pa. Vacon]
(1920), p. 389, then suggested Lam. 1,20 quoniam amaritudine pleng
sum (Vulg: LXX m napamxpaivovoa mapertixpava). In faey
however 1.’s sentence is the LXX Verslon of Jer. 15,17 xata Hévag
Exobrymy, oT mpiog éverhiodny.' This Jeremianic text was 5
favourite of J.'s: he quotes it another half dozen times. At 36,2 below,
the anchorite also sits alone (Lam. 3,28)

horrebam sacco membra deformis. These words are a Selbstzitat of
epist. 3.4,3 (horrent sacco membra deformi), which would seem in tum
10 be an imitation of Pacian, paraen. 9.4 (sacco ... horrente deformis),
of. Adkin (1994b). On sackeloth cf. epist. 44,2 saccus orationis sigmum
atque ieiunii est.

squalida cutis situm Aethiopicae carnis adduxerat. Here ). is de-
scribing a change of both colour and texture; cf, Rufinus, Orig. in cant,
2'p. 128,13 infuscat et obdurat ardore (sc. sol). On situs of unwashed
skin cf. Cyprian, epist. 76.24. J. had pictured a similar effect in the
desert at epist. 14,10,3 scabra sine balneis adirahitur cutis? Sackcloth
produces situs at epist. 24,4,3 non sacco asperata cutis ... situm ...
contraheret. On *Ethiopian flesh’ cf. Jer. 1323 (‘Can the Ethiopian
change his skin?").

si quando repugnantem somnus ... oppressisset. Vigils are
menioned inthe secount of . aream a1 30.2 low (cf. 1. 16). Fasting
(1.9) also recurs in the same account at 30,1.

nuda humo vix ossa haerentla conlidebam. This phrascology is 2
self-imitation of epist. 14,10,3, which inspired by Cyprian,
epist. 762,42 in the Libellus ). improves in tum on his 14* letter by
also incorporating an echo of Vergil, ecl. 3,102 vix ossibus haerent (cf.
30,3 below). On sleep in such conditions cf. Consultationes Zacchaei et
Apollonii 3,3 p. 10226 aut sine fulcris humo corpuscula decubant aut
saxo paulisper deiecta durantur, ut somnus non agi videatur iniuriosa
brevitate, sed pelli. Presumably J. conceives the bones as hardly

! Testard (|993\ p ZM posits in addition an echo of)ku 1931,
* Cyprion umi 152 laboribus viscera, sed

suggested by Cyprian’s fessa laboribus viscera: letier 14
et s with b e s eny TP e i
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sticking 10 the skin: this is the case at Theodoret, 4 rel, 30 n

2t Theodoret, . rel. 30 p. 1493
pomidratoy .. 1 bipua ... hemtols woig doréoi mapivera xal
Tpehiic Kol GUPKGY ... SaRAVIOEIOGY; of. also Job 19,20 and Lum
4,8 (at Gregory of Nyssa, Ps. 6 p. 612° on the other hand the bones ng
longer stick to each other).

.2
de cibis vero et potu taceo.  The narrator interposes himself: the effect
is to slow down the pace. Here the description is also couched in com-
‘munal terms (languentes), which contrast with sedebam solus and sofus
penetrabam at the beginning and end of the ch. The same practeritio
had occurred in Athanasius, v. Anton. 7 mepi Yap xpedv xai otvow
repiTioy €Ot Kol AéYEw, Bnov ve ovBé nopa toig dhAorg
omOUBaioNG MUPIOKETO Tt Totobtov: this is evidently J.'s source here.
Food was a matter of great importance to J. (cf. 30,1 below).
languentes. Sc. ‘sick’; cf. in Is. 826,14 1. 30 medici .. cupiunt
sanare languentes (not in TLL s.v.). The detail anticipates the fuller
description of monasticism in chs. 33ff.
aqua frigida. The ascetic drinks cold water at epist. 24,3,1; 45.5,1;
54,10,1. According to Athanasius St. Antony had restricted himself to
water (v. Anton. 7). Nilus of Ancyra (4lb. p. 708®) reports that on cold
days it was warmed in the sun.
coctum aliquid accepisse luxuriae sit. The Lausiac History (86 M.)
speaks of 1) moMTE( f) e TUPdG Eyryatog; in the same passage a
monk declares that since moving into the desert he has touched no
cooked food. Cf. further Epiphanius, exp. fid. 235 Historia
monachorum 1,17; Apophthegmata patrum, p. 160%; Vitae patrum
5.821; Palladius, h. Laus. 45; Vita Pachomii A 29. This was the
practice of virtually all the brothers according to Vita Pachomii A 15.
b gehennae metum. Fear of hell and love of Christ had actuated the
monk in epist. 14,3,3. At tract. in psalm. 1 p. 232 1. 28 the point is made
that if love of God rather than fear of hell is the motive for not
committing fornication, the reward is greater. The dream takes J. to hell
in ch. 30.
carcere. J. had called Bonosus’ island haunt a prison at epist. 3.4,4.
The little house built by Marcianus that was smaller than himself is 2
voluntary prison according to Theodoret, . rel. 3 p. 1328% cf. . 4 p.
13448,
scorpionum tantum socius et ferarum. The monk also has snakes for
con:’:my in Asterius of Ansedunum, ad Renat. I. 256. Testard (1983),
P. 17, compares MK. 1,13 (erat in deserto .. eratque cum bestiis). The
scorpions and wild beasts form a vivid contrast to the succeed;
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puella; againthe antithesis is underlned by chiasmus (scorpiomum .
s .. choris ... puellarum; cf. p. 152,166).

« intereram puellarum. These words provide a closer definition
:7‘?»:::: ko delcis at the beginning of the ch., which also
ends with a third inferesse: there J. consorts with angels.

On this kind of embarrassing admission cf. 1.’s remarks at epis..
5410,5 malo apud te, filia, verecundia parumper quam causa
periclitari’ ) ) )
pallcbant ora ieianils. Pallor characterized the ascetic. The virgin
Rerself is pale at 13.3 below; her companion is also pale at 17,1
(contrast the ruddy cheeks of the worldly at 16.2). Paleness is
commended at epist. 45,5.2 (along with thinness); 79,7,7 (along with
fasts and shabbiness); 107,9,3. It i a sign of continence at epist. 24,5,1
and c. Vigil. 13. As in the present passage, it is the consequence of
fasting at epist. 54,62 and in Gal. 5,26 p. 424*; cf. tract. in psalm. | p.
218 1. 280.* Pallor is also mentioned at epist. 39,1.3; adv. lovin. 2,21;
2,36. On the other hand at epist. 24,51 and in Gal. 5,26 p. 424* )
condemns paleness that is mere ostentation.

The phrase which J. uses in the present passage is repeated a quarter
of a century later at in Is. 16.58.2° 1. 71; on the other hand episr. 60.9,2
has lurida ieiuniis ora.
mens desideriis aestuabat in frigido corpore. At epist. 125,12,1 1.
refers again to his plight at’this time: mens tamen cogitationibus
aestuabat. He reports at adv. Pelag. 2.24 that some monks are still
tormented by desire when shut in their cells out of sight of women.
Athanasius had similarly described how the Devil used to appear to
Antony at night in woman's shape (v. Anion. S). Later both
Apophthegmata Patrum 163¥. (Nau (1908}, pp. S3ff.) and Cassian,
inst. 6 deal at length with the struggle against sexual temptation.

For the same antithesis of body and mind cf. Sulpicius Severus, dial.
1,11,2 (arebant membra ieiunio sed deficere mens caelo intenta non
poterat); Augustine, epist. 91,1 (frigescentibus membris fervere
animum). According to Thierry (1963), p. 30, the reference here to
Jrigidum corpus and in the next I. o sola libidinum incendia shows that
J. is describing a noctumal situation: “so his body is cold because he
made no fire in the evening for ascetic reasons’. However it would
seem that these phrases are due rather to literary considerations: J.'s
aim is 10 create an effective contrast between bodily cold and mental
incandescence.

, This wording is ue to Tenullian anim. 27.6: ¢f. Adkin (2002b).
In this connection Scouield, . 143, compares Bomer, p. 253,
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ante hominem suum lam carne praemortua. This phrase has caused
much perplexity to scribes, editors and translators alike.* Here homo
suus i in fact being employed to denote the whole person as against a
part or aspect of it. Although this usage has been omitted from TLL s.v.
Jomo (Brink), it can nonetheless be documented from a number of
texts: Hilary, in psalm. 42,5 cor .. hominem suum in memoriam

imac suac constitutionis .. converti; Philip, in 1ob rec. long, 9 p.
639 (on Job 9,13 [sub quo curvantur qui portant orbem]) qui portart
orbem, id est totum hominem suum; ib. 39 p. 777" in interiore sensu
hominis sui.

Here J. is using a form of the conceit *dead before death': it occurs
with some frequency in this period.* J. himself had already employed it
at epist. 10,23 adhuc viventes praemoriuntur in carne; cf. also epist.
66,52 and in Am. lib. 2 praef. |. 22. Further instances are found at
Ambrose, paenit. 1,1691; Sulpicius Severus. Mart. 162; 164. In
Greek the idea occurs in Gregory Nazianzen, or. 43,63 (dvBporol
vexpoi 7po Bavéitov) and Chrysostom, hom. div. 5.3,

In this sentence of the Libellus the persistence of lust in a lifeless
body has been expressed in two co-ordinate clauses (mens desideriis
aestuabat i frigido corpore et ante hominem suum iam carne
praemortua sola libidinum incendia bulliebant), in which the structure
is chiastic: in frigido corpore matches ante hominem suum iam carne
praemortua. At the same time each element in the second clause is
longer than the corresponding section of the first:” Schiublin’s deletion
of ante hominem suum would accordingly spoil the artistic balance of
1.°s sentence. The wording here is packed, lurid, artful and typically
Hieronymian.

73

ad lesu iacebam pedes, rigabam lacrimis, crine tergebam. ). applies
to himself the actions of the penitent Magdalen. Such a striking image
naturally had a strong appeal for him. J. represents himself as
performing the same action in a similar tricolon at c. Lucif 15, while it
is an exhortation at fract, in Marc. pp. 338,11 and 368.9. This
application of the biblical episode is also quite common elsewhere.

* Cf. the conspectus in Adkin (1993d). pp. 96fF. According to Schaublin, pp. S6f. the

‘words ante hominem suum must be suppresscd s "ciné unmOgliche Ausdnucksweise
Bauer (1983). p. 171, atiempts (o exemplify this use of homo suus. however none of
the parallls he adduces i really pectinent since they all denote Christ's manhood in
<ontradistinction to his - © 534l ame morem e
1t goes back to classical Iterature; f.(c.8) Sencca,epist. 93 aler om per
A s mpor compostionl pincle cf. Albech (1989). ndex . i of
increasing members” §
3. has a further half dozen references t the Magdalen's deed.
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’ ws an even greater fondness for it than J. himse
::"E':":I:V’SN:I:IS":W:L 18.8; 2g3.24; 23,35, 2337 carm. 31,533
31543 In Ambrose, epist. extra coll. 122 i is the church that washeg
and wipes Christ’s fect with her hair; Ambrose himself does it ot
paenit, 2,61, Sulpicius Severus (dial. 2.6.3) describes the empress
herself as behaving in this way towards Martin. )

T Was not the first to make such use of the Magdalen’s action: he
s evidently taken his cu from elsewhere. Already Athanasius (Letter
1o virgins [Lebon], p. 192.5) had said that a virgin should copy the
Sinner who washed Christ's fet. Similarly Ps.-Basil (= Eusebius of
Emesa), poenit. 4 had recommended imitation. .

Baus, pp. 187F, sees J.'s words in this passage as springing from an
-Amosphdre ganz spontaner, unreflekiierter, volksfrommer Gebets-
haltung'. It would seem however that J.'s reason for introducing this
Jiterary reminiscence is rather to embellish further an already highly
wrought passage.” The chiasmus is registered by Harendza, p. 53.

inedit On weekly
fasting in the desert fathers cf. Apophthegmata Patrum 242 (Nau
[1909], p- 363) ot Ixnudrta éviictevov thy €pSouasa; 314 (Nau
[1912), p. 207; for seventy weeks together); Ps.-Nilus of Ancyra, narr.
3,7; Theodoret, h. rel. 26 p. 1468; Vitae patrum 5,10,44. For the same
practice among cenobites cf. Cassian, conl. 5,123. Arbesmann
(1969b), pp. SO7F., mentions the name ebdomadarii.

J. himself notes that Asella’s fasts in Rome lasted for a week in Lent
(epist. 24,4,2). though he disapproves at epist. 107,10,2 displicent mii
.. ieiunia, quibus iunguntur cbdomades; daily fasting is said to be best
at 17,2 below. The biographer of the younger Melania reports that she
was modest about her weekly fasts (v. Mel. iun. 62). Similarly Ps.-
Athanasius, syntag. 5,1 wams against ostentation. As in the
passage, fasting for a week is a way of combatting temptation at Vita
Eupraxiae 19.

3. again uses similar wording at adv. fovin. 2,7.
non erubesco infelicitatls meae. Rufinus was shocked by J.'s self-
exposure i the Libellus (apol. adbv. Hier. 2.5). Infelicitas is also used of
the story of his dream at 29,7 below.

Plango non esse quod fuerim. ). would sppear to mean that he
regrets no longer being capable of the same ascetic exertions (cf. the

* Vogoé (1991), I p. 409, explains crine
;. 45 cxplns rne trgebam by eernce to the long b of

Syrian contexts would seem 1o make this supposition unnccessary. In rigabam
i Texard (1993, . 204, dcects an cho of th lacrimee 13 65 40 .
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next sentence). "

clamantem diem crebro iunxisse cum nocte, 3.

iungere at epist. 108,153, in Is. 1,LI5° 1. 9 (in "Ci..‘." f,’.;.";’i qm":
reference is to prayer); 11,38,14 1. 11 (weeping and groaning); cf.alsg
Chrysostom, hom. in Is. 6,1 4,1 mavwuyidag .. uépq X0l vuxtt
ouvageioas. In Nilus of Ancyra (ep. 3,324) the troubled ascetic is
similarly recommended to shout for long periods by day and night

a pectoris ... verberibus. The publican had beaten his breast in Lk,
18,13. Gregory Nazianzen places the practice in a catalogue of
‘mortifications along with vigils, fasting, prayer, tears and callous knecs.
(or. 6.2). Augustine refers to it often: to the list in Roetzer, pp. 24T,
add conf. 1042,67; discipl. 10,11; epist. 188,9; c. Parmen. 2,713,
2,1020; in psalm. 38,14; 48, serm. 2,4; 69,3; 1289; 148,16; serm.
112A.5 coll. Morin p. 258,19; 113B.3 coll. Morin p. 290,13; 1362,
Augustine observes that when you beat the breast you are angry with
your heart (serm. 19,2), while at in psalm. 1467 he says that it shows.
You are punishing it. On the other hand in Ps.-Nilus of Ancyra (=
Evagrius Ponticus), mal. cog. 11 the action is not penitential but
preventive; according to Nilus, ep. 3,129 beating the breast is like
praising God with a drum.*

Vita Eupraxiae 34 includes the face. Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 3,243
mentions beating of the breast and face together with kneeling and
spreading the hands. The Admonitio Augiensis (= Epist. Migne suppl.
1,1701) disapproves of the practice: quid prodest si pectus tundis, si
peccata intus inclusa non respuis? cf. also Regula magistr, them. or.
dom. 69 (tundenda sunt nobis corda quam pectora). There are further
references to beating the breast at Commodian, insrr. 2,18,11; 2,21,13;
Niceta of Remesiana, vigil. 3 1. 12; Orientius, comm. 1,401; Nilus of
Ancyra, ep. 2,303;3,288.
domino rediret increpante tranquillitas. Klostermann (1911), p. 194,
compared Mk. 4,39 (he wrongly gives *4,.29') exsurgens comminatus
est (Lk. 8,24 has increpavir) vento .. et facta est tranquillitas magna.
On tranquillitas cf. also Lorié, pp. 121fT.
cellulam.  Gorce (1949a), p. 39, thinks it was cut out of the rock; he
refers to epist. 17,23 de cavernis cellularum. One might compare
further Consultationes Zacchaei et Apollonii 3,3 p. 102,17 cavatis in
habitaculum saxis. C¥. also Deichmann; Fehrenbach.

B

ginity

" Viogoé (1991), I, p. 276, suggests that in the present passage 1. is thinking of Mk. 5.5
-"llp!rm#n(dkmmmuﬂmwmbwtmchmumdrmw
le

" InPs. s, hom. 2 . 461
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yids
Z'a';; ;’I’g 1. 1354; they are reversed at in Gal. 6,1 p. 4:

us. ). uses the same words fourteen o later at iy
4 tlum,  rupium

iy va valliam, aspera  montium, Ppraerupt
ekl e Fo the clevated form of expression cf. Vergil, Aen. 2.333
amgusta viarum with Austin's n. J. uses it again at epist. 117,64 slicun
dura in Eech. 3,12 1. 964 excelsa terrae ... el inferiora vallium; in loel
119 1 534 plana camporum aut pratorum florentia. Cf. further
Ambrose, epist. extra coll. 14,67 alta et condensa montium, invig
rupium, speluncarum horrida, fovearum vadosa; in psalm. 1244
concava rupium, praerupta_montium. Onthe collocation aspera
montium <. TLL 11, 808,29fF. The phrase rupium praerupta is also
found in Rufinus, Basil. hom. 2.6 (). has praeruptas rupes at in Ezech,
3221, 1101 J's language in the present passage is clearly meant to
provide a grandiloguent finale o this impressive ch.: the chiastic
‘parison is noted by Harendza, p. 57. The ellipse of the verb in the main
clause (ibi meae orationi locus. illud miserrimae carnis ergastulum)
contributes further to the effect

For the monk’s mobility cf. tract. in psalm. [ p. 185 1. 116 monachus
non habet cellam sed ubicumque invenerit ibi et manet. On his liking
for mountains cf. Chrysostom, poenit. 5,1 %pog 16 KopUAAS TV péwy
GvaBpayovtes (of povilovies).
carnis ergastulum. ~ Paulinus of Nola, epist. 40,7 has ergastulum
cellulae. The term ergastulum more often denotes the body as prison of
the soul; cf. TLL V, TST69fT. (add in eccles. 42 1. 37). CF. 72
(carcere).
testis est dominus. 3. was very fond of this invocation, which fits his
vivacious style: he has it again at epist. 39.6,4; 72,2,3; 81,1,1; 85.6;
992.2; 108.9.3; 108,15,6; [Ps.]-Jerome, epist. 18 p. 57,105. Similarly
he calls Jesus to witness at epist. 1,3,3; 17,3,1; 39.22; 108,21.5;
108,30, adv. Rufin. 3,9; cf. epist. 39,54 (Christo teste). It is God
whom he calls to witness at epist. 108,15, and 143,1,2.”

In other authors by contrast appeals o the Lord’s testimony ocour
with much less frequency: Tertullian, bapr. 12,2; spect. 26 p. 25,21
(anim. 9.4 God); Cyprian, epist. 33,2,1 (21,3,2 God); Hilary, in psalm.
118 phe 3 p. 507,25; syn. 80; Paulinus of Nola, epist. 6.2; 31,1;
Sillvinl',ius Severus, epit. 114, In Greek the formula would seem to be
even less common: for wdprug & ktpog cf. Asterius the Sophist, Aom.
(Richard) 25,5 and Ps.-Chrysostom, theoph. | p. 805. The ‘;hrlse had

" Testis es deus s 1 “eve 3 - -
e evryday phnse” acording 1o Ps-Augustine (= Ambrosias).
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been used in the LXX at | Reg, 12,5; 12,6; 20,
5 6eds cf. Rom. 1,9; Phil. 1.8; 1 Thess. 2,5 (o.
st multas lacrimas. At the end of the ch. J. recapi
bulations described earler in . He uscs the nmr:'::z::;.c‘:wirs\ :::
account of his dream (p. 191,11-3),
interesse agminibus angelorum. On occasion J. succeeded in
overcoming the flesh and achieving costasy: agmina angelorum
replaced chori puellarum. A band of angels again fills the ascetic’s cell
at [Ps.J-ferome, epist. 18 p. 57,134. On the mank’s angelic company cf.
(2) Chrysostom, comp. 3 ov wovayév ... ayyéhou owfrotevovta,
Asterius of Ansedunum, ad Renat. 1. 191 erigi se putavit ad caclum
chorisque angelicis iungi (sc. monachus). Cassian records that
Pafnutius was thought to enjoy the company of angels every day in
remote parts of the desert (con. 3,1.3), while Tertullian had described
how a member of the congregation had visions and consorted with
angels. sometimes even with the Lord (anim. 9,4; Waszink [1947] ad
loc. compares Nemesius, nat. hom. 1 p. 533%). Martyrs too had been
said 10 “stand among the angels’ at the time of their passion (Cyprian,
epist. 31,3). At Ps.-Chrysostom, prec. 2 p. 779 the experience of being,
among_angels is the consequence of prayer; it comes from fasting
according to (Ps.)-Eusebius of Alexandria, serm. 1 p. 317°. It had also
been mentioned at Gregory Nazianzen, or. 2,7."
laetus gaudensque. _For the phrase cf. TLL V1.2, 1710,65fF. (add Ps.
Basil, ad fil. 20 . 562). On -que cf. Hofmann-Szantyr, pp. 473ff;
Lofstedt (1942), 11, p. 341 “-que war ... in der Kaiserzeit der
volkstumlichen Sprache fremd". According to Gillis, pp. 22fF, it occurs
less frequently in ).'s letters than in his other works. J. has -gue in the
Libellus another 16 times (it nowhere connects two clauses). Harendza,
P. 60, observes that in the present passage it has been chosen for the
sake of the clausula: gaudensque cantabam.
post te in odorem. The account concludes on a note of exaltation.
Citation of Cant. 1,3 at the end of a ch. which is almost free of biblical
quotation produces a particularly effective climax.'® J. uses this verse
rather sparingly elsewhere: in Is. 7,19,18 1. 28; in Matth. 25,1 1. 725;
tract. in Marc. p. 366,29: cf. tract_in psalm. 1 p. 271 1. 45. The same
sequence of background, tribulation and relief which marks this ch. is
also found in the account of J.s dream (ch. 30).

.23; 2042, for paprus ...
[

IR 1,p. 173, observes ‘es
erscheint zumindest als Busserst zweifelhaft ob er ... echte mystische Erlcbnisse

schildert
“ Testard (1993). p. 204, notes with reference 10 J s use of this text that Canticles
“apparait chez les Péres .. comme le sommet de I'Eriure’



Chapter 8

Having demonstrated the power of temptation J. now proceeds to offer
practical advice on the way 1o combat it. The virgin must accordingly
Bvoid wine, which is uniquely dangerous as an inciter of the passions,
Paul’s apparent endorsement of the use of wine is dismissed and the .
concludes with three episodes from the OId Testament which illustrate
how insobriety leads o lust.

In the next ch. J. deals with food (cf. also 8,4). Food and drink were
a personal preoccupation of 1.’s (cf. 30,1); hence their prominence in
the Libellus. At the same time they had also come first in Liberius'
exhortation to the virgin (Ambrose, virg. 3,2.5fF.; cf. also n. on 8,2 non
sic avaritia quatit ...).
81

There is a detailed and extensive description of this

process in Basil, ep. 45,1.
quid patitur puella, quae deliclis fruitur? Here 1. repeats the
sequence of thought and sentence structure of the beginning of ch. 6.
vivens mortua est. ). refers to 1 Tim. 5,6 again at 38,2 below. He
cites the text often: it recurs ten times in his oeuvre. Cyprian, testim.
3,74 also quotes it.
si experto creditur. ). mentions his gourmet past at 30,1 below.
Hagendahl (1958), p. 110, thinks the words are a reminiscence of
Vergil, Aen. 11,283 experto credite; the idea was however common (cf.
TLLIV, 1143 49f7). J. cites this verse of the Aeneid at epist. 50,4,2 and
8435
hoc ... moneo, hoc obtestor. ). also adjures the reader at 6,4 (ob-
secro) and 23,2 (obtestor). On this combination of moneo and obtestor
(or cognate forms) cf. TLL VIII, 140829; IX.2, 28121ff. (add
Caesarius of Arles, serm. 54,1; 66,1; 73,5; 189,4; 201,2; 209.4). At
epist. 23,4, J. himself has moneo et ... contestor.
W ... vinum fugiat pro vemeno. This statement created a furore
among the opponents of asceticism, who charged J. with rashness and
heresy for making it (cf. in Eph. 5,18 p. 528*); wine was after all a part
of every Ronun_'s daily diet (cf. Janini Cuesta, pp. 14fT.). At in Gal.
5,19 p. 417° J. insists that he had been referring to the effect of wine
rather than to God's creature. Wine is again poison at epist. 52,114;
mb-s time however J. tones his language down considerably: quodsi
absque vino ardeo ..., libenter carebo poculo, in quo suspicio veneni
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est. 1. striking paronomasia (virum / venemum) is co

ters: Ambrose, Hel. 14,51 (ing praciend woreo i o

Augustine, sobr. | pp. 1106 and 1107 Orientius, com. 2.83
p J. himself would sem 1o have taken a hint from

Tertllian, iefun. 3 p. 277,19 cibum ... pro veneno depuarom. s s

paronomasia has enhanced his source i characteristic fashion.

The sentence in which . issues this admonition is very carefully
witten, It starts with twofold anaphora (s . 5i hoc .. hov). In each
case the two clauses are of decreasing lengih: the irst one alsg containe
an impressive hyperbaton (si guid .. consilf), which generates an
elegant cretic tribrach clausula.* To this are added the paronomasia of
vinum | venenum and what may be o Vergilian ccho (51 experio
creditur). J.’s opening precept could not have been given a more
powerful formulation.
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arma ... daemonum. Military vocabulary is again applied to demons
at adv. Jovin. 1,35 and in Eph. 3,13 p. 485°. Chrysostom is notably
partial to this imagery. At hom. in | Cor. 3,4 he speaks of Sayovay
GmMLopévay; at exp. in Ps. 453 he refers to nokepov .. tov 1@V
Sayévav. He mentions Sawuévav ddraryes at exp. in Ps. 1096;
139,15 147,4; hom. in Rom. 154; hom. div. 5.2; 53; 1,I; cf. Ps-
Chrysostom, Petr. et Paul. 1; ador. 2 p. 752 (. xai raptagic). In the
present passage Hritzu, p. 79, notes the hyperbaton, which this time
produces a very graceful double cretic clavsula.

non sic avaritia quatit, inflat superbia, delectat ambitio. The same
priority had been given to teetotalism at Basil, ascet. disc. 2 xai mpé ye
réviev xph povaxdv Eyxpatevectar ... amd oivorosiag; cf. also
Cassian, inst. 5,11,1 gastrimargia ... contra quam nobis primus
conflictus est. J. deals with avarice at 31,1 below, with pride at 27,5 (cf.
3,1), and with ambition at 16,1 (cf. 41,5). All these vices have nothing
10 do with sexuality and are therefore in J.'s opinion less serious: he
can accordingly postpone discussion of them until later.* His priorities
were not accepted universally: Chrysostom (hom. in Rom. 13,10)
assers that insobriety is less serious than greed.

Ambrose is careful o 8dd a justifictory gloss: ome enim quidquid nocet venerum

e
i er 1ed 10 the fourth century. the twofold ccho in
i tract has been tentatively assigne ey o tofld o

Cfalso Isidore of Seville, orig. 20.3.2.
4 It comesponds accentually 10 the cursus tardus.
) 5492 L
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For 175 wording here Deléani, p. 69, detects a Source in no fewer
ot fou passages of Cyprian tenacibus semper inlecebris necesse esy

N elentia inviel, inflel superbia, iracundia inflamme, rapacita
it rudelias stimalet ambitio delecte, libido praccipie (ag
Daat. 3, cum avaritia nobis, cum inpudicitia, cum ira, cum ambitione
comgressio est .. i avaritia prostrata est, exsurgit [ibido; si liid
compréssa est, succedil ambitio; si._ambitio contempla.est, irg
cevsperal, inflat superbia, vinolentia invitat (mortal. 4); aut_enim
Superbia inflaus es aut avaritia rapax es aut iracundia saevus .. aut
vinolentia temulentus (Demetr. 10); superbia inflat (unit. eccl. 16). She
might have added zel. § inflatur superbia. exacerbatur sacviia (Hartl,
b 423, reads inflal .. exacerbal with some MSS). perfidia
pracvaricatr, inpatientia concutit, furit discordia, ira fervescit.

It may be remarked in the first place that enumerations like 1's
comprising a nominatival vice with its attendant verb are conventional;
of. (eg.) Augustine, lib. arb. 1,78 quaquaversum potest coartare
avaritia, dissipare luxuria, addicere ambitio, inflare superbia, torquere
invidia, desidia sepelire, pervicacia concitare, adflictare subiectio. As
far as J.'s specific phraseology is concemed, Deléani's four Cyprianic
passages supply no parallel for the first element of his list: avaritia
quatit, The second is inflar superbia; while this phrase is found in
Cyprian, it must be said that the collocation of these two words is
exceedingly common. Augustine alone provides the following
instances: bapt. 5,17,23; enchir. 9,30: epist. 140,77; 1554; in euang.
loh. 115 ¢. lulian. 5,11 lib. arb. 1,78; in psalm. 1.4; 17.43; 13,24;
85,3; serm. 50.2; 53A2 coll. Morin p. 627,30; 77,11; 348,1; 353,. The
particular nominatival construction found in the Libellus (inflat
superbia) is also well attested elsewhere; cf. (¢.g.) Augustine, /ib. arb.
1,78; in psalm. 1,4; serm. 348,1. The wording of the final component of
1.'s tricolon (delectar ambitio) occurs in one of the passages from
Cyprian. It may however be noted that J. also employs the same phrase
in a quite different context elsewhere in the Libellus (41,5). Moreover
the formulation is already found as carly as Seneca (dial. 10,17,6).
Hritzu, p. 88, notes the chiastic parison of J.s elegant sentence.

Jacile alis caremus vigls. ‘This point had already been made by Ps-
Cyprian (= Novatian), pudic. 11,3 malum omne facilius vincitur quam
voluptas. . says the same of vainglory at 27.4 below.
Hic hostls ntus inclusus est. quocumque pergimus, nobiscum
Pportamus lnllllcmn._ Wine is an ‘enemy within’. J. has lifted this
;'*"M from Cyprian, zel. 9, where envy had been discussed in the
;:Wlngi  \erms. ublcumque fueris adversarius tuus tecum est, hosts
calefl"am - nf::’?"‘ est, pernicies intus inclusa est, ineluctabili
ligatus et vincius es, zelo dominante captivus es, nec
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solacia tibi ulla subveniunt. 1. has transform
wence of parallel clauses into a characteristically nact

Tormulation: he ignores the later half of the sentence ?ﬁllynel:::::lg:
onwards, reverses the order of the remainder, sharpens the wording of
Cyprian's first two clauses and compresses the next two into one, The
effect is unquestionably dazzling. Unfortunately the passage which J.
has appropriated does not quite fit s new context. What J. says applies
to an innate vice: however it i inappropriate to wine, which we do not
“carry with us wherever we go'. Such inconcinnities which result from
the incorporation of striking material from clsewhere typify 1.'s work

“The idea of the *enemy within’ was something of a commonplace. It
is used of bodily passions by J. himself at epist. 14.6,3; 54,93 (ib. 1
Cor. 6,18); 66,12.2; and also at Origen, hom. in Jos. 5,2 p. 316,16; Ps.-
Cyprian (= Novatian), pudic. 11,2; Lactantius, inst. 60,3, Ambrose,
hex. 18,315 fac. 2,6,29; in Luc. 10,11; in psalm. 43,1,2; in psalm. 118
serm. 11,242; Augustine, epist. 1454; in psalm. 10, serm. 16;
Paulinus of Nola, epist. 23,17; Cassian, inst. 5,21,1; Epiphanins
Latinus, in euang. 21 p. 29,5; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 119,3. The
‘enemy within' is wealth at Cyprian, laps. 11. It is again envy at
Caesarius of Arles, serm. 90,5. Ps.-Basil has perhaps been inspired by
the present passage when he applies the idea to wine: ebriosus intra se
per vinum suscipit inimicum (ad fi. 14 . 426).

On “carrying your enemy around with you' cf. further Clement of
Alexandria, g d. 5. 25,5 v Yap éxfpdv év éavtd mepidyer
naviayo®; Stahlin ad loc. compares Plato, Soph. 252 1 Aeydevov
oixoBEv TV moAéutov Koi évovniaoduevov Exovees, évidg vno-
$BEYYOEVOY ... mepigépovies. Later Chrysostom applies the idea to
the virgin at poenit. 3,3; cf. also *Eusebius Gallicanus’, hom. 38,2
quocumque loci vadis, te tecum portas.

For the pleonasm intus inclusus cf. TLL VILL, 956 47fY.
vinum et adulescentia duplex incendium voluptatis. ). would appear
to have taken this statement from Ambrose, virg. 32,8 incendunt

ed Cyprian's graceful

“ At epist. 1463 ) had stated intus nclusum est periculum intus es hostis. These
words have been lifted verbatim from Cicero, Can. 2.11 In 1 they now refer o the
body's innate lasciviousness. Again however he bas filed o integrae his bomowing.
slisfactorily into the new context. hence cditors and transltors connect it vith what
precedes (Jcer in morem stagni fusum aequor adrdeat ) and think the meaning is

is danger in is (sc. the sea's) depths, the foe i luking therc” (Fremantle . 15)
The 1dea of a submarine Satan s of course absurd [t would secm that Can 2.1 has

, als0 had some influence on J's wording in the Libells. N
The

ited below.
Canl 2.11; the same is evidently true of the ™o Augustiaian passags ¢
Which should accordingly be added to the dossiers of borowings in Testrd (196)
and Hagendahl (1967).
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inum et adulescentia. Again he has enhanced y
mﬂaﬁﬁpﬁx of the material he has appropriated. Ps.-Basil, conr
14 also connects wine and youth: érefhidn t vedmmi olvog,
b i, GuePOSTVN.
uﬂfﬁ:’x; that winengencu(es lasciviousness at epist. 69.9,1; ad,
Jovin. 1,34; in Gal. 5,19 p. 417° (vino ... libido succenditur; the maxim
occurs in the same form at Ambrose, paenit. 114,76 cf. also ps..
Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,18." J. remarks further that chastity ang
drink are incompatible (in 7it. 2,3 p. 581*). The same view is expressed
by Ambrose, vid. 7,40 and Ps.-Augustine. sobr. 3 p. 1110.
quid oleum flammae adicimus? For the proverbial expression cf.
Otto, p. 253 s.v. olewn 2, and Haussler, p. 316 (no. 1283). J. uses it
again at epist. 77,7,1 (of Fabiola’s thirst for knowledge) and 125,111
(on dainty food). It may be noted that Ps.-Basil gives this proverb the
same application as in the present passage: wine sets the passions
buming as oil to a flame (Is. 5,156, which should be added to the
dossier in Otto and Haussler).
ardenti corpusculo fomenta ignium ministramus. The foregoing
proverb (cf. previous n.) is now immediately followed by a second one.
For the proverbial ignis in igne cf. Otto, p. 170 s.v. ignis 3, and
Haussler, p. 310 (no. 844), to which should be added Lucan 7,559 as
well as the present passage and the first three patristic texts to be
adduced below.

Basil of Ancyra, virg. 8 had already wamned against stoking the
body’s heat with wine and adding fire to fire. Likewise Eusebius of
Emesa had declared puellae ... iuvenes cum vino — flamma cum
flamma (serm. 6,9). Ps.-Basil also notes that inside the flesh the fire of
‘wine inflames the fiery darts of the enemy (/s. 5,156). In addition wine
is tinder 1o the passions according to (Ps.)-Gregory Nazianzen, carm.
1.2,32,105f. and Chrysostom, catech. (Wenger) 5,3.
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vinum modicum utere. 1. proceeds to deal with the apparently
conflicting testimony of 1 Tim. 5,23. At in Gal. 5,19 p. 417° he refers

§ The same ideuis given foufold expression by Isidore of Sevile, synon, 2,15
Cf also iidore of Sevill, synon. 2,15. Deléani. p. 69, n. 29, suggests that .'s wording

o nce
commonpiace, such # supposition would appear 10
lewn traces 1’5 fomenia tgnium 10 the Cyprinic
o "

T
o 5:..:‘[’: VOI9.63L s.v. fomentum] passim; for libidimum fomes of. ib. 1021,22f.
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1o the text in order to rebut criticism of the present work; it serv
similarly apologetic purpose at epist. 52,114 Elsewhers J. tries 1
qualify the text. When he mentions it at epist. 54,10,1 and in Esscr
44,171, 1574, J. stresses the therapeutic value (praprer stomachumy, e
does the same in the present passage.In applying the verse to Marcela,
e speaks of vini odor magis quam gustus (epist. 127,4.2). It shows
Timothy drank water (adv. fovin. 2,15). 1. finds the precep saitable for
youth at epist. 107,8,2. Only on one occasion however does he quote
the text with unqualified approval (in Ezech. 44,6 1. 1321),

‘This Pauline text had already occurred in the following works on
virginity: Basil of Ancyra, virg. 12 (lest physical infirmity impede the
service of the good); Athanasius, virg. 12; Ambrose, virg. 32,5
(because of ill-health); cf. also Ps.-Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,15.% The
medicinal use of wine is permitied at Basil, ascet. 14. Sulpicius
Severus, Mart. 10,7; (Ps.)-Macarius of Egypt, hom. typ. I (Berthold)
62,16 cf. also 35,4 below.

In this quotation uti is used with the accusative. J. himself employs
this construction at epist. 60,12,4 and tract. in psalm. W p. 423 1. 119; it
also occurs at epist. 133,54 (a Pelagian quote; of. 133,53 per
soloecismorum .. spineta). The accusative after uti tends to occur
chiefly in writing of the less fastidious kind. Examples are found at
Tertullian, fug. 6,1; fest. anim. 4 p. 1408; Cyprian, epist. 72,1,3; Vita
Antonii 28 pp. 43,9 and 43,15; Ps.-Origen (= Gregory of Elvira), ract.
4,29;15,29; 19,14; Gregory of Elvira, in cant. 5,4; Eusebius of Emesa,
serm. 26,20; Didascalia apostolorum 4.21; 554; 56,10; 56,13; Ps~-
Pacian, sim. carn. p. 109,13; Rufinus, Adamant. 1.9; 1,22; Orig. in gen.
13,3 p. 117.8 (most MSS have abl.); Theodore of Mopsuestia, in Gal.
1,13 4.24; 4265 in Eph. 4,8; 4,14; 5.9; 5,15; in Phil. 2,19; in 2 Tim. 4.2;
Origen, comm. ser. in Mt 50 p. 111,24; Commodian, apol. 359;
Amobius Junior, ad Greg. 8 p. 397.22; 19 p. 427.9; Epiphanius
Latinus, in euang. 15 p. 10,20; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 424.
licet et apostolus sit medicus spiritalis. The idea is a cliché. 1's
inability to resist inserting it here has weakened his own argument,
since it blurs the distinction he is making between ‘doctor’ and
“apostle’ (medici potius consilio quam apostoli).

As in the present passage, medicus spiritalis had recently been used
10 describe St. Paul in several passages of Ambrosiaster: in I Cor.
32,15 9,20; 10,24; in Rom. 6,19,2; for the same application later cf.

" ition of
In the present passage of the Libeflus Vidén, p. 145, believes thal the juxtsposition
0 ord agud wih e words htdepoe e i conspicuous ndpefags 1t du 1
chance’. Such ikely: it is
biblical verse are mere commonplaccs i such contexis.
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can. inst. 10,7,1 and Cacsarius of Arles, serm. 182,1. Jesus Chri

L v sl dostor s, o 30
Joer the Ps.-Chrysostomic op. imperf. in Matth. 21 p. 748 ‘ang
Cassarius of Arles, serm. 100,1. The priest is a medicus spiritalis
‘ccording to Ambrose,in psalm. 118 serm. 2.23.2; Caesarius of Arles,
Sormt 8.5 (nos: . 59,7); 43,9: 57,1. The name is given o the monk by
the following: Cassian, conl. 22,62: inst. 12,20, Commonitiones
sanciorum patrum 2,1. A correspondent is called medicus spiritalis by
Paulinus of Nola at epist. 29.3 and 45,4. The title also occurs several
times in Chrysostom: catech. (Wenger) 7,5 (on martyrs); 7.9; hom. in
Mr. 23,10. 3. himself uses the formula again at tract. in I5. p. 97,4 and
in Mal. 3,13 1. 389; on both occasions it denotes the prophets (cf. also
the Ps.-Chrysostomic op. imper. in Matth. 46 p. 895). J. also speaks of
chirurgici spiritales (epist. 40,13) and ironically of spiritualis
Hippocrates (c. Ioh. 38). On Christ as medicus caelestis cf. TLL VIII,
551.62f. (add Gaudentius, serm. 8.30). On the idea cf. further
Arbesmann (1954).
evangelii praedicandi ... habere discursus. On the gerundive cf. TLL
V,1.2, 1369.38 (s.v. discursus). For the phrase which ). uses here cf.
tract. p. 504 1. 52 habent diversos discursus (sc. pedes).
vinum, in quo est luxuria. J. tendentiously omits the two words that
precede: nolite inebriari vino, in quo est lucuria. He cites Eph. 5,18
often: it is found in his works on no fewer than si oceasions.
Ambrose and Augustine on the other hand quote this text only four
times each.
bonum est homini vinum non bibere et carnem non manducare.
Rom. 14,21 is not a general precept but concems the observation of
food taboos. At epist. 79,7.6 1. combines it again with Eph. 5,18. He
cites it in conjunction with Exod. 32,6 and | Tim. 5,23 as well as Eph.
S.18 atin Ezech. 44,17 1. 1570; the same collocation occurs here.""
84
Noe vinum bibit. 1. tums to exemplification from the Old Testament:
the cases he adduces are Nozh, Lot and the Golden Calf episode. All
three examples had already been combined by both Basil (renunt. 7)
and Ambrose (virg. 1,8,53); in view of J.'s apparent references to the
latter passage at 2.2 above (cf. nn. on inter angelos ... and mundum
subicia ...), it has evidently been his source here,

At epist. 69,9.1 . regrets that an hour's drunkenness made Nogh

the thighs he had kept covered in abstemiousness through six

" O svoidance of meatin early Christianity cf. Lunerbach,
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conuies Blscwhere 1 akesa ot vew o
Am. 9,13 1. 436; in Mich. 2,11 1. 479; in 4, . 1,61, .

eaim. 19267 1. 181, where Nosh driks spcsuat mine o o
of Christ at epist. 73,31 and c. Luci. 22, cf. tract. in psam. | p. 17}
44 and Cyprian, epist. 63.3; Augustine, civ. 162 p, 1232 |
rudi adhuc sacculo. s striking phrase is aken over by Eucherius,
instr. 1 p. 75.9.
inebriare vinum forsitan nesciebat. This excuse ha
made on Nosl's behalf in the Tollowing passages Orfae. sy oo
9,20; Eusebius of Emesa, fr. Gen. 9,23; Basil, hom. 1,5; Ambrose, Aoy,
1,6,58; cf. also Ambrose, Hel. 5,10; [Ps.J-Ambrose, apol. Dav, 11 315,
According to Epiphanius, Aer. 63,3.8 Nosh was tired and depressed.

ripturae impressive formulation had already
occurred in Ps.-Cyprian, adb. fud. 54, 1. himself repeats it at in Gal
4,24 p. 390%; cf. tract. in psaim. | p. 26 1. 63. It i found later in
Augustine (c. Adim. 12; serm. 26, 2,7) and Cassan (ins. ,34).
margarita quippe est sermo dei. Exactly the same arresting metaphor
is used by Chrysostom, hom. div. 7.2 sapyopiens ... éomv 105 Be0d
A6y05, Bué riveoy GroAdumav. It was customary to idenify the pearls
of Mt. 7,6 (*neither cast ye your pearls before swine’) with the word of
God. Such an interpretation of the text had been given by Origen, Ao,
in Jos. 21,2 p. 430.5; cf. also sel. in Ps. 20,4 (A6yo) and comm. ser. in
Mt 71 p. 1688 (scriptural exegesis). It had also occurred in
Athanasius, virg. 9; cf. later Chrysostom, hom, in Jo. 1,3; Augustine, in
paim. 16,13; Isidore of Pelusium, ep. 4,181. Because they are hard to
fish up, the pearls of Mt. 7,6 are the divine mysteris of scripture
according to the Ps.-Chrysostomic op. imperf. in Matth. 17 p. 28. A
similar exegesis was applied to Mt. 13,45 (‘the kingdom of heaven is
Tike unto a merchant man, secking goodly pearls'). At in Matth. 1345 1
1026 J. identifies the goodly pearls as the Old Testament, while the
New Testament is the ‘one pearl of great price’ which the merchant
found. His cxplanation derives from Origen, who had equated the
pearls of this passage with the prophets (comm. in M. 108 p. 921 cf.
also fr. in Mr. 308 and later Proclus of Canstantinople, or. 4.2).
Cassarius of Arles appears to echo the present passage of the Libellus
when he observes divinae scripturae margarita multis mods intellegi
vel aptari potest (serm. 119,2). Eucherius, form. 7 p. 41,11 lays down
the general principle: margarita doctrina evangelica. o

Here the point of J.'s comparison of God's word to a pearl is that it

can be approached from different angles: he is eferring of course o the
multiple senses of scripture (cf. next n.). Again it is Chrysostom who
uses the metaphor of the pearl in a similr fashion: in connection with

loah’s intoxication: in
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. ture’s various senses he observes (hom. in Ps. 115,13 [Haidacher)
S etpo, kv TEVOREY oV HIPYGRLTIY 105 Ayou. Rl
3;.y ' which a pearl can be rotated suggests a further metaphorical
application at hom. in Jo. 883, where Chrysostom likens spiritual
tngs to a pearl: whichever way you turn them, they delight the eye, A
final passage may be cited from this author: at hom. in I Tim. 14,6 he
<ees 8 resemblance between the diversity of pearls and the many paths
of virtue. .

). is particularly fond of using the imagery of pearls. He compares
virginity itself to a pearl at 20,1 of this work. The metaphor occurs
frequently in his letters. At epist. 10,3,2 he had spoken of pearls with
reference to the commentaries of Fortunatian. He had compared papal
authoriy to one in 15,1,2. At a later date the death of Paulina means
that a precious pearl has been shattered (66,1,2). Widowhood is a pearl
in 79,7.8. Finally at 107,8,3 he uses the image in connection with the
fasting of a Christian virgi

1.5 very striking phraseology in the present passage so impressed
Cassiodorus that he quoles it at in psalm. praef. 1. 119 (de quo pulchre
pater Hieronymus ait: margaritum ...). Gorce (1925), p. 177 notes its
aptness: ‘une gracieuse image, bien faite pour frapper une imagination
féminine’. J. achieves a similar effect in his treatise on widowhood
when he says that the widow's ears should be pierced with the word of
God (epist. 54.11,2); this charming image is copied by Caesarius of
Arles, epist. ad virg. 2,3,11. Such bold and captivating language is not
however unique to J. Augustine declares that the treasure of scripture
contains precious necklaces (discipl. 2,2); the same metaphor had
already been used by Origen (hom. in Gen. 8,1 p. 77,17).
ex omni parte forari potest. Because it s like a pearl the word of God
can be pierced from all sides. J. is referring to the multiple (generally
threefold) interpretation of scripture: literal, moral, anagogical. Here he
has in mind the moral lesson to be drawn from Noah's undressing
through insobriety: this is the scripturae ... sacramentum mentioned at
the beginning of the sentence.

. At epist. 120,128 J. states that exegesis is threefold according to
history, wopology and spiritual understanding: the triple division is
mentioned again at in Os. 22 1. 54 and in Gal. 5,19 p. 414°. Its terms
vary: in Ezech. 16,30 1. 317 has iuxta litteram ... per tropologiam ...
mystica, in Am. 44 1. 196 classifies secundum litteram .. iuxta
allegoriam, id est intellegentiam spiritalem .. secundum futurorum
beatitudinem."* The division goes back to Origen: cf. hom. in Gen. 2.6

" For .' own practice cf. most recently Jay (1985)
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. 3621; hom. in Lev. 5,5 p. 344.8 (historic, moral, mystc):
Rom. 9.7 p. 64,11 Gb. Prov. 22,20 touooie); prin. 424 (o teoms 1
body, soul and s .g .
Ps.-Origen regory of vira), tract. 5,1 distinguis
rophetic, historical and figurative. At util. cred, 3,5 :ﬁ;‘.’.'sg:.:ih;;h .
fourfold classification according 1o history, actiology, analogy and
allegory. Cassian, conl. 14,81 makes a distinction between historical
and spiritual understanding, while suggesting three subdivisions of the
second: tropologia, allegoria, anagoge. Eucherius repeats Origen's
human analogy in terms of body. soul and spirit form. pracf); he alsa
mentions a school that adds allegory as a fourth, g

On the piercing of precious stones cf. 1.'s comment at in s. 15,54,11
1. 23 foratarum caelatarumque gemmarum. According to Tertullian,
cult. fem. 1,6 1. 7 they are painstakingly (anxie) pierced in order to
hang. J. would seem to be alone in applying this characterisically bold
image to the exegesis of scripture.
post ebrietatem nudatio femorum subsecuta est, libido iuncta
Iuxurige. For the connection of insobriety and lust cf. Tertullian,
spect. 10 p. 12,19 duo ista daemonia (sc. Venus et Liber) conspirata et
coniurata inter se sunt ebrietatis et libidinis, Chrysostom, hom. in Col.
12,6 6mov Yap uéd, Gxohacia. It would seem that J. is alone in
putting this interpretation on Noah's behaviour. Ambrose  instead
exculpates Noah somewhat later at Hel. 5,10: he undressed through
ignorance, not intemperance.

1.’s form of expression is elegantly chiastic. At the same time it
would seem that once again he has borrowed material from elsewhere.
In the following sentence J. quotes Exod. 32,6. Tertullian had cited the
same verse at adv. Marc. 2,18 p. 360,3; there he had commented
agnosce simul et comitibus gulae, libidini scilicet atque huxuriae.
prospectum. The striking collocation /ibido atque luxuria would appear
10 be the source of 1.'s libido iuncta luxuriae. While however in
Tertullian the two nouns are virtually synonymous, J. ries to use them
antithetically. The attempt is not wholly successful.” Again J. has
failed to achieve an entirely satisfactory integration of material he hes
appropriated from elsewhere.
prius venter et statim cetera. These very striking words have been
lifted almost without modification from Tertullian, ieiun. 1 p. 2749
prior venter et statim cetera.'* 1. gives no indication that the words

" Libido and husur
13371201 1t may b coed that | e
552.3;cf. Ambrose. epist. extra col. 14

* Moreschini (1988). p. 134, n. 9. observes: "Il passo di epst. 228 {

it very gret frequency.of. 7LL VII2.2
e s oo h mher o b €t

libdo iuncia
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ave been borrowed; they are clearly meant (o appear &5 a brilan;
formulation of his own. They were t0 concise for one branch of the
mamuscripttradition (Hilberg’s Z, D and B). which expands as follows:
s wenler extenditur o ic cetera membra concitantur (s0 PL 22, .
£ooy, 1 theft is all the more significant, since not one of hi
predecessors or contemporaries would seem to have appropriated these
words.”

"Again the incorporation of this impressive dictum has led to a slight
inconcinnity. In this ch. J.is dealing with the problem of insobriety. An
aphorism about the vener on the other hand applics properly to food;
this is how it is used in Tertullian. Accordingly in the present context it
is not quite a propos.

“The borrowing shows that Petitmengin (1988), p. 5, is mistaken to
say that ). does not cite the De ieiunio before 386. It also proves that
the punctuation of this passage of the Tertullianic treatise in the latest
critical edition (Reifferscheid-Wissowa, p. 1257) is likewise wrong:
prior venter, el statim cetera saginae substructa lascivia est. Here
Kroymann (1893), p. 95, wished to insert a semicolon after cetera. He
failed to adduce the Libellus; however J's imitation shows that
Kroymann's suggestion is correct."”
manducavit enim populus et bibit, et surrexerunt ludere. Whereas
Terullian's prior venter et statim cetera (ieiun. | p. 274,9; cf. previous
n.) had been followed by two further restatements of the same point
(saginae substructa lascivia est; per edacitatem salacitas transit), J. on
the other hand combines a direct quotation of scripture (Exod. 32.6)
with the bon mot he has borrowed from the De ieiunio. Such linkage of
a biblical citation to rhetorically striking material that has been

iated from elsewhere is another characteristic feature of J.'s
method of composition in the Libellus.

liurice. prius venter e statim celera . richiama Tet, ieiun. | (. pst prius ventri
pudenda non adhaererent. specia corpus e una. regio esi)’. Moreschini mercly
Such inattention t0)'s

, partiality for lfing flahy phrases from elsewhere is normal
The statement holds for Greek as well as Latin Fathers. There s no explicit evidence
thatthe De ieiumio was translaed into Greek, as were other works of Tertullan (cf
Dekkers [1953), p. 196). However J.'s Libellus was avilable in Greek within a few
years of s publiation; . vi. ll. 134, t may be noted thet in Greek the formulation
‘Yootip xal % ixa yaasépa, which is o course rather different, was 8 commonplace;
o K00 mullails isi veniris cura . 3 29,5 below.

however

S atonce

At the same time ).'s use of these words suggests that K :
roymann is wrong to expla

crera s sigifing pudenda. The term would sesm raber o be  cuphemism for
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1. quotes Exod. 32,6 half a dozen times; at in Gl 5,19 p. 418" e
adds the gloss semper ebrietati iuncia lusiria os. Aleady Tertlling
had remarked that the sport would ot have becn censured f i o oy
een immodest (ieiun. 6 p. 280,12; cf.also adb. Mare. 2,18 p. 3601,
On ludere of sexual activity cf. Adams, pp. 1621, (and TLL VI133.
1773 8115). The text had been included in Cyprian's restimora (3,60
Souter (1912), p. 150, points out that it i cited already at | Con 10,7
‘Ambrose quotes the verse with even greater frequency than .. it was
noted above (on Noe vimum bibir) that in virg. 18,53 he had combined
it with Noah and Lot.

Loth ... inebriatur. ). concludes the ch. with a very impressive
description of the case of Lot. In this final example J. avoids an explicit
statement that intoxication led to licentiousness and that Lot actually
Jay with his daughters.'

At epist. 69.9,1 J. observes that wine defeated the man whom
Sodom did not (Origen had made the point at hom. in Gen. 5,3 p. 61,5,
in the same passage J. also mentions Noah. The stories had already
been linked at Basil, renunt. 7 and Ambrose, virg. 1,8,53; both add
Exod. 32.6. Noah and Lot are again combined in Ambrose, Hel. 5,10;
inpsalm. 118 serm. 16,11,2; [Ps.}-Ambrose, apol. Dav. 11 3,18.
amicus dei. Hilberg compared Jas. 2.23 (of Abraham; cf. Judith
8,22). The phrase amicus dei is also used at Wisd. Sol. 7,27. The
offspring of Lot’s match are inimici Israhel at the end of the account (p.
156,6). Here amicus dei opens a striking tricolon crescens, which forms
a fittingly impressive introduction to the story.
de tot milibus populis. In fact five cities were affected; 5o (e.8) sit. et
nom. p. 43 1. 9. However the population of the distrit is again said to
have been enormous at Ps.-Ambrose laps. virg. 41 (in totis quinque
civitatibus innumerabiles .. habitabant populi). Instead of populis
some of Hilberg’s MSS have populi (for this locution cf. Vulg. psalm.
3.7 milia populi circumdantis). For the abl. populis cf. epist. 82.1.2 (sex
milia .. tomos): in Is. 930.23° 1. 37 (quattuor milia viros); and also
TLL VL1, 977.69ff.

Solus lustus inventus. This cliché is applied to Noah at Gregory of
Elvira, de arca 5; Collectio Avellana 2,69; Rufinus, Orig. in los. l,! P
288,7; Consultationes Zacchaei et Apollonii 1,17 p. 20.3; Pelagius,
epist. ad Demetr. 5; it is used of Abraham at Ps.-Augustine, vit. Christ.

" Avoidance of express mention of the deed entails wafold use of hoc and threefold
repetition of facere in the space of three lines (p. 1562-4)
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7
¢ genus hominum defecisse. ). gives the same reason

gff,_f,” ::;',' ,‘; gen. p. 30,16, It goes back to Philo, quaest. in c,:f
56 and is repeated in the following passages: Irenacus 4,312 (s¢
100++): Origen, Cels. 4.45; Ps-Chrysostom, synops. p. 319; Sulpicius
Severus, chron. 1,6.7. On similar lines Origen says at hom. in Gen, 5 4
b, 622 that Lot's daughters wanted to replenish the human race;
according to Ambrose they wanted to save it from annihilation (4ér.
1,424 and 1,6,56). .

‘An alternative explanation of their behaviour is also found: they
feared extinction of the clan and obscurity according to Chrysostom,
hom. in Gen. 44.4; cf. also Theodore of Mopsuestia, Gen. 19,31.
Uiberorum magis desiderio quam libidinis. ~ Hilberg failed to note that
this is evidently an echo of Tob. 6,22 amore filiorum magis quam
libidinis ductus; cf. Adkin (1995a). J. gives no hint that these words are
a quotation of the Bible. Here he has simply appropriated a siriking
phrase, which in typical fashion he proceeds to improve stylistically: an
arresting paronomasia (liberorum / libidinis; cf. Harendza, p. 17) now
encloses the whole phrase, while the central position of desiderio

roduces an elaborately chiastic structure in which short adverbs
altemate with polysyliabic nouns (abcba). It is noteworthy that J. would
appear to be alone in feeling the need to append this arresting conceit to
the traditional exculpation of Lot's daughters (cf. previous n.); while
moreover in the Bible these words had formed part of the angel
Raphael's prediction of Tobias’ chaste union with his wife, J.
nonchalantly applies them to the most horripilant incest.
virum lustum sciebant hoc nisi ebrium non esse facturum. _ Similarly
Chrysostom observes that since they knew their father would not even
listen to such a plan, Lot's daughters made him drunk (hom. in Gen.
44,4, of. also Theodore of Mopsuestia, Gen. 19,32.
quid fecerit ignoravit.  Cf. Gen. 19,33 and 35 (*he perceived not when
she lay down, nor when she arose’). The same point had already been
made by Ambrose, Abr. 1,6, and Gregory of Nyssa, hom. in Eccl. 3
P-660°.° ). makes it again himself at adb. Pelag. 1,35.
quamquam voluntas non sit in crimine, error in culpa est. ). repeats
this impressive formulation over thirty years later at epist. 140,112,
The antithesis it contains between in crimine and in culpa is also found
at Maximus of Turin 107,1 (on the relative gravity of the two cf
Paulinus of Pella, euch. 167 reus culpae potius quam criminis esse

" Gregory's homily belongs to 381 according to Danielou (1966). p. 163. n. 3.
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acponens). FOr the contrast of crimen and error ef, epist. 57.1.2

Borsi (ot also TLL V.2, 817,19 and 818,13). 1 use i again of Lo

. Pelag. 1.35 (non habel crimen conscientiae et ramen sron e e

est).

Ambrose makes the same judgment on Lot's behaviour at in psalin
118 serm. 11,253 veniabilis quidem ignorantize, pudendae  tamen
commixtionis non evasit incestum. J. himself takes a less generous view
later at quaest. hebr. in gen. p. 30,15 illud ... quod pro excusatione
dicitur filiarum, eo quod putaverint defecisse humanum genus et ideo
cum patre concubuerini, non excusat patrem. Origen had found him
partly to blame and partly not (hom. in Gen. 5,3 p. 60,19). According to
Chrysostom (hom. in Gen. 44.4) he was innocent because unwitting,
inde nascuntur Moabitae et Ammonitae. Origen had remarked that
some thought Lot's deed impious and that therefore the races which
sprang from it were accursed (Cels. 4,45). At epist. 108,11,5 1. urges
avoidance of wine on the ground that the Moabites and Ammonites are
its product.
ad quartam et decimam progeniem. ). again asserts that the Moabites
are shut out ad quartam generationem et decimam at tract. in psalm. |
p. 205 1. 136 (the work may be a translation of Origen). Deut. 23,3
however speaks of ten generations (so J. himself at in Is. 6,16,1 1. 22).
Atin Gal. 1,4 p. 317" J. says the Moabites and Ammonites are barred
ad quintam et decimam generationem (cf. Gal. 1,18 1 abode with him
fifteen days’). At hom. in Gen. 5,5 p. 63,7 Origen had made the thi
and fourth generation the limit of their exclusion (cf. Exod. 34,7
visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children ... unto the third
and to the fourth generation'): he is followed by Eusebius of
Ps. 59,8, qu. Steph. 9,1; Ambrose, in Luc. 4,53; in psalm. 4826.2.
Finally Basil makes the exclusion last &m tpimg xat £ag Sexdmg
Yeveds (hom. in Ps. 59,4).




Chapter 9

1. shifts the emphasis from wine to food as he now assembles four
scriptural passages which he takes to be a commendation of simple
fare, This picturesque ch. gives J. further scope to show off his biblical
enudition.

91
sub quercu. At 3 Reg. 19.5 (Elijah’s rest on his flight from Jezebel)
the LXX reads 0nd gutév, while the Vulg, has in umbra iuniperi; when
3. paraphrases the text at adv. Pelag. 2,21, he says sub arbore. The ozk
of the present passage may come from Gen. 18,1 npog i pui i
MauBpi (cf. J.'s wording when referring to this text at in Hab. 3,3 .
172: sub quercu): the contexts of 3 Reg. 19,5 and Gen. 18,1 are similar
(cf. Gen. 18,4f. xarayiEate bmd 10 8évipov ... Kai $dyete).
panis olyrae. On olyra cf. 1.’s remark at in Ezech. 49 1. 1401 Givpav
quam alii ‘avenam’ alii ‘sicalam’ putant. According to the same
passage such food is a sign of persecution and penury. Already
Clement of Alexandria (paed. 3,7,38,1) and Tentullian (ieiun. 9 p.
285.4) had pointed out that Elijah's refection was humble fare; the
same point is made later by Ambrose, epist. extra coll. 1428 (on
fasting; ib. Daniel and Elisha); 14,75; Consultationes Zacchaei et
Apollonii 34 p. 104,1. 1's ensuing sarcasm (cf. next n.) indicates that
here he had the afore-mentioned passage of Tertullian's De ieiunio (9
P.285.4) specifically in mind.
revera non poterat.  Tertullian had concluded his treatment of Elijah’s
picnic (cf. previous n.) with the following sarcasm: defecerant corvi.
qui eum liberalius pascerent, an difficile angelo fuerat aliquem
alicunde de comvivio regis ministrum cum_instructissimo ferculo
raptum ad Heliam transferre? (ieiun. 9 p. 285,7). These remarks are
evidently the inspiration of J.'s similar sarcasm here.
conditum merum. ). has apparently lifted this arresting phrase from
‘Tertullian, ieiun. 12 p. 291,4: it is not attested elsewhere according o
TLL IV, 142,75 and VIII, 849,57f. Tertullian had used the words in
i ‘martyr whom he asserts to have been made
50 drunk by his co-religionists that he did not feel the pain: the rabidly
anti-Catholic context of the original has clearly not put J. off.
ex oleo clbos.  For the locution cf. TLL 1X,2, 547,71fF. 1. says that the
ascetic avoids oil in epist. 52,12,1; 107,10,2; 108,17,3; vita Hilar. 5,3;
adb. fovin. 2,13; ef. further Ps.-Athanasius, v. Syncl. 53; Vita Melaniae
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unioris 22; 24; 62 Pelagius, epist. ad Demerr, 18 (abstinere a vino
carnibusque, ipso quoque eiam oleo). Chrysostom had asserted that
John the Baptist ate no cereals, wine or oil (virg. 79.2). Monks do
however use oil at 35,4 below. g

carnes contusione mutatas. ). uses the same words agail ’
100,6,5 (at adv. Jovin. 1,40 he says elaboratas carnes). afu’\":;f;’.“.:
explained by Janini Cuesta, p. 9.

9.2

Heliseus filios prophetarum invitat ad prandium. ). omits the
poisonous colocynths that in 4 Reg. 4,38ff. had been inadvertently
gathered as food for the prophetic community and instead tums the
whole episode into a warning abou the fatal consequences of gluttony.
Non iratus est cocis ... (L. 16) is a rather awkward anempt to accom-
modate the tropological sense. J. would seem to have been the first to
treat the story in precisely this way; accordingly he has no one to
imitate here.

Origen had cited the text simply to prove that there is also harmful
food (Jo. 13,33,210). That the meal was a simple one had already been
pointed out both by Basil (hex. 9,1 [cf. Ambrose, hex. 6,2,5; hom. 1,6)
and by Gregory Nazianzen (carm. 1,1,16,22); cf. also later Ambrose,
epist._extra coll. 1430 and Hel. 6,18 (ib. propheticac munere
abstinentiae veneni vires evacuans). The episode recurs at Paulinus of
Nola, epist. 23,7 and Ps.-Nilus, perist. 11,20. J. himself does not refer
to it agair
spiritus virtute. The phrase is something of a cliché. It is also found
in Ps-Origen (= Gregory of Elvira), tract. 1424; Consultationes
Zacchaei et Apollonii 3,9 p. 116,19; Augustine, quaest. hept. 4,48; Ps.-
Augustine (= Ambrosiaster), quaest. test. app. vet. 2,1; Cassian, conl.
24.21,3;inst. 1,11,3; 1,12,13.

Moyses mutaverat Merra. ). takes the opportunity to introduce a
further item of biblical erudition. Moses had sweetened the bitter
waters of Marah by throwing  tree into them; cf. (c.g.) epist. 78,1.1
Mara, quae interpretatur ‘amaritudo’. ). generally identifies the tree
with the cross. It had been used to signify ‘appeasement’ in Cyprian,
2el. 17; cf. Augustine, serm. 352,6.
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Oculis pariter ac mente caecatos. The same idea of blindness in eyes
and mind is expressed by Amphilochius at mesopent. p. 125 (suver-
#AoDvTo Toig cupaTiKoiG HBaOTS Kal T yuxtkov Brépa). It was
something of a cliché. Epiphanius had already spoken of lmwmm_‘:]’
the eyes of soul and body (haer. 33,3,6). Similarly mental and physic
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elose at Chrysostom, hom. in Heb. 24,1, while Augustine says
ot s sermons (136,3) that men are blind neither i lesh nor hear,
Finally Ps.-Chrysostom, caec. 4 describes recovery of sight in soul ang
body.
qualibus epulls. Here 4 Reg. 623 speaks of ciborum magna
pracparatio (LXX mapdbeary peyddnv); cf. Ambrose, o 3,148
epularibus refecti copiis. J. does not use this exemplum again; he would
scem to have been the first to do so.

94

it et Danihelo de regis ferculis opulentior mensa transferri.
Hilberg failed to note the reference to Dan. 1,8 (proposuit autem
Danikel in corde suo ne pollueretur de mensa regis). ). alludes to
Daniel's rejection of royal fare in favour of simple food again at ady.
Jovin. 2,15; f. also his translation of a letter of Theophilus (epist.
100,7,1). The same point had been made by Tertullian (ieiun. 9 p.
284,18): leguminum pabulum et aquae potum ferculis et oenophoris
regils praeferentes. This phrase has evidently influenced the present
passage of the Libellus: in particular Tertullian’s ferculis would seem to
have inspired J.’s use of the same striking term, for which LXX and
Theodotion have simply tpdnea and Seivov (Dan. 1,5-16)."
Ambacum messorum prandium portat, arbitror, rusticanum. ).
mentions Habakkuk's errand to Daniel again at epist. 3,1,2; adv. lovin.
2,15; in Hab. prol. 1. 57; the last two passages recall that the story is not
in the Hebrew. Tertullian had also referred to it at jeiun. 9 p. 285,10:
this is the passage from which J. borrows his sarcasm at 9,1 above (cf.
n. on revera rion poterat). There Tertullian asks whether an angel could
not have done for Elijah what Habakkuk did for Daniel in the lions"
den: an difficile angelo fuerat aliquem alicunde de comvivio regis
ministrum cum instructissimo ferculo raptum ad Heliam transferre,
sicut Danieli in lacu leonum esurienti prandium metentium exhibitum
est? It would seem that recollection of these words has led J. to conflate
Habakkuk's errand with Daniel's rejection of royal fare (cf. previous
n.): in particular the phrase de comvivio regis of this Tertullianic
passage (where it is used hyperbolically in connection with Elijah) will
""{‘ facilitated such a conflation. The result is a scenario that is not
quite consistent: when Daniel lands in the lions’ den at the end of the
biblical book's final ch. and receives his visit from Habakkuk, the royal
food which he had rejected in the opening ch. of the book s no longer
in point. The emphasis on the rusticity of Habakkuk’s fare would seem

* Simlary 1.'s ransferr has evidently been suggested by Tertulian's use of the same.
word in connection with Daniel at ierun. p. 285,10 (. next ).
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tobe J.'s own.

desideriorum vir.  Daniel is addressed with these words 1
0.1 10,19, Here 1. aserts that thy ars applid 10 i e s o)
not “eat the bread of desire” or “drink the wine of concupiscence’, This
striking interpretation xax’ Gvtigpactv appears to have been specially
devised by J. for the present passage: he does not use it again himself
and it seems not to occur in any predecessor. At in Dan, 9,23° 1. 118 J.
gives a quite different explanation: sive ‘amabilis’ et ‘dei amore
dignus® ... sive ‘vir desideriorum’ quod pro desiderio tuo dei secreta
audire merearis; cf. epist. 47.2,1 and in Dan. 10,11" 1. 689. There J. is
following Origen (cf. comm. in Rom. 7,17 p. 1147°). At adb. Jovin,
2,15 he has the variant homo miserabilis.

Several other interpretations of the ttle desideriorum vir were given.
Orsiesius thought that Daniel’s erudition was the reason for it (doctr.
52). Pelagius uses the text to show there is also a good desire (in Col,
3,5 p. 464,20). Finally Bachiarius (epist. 2 p. 300,3) offers a curious
interpretation whereby desires are our wives,
panem desiderii non manducavit. At Dan. 10,3 the LXX has Gptov
émbundv (Vulg. panem desiderabilem). For the explanation xat’
avrigpacty cf. epist. 40.2,3 (lucus ideo dic(ijtur, quod minime luceat);
78,35.2; and Donatus, gramm. mai. 3,6 p. 672,8. ). makes the sexual
reference explicit with the succeeding vinum concupiscentiae (LXX has
simply ofvog): he thereby reverts neatly to the theme of the previous
ch. at the end of this one. On these genitives cf. (e.g.) Vulg. prov. 4,17
panem impietatis et vinum iniquitatis.

1. reports that the Jews believed Daniel to have been a eunuch (adb.
lovin, 125 in Is. 11,39,3 1. 48; in Dan. 1,3 1. 51). Origen had recorded
the same tradition: fv. in Reg. 22; hom. in Ezech. 4,5 p. 366,12; comm.
in Mt 15,5 p. 360,12 (cf. also Ps.-Epiphanius, v. proph. 10 p. 404%).
‘That Daniel was delivered to the chief eunuch proves it according to
Origen, sel. in Ezech. 14,16.




Chapter 10

J. concludes his discussion of food and drink by observing that
scripture is full of wamings against gastronomical intemperance. Three
further cases are selected for compendious treatment in the form of 5
practeritio, Inthis short ch. the shift from drink to food is complete.

10,1

innumerabilla sunt scripturis respersa divinis, The statement is
repeated at 32,5 below (cf. n. ad loc.). J. had also made it recently at
virg. Mar. 1S (innumerabilia sunt istiusmodi libris inserta divinis),
where the phrasing has clearly influenced the present passage. Similar
remarks are found again in Augustine, epist. 185.3 and in Caesarius of
Aries at serm. 37,6 and 48,3.

Here J. is not exaggerating. Palladius (v. Chrys. 12) later enumerates
as wamings against culinary excess the cases of Eve, Cain, Job, Esau,
Saul, Israel, the sons of Eli, Jacob, the men of Sodom, lsai:
and the priests of Bel.
universa exsequi sui est fituli et voluminis. J. again says that topics
require a separate volume at in Ezech. 28,11 1. 302 and in eccles. 12,1 1.
7. Such statements would seem to be characteristic of him. At 33,1 of
the present treatise a special work is promised on greed. At 36,2 he
announces his intention to describe the anchoritic life elsewhere.
Neither of these studies ever materialize

1. saves space at 39,4 below by telling the reader to find his own
examples.
haec sufficiant pauca de plurimis. The same phrasc is also used in
Sulpicius Severus, Mart. 19,5; Ps.-Augustine, vi. christ. 13; Caesarius
of Arles, serm. 113,4. On the topos in general (e pluribus pauca) cf.

. Dives

" e e legimate 0 denity these requent affimations hat . will writ s
reatise on this or tha subject and his <y feauent et oo g e 0
s sense of mellecua naduacy. Biical commenaries on the oler hand

1 poblem;be oo aluays lagiarae Ao o v viewsd fom e
in just a few days, the
oFiad atopcs e Dim. s prae. cum in byl versarr - volut
e spirns sancto). and his braggadocio about his “teachers® Donatus

MGm.MyN (for mevmmnl'swimwwann‘uyw-sanly

neither cordial . Adin (1991 rsonal contacts with cminent

v 6 [ v 1. 109,117,125, 135,108 1331 m) and sbou his expertse in

losoph (. .1 cpat 013, for which b had o st whalever: henc he

ol anxious 1o conceal the fact.
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Curtius, p. 269; Adkin (1999a), pp. 568,

102

teris tibi ipsa colligere. ). had given the reader the i
c?r‘g Mar. 6 and 13; cf. also in Gal. 5,3 p. 396°. 'I'husssao"::fdr‘::.:
had been very common in Origen: examples are to be found at hom 1
Jer. 2,4 p. 2949 (GCS 33); 3,1 p. 3059 (GCS 33); 5 p. 629° (L 25
(1845]); hom. in I5. 5,3 p. 266,25; comm. in Mr. 12,22 p. 119,19; 12,35
p. 149.27; 16,19 p. 540,11; comm. ser. in Mt, 77 p. 181,82 There are
further instances at Ps.-Cyprian (= Novatian), pudic. 14,4 and at
Gaudentius, serm. praef. 50.
quomodo.  Quomodo in place of Acl recurs at 24,6 below. On this
rather unliterary form of expression cf. Hofmann-Szantyr, pp. 650f.,
and Lofstedt (1911), pp. 116f. There are a dozen instances of quod
instead of Acl in this work; cf. Hofmann-Szantyr, pp. S76ff. Quoniam
replaces Acl at 29,3: cf. 31,3 (Oid Latin). The more vulgar quia occurs
only once at 39.2: it is a quotation from the Old Latin.
deiectus est ... femptaverit.  Indicative and subjunctive altemate again
at epist. 118,5,6 (quod omnia dimiserini et secuti sunty; in Ezech.
12,10°1. 1313; in Soph. 1,11 1. 451; cf. Hofmann-Szantyr, p. $39.
ventri magis_oboediens quam deo. Moreschini (1988), p. 134,
describes this impressive phrase as ‘nello stle ¢ nel modo di ragionare
tipici di Gerolamo’. In fact it comes straight from Tertullian, who uses
ittwice. At ieiun. 3 p. 277,10 the formulation had likewise been applied
to Adam: facilius ventri quam deo cessit. At 5 p. 2798 of the same
treatise it had been used of the Israelites who hankered after the
fleshpots of Egypt: pronior ventri quam deo. In the first of these
passages Tertullian had proceeded to make the same point with two
further striking aphorisms: facilius ventri quam deo cessit, pabulo
Ppotius quam praecepto annuit, salutem gula vendidit. ). by contrast
typically pairs the arresting expression he has copied with a biblical
text (cf. next n.). Again it is noteworthy that J. would seem to be alone
in his theft of this clever conceit.” o

On this Tertullianic plagiary J. has grafted another borrowing: his
ventri ... oboediens comes from Sallust, Catil. 1,1 (venri oboedientia).
This debt escaped both Luebeck and Hagendahl (1958); (1974). 1t is
significant that J. should have sought to enhance the phraseology even
of a stylist as striking and sententious as Tertullian; it is also notable

¥ It belonged 1o the didactic sty cf (¢.8) Lucretius 1 4021T.
" There s a certain similarity of thought n Basil, hom. 9.7 Tiv KAnGuovilY T YOITPOS,
v Avewuanxdv Grokavoeay np@TEpay e (sc. Adam).
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hat borrowings from two quite different authors — a pagan historiay
and a Christian heretic — should be found in so small a compass.

Gluttony is also said 1o have been the reason for the Fall at agy,
Jovin. 1,8. At 2,15 of the same work J. makes Adam’s stay in paradise
coterminous with his fast.
in hane lacrimarum ... vallem. Ps. 83,7 is a verse of which J. i
extremely fond: he refers o it on some fifteen other occasions. At ads,
Jovin. 1,4 it is again linked to the expulsion from paradise.
dominum fame satanas temptaverit. ). juxtaposes Christ's temptation
with Adam’s fall. The combination was a traditional one. Origen had
said that the Devil thought to trick Christ with food as he had done
‘Adam (. in Mr. 62 and . in Le. 96: cf.fr- in Lc. 95 [ Eusebius of
Emesa, /7. Gen. 3.11). The same idea is repeated by Cassian at conl
22,10,1 (cf. 5,4.2). In particular it was customary to argue that when the
Devil tempted both to eat, Christ’s refusal redressed Adam's
acquiescence. This argument would seem t0 be first found in Irenacus
5,21,2(SC 153). It also occurs in Tertullian (ieiun. 8 p. 283,33) and ata
later date in Passio Bartholomaei 4 p. 136.12. Like ). here, Basil had
used the Devil's temptation of both as a lesson at remunt. 6. In the
present passage J. does not make the connection explicit.

Christ’s encounter with the Devil had been employed on its own by
Tertullian (bapt. 20,4) in order to show that abstemiousness can scout
the temptations of repletion. It had also been discussed recently by
Gregory Nazianzen (carm. 1,22,211fF; 12,3,81£) and by Ambrose at
Cain et Ab. 1,5,16 (cf. also Hel. 1,1).

1. repeats the wording he uses here at in Matth. 4,5 1. 340 quem fame
temptaverat.
esca ventrl. 1 Cor. 6,13 occurs frequently in J.'s oeuvre: he has the
text another ten times. As here, it is quoted together with Phil. 3,19 at
epist. 64.2.2.
deus venter. ). was exceedingly partial to Phil. 3,19, which is found
almost thirty times in his works. Cyprian had included it in his
Testimonia (3,11).

id enim collt. There is a similar gloss on Phil. 3,19 at tract. in psalm.
1p.80 1. 142. 1. has evidently taken it from Origen; cf. comm. in Rom.
1.9 p. 854°, where Origen glosses the text as follows: quidquid enim
umisquisque supra cetera coli, hoc illi deus est (cf. also Ps.-Basil,
hom. in Ps. 28,1). In the Libellus J. appends similar explanatory
comments 10 texts of scripture at 12,2 and 17,5.

sollicite ‘These words are a self-imitation of hom. Orig.
in Ezech. 1,13 p. 338,12, where they had likewise concluded the ch. J.
evinces a certain fondness for this particular formulation, which he uses
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ain at epist. 31,3,3 and hom. Orig. in Luc.
10 be aftesed clsewhere, 2 P- 169.7 1t would not
quos sataritas de paradiso expulit, reducat esuries. With mention of
the Fall J. neatly retumns by way of conclusion to his first example in
this ch. The same idea is repeated later at adv. fovin. 2,15, That this
was something of a commonplace is suggested by the way in which it
is employed in slightly modified form at tract. in psalm, | p. 298 I. 74
“beatus qui retribuet 1ibi retributionem twam quam retribuisti nobis- .
verbi gratia, eiecit me de paradiso (sc. filia Babylonis, who is here
identified as the anima ... quae semper in motione est): ego illam per
abstinentiam reduco ibidem. The idea had recently occurred twice in
the same form as in the Libellus. Athanasius had used it at virg. 6*
Gonep ... B1d Ppduatos xal mapaxofig EEEBABN o ‘Aa éx t0D
ioou, oltug mdhw & vnoteiag kai imaxof 6 Békav
sictpxetat ig 10v napadercov. Basil had also employed it at hom.
14 énedh ovx évnotevoopev. éEemioousv 100 mapubeicou
noTevowpEY toivuv, iva mpog avtbv énavéABopev. When )
appropriates the idea in the Libellus, he streamlines the formulation
significantly: in particular he uses abstract nouns as the subjects of his
two antithetical clauses. Here J. would seem to have taken a hint from
Tertullian, ieiun. 3 p. 277,31 u! .. salutem aemulo modo redaccenderet
inedia, sicut extinxerat sagina.
At the same time J. again improves on his model: he has introduced
a more refined vocabulary (saturitas for sagina), an elegant chiasmus
and a favourite cretic tribrach clausula. It is not therefore surprising that
. Ambrose should in turn imitate 1.'s impressive formulation: gula de
paradiso regnantem_expulit, abstinentia ad_paradisum  revocavit
errantem (Hel. 4,7). The idea is also used later by Amobius Junior, ad
Greg. 14 p. 408.9. 1.'s employment of it in the Libellus is another good
example of a sententia used to round off a passage (cf. Quintilian, inst.
8,5,2): here it brings this ch. to a resounding conclusion.

* On the question of suthenticity cf. Aubincau (1955). pp. 144fT. A daie around 370
would seem ikely.
* . is indebted just five lines earlir (0 the same ch. of the De ieiunio (<L n. on ventri
Ina snudy of .

of the Libelhus: be
taes the prescnt passage

)

.52 otes hat v Lovin 215 inend e

makes the point in order to support his view e w

Sirement un jout 1o sonecs ares qe Terullen 03 1. & uise.Howeve b s @
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and an austere diet are necessary in order to combar
here J. looks back to the theme of chs. 3-7. The

| ate the means whereby the Devil exerciscs his power
sl OB gt s proved by an impressive artay of scriptural texts;
e argumnt i absent. Only half f 1.’ texts are in fact strictly
o ™ emply wishes to dazzle the reader with a display of
D ion. The passage is a “véritable tour de force’ (Gorce [1925], p.
317andn.6). . .

Following Ciceronian principle Augustine recommends a plain style
for such a didactic purpose (. docr. christ. 4,104)7 J. however has
aken some pains to achieve a number of rhetorically striking effects in
thisch.

1,1

quodsi voluerls respondere. This sentence is adduced as an example
of hypaphora by Hritzu, p. 76. There is a further imaginary objection at
31,3 below. This lively device also occurs at epist. 107,13,13 117.4,1;
120,1,11; 123,13.2. Here it introduces the justification for fasting.

in plumis. Feather-beds seem to have caused J. a certain amount of
concem. At epist. 79,7,7 they are said to be unsuitable for youth.
Demetrias is commended for doing without them in epist. 130.4,. J.
describes reproachfully how before her conversion the voluptuous
Blesilla had found even feather-beds too hard (epis. 38,4,2). One might
also compare the injunction to the penitent at tract. in psalm. 1 p. 148 1.

182 10 sleep instead on a mat of reeds.

Other Fathers too pronounce upon this topic. Feather-beds debilitate
according to Ps.-Chrysosiom, salt. Herodiad. 1. Already Clement of
Alexandria had thought them bad for heath as well as sybaritic (paed.
29.772). Their avoidance accordingly became part of any strict
regimen: Chrysostom twice reports how ascetically-minded young
omen shandon feather-beds for the floor (hom. in Eph. 13,3 and sta.
. ér)mw;n‘:l:::tsm of;:;’same type are the occasion for self-castigation

- 3281. and again later at Caesarius of Arles, serm.

Avoidance of wine
sexual temptation

 Goree does ot discus it
| o i o
€ aso Philo, sec. g, 2,20,
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20,3, It is not therefore surprising that Orsiesius (doctr. 46) and Basil
(rerunt. 4) both prohibit them. Philo 100 (som. 1,123) had disapproved.
On the form of expression which . uses here cf. Caesarius of Arles,

serm. 20,3 nos in plumis. For the preceding semper in delicls of. . on
at dices: puella sum delicata a 31,3 below,

jvere _districtius, _respondebo. Hilberg’s puncruation requires
‘modification. Petitmengin (1988), p. 48, n. 38, points out that here J. i
imitating Tertullian, idol. 5.1 (cf. next n.). There Tertullian had said
iam illa obici solita vox ‘non habeo aliud, quo vivam' districtiss
repercuti potest: “vivere ergo habes?* Accordingly 1.'s districtius must
go with respondebo. Hilberg's comma should be moved forward:
vivere, districtius respondebo. Petitmengin also cites in £ph. prol. p.
439" quibus cum possim districtius respondere.
vive ergo lege tua, quae dei non potes. Petitmengin (1988), p. 48, n.
38, has identified the source of this striking repartee as Tertullian, idol.
5,1 quid tibi cum deo est, si tuis legibus vivis?; there the words arc
addressed to makers of idols. Petitmengin does no more than merely
register ).'s imitation: he is concerned exclusively with the single word
districtius. It may however be added that J. has again enhanced the
rhetorical forcefulness of his model: both clauses are given an exactly
parallel structure, while the twofold cllipse of lege and vivere in the
second creates a very compact and powerful formulation.* The further
point may be made that exactly the same sentiment had recently been
expressed by Basil (hom. 7,8) ovkodv oty 6 Kipidg cou dibdokahog
0w 1 evayyéhiov pudiler cod tov Plov. @A avdg ov
vopoBetelg oeavd. Evidently therefore the idea was something of a
commonplace. Accordingly it is particularly noteworthy that J. should
have had recourse to Tertullian in order to give it expression.*
non quo deus. . is anxious to forestall a charge of Manicheism (cf.
13,3 below): the creator’s work is accordingly good (cf. 20.3; 37,1;
38.7). . issues a similar caveat at epist. 52,11.4; 54,9,1; adv. Jovin. 1.3.
The same point had been made by Basil of Ancyra (virg. 11):
abstention from the belly’s pleasures is not in itself good, but helps in
achieving what is.

¢ Forthe double cretic clausula cf. Herron. pp. 2761
* Though Petitmengin’s initial purpose in examining )’ echoes of Tertllan was lo
explit them or possble clues 0 the consition of e ar’s (ex (1988, . 40 e

which concludes the Terullianic formulaton is omitted by Mesnan and subsequert
ediions. However J ' imitation supplis conclusive evidence thal e word belons n
‘Tertullin’s text Waszink-Winden, p. 125, simply refer 1o the meaning and

I ey rd ). s borrowing.
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. dominus. God cannot hate his own creai
universatts "",.:or'e;im at ). should simply speak of ‘the creator
Here he argune tatis creator et dominus: he thereby inserts 5
e says universitalis domi

Instead he S8 HL e passage is strictly superfluous. He ha
second el e combination was once again a cliche, The ex.
om0 e eker and master of the universe’ would seem to go back 1o
r,:‘::' Tim, 28c thy ... TounEhv Kai notépa T0TBE 105 Raveds, It is
very ";ommon in the Fathers. Al the same time there is considerable
e i the particular wording used. The impressive formulation of
o Tivellus i repeated by J. over twenty years later at in /s. 12,42,5 |
O in Zach, 118 1. 194; 12,1 1. 40. It s aiso imitated by Leo the Great
o verm. 23.1. Tertulian had used dominus et condior universitatis at
S Mare. 2.2 p. 334,2. To universitatis Augustine adds conditor et
rector (conf. 1.20.31; vera reli. 44) and creator et rector (conf. 3,816;
1in, 4,17,23). Some witers had employed mundi: Cyprian used it with
foctor et dominus (epist. $8.63), while Lactantius adds to it effector et
‘ubernator (inst. 5.8.5) and conditor rectorque (ira 10,53). Amobius
the Elder says constitutor moderatorque cunctorum (nat. 3.2), Rufinus
of Aquileia pater et conditor omnium (Clement. 4,36,1), and the Passio
Petri et Pauli longior (37) pater et conditor rerum. It may be noted that
J has characteristically chosen to use the striking word universitas,
Which had occurred in Tertullan (it goes back to Cicero’s translation of
the Platonic passage quoted above (Tim. 6] illum quidem quasi
parentem huius universitatis).

In Greek one finds that Justin Martyr already has three different
formulations: éviav natip kai Snuiovpyds (/ apol. 8: so also
Homiliae Clementine 4,13,3), ravioxpétup kai rounei (dial. 16,4),
mouneig .. xai natip (dial. 7,3; 56,1; 60,2; the reverse order occurs at
dial. ll7.? and also in Theophilus of Antioch, Autol. 2,4). Hippolytus.
has rounti kol koptog (haer. 10,32; so also Theodore of Mopsuestia,
Am. 1,1; 9.4; 9,11 [twice]; Zach. 14,8; with reverse order at Homiliae
’Cgmmuslo‘:: asn: p:'l ':'hmm of Mopsuestia, Am. 4,11; 9,4; Abd.

. s i :
Rk 719: 50 s Epihanv of Sare, o 2303 o
severse order Homiliae Clementinge 17, \ the Apostoli -
fovers ordr Homilae Clemeniinae 17,89). n the Aposiolic Const

e on inds Krlowg cai npitavis (89.8). Basil has rounri Kol
10.7; 50 Gregory Nazianzen, ep. 147 and Theodore of

Mopsuestia, 0s. 2,21; in d
Pl 8.3 o 113y, e o Theodore of Mopsuesti, Jor

Macarius of Egypr (o 1" K9P106 Kol ktiong occurs in (Ps.)-
Yevec




(COMMENTARY ON CHAPTER 11 »
decal. 105; fug. 177; leg. Gaj. 293; praem. poen. 24; 32; .
236; spec. leg. 2.6; 2.256; 3,178; virr, 34;"24; 77; v, c’i;,d ;vnvh;',
substitutes krioTng for Rountr at virt. 179 and fiyepdy for natip at
praem. poen. 41. At som. 1,93 he says xtiong xai fiyendy.
intestinorum nostrorum rugitu et Inanitate veniris puimonumque
delectetur ardore. ).’s amesting phraseology has this time been taten
from Tertullian, ieiun. 2 p. 276,28 non in pulmonum et intestinorum
meorum inanitate (sc. pendet lex). In two adjacent lines he has
accordingly juxtaposed borrowings from two quite different
Tertullianic treatises (cf. n. on vive ergo lege ... above). Again J. has
‘improved” his source in characteristic fashion: twofold chiasmus and a
choice cretic spondee clausula invest his words with considerable
formal elegance. At the same time the prominent addition of rugirus
gives them a gross and vulgar flavour which contrasts oddly with their
stylistic finesse.
quo aliter pudicitia tuta esse non possit. Food is again said 10 incite
lust at 17,2 below. J. is very fond of this idea: he repeats it at epist.
54837 S49,1; 54,104; 108,173 117,64 (dificile inter epulas
servatur pudicitia); adv. lovin. 2,1; in Tit. 17 p. S67% cf. tract. in
psalm. | p. 275 1. 6. It had of course occurred in proverbial form at
Terence, Eun. 732 sine Cerere et Libero friget Venus; . quotes this
verse himself at epist. 54.9,5 and adbv. lovin. 2,7.

The idea is also common elsewhere in the Fathers: no one however
gives it such frequent expression as J. It is found in the following
passages: Tertullian, ieiun, | p. 2745 (monstrum ... haberetur libido
sine_gula, 17 p. 296,26; Origen, comm. ser. in ML 44 p. 89,5
(excitatrices seminis escas); comm. in Rom. 10,3 p. 1254%; Sentences of
Sextus 108a; 240; 510; Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 2,1,1.66f. (yaotépa
. payhootvng wittetpav); Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 2244; 3,33a; Ps.-
Nilus, narr. 3,12f; Ps-Nilus (= Evagrius Ponticus), vit. 2
(Yaotpwapyia nopveiag pinp); Maximus of Turin 50a,2; Cassian,
conl. 5,10,1; inst. 5,6.° Basil of Ancyra explains the chemistry at virg.
7: ma1vougvng Yap Tavng (sc. Tiig Yaotpds) Imd T yevaeag Gvaykn
@ On @Vt popia Umd Tod RANERLPOTVIOG Uypod Bpaccopévou Ev
Baet mpog Tag puarkag Evepyeiag Kiveiodal. .

Fasting is therefore frequently said to be the foundation of chasti
statements to this effect are found at Origen, hom. in Lev. 10.2 p. 445,
Basil of Ancyra, virg. 7; Ps.-Augustine, sobr. 2 p. 1108, cf. also Ps.
Basil, /s. 1,31. This idea is often expressed aphoristically: Eusebius of

* The idea receives fourfold expression at Isidore, synon. 2,14 It had also occurred in
Phil, spec.eg. 1,192



LIBELLUS DE VIRGINITATE SERVAND,
o

Basil, hom. 16 (VIO ... cugposvy
Emess, s Rapbeviag oBss); Ambrose, Hel, 34
Wmmﬁl‘m’:amm:me ‘magisterium est, pudicitiae discipling

822 ("f"’;’ sy Chrysostom, hom. in 2 Thess. 1,2; Ps.-Chrysoston,
casigaio il o0, Cyrl of Alexandria, hom. pasch. | 4; Pete

serm. jej- 1 P- i
Chrysologus, serm. 3.
nz

es this phrase again at epist. 36,15,5 and 79.25; cf,

Js.z.tsﬂﬁfa'ma’s'usm). Tt was fomething of acliché: there are nstances of i
2t Cyprinn, epist. 38,1.2; Lactantius, inst. 4.7,1; 6.25,13; 7.243; epi.
35.6.ra 17,5, Hilary, in Marth. 5,11 Lucifer of Cagliari, Athan. 2,34 |
41 carisimus (s0 also Gaudentius, serm. 8.36); Ps.-Augustine (=
‘Ambrosiaster), quaest. test. 46,3; Sulpicius Severus, chron. 12,6 carus
acceptusque (so 125,2); Tractatus Pelagianus 4,144 p. 93 cariores;
6,111 p. 149; Amobius Junior, ad Greg. 5 p. 391,25.
testimonio ipsius inmaculatus et simplex. For inmaculatus cf. the
Old Latin version of Job 1.1 quoted by J. at epist. 121,818 (cf.
122,3,14) erat homo ille .. inmaculatus. For simplex cf. Job 1,8 and 2,3
(Vulg.). Hilberg adduces Job 33,3 (simplici corde), which is however a
description of Elihu. The phrase testimonium dei had already been used
with reference to Job by Hilary, in psalm. 119,19 (lob ... testimonio dei
dignus) and by Zeno of Verona 1,15,2 (dei .. testimonio conlaudatus).
quid de diabolo suspicetur. The escription of Behemoth (Job 40,11;
LXX 40,16) which J. here ascribes to Job is in fact spoken by God (cf.
Job 40,1; LXX 40,6). The words are again given to Job at in Ezech.
164 1. 894. In making this ascription J. is following Origen; cf. in
psalm. 37 hom. 16 (Rufinus’ translation). Origen had identified
Behemoth with the Devil: princ. 1,5.5; in psalm. 37 hom. 1,6; hom. in
Exech. 6,4 p. 382,5 (iste est ... draco, serpens antiquus, qui vocatur
diabolus et Satanas).
virtus elus in lumbis. ). cites Job 40,11 (LXX 40,16) frequently: it
‘oecurs in his works a dozen times. In giving the text a sexual reference
J@ v‘:‘%:w- folloWins Origen; cf. enarr. in Job 40,11 répvov ROIETV

evBev Gpxetar.” The same interpretation is also found at Atha-
5 comon. S; Ps.-Athanasius, v. Syncl. 26; Ambrose,

33,2, Cassian, conl. 5,4,2; Eucherius, form. 6 p. 36,22; Pt

" Fasting

. mr&“x e Srams. acconding . Histria. monachorum 203 of. Evagrius
et oL i et o Onigen, s 1 s 126 s ol
Adams, pag), re of Mopsuesti, Ps. 378 (on pagan Latin usge cf
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rec. long. 40 p. 782°. On the other hand Basil of i

taken the text to signify unreason’s dominance ove: ;?:-u‘l‘."’g' et
honeste viri mulierisque genitalia  inmutatis s

wominibus.  AUin Ezech. 164 1. 891 1. again notes that Jon s 1t
employs a euphemism i order to signify the male and female sexal
organs. In the present passage he has taken both the idea and its
formulation from his recent translation of Origen, hom. in Ezech. 6,4 p.
382,12 where Job 40,11 receives exactly the same gloss: vide
quomodo honeste viri mulierisque genitalia oblectis -nominibus
scriptura nuncupaverit, ne per ea vocabula quae in promptu sunt turp-
itudinem significaret. J. has made some improvements in remodelling
this statement for the Libellus: by omitting the second half of the
sentence with its ponderous tautology he has achieved an arresting
concision, while he has also introduced an elegant hyperbaton which in
turn generates a very choice clausula.”® Several other passages of
Origen likewise state that the verse refers euphemistically to the male
and female genitals: enarr. in Job 40,11 (xavy ... eimpenéotata); in
psalm. 37 hom. 1.6; pasch. 35. The same identification is also made
later at Ambrose, in psalm. 37,333 and Eucherius, form. 6 p. 37,1; cf.
Philip, in lob rec. brev. 40 p. 1464°.

n3

de lumbis David. ). proceeds to demonstrate that in scripture ‘loins’
denote the male genitals. He again uses Ps. 131,11 for a similar purpose
along with Job 40,11 at in Nah. 2,1 1. 47, where he also mentions Levi
still in his father Abraham's loins, John's leathern girdle and the
command to the apostles at Lk. 12,35; this verse of the Psalms is also
cited to show that loins mean generation at in Eph. 6,14 p. 550°. Origen
had already used the text in this way at hom. in Ezech. 1,3 p. 323,22
(ib. p. 32320 renis quippe coitus significatio esf); .'s recent translation
of this homily is evidently his source here."

promittitur esse sessurus. ~For the substantival use of the adjective cf.
(e.2) Apoc. 4,2 ecce .. super sedem sedens. Cf. further Goelzer, p.
",

Septuaginta et quingue animae introierunt Aegyptum, quae exierunt

* The tansiaion is usualy asigned to 381 the circumsiance that no ober work
provides anything near a5 much evidence fo sel-imitation i the Libels might be

. forback as the 370s.

Herron, pp. 4311, Lp.79.
" His translation uses lumbus, ike the Libellus; the LXX on the other hand has xorkia
ier, Il p. 259 veniris).
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[
femore 1. has conflated Gen. 46.26 and 27. Basil (hom,
de femore o is ove that thighs denote #, kqgg
Ps. 44.5) had q-;l:“v{;u passage 10 pr¢ gl © ¥ katg,

fiv YEVEOLY EVE| 3
iy e deo, Reference is made 1o the story of Jacob's wrestling
ol 11 p. 358 | 85, where Job 40,11 i also cited.” ¢
:;,I::“ss 103 the episode is again evidence that the thigh stands for
. 0

o cals the combatant both man (Gen. 32.24) and God (i,
30); of. Origen, sel. in Gen. 32.24 & Aeyouevog dvBponog 6uob Kai
Geb At epist. 65,10.3 1. makes him a man; 50 do Novatian, irn. 9.4
and Ambrose, in psalm. 43,173 As here, he is called God in the
Tollowing passages: Ambrose, epist. 1.4.16: [ac. 2,7.30; off. 125,120,
Paulinus of Nola, epist. 24,8. The question of his identity is discussed
by Euscbius of Emesa, /. Gen. 32,25 (he was not God but an angel)
and by Theodore of Mopsuestia, Gen. 32,27 (he was both God and man
and angel). At Hilary, syn. 38 and 49 the assertion had been
anathematized that it was the unborn God and not the Son as man who
wrestled with Jacob.

qui pascha facturus est. At this point J. abandons the strict proof that
oins signify the private parts, although here mortificatis attempts to
conceal the fact. Instead he provides four straight examples of biblical
cincture. In John's case loins are not even mentioned.

1. again uses Exod. 12,11 in conjunction with Job 40,11 at tract. p.
540 1.105; the same passage also mentions John's loins and the
command to the apostles (Lk. 12.35; cf. p. 159,1f. below). At in Ezech.
16,10° 1. 1186 he combines Exod. 12,11 with John, apostles and Job
38,3 (¢f. 1. 21 below). J. twice makes girding oneself for passover an
act of mortification: epist. 78,3,3 (accinctos pudicitia lumbos); in loel
113 1. 410 (balteo castitatis). This interpretation had already been
given by Origen, pasch. 36 (ib. Job 40,11 and John);"* Ambrose, parad.
i:h Gsnsgm Nazianzen, or. 40,40; 45,18; cf. also Ps.-Chrysostom,

ch. 6.3,

accingere sicut vir.  Hilberg merely compares Job 38,3; however the
same command is also repeated at 40,2 (= LXX 40,7). J. cites the text
m atinler. 1,10,1 (on Jer. 1,17 ‘thou therefore gird up thy loins’),

itis combined with John, Elijah and the apostles (Lk. 12,35). It

2 This pasage may be by Grige
» According t Augusine, serm 1223 e
5 i AU s 122 o gh et bundan postety.
1orthe sexual organs; Mwm:‘hh:‘ €ndeaVouring 10 show that “loins” e & synonym
Vs spericalty hgoing rcatmen presents &1

m»qnuuuuwt;mmswn of Adams p 51
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ecurs at in Ezech. 16,10° 1. 1186 (ib. John, Elijah, L.
T2, Later ' disciple Philp comncts o ext with e, 5.1
Job rec. long. 38 p. T45°, whee it refers o chastity: however ree. fres
38 p. 1460" speaks of good works). Similarly Gaudentius associates it
with Jer. 1,17 and Lk. 12,35 (serm. 2,22 ib. 23 John).J. would seem to
have been the first to give this text a sexual reference,
fohannes zona pellicia cingitur. Vittori, 1, p. $52°, and more recently
Schaublin, p. 57,'* add circa lumbos suos (cf. Mt. 3.4 Iohannes habebat
zonam pelliciam circa lumbos suos; MK. 1,6 erat I, vestitus .. soma
pellicia circa lumbos eius); Schaublin comments that the addition is
‘im cnha Bewei unerldsslich’.
This emendation is proved wrong by two passages in which J.
the same striking four-word expression (lokannes zona pellicia
cingitur) in a discussion of lumbi as a designation for the private parts
(in Nah. 2,1 1. 50; tract. p. 540 1. 112); in neither is the word fumbi
mentioned in connection with John. J. clearly prefers a concise and
impressive phrase to the clarity which would have resulted from a full
citation of scripture."”

1. makes John'’s girding of his loins with a belt of dead skin an act of
mortification at epist. 130,d,2; in ler. 1,10,1; in Ezech. 16,10°1. 1189."
At in Matth. 3,4 1. 245 (ad loc.) . remarks that zona .. pellicia .
mortificationis aifolov est. Origen had made the same point in con-
nection with John at pasch. 36 SAowsévou ét1_vevéxpuxev éxet
Rdoav ThY KIVIOW GUTOD TV GTEpUATIKNY, T0D Séppiatos vexpoma
Snhodveog; cf.fr. in Mr. 39 and hom. in Lev. 9,2 p. 42031
later at Gaudentius, serm. 2,23'° and Ps.-Chrysostom, praecurs. 2 p.
491; cf. also the Ps.-Chrysostomic op. imperf. in Matth. 3 p. 648.°
apostoli_iubentur. Fremantle, p. 26, identified Lk. 1235 as the
source; Hilberg wrongly compares Eph. 6,14 and 1 Pet. 1,13. J. is very
partial to this text, which recurs over a dozen times in his works. It is
again linked to Job 40,11 at in Nah. 2,1 1. $1, while it has the same
sexual reference at in Ezech. 16,10° 1. 1182 and in Eph. 524 p. 532"
This interpretation goes back to Origen, who at - in Le. 195 (ad loc.)
had said that the loins of the chaste are girt; ¢f. also comm. in Eph. 34.1

 Schaublin does not refer to Vittori

" It may be added thet . uses the collocation zona pellicia cingi again at epist. 383.1:
107.3,3; n Manh. 11,15 1. 128, hom, Orig. in Luc. 25 p. 150.7. K

" Since a belt is naturally o around the waist, one of skin accordingly ‘motifies” that
part of the body: hence J. may have been inclined to regard the addition of circa

n 10-pells . non nisi mortui animanis st
M . in Malth, 9.2 John scomed his flesh tamquam pelem mortuam.
For e idea cf.Philo, quaest. i Ex. 119,
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ine observes in connection with this Lucan verse thg
L gt s B L L
B imilar reference at Ps.-Basil, /s. 15.297; Ambrose, in psaim,
‘;7 %33.2; Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 2.167. Likewise Cassian uses it 10 show
T g s dead skin betokens self-mortfication (ns. 1,112),0n
v hand according 1o Marius Victorinus (in Eph. 6.14) the
giding had denoted srength

14

in Esechiel. The form of this name varies in the MSS. Where the
present phrase (‘in Ezekiel’) occurs, Hilberg gives the indeclinable
Form a epist. 18A,1.3; 3342, 49.21,2; 68,15 69.6.2; on the other
hand he reads Exechiele at epist. 18A,6.5; 21,1315 254: 312,15 37,1.2;
64,18,10; 65,181, The uninflected acc. occurs at epist. 33,4,6; 53,8,16;
$4,6,4: 64,21.3; Ecechielem s found at epist. 69,7.2. J. has Ezechielis at
epist. 66,2,2 and Ezechieli at $3,4.4.

non est praecisus umbilicus tuus. ). again connects Ezek. 16,4 with
Job 40,11 at in Ezech. 164 1. 889. For this "proof’ that umbilicus
Signifies the female genitals he is dependent on his recent translation of
Origen, hom. in Ezech. 6,4 p. 381,24, who had also linked the text to
Job 40,11 and said that a woman's navel is cut when she is chaste.”?
Later Aponius (10,11) also combines these passages of Ezekiel and
Job; Fulgentius (myth. 2,2) cites the first and likewise puts lust in
women at the navel.

In campo ... erroris in 1.s text comes from the variant reading
mebiou T oKohbTog at Ezek. 16,5, The whole phrase ovx éxyion &
Geaddg oov s itself just a variant reading.
omnis igitur adversus viros diaboli virtus in lumbis est, omnis in
umbilico contra feminas fortitudo,  J.'s resonant conclusion has been
lifted straight from his translation of Origen’s hom. in Ezech. 6,4 p.
382,11 adversum masculos virtus eius in lumbo est, adversum feminas
virtus eius in umbilico ventris est. In Origen's text this sentence
immediately precedes the one J. appropriated at the beginning of his
STipural excursus (L. n. on honeste virl mulierisque genitalia ... at
arons), Once again 1. has enlhanced the stylisic finesse of his

is tempered. ;y‘:;‘“ menotony is replaced by an elegant chiasmus that
Voot e anaphora of omis, while he also introduces lexical
Vit | onpersts | conra: vitus  frtitudo) and aliteration (viros -
o the vesy s Jartitudo) th tefnement is further increased by cllipse
dependent genitive in the second half. Such a

1 however s typically dispensed
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Chapter 12

e episodes from the Old Testament illustrate the point
o ot sty s e meats whersby th i
e desaructon. All four examples are men.® The same four had
Sready been used by Ps.-Clement, ep- ad virg. 2.9fT

12
a. J. had used the same phrase (accipe exemplum) at
:;Z’ﬁ;‘.?sﬂm virg. Mar. 14 as well as in his translation of Origen,
Jom, in Exech. 2,5 p. 341,5; 5,1 p. 371,23 12,1 p. 433,14. It would
seem 1o have been something of a cliché; cf. (eg) Tractarus
Pelagianus 6,5,1 p. 131 (accipe exempla); Ps.-Basil, const. 1,5 (déxou
1@ imobeiypata). On the employment of exempla in general cf. Lumpe
(1966by; for their use in J. cf. Schneiderhan; Rebenich (1992b).
Sampson. Sampson is again a waming example at in Mich. 7,5 1. 143
(ef.also 1. 256). He is used in the same way some five years after the
appearance of the Libellus by Ambrose, who also adduces Solomon in
this connection (in psalm. 118 serm. 15,18,3). Jovinian cites him as a
‘model of conjugal virtue (cf. adv. fovin. 1,23). J. makes him a type of
Christ at epist. 73,3,1 and in Eph. 1,10 p. 454%.
leone fortior, Hilberg fails to adduce Jgs. 14,6 (Samson rends a
young lion; cf.ib. 18 quid leone fortius?). A number of passages point
‘out that Samson was stronger than a lion but weaker than his passion:
Ambrose, apol. Dav. | 4,16; [Ps.)-Ambrose, apol. Dav. 1 3,16 (ib.
David and Solomon); Paulinus of Nola, epist. 23,11. It may be noted
that none of these other texts makes the erotic element as explicit as J.:
in Dalilae mollescit amplexibus.
saxo durior. The expression was proverbial; cf. Otto, p. 310 s.v. saxum
1; Hausslr, pp. 79 and 209. J. would seem to have had in mind Jgs. 16,3,
‘Where Samson carries off the gates and gate-posts of Gaza on his back
(:; Basil, hom. 2,6, cited in next n.); Hilberg again misses the echo.
unus et nudus mille est persecutus armatos, ~Hilberg should have
:f";‘i";’ 251515 (Samson slaysa thousand men with the awbone
mudus) 10 Jaco :':":l{ ears later J. applies a similar phrase (solus ef
'S Way to Mesopotamia (epist. 118,7,2). It is

’ Male ‘loins' likewise recenved more s precedi
: picinin
‘This foursome also recurs laterat. Orientius, r:a:w IJ!?N"‘
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noteworthy that in the year after the Libellus Ambrose uses the orts
inermis et unus in reference to Samson's feat (epist. 9,6222)* he
significantly avoids J.s bold mudus, which would typically seem to
wmm a subconscious sexual undertone. The paronomasia i s ef
s registered by Harendza, p. w the effect of this impressive
ﬁmnulnmn is further enhanced by hyperbaton and anastrophe with
cretic spondee clausula.

“The same triad of Samson’s oxplois which J. memms here had
already been employed by Basil: ug Sre Gvépi (sc.
voteia), Kata xikiovs lnurwv oi moAémon Kai m.m. nikeov
GveodVTo Kat AZOVTEG TGV XEP@V TV wxw oly wictavio (hom.
2,6); this passage has perhaps been J.'s sot
in_Dalilae mollescit amplexibus. Wit m ampleibus . charc-
teristically makes the sexual reference explici; the LXX on the other
hand has simply éxoigiioey aitbv Gvét pécov 1@ yovdruy avri; (Jgs.
16,19A; B éri 16 yovata).
secundum cor domini. _This phrase derives from | Reg. 13,14 (ati
i xapdiav aitod): J. uses it again at adv. fovin. 2,4 and c. loh. 8. As
in the present passage, the same words had preceded mention of
David's adultery and homicide at Tertullian, praescr. 3 1.9, which has
perhaps been 1.'s source here Both J. and Tertullian employ the
phrase secundum cor e LXX on the other hand has merely
aitod.” The particular locuuon in question here would seem to be
otherwise unattested.
postquam deambulans super tectum domus suae Bersabee captus est
nuditate. While Tertullian's phrasing had been terse in the extreme
(stupri reus est; praescr. 3 1. 9), 1.'s own taste for the picturesque

4 Onthe likely date of i leter . Palanque. p. 11
CFinter P-Bas,cons p. 1696, which my b it of o Ll . Frde

The Tertullianic passage reads in ful: David vir bonus o s cor domn. psea
caedis et stupri reus est. Solomon omi gralia el saptentia donatus a domino. ad

cor domitcecs . adulerio it homicun | Salomn,per g 3¢ ik
psa sapi "qui.
sticine 1y compare s peoats of ARDID Do 1316, for Ambrosien

sc (apol.
i o1 Dekkers-Goa .41 (s 136D, whre David 1 Soomen r aso

combined: howe
s copar rnghont D n dcem
il sed ptont 5 o x amplac b €. g v, bt 3 €5¢
commoni. domine.

in furore tuo corripias me.
li e, 1314 1 echond v 1353 however e wordin hre oo is impy th
i xapdiav pov.
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i him to evoke the biblical story of David's

cn-m-;r;';;:"gb',”f e lengih, 1 is also noteworthy that here
inf’.':a:ces s prurientdetil which i absert from the scriptural accoun
hereas the Bible says simply that she was ‘washing hersel” (2 Reg.
e hev rovaixa hovopévi, I speaks explicily of muditas. Such
salncious amplification is ypical.

dulerio funxit homicidiam. ~1f Terullian had been content with 5
el partaxi (caedis e stuprireus est; praescr. 3 1. 9). . on the other
hand employs a formulation that is elegantly hypotactic (adblrerio
it homicidiumy: he reproduces the same arresting phrase a quarter
of a century later at epist. 122,3,2 (again of David) and in Ezech, 163*
1836 (of the Elder who accused Susanna). It is however possible that
here too 1's formulation may ot be his own, since the same wording is
also used in connection with David at Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. in Ps. 50
2.7 eévov owemkete T poixei.” Perhaps therefore J. is simply
employing a clicheé.

David is again linked with Solomon in this connection at epist.
79,7,5. The combination had already been made by Tertullian, praescr.
31.8; cf. also Chrysostom, Thr. 2.2.

122
ubi et illud breviter adtende, quod ... . Exactly the same fussily
didactic formula recurs at epist. 29,3,6 illud breviter adtende, quod ..
(cf. also in Ezech. 48,23 1. 1890). J. would seem to be alone in using
this particular phrase.
rex enim alium non timebat. Some twenty-four years later at epist.
122,33 J. uses exactly the same words to explain the same text (Ps.
msq,o tibi soli peccavi et malum coram te feci). The same explanation of
is verse is also given at Ambrose, epist. 2,7,26;" Didymus, Ps. 50.6;
Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. in Ps. 50 3,6 (BacAetg Fumv, o& EpoBovunv
:o;o;; ‘chr also Julian of Eclanum, epit. in psalm. 50,6". Origen had
ossed the vre b|y4 sing '()lrn David could be judged by God alone
Comnin Rom. 2,14 p. 922° cf. Eusebius of Caesare, qu. Sieph. 83
Srod aone knew his crime); Ambrose, apol. Dav. 1 10,51 (God alone
it ‘;‘W;‘, o In :P:hprm passage of the Libellus the gloss is not
e d) at matters in this context is not David's status,
ing a clever and

sin: again J. has ¢
el been unable to resist m

" Like the L
i e Laelus. tisseemon belongs to the lae 4%

s cenury. of Aldama, p. 109 (no.
T dae i ncertain f thm, 53
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‘The Psalm’s superscription (v. 2) refers it to David’s peni
seeing Bathsheba (this interpretation had been rejected bpy";nmﬁf,
Mopsuestia, Ps. 50 pracf). Cassian reports (inst. 3,6) that this Psalm
was sung in all the churches of Italy after the moming hymns,
per quem se cecinit ipsa sapientia. This charming phrase is repeated
nine years later in J.'s adv. Iovin. 1,24 (again of Solomon) and over
thinty years later in his epist. 133,25 (of Ecclesiastes). J. is evidently
thinking of Prov. 8,1 (‘doth not wisdom ery?") and 8,12 (‘F wisdom
). However the wording which J. uses to describe Wisdom’s self-
eulogy has been lifted with only slight modification from Tertullan,
carn. 20 1. 23 per quem se cecinit ipse Christus; there the reference had
been instead o the Psalms of David."® I is significant that Tertullian’s
striking formulation would not appear to be copied by anyone else.
disputavit a cedro Libani usque ad hysopum, quae exit per parietem.
J. chooses to stress the botanical aspect of Solomon’s wisdom;'" the
picturesqueness of the biblical language is no doubt the reason for J.'s
particular emphasis. Comparison with the LXX shows that J. has
subjected the text (3 Reg. 433; = LXX 5,13) to some minor
streamlining on literary grounds: éAdAnoev repi @ Eikov Grd TG
KEBpov Tiig € 16 ALpave Kai Eug Ti booGROV TG ExtopevOREVTC
8t 100 toixov. He quotes it in the same abbreviated form at in Eph.
3,5 p. 480°. Elsewhere the text s seldom cited: no Latin Father before
1. would seem to have used it. In his description of Solomon’s wisdom
in the present passage J. has again combined a text of scripture with a
striking formulation borrowed from elsewhere (cf. previous n.).
amator mulierum fuit. ‘There is a further allusion to Solomon’s
voluptuousness at 394 below. J. is fond of this subject: his works
contain some ten references to Solomon's womanizing. At epist.
125.1,2 it is again said to have happened in spite of his wisdom: the
same point had already been made by Tertullian, praescr. 3 . 10.
Jovinian put Solomon in his catalogue of husbands and made him a
type of Christ (cf. adb. fovin. 1.5).
in inlicitum Thamar sororis Amnon frater exarsit incendium. 1.
mentions this episode half a dozen times. In 391 Chrysostom also used
it as a waning example at hom. in Jo. 614: women destroyed

** The Terwullianic context (ife [sc. David] apud nos canit Christum, per quem s¢ cecinit
ipse Christus) is accordingly the same s in 1. antecedent I (Oavid

duvinitus viderur esse conlanim,

1o make the point,
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Absalom, Amnon and very nearly Job. The waming J. a
complacency in regard o kin (ne aliquis etiam de SE,‘,:::’: about
propinguitate confideret) does not tally with what he says in the .0
ch. but one on the subject of subintroductae: frater sororem viy e next
deserit, caelibem spernit virgo germanum (14.2). ). ends the p ’Eline,,.
with a flourish by employing a striking hyperbator resen ch,
whole clause. perbaton that enfolds the



Chapter 13

Having dealt with historical examples illustrating the destructive
cansequences of sexuality for men J. now retums to the present and
deplores in a very vivid ch. the laxness of contemporary virgins."

131
piget dicere.  These words are followed by four indirect questions of
progressively increasing length. In the first J. states his point simply
and with perfect clarity (quot coidie virgines ruant). He then repeats it
by using a striking cliché (quantas de suo gremio mater perdat
ecclesia). Finally he repeats it again by means of several recherché
allusions to scripture. This very impressive sentence accordingly
provides yet another instance of the combination of biblical citation
with striking second-hand material. For the anaphora (threefold quot)
of. Quacquarelli (1971), pp. 81F. According to Peitmengin (1994), p.
496, J.'s employment of ruere in this passage has been prompted by
Terullian, virg. vel. 14,3; for an attempt at rebuttal and for
documentation of a hitherto unidentified usage of this verb to denote
the virgin’s lapse cf. Adkin (1997b), pp. 1SSff. The topic of fallen
virgins recurs at 29,3 below; cf. also virg. Mar. 21 and adv. lovin. 1.5.

de suo gremio mater perdat ecclesia. Here Mierow-Lawler, p. 237,
n. 111, refer simply to Plumpe, p. 91, n. 27, who (like Deléani, p. 72)
connects this passage with Cyprian, unit. eccl. 23 (ut ... consentientis
Ppopuli corpus unum gremio suo gaudens mater includar). The objection
‘may however be raised that this Cyprianic passage does not provide an
exact parallel 1o J.’s *lap of mother church’, since the term ‘church” is
absent. A more serious flaw of Plumpe’s study is its complete failure to
establish the existence of this particular phrase ‘the lap of mother
church" as a fixed expression. It had occurred twice in Cyprian: epist.
16,42 (in sinum matris ecclesiae) and laps. 2; cf. sent. episc. 26.
Around 400 this collocation is very common (sinus and gremium are
used indifferently): while J. himself uses it again at in Os. 2.6 1. 143, it
also occurs at Chromatius, in Matth. 55,2; Paulinus of Nola, epist. 32,5;
Augustine, bapt. 6,33,63; in euang. loh. 39,2; nat. el grat. 21,23; in
psalm. 38,3; 49,27; Evodius, fid. 45; De miraculis S. Stephani
Protomartyris 24,1; Paulinus of Milan, adv. Cael. 3; Possidius, vita
Aug. 185. The same collocation occurs in Greek at Chrysostom,

The ch. i discussed by Vogue (1991). 1. pp. 2601T
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, 224 év 101G X6AmOIG TG EéxxAnaiag i ko
catech. 1.1 (PG ::p:‘,zpm Phoc. 2; stat. 6,1. "
amdvioy B ocution “lap of mother church’, the word ‘laye
ides the specific locuti . of

Besides R church with some frequency. J. himself gives the
is applied t0 73,1 and 78,18; she has  sinus at ¢
church 8 gremium 8t Pt 15 " 2321,826F, One might s
oo e gremium <f. TLL V1.2 2321821 One might adg

 ium Carthaginiense a. 345/348 p.31.11; Zeno 1,137, Ambrose,
Concltun "l 122 patr. 5.27: PsChrysostom, op. imperf. in Matt
B 510, On the church's sinus cf. TLL VIIL, 444.551Y. (add Irenaus

,; - Hilary, trin. 7.4, Ambrose, paenit. 2.8.72). Augustine
5202 (SC 153}; Hilary, Aug
sty fond of these phrase: he speaks of the church’s sims st
i €91 2nd 185,30; ofher gremium (apar from TLL's cxamples)at
O Cvese, 4,56,61; de duab. anim. 1; doctr. christ, 135; c. epist. fund,
35 epir, 1511 185,12; 185.23; . Faust. 13,16: 15,3; mor. eccl
S04 in psalm. 108 39.8; 103, serm. 3,5: 145161 wil. cred. 17,35,
Chrysostom similarly refers o the church’s xoAxor at Eutrop. 1,1 and
s interp. 2.3, ) )

The phrase ‘mother church’ on its own is also of course very
common. It recurs fourteen times in 1.'s works; Augustine on the other
hand has it some seventy times, while it is found on fifteen occasions in
Cyprian, but only cight times in Ambrose’s much larger oeuvre. On its
orgin cf. Plumpe and 7LL VIIl, 444,29fT; on the general concept cf
also Schmid (1954b), pp. S54€: Rinett. Deus pater s often added; f
TLL lo. cit 461T. (add Hilary, in Manth. 19,5; Niceta of Remesiana,
virg. laps. p. 132,3; Optatus of Milevis, 42 p. 104.1; 4,5 p. 107,5;
Augustine, discipl. 3.3 enchir. 39,12 epist. 243,4; c. Peril. 3,9,10; in
psalm. 88, serm. 2,14; serm. 229; 22,10; 56,14 RBen 68. 1958 p.
36277, 512 p. 41527 [Verbrakenl; 216.8; 359.4; 359.6: Quod-
vultdeus, symb. 3,13,1; Caesarius of Arles, serm, 100a,5). In Greek this
additon is far rarer.’ The bridegroom of mother church is Christ
accrding 1o Didymus,Pr. |8 she i  irgin accoring to Epiphanvs,

The church's motherhood can be described in strikingly physical

7 For her ubera cf. TLL loc. cit. 38fF. (add Peter ghyry:olfwgus
serm. 73,3). She has an uterus at Ambrose, in Luc. 7,171; Chromatius,
serm. 9,6; Gregory of Elvira, in cant, 2,31: Augustine, . Faust. 1247,
serm. 216,7; Philip, in Iob rec. long, 40 P. 789 (cf, Jl’p. 755 viscera):
qw:mm ymb. 1,1.3; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 200,5 i
mother in pged G72g. 19 p. 424,1. The church is a spiritual
philochius,  exerc, s, Augustine, epist. 343

? There s sn cxample
" Ol e ) B o BN, b 7582
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uodvulideus, symb. 3,132 (cf. TLL loc. cit. 37). . "
Svg.. o one particular church at Bail, ep. 127)(,?”‘::";,"@" s
év Nixordhet éxxAnoiav): cf. TLL loc. cit. 64fT. Finally it may be
noted that Augustine is very fond of applying the expression catholica
mater 10 the church: ¢f. TLL loc.cit. S8, and in additon conf. 6.3
9,13,37; ¢. Cresc. 3,63,69; epist. 69,1; 105,13; 170,10; 185,12; 1353‘
185,36; 185.44; 1846: c. fulan. 6.21.67; . Tulan. op. impery. 4,120,
¢ Peril. 3,5.6. 1t also occurs in Ps.-Augustine, . Fulg. p. 220.22; Victor
of Vita 1,21:3,23.
super quol sidera superbus inimicus ponal thronum suum, quor
petras excavet et habitet coluber in foraminibus earum. Though the
exotic language was an obvious clue, Hilberg failed to detect any
scriptural reference whatever in these words. Vaccari (1920), p. 389,
then pointed 0 Is. 14,13 (éndvo év dotpov 10D otpavod Biow tov
2 : cf. 4.3 above); Cant. 2,14 (év oxémy i métpag; Vulg, in
foraminibus petrae); 1s. 11.8 (rarbiov vimiov éni tpéyMy Gomiav
xal ént KotV Exyovay domiduv thy xeipa Empakel; Vulg. super
foramine aspidis et in caverna reguli). It would appear however that
here Obad. 31. has been J’s principal inspiration. J.s translation of the
LXX at in Abd, 2 1. 159 (ad loc.) reads as follows: superbia cordis tui
elevavit te habitantem in foraminibus petrarum, exaltantem
habitaculum (Vulg. solium) tuum ... st inter media sidera ponas nidum
tuum ... ). does in fact conflate this passage with Is. 14,13 at in Am. 2,6
1. 201 (in caelum ascendam, super sidera caeli ponam nidum meumy; in
Hab. 3,14 1. 1051: in Os. 8,1 1. 71. In the present passage he may also
have had in mind Job 14,19 (Vulg. lapides excavant aquae); Nah. 1,6
(J."s rendering of LXX [in Nah. 1.6 1. 178) petrae contritae sunt ab eo);
Prov. 30,19 (Vulg. viam colubri super petram; this is immedistely
preceded by viam aquilae in caelo, which recalls Obad. 4 si exaltatus
fueris ut aquila). At in Abd. 2 1. 232 (ad loc.) J. interprets Obadiah’s
“holes in the rocks’ s thoughts or feclings, while he has the nest placed
inter sidera ecclesiae (. 226). Such an exegesis is of course highly
appropriate for the present context.* J. uses Obad. 4 again at in Eph. I
3 praef. p. 515°, where he applies it to the Devil and as here identifies
the “star he treads on with a person: volebat (sc. diabolus) quasi aquila
ponere super illum (sc. Paulum) nidum suum. Finally it may be noted
that J's scriptural phantasmagoria would sppear to have been

' Soph. 2,121 633 X

161, 182 and epist. 1208.7. At epist. 1308.5 ). describes how the snake
climbs into people’s thought; cf. Origen, comm. ser. in M. 28 p. 49 focunt n e
(8¢ corpore et anima) .. serpentes . cubationes. For the rock image spplied o vie
Ginity . Ps Chrysostom, anmunt, p. 760 Gokdpevtos 1 FapBEvos, GAaTmes i
*étpa.
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imple line of Cyprian: sic se expugnator inimi
suggested by ;f,':'z,': ‘:»:g o ams short ch.begine with he Wil
artes suas O elesia virgines suas plangit, Which recall the opeping
e o conains the phrases viduae anlequam mupe 3
o lrae,which . uses shortly llﬂl\erm:;;l lJ.l;nd 132),
Cavallera, L1, p. 108, n. 2,
e B 7. 264, had howevet panes s
g o mean o more than i, 00 PIUL ... complres,
aliquots ¢f. Vaccari (1924). pp- 83f. (‘sinonimo di quidam’). This
i phrae (sdeas pleasque) recurs a 32.1 belows . alsouses
it 3453 and twice at in Gal. 526 (pp. 424 and 4240)? 1. o
Soune is always parial to exaggeration for the sake of dramatic effect,
On hyperbole in the Fathers cf. Quacquarelli (1971), pp. 1616f.
viduas ante quam nuptas. Keenan, p. 37, and Duval (1970), p. 33, n
36, point o bt ). b borrowed his phrase from Cyprian, hab. virg
20 viduce antequam muptae. Weyman (1893). p. 341, compared
‘Apuleius, apol. 762 (vidua antequam nupia), this is evidently
Cyprian’s own source.* 1. uses mater ante quam nupta of Mary at epist.
49212 and virg, Mar. 2; he has taken this expression from Tertullan,
cam. 231.29. Similarly at episr. 1.15,2 J. had said sepultum paene ante
quam mortuum, 1.5 taste for exiravagant phrascology makes him usc
this kind o expression with partcular frequency. In the present passage
1. also produces a notable adnominario (videas plerasque viduas),
neither Cyprian nor Apuleius had achieved the same effect.
infelcem consclentiom mentita tantum veste protegere. Here
conscientia covers objective pregnancy as well as subjective guilt.” For
the idea cf. Ambrose, epist. 8,56,11 tumescit alvus ... ul praeter-
mittamis alia, quibus se vel tacita prodit conscientia, In the present
passage however J. would seem to have taken a hint from Tertullian,
vig.vel. 142 veniestegere coguntur infrmitats ruina; in this section
‘;;‘;'“:i‘" s appropri er material from the same passage of
more "w‘m m‘;x n.). Once again J. has made his own formulation
ol gy g s source. On menita cf. TLL VIll, 7821
— present instance is wrongly adduced at 779.46).
ords M:TL..'".:;; it m orodider vagous. The ast thee
confebuntey mer ian, virg. vel. 14,6 non enim
{psorum infansium suorum vagitibus proditae. AgH

T Already Quintl
* Lusbck g 43 Sprocem 2. 65 uinitan, dect 19.1
B w.......-,_wx;uvn» Provide mo evidence for any knowledge of
Pacun. paraen 1. by, L’:'M:. :'-’.,:;’."
vulnratam egere conscientiam
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3. has enhanced the rhetorical impact of the material he has borrou
He would also appear to have combined it with lm:hhc:spn ‘o
Tertullian, who in monog. 16,5 has the phrase ureros nawr:vl‘: et
infantes pipiantes. ). has again improved his source by substituting the
more graphic fumor;* he has also achieved a very elegant chiasmus.
erecta_cervice et ludentibus pedibus inceduns. Deléani, p. 73
identified the source s Is. 3,16” ai Guyatépeg Zudw ... énopeitnony
Dymh TaXIMe Kl €V veduaoLy 608aMiav kai T nopeiq 1oy roddv.
G vpovoat Tod Y1TdVaS Kal Tolg moGty Gua naifovoat, ). has
again compressed his source for literary effect, Atin /5. 23,16 1. 25 (ad
loc.) J. uses this text in order to criticize ‘women of the church', while
in the present passage it expresses his annoyance at the levity of virgins
as well as their lapse. The verse had already been widely quoted; cf.
Clement of Alexandria, paed. 3,11,72,2; Cyprian, hab. virg. 13,0
Commodian, instr. 2.15,3; Hilary, in psaim. 128,8; Ambrose, Noe
15,54; Orsiesius, doctr. 43. At hom. in 1 Tim. 8,3 Chrysostom uses it
against half-hearted virgins. Here J. has again combined scripture with
striking phraseology that has been bomrowed from elsewhere (cf.
previous n.): a sentence which at first sight would appear to record J.'s
own careful observation of life accordingly tums out once again to be
wholly derivative.

132

sterllitatem praebibunt. On contraception cf. Waszink (1959), p.
1254, Add Augustine, mupr. et conc. 11517 (steriliatis venena),
Caesarius of Arles, serm. 44,2 (illas diabolicas potiones ... per quas
iam non possint concipere); S1.4; cf. Ulpian, dig. 40,7,3,16.

necdum sati hominis homicidium. Papinian, dig. 35,2.9,1 does not
recognize a homo before birth. In the church it was debated whether
abortion was homicide; cf. Augustine, quaest. hept. 2,80. J. himself
adopts the view that this is not the case until the embryo tkes shape
(epist. 121,4.5); the same opinion had been expressed by Tertullian,
anim. 37,2 For homicide before actual conception (as here) cf.
Cacsarius of Arles, serm. 1,12 quantoscumque concipere ... potuerat,

3 also combines swallen wombs’ and ‘wailing infans’ 121 above
o The allusion isalso recorded i Gryson (1987), p. 127.
Because the verb ludere s absenl from the Vulgaic, Deléani, p 73, srgucs tht the
Wording o the Libelus i due 1 this Cyprianic quotsion o s 316 however luere
15 sumply part of the O1d Latin I fact 1's use of cervioe and mubus proves tha he s
w

45 Cypr
Afcan version of the Oid Latm, the terms which J. employs are peculiar o the

, Europemn cf.Giryson (1987, p [26)
According to Philo, spec. feg 3.109 1t 15 an dvBpuros if the limbs are formed
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homicidiorum reatu fenebitur. 1.5 own formulation of
o marked by vry sriking adnominatio (hominis homicidium), ﬁ?
furher Dolger (1934); Waszink (1950): id. (1954),
aborti venena, To the exampls of contraceprives in Waszink (1950),
oo SO (cf. Mayor. p. 201) add Sulpcius Severus, chron. 245,
(K"”"”"M); Caesarius of Arles, serm. 1,12 (potiones); 44,2; 524;
1. condemns the pracice at epist. 123,4,1 and adv. fovin. 149
‘The penalty was ten years’ penance according to Concilium Ancyranum
@ 374 21 and Basil, ep. 1882, TLL cites no example of the word
abortium outside J.
psae commortuae. The same point is made in Basil. ep. 1882; cf.
Homiliae Clementinae 4212 and Caesarius of Arles, serm. S14
(quoting the present passage). According to Pliny (nar. 7.40) sbortion
in the fourth and eighth months is fatal.
ad inferos. For the tone of this phrase cf. epist. 118,5,5 quod tecum
pergat ad inferos, immo ad regna caelorum.
Christi adulterge. Keenan, p. 37, and Duval (1970), p. 33, n. 36,
identified the phrase as a borrowing from Cyprian, hab. virg. 20 non
mariti sed Christi adulterae. It had also been used by Cyprian at epist.
44,1. ). himself repeats the locution at epist. 147,11.3; it also recurs in
Ps.-Sulpicius Severus. epist. 2,19 and Augustine, in psalm. 834. At
mg;du& 1013 Augu;:nz dis}e;|s ﬁfmn the view of those who
women who married after a hasti
adulteresses in actual fact (cf. Saint-Martin, y:’:ﬂoﬁr[:, las;llr)y":)-c:
might compare further Origen, comm. in | Cor. 26 mopvot ém
&.my For the idea itself cf. also Chrysostom, hom. in | Tim. 8.3
10Tov ExeLg vopdiov: T Epactag avBpd Goar i
i xpo) 1 P Chssoso, o 105 4 (ot embachon
ol Evifpuons, GAkd 105 BeomToy L Thood Xpuatod.

J. characteristically incorporat borrowed i
inpresive ok e, homciat o et e P
e iolon ceseen 2. Chris adler e, necdm
For e cambinaion ks o onedlt o 5 o
o e com of oneself” and *killer of one's offspring’ cf.

, ¢p. 1882 and Homiliae Clemen i
ol goes ogelher, 1y importion e 4 of e
St of Chie e Amporation into it of the Cyprianc

t ”f:: to e”m-fn 2 certain inconcinnity. On
p.SIE
Sl parricidae. 1t i i
Tertullian, wzor. 1.5‘1. P"'ﬂwm e possible that here J. was thinking of
. where the very striking phrase parricidiis

" With typeal extrav
agace J himself
erconsciraion s s 2,17 113 the vigins who mary
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expugnantur is used of the unborn vietims of abortion.”
133

stae sunt, quae solent dicere:. Sermocinatio is an effective way of
enlivening the discourse (Quintilian, inst. 9,2,29). The figure is also
especially suitable for depicting the atiitude of one’s opponents (ib
9,2,30). Here J. uses it to describe the viewpoint of loase-fiving virgins.
For the wording which J. employs to introduce this sermocinatiq of

29,5 below (istiusmodi ... solent ... dicere:) and epist. 54,15, (solent
adulescentulae viduae ... dicere:).

It would seem that here J. has borrowed his sermocinatio from
elsewhere. J. says: “omnia munda mundis”. sufficit mihi conscientia
mea. cor mundum desiderat deus. cur me abstineam “a cibis, quos deus
creavit ad utendum”? At the end of cult. fem. Tertullian deals with the
same topic as J.'s ch. 13: the deportment of Christian women who
resemble prostitutes is scandalous.” The reasons which such folk use to
justify their behaviour are set out by Tertullian in the following
sermocinatio: aliqua fors dicet: ‘non est mihi necessarium hominibus

ari: nec enim testimonium hominum requiro; deus conspector est
cordis’ (2,13 1. 1). It would appear that here we have the source of J.'s
own sermocinatio: the argument in both is identical. In particular it
‘might be thought that there is a faint verbal echo of deus conspector est
cordis in 1.'s cor mundum desiderat deus: cor and deus enclose both
statements.

In Tertullian this line of reasoning is entirely appropriate. The point
at issue is extemal adomment. Terrullian rebuts his sermocinatio by
ing that it is not enough for a Christian woman to be chaste; she
must show by her outward appearance that she is (2,13 1. 15). In 1’s
own sermocinatio on the other hand the argument of its Tertullianic
model is not & propos. The istae in whose mouths he puts it have just
been described as guilty of illegitimate pregnancies, contraception an
abortion (13,1£). Clearly such people cannot claim a ‘purc heart’ and

“clear conscience'. In fact J. himself has just said that they try infelicem
conscientiam mentita tantum veste protegere (Il 7£). The

" TLL X.1, 4464911 records two further instances of parricidnum applied
N o0 amin e g ) 10O, 4 2520

the adnominano. TLL provides no parallel for the use of parricida in this sbortional
“mwmnrmmummmnmcrcmwmﬂm
277, 290)
" on Jfom.of p5s
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) ) ¢ argument s convenient verification
W"m?&:ﬁen. Sach inconcinmity s typreay T s
b«;;‘”‘ M" approprised his argument from cull. fem. it is Significay
o b difers from Tertullian in making lavish use of scripure;
ot e nd ens hissermocinatio Wih & quoiation from the Bible
e cor mundum). The result is o enhance the hetorical eff,
Here we accordingly have yet another instance of the ten o
e bine scrptual ciation with Sriing phrascology that has beey
ke from elsewhere (in this case Tertullans cf. also n. on suffcit i
conscienia ..)-

omla munda mundis, 3. cepeats Tit. 1,15 at 29,7 below. I ends with
mens et conscientia; this would seem to have been the cue for what J,
says next (sufficit ... conscientia).

suffct mibi conscientia mea. _ Schade (1936), p. 75, n. 2, and Baer
(1983), p. 44, n. 2, compare Cicero, Aut. 12,28,2 mea mihi conscientia
pluris ést quam amnium sermo, However Cicero’s formulatin is rather
different, Oto, p. 90, s.v. conscientia 2. lists 1.°s phrase, though he
admits that it is not “im strengen Sinne sprichwortlich'.'* Haussler, p.
99, adds two further examples from J.: epist. 117,44 and the present
passage. Their evidence certainly establishes that this expression is one
of 1 favourites (cf. in addition tract. in psalm. | p. 148 1. 207). TLL
IV, 368.22(. also adduces Quintlian, inst. 11,117 (in veris quogue
suffcit conscienia) and Sidonius Apollinaris, epist. 1,1,7. Perhaps 1's
immediate source was however Tertullian, carn. 3 1. 12 “satis erat il
inguis, ‘conscientia sua’. . borrows from this treatise on a number of
occasions in the present work; moreover in Tertullian the expression
forms partof a sermocinaio, as it does in J. This formula s also found

100 should be added 10 Oto and Haussler: Rufinus, Clement. 3,13,
10462; Augustine, bon viduit. 22,27; epist. 140,19 in psalm. 147,1
serm. 163B,5 coll. Morin p. 217,17; 356,7; Valerian of Cemele, hom.
18; Caesarius o

1 f Arles, epist. ad virg.
ipect s ooy it 2 irg: 23,21, Chiysostom (pece. 4) s

;‘;2""'4-““; xtesl:mum Cor mundum is a scriptural locution; cf.
209 ML 54 ; Hebr., 50.12 (LXX and Hebr.); 72,1 (Hebr.); Prov.
ot sl B8°31on W made sbove (cf. n. on stas sun,
emian e 175 words here may be a reminiscence of
-fem. 213 1.2 deus conspector est cordis; each sentence
" Uno cies 3.3 gpuy. 1470 and 123,
Libellus, 14,0, where " the
e oo e . At 12383 O s
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is framed by the terms cor and deus. On Tertulian's formulation

05, ST GvBpunog Syetan eig mpocwmov, ¢ 56 Bedg
Gyeran el xopbiav. J. himself quotes these words in his attack o
worldly women at 382 below; it may thercfore have scemed
inappropriate to echo the same text in the present passage. An atitude
similar 0 the one described here is again censured by J. at agh: fovin
29: frustraque quidam simulant salva fide et pudicitia et integritate
mentis se abuti voluptatibus.
cur me abstineam a cibis, quos deus creavit ad utendum? Hilberg
fails to record the echo of | Tim. 4,3 abstinere a cibis, quos deus
creavit ad percipiendum; it had however been identified by Fremantle,
p. 27. The next verse of the same Epistle is quoted at 29,7 below (ib.
Tit. 1,15 omnia munda mundis, quoted in 1. 15 above). With these
words 1. now passes from lasciviousness to food and drink; they
therefore prepare the way for the bon mot about *Christ’s blood’ in .
3f. For the frame of mind depicted here cf. [Ps.]-lerome, epist. 18 p.
57,1021¥. si volucrum edulium refutaveris ... sacrilegii crimen adfigetur
statimque aient: hi sunt qui creatorem mundi contemmunt; in wsus
nostros facta sunt omnia. Similarly at epist. 117,63 1. notes: ut vimum
bibas. dei laudabitur creatura. In the present passage the anaphoric
io of cor | cur suits the tone."
Jestivae. ). again disapproves of festivitas at 29,6 (on song); cf. also
his critical remarks at 24,1 facetam ... vocant.
Ingurgltaverint. J. achieves an effective bathos by appending a coarse
word o ones that express grace (lepidae et festivae). TLL s.v. gives
about a dozen examples from patristic authors where this verb agai
refers to gluttony and drunkenness (add J.'s epist. 72,2,3 mero). . also
uses it at epist. 108,17,3 and c. Lucif. 8.
ebrietati sacrilegium copulantes. 1.'s very impressive formulation is
copied shortly afterwards by Ambrose, Hel. 12.41, where it concems
the Golden Calf episode.
‘absit, ut ego me a Cheisti sanguine abstineam’. ). adds a second

" Deléani, p 72, argues that the section of the Libellus which extends from these words

1 the end of the paragraph (p 161.6) has been suggested by Cyprian hab. virg. 11
p volu were
sed o res saltares et bonas artes: uere od il qua deus procept quoe domis
amendi. There is however o esson whaiever o see Cyprienic inflence o tie
passage ofthe Lbellus: whereas ). refes exclusively to God's creatures of

virgimon is indebted to

‘wine, Cyprian deals nstead with wealth.

Tertallian, cult. fem. 2.9 11. 25-8, which ). himself does imitae # 29.5 below (cf.n.on
tere)
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inatio. Labourt, 1, p. 123, 0. I, explains: ‘Cegt.y.
e ot oo 8 commnie: o roma
K oque tait que s fidles pussent communier ches eux tous es
o Z'ils e désiraient* However this interpretation fails 1o take
It of sacrilegium i 1. 3. The correct explanation would seem 1o
have been supplied by Schade (1936, p. 75, n. 3: S0 nennen sie den
Wein, unter dessen Gestalt das Blut Christi dargestellt wird"."” Tpe
sacrilege of such people consists in justifying their inebriation
efeming o the wine they have drunk as *Christ’s blood". It would seem
that this observation has not been inspired by any literary source. That
such a line of argument was in fact current at this period s suggested
by two contemporary texts. The first is 1's own (in Gal. 5,19 p.
417°)® where he is dealing with criticism of the passage of the
Libellus which had prescribed that young women should avoid wine
jike poison’ (8,1). He excuses himself thus: alioguin sciebamus et in
Christi sanguinem vinum consecrari. The second text is Ambrose, hex.
317,722 Here Ambrose argues that God created wine in the
knowledge that its moderate use was beneficial and that only excess
would lead to vice. He continues: sed dominus et in eo creaturae suae
‘gratiam reservavi, ut eius fructum nobis converteret ad salutem ac per
eum nobis peccatorum remissio proveniret® Here the reference is to
the Eucharist. These passages of Ambrose and J. himself accordingly
indicate that in the 380’s it was indeed customary to justify the
consumption of wine on the grounds that Christ's blood took such a
form, Whereas therefore J.'s immediately antecedent instance of
sermocinatio was found to be a case of literary imitation, this particular
ane wouldseem onthe other hand t0 be an authentic observaion from
ie.

quam viderint tristem. ). notes at epist. 38,5,2 that the ascetically-
minded are called sad because they eschew roars of laughter; cf. adb.
Jovin. 2,36 de nostro grege wistes. 1. employs subtristis as a term of
approbation at epist. 107,9,3; lugubris is used in the same way at epist.
66.13,2. At 28,2 below monks are said to feign sadness. At 27,3 on the
Zﬁl:ml;md J- would like 10 see a happy face during fasts (cf. Mt.

On ) sadness of countenance cf. further Tertulian, virg. vel. 15,4 uis
- audebit oculis suis premere faciem clausam, faciem ron sentientem,

" The same explan "
» ﬁ:ﬂmw&(m"‘" TeyCOI L. 198,015, and by Camisani.p 340,169
N 10 38 sccording 10 Nautin (1
e m-samulxmam:.‘pqg‘
e is nothing, e in Basit's hex
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Jaciem, ut diserim, tristem? Similarly Ambrose mommends rristitia at
n psalm. 118 serm. 12,9.1: it i the companion of gr

miseram.  For this criticism of the serious ascetic cf. epist. 45,52 1
tales miseros arbitraris. .

monacham. TLL VIIL, 139947 gives this passage as the earliest
instance of monacha. . has the feminine form again at epist. 39,52 and
39,6,2. Siricius also uses it at epist. 1,6,7. “Monk" is again an insult at
epist. 3852 quia serica veste non wiimur, monachi iudicamur. Virgo
rather than monacha was the more usual designation; cf. epist. 107,10.3
virginum ac monachorum (o also epist. 46,13,1; 108,283; 121,82,
Ambrose, epist. extra coll. 6,1).>

Manicheam vocant. For this accusation cf. [Ps.J-Jerome, epist. 18 p.
57,101 quod si vilibus abstinueris carnibus et non crebro balneas
Jrequentaveris, tunc fere per omnes columnas Manichaei tibi titulus
‘adscribetur. Jovinian accused J. himself of following the Manicheans
(cf. adv. lovin. 1,5). The charge is rebutted at adb. lovin. 1:«, of. epist.
49.3,2and 71,6,2. At 38,7 below Manicheans are condem:

The phrase miseram et monacham et Manicheam 1 p.mcuwly
striking owing to the combination of alliteration, polysyndeton and
adherence to Behaghel's law.™*
ieiunium heresis est.  Cf. c. Vigil. | dicat ... continentiam haeresim.
134
per publicum notabiliter incedunt. Keenan, p. 36, and Deléani, p. 73,
note that here J. has copied from Cyprian, hab. virg. 9 si ... per
publicum notabiliter incedas (cf. also next two nn.). It may be observed
that in the whole of this passage J. has again compressed his source: the
various formulations he appropriates from the De habitu virginum are
part of a very complex Cyprianic period that begins with six
conditional clauses. On the wording of the present formulation cf.
further Blaise s.v. notabiliter; and Ps.-Augustine, sobr. 2 p. 1109
incessu_notabili. Deléani, p. 73, n. 40, also affims that here the
Hieronymian incedunt is ‘sirement’ due to Is. 3,16 (cf. next n.).
However the European version of the OId Latin text of this verse has
itinere, not incessu; here J.is simply imitating Cyprian.
oculorum nutibus. Deléani, p. 73, identifies Is. 3,16 (év veiaoy
34Bakndv) as the source; J. had quoted from the same verse at 13,1

» cr lm. mm eccl off 2,161
v s Manchea bad panicul ot scoriog o
s . 409 who compares et dirced gant
(Codex Treodosins 1659 pr, March 382

o Vogt
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cervice ...). In this section J. is imitating Cyprian,
:?,';eg(jf“faw iblicum notabilitr incedas, oculos in re iuven::l:;
inlicias, suspiria adulescentium post e (rahax; v'"e." however pe
Choases o replace Cyprian's oculos in fe iuventutis inlicias with v,
Tore graphic and compact ciation of his biblical text. The same versy
s glossed by Chrysostom as follows: vetuacLy 640ahuay, §
Ernpilopévay 0t YWVaIKGY, BIGOTPEGELY TG KOPOS (1. intey
3.8 Chrysostom also takes exception in a lax virgin to v iy
“hg popiag Exeivag meptotpoeds (hom. in 1 Tim. 8,2); cf. also bs..
Nilus of Ancyra (= Evagrius Ponticus), spir. mal. 4 (noting how wanton
virgins TepioTpEgovot BAégapa). In the same connection Basil of
Ancyra had spoken of Pheodpuv mepiepyos kivnorg (virg. 13).
Twenty-five years later at epist. 123,4,2 J. draws a picture similar to the
present one: ne oculorum nutibus ... iuvenum post se greges irahat.
adulescentium gregem post se trahunt. Keenan, p. 36, and Deléani,
p. 73, note the imitation of Cyprian, hab. virg. 9 si ... suspiria adules-
centium post te trahas.?* Deléani does not mention that here Cyprian is
himself echoing Tertullian, cult. fem. 2,3 1. 23 non ut oculos et suspiria
adulescentium post se trahat. 1. repeats the wording of the present
passage at epist. 123,42 and in Is. 11,40,6 1. 34.

facies meretricis facta est tibi, inpudorata es tu. ). was
understandably partial to this prurient text (Jer. 3,3): it occurs eight
times in his works. Elsewhere it is rather infrequent. Here again J. has
combined scripture with striking phraseology that has been lifted from
another author (cf. previous three nn.).
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Purpura tantum in veste sit tenuis. ). now employs the figure of
oVvaBpoiopse to give a vivid description of wanton virgins which this
time does reveal his powers of observation as well as his keen interest
in the fair sex. On purpura tenuis cf. also Ps.-Hilary, epist. ad fil. 5,2
q_wpurgzm perangustam: there it is a sign of simplicity. Contrast

rerllian, pall. 4,10 latioris purpurae ambitio,

g o crines decidani,ligatum caput. ~Similarly J. notes how the
4 an casy virgin alls over brow and ears at epist, 117.7,3. He also

* Fonaine (1985)
e oy sy . .19, e § s souree

O e v e e B AP apol. 765 howeret
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bound with a woollen haimet. On the other hand fashionable coiffures
of the period were like towers according to Paulinus of Nola (carm,
25.85£.) and Prudentius (psych. 183¢), .
soccus vilior. After her conversion Blesilla changed to this kind of
foorwear (cpist. 38.4,3). At Chrysostom, hom. in 1 Tim. 83 a virgn
says she wears a cheap shoe; however Chrysostom points out that t ean
actually make the wearer look more atractive.

per umeros maforte volitans. _On this garment cf. TLL; Lampe (1961
5.v. In Chrysostom (hom. in I Tim. 8,2) the cape of a skittish virgin also
flaps about her head.

strictae manicae bracchils adhaerentes. ~ At epist. 130,182 Demetrias
is told to avoid wanton girls with tight sleeves. Chrysostom notes (hom.
in I Tim. 8.2) that the sleeves of a lax virgin are s0 close-fitting that
they seem part of her.

solutis genibus. The only instance of this locution in TLL 5.v. genu is
Vulg. Hebr. 12,12 remissas manus et soluta genua erigite.

fractus incessus. The virgin at 27,6 below adopts a gait which gives
the impression that she is about to faint. A ‘broken’ gait was sexually
attractive; cf. virg. Mar. 20 ad adventum mariti .. gressum frangere
(cf. also TLL V1,1, 1252,57fF; V1,2, 2326,70f; and Ambrose, Cain et
Ab.1,4,14)7

‘habeant istiusmodi laudatores suos. ). makes the same remark about
the same sort of people at 38,2 below: ad extremum habea sibi gloriam
suam. Istiusmodi is again used substantivally at 29,5; cf. TLL VII2,
513,541, (and for this type of expression cf. Hofmann-Szantyr, p. 70).
sub virginali nomine. At 38,7 below the Manichean virgin similarly
hides behind the false honour of the name (falso nominis honore). J.
warns the virgin in epist. 125,20, not to glory in her name alone. Basil
of Ancyra had likewise complained (virg. 2) that most people are only
interested in the ‘name’ of virginity (v Gvépam Tig napBevia uéve)
and pay no attention to the real thing.

lucrosius pereant. ). rounds off a similar description of the dress of
rakish virgins with an almost identical remark thirty years later at epist.
130,182 ut sub nomine virginali vendibilius pereant. Lucrosius recurs
in [Ps.]-Jerome, epist. 18 p. 56,80. Ambrose speaks of subsidia
largitatum conferenda virginibus.” ). accuses heretics too of acting for

* Chrysostom, hom. in | Tim. 8.2 censures the walk of a virgin that captivates the
beholder.

¥ Epist. 10.73,12. He slso remarks (virg. 1.9.56) that the prospective wife s anxious to
seem a virgin in order to ell hersef more dearly.
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3
gain:inI5, 28,1 L 53, in Ezech. 32.1 1. 564; in Zach. 14,101 4
ract, in psalm. 1 p. 320 1. 229, It was evidently Somethi, 16;f,
bsesson with him. CE also | Tim. 65 (‘supposing tha oer. ™
eodliness) and Tit. 1,11 (teaching things which they ought oy "
filthy lucre’s sake’). not, for
libenter talibus non placemus. The feeling was mutual; cf. | s,



Chapter 14

1. now moves from loose-living virgins in general to the particular case
of the subintroductae: the practice is here attacked with characteristic
pungency. On subintroductae cf. Achelis; Koch (1907); Labriolle
(1921); Clark; Elm, pp. 48fF. A stylistic analysis of the present ch. is
given by Albrecht (1992), 11, p. 1309,
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pudet dicere. ). is again ashamed to speak at 28,2 below puder
reliqua dicere. The phrase pudet dicere also opens a ch. at epist.
52,6,1." The preceding ch. of the Libellus began with piger dicere. On
this combination of pudet and piger cf. Nonius Marcellus p. 423,27;
for patristic instances cf. Tertullian, ieiun. 1 p. 274,16; Pacian, paraen.
12,2, Sulpicius Severus, chron. 2,28,3; Prudentius, carh. praef. 11;
Augustine, ord. 1.8,23; Quodvultdeus cant. nov. 109. In the present
passage J. enhances the effect further with the succeeding exclamatio:
pro nefas! The point which he is making here is also found elsewhere;
cf. Ps.-Basil, contub. 11 (& propos of subintroductae) G xai % Aéyery
aioxpa Tuyyavey; Ps.-Chrysostom, pseud. 6 & pév aicypov £on kai
AYELY ... GUVELGGKTOVG EXTHOAVTO.

agapetarum pestis.  For the Latin form agapeta TLL gives only this
passage. It is however used also in Asterius of Ansedunum, ad Renat. |
563; Ps.-Jerome, epist. 42 pp. 290° and 291°. The word is discussed by
Guillaumont. For this use of pestis OLD cites Cicero, fam. 5,8,2 pestes
hominum. On the expression cf. further (¢.g.) Cyprian, epist. 734,2
(haereticorum); Ambrose, hex. 1,8,30 (Manicheorum); Paulinus of
Périgueux, Mart. 5,445 (Senonum).

sine muptiis aliud nomen uxorum. Agapetae are married in all but
name at epist. 125,6,3. Basil of Ancyra had already used the same
argument: €i Yp xai pi yaog E0T 1o Svopa. @A ) dpoveig TV
Yeyaunxétov avroig épgueioa ... (virg. 43). Here . invests the
concept with a vituperative verve of his own; he also adds two further
formulations of the same idea that are even more caustic (novum
concubinarum genus and meretrices univirae). The striking language of
the present passage is imitated by both Asterius of Ansedunum, ad

LA Cas 897 oL
* One might also comparc Schol. Star. Theb. 3,22 unde et interdum — apud Saltutium
praccipue — simul poruntur.
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Renat. 1 564 and by Psclerome, epst. 42 p- 291 .

nferams. unde mererices univrae. _Here the epidiorthoss i
Pl e by invrsion of Behaghel's law and more particulrly by o
Cineing axymoran, since unvira had a very. sirong cachet of
Somendation; . epist. 77,34 sub gloria univirae. Tertullian had useq
owith a similar nuance at castt. 111, 12; 13 1L.6, 8, 9 and 25; monog
17,3, ucor. 1,8 1. 29; virg. vel. 9.6. He had given the name to Mary
nog, 8.2; i ad been applied to Anna a ieiun. 8 p. 283,27 ang
monog, 83, Augustine says that being univira was not Amna’s anly
stinction (bon. viduit. 13,16). For examples of the word in funera
inseriptions cf. CIL and Diehl, indices s.v., with the discussion in
Katting (1973);¢f. also Lightman-Zeisel.
cadem domo, uno cubiculo, saepe uno tenentur et lectulo. Such
people are again said to share lodgings at epist. 52,5.4; 12563;
128.3,5. The same point had been made by Cyprian (epist. 4.4,1). They
are again bed-fellows at epist. 117,9,1; cf. already Cyprian, epist. 4,1,1.
The detil of the common bedroom is repeated by Asterius of
Ansedunum (ad Renat. 1. $83). J. uses the same tricolon at epist
127,8,1 (though not about agapetae) eadem domo, eodem cubiculo, uno
usam cubili, In the present passage this very striking incrementum (cf.
Lausberg, pp. 221£) with its homoeoteleutic tricolon crescens provides
a characteristic combination of sylistic elegance and pruriently graphic
description. The clausula is recorded by Harendza, p. 61. It is
insiructive to compare J.'s vivid depiction with Gregory Nazianzen's
colourless dypodiors peréeact (carm. 12,2,100).
suspiciosos nos vocant. The same charge is ag;
later at epist. 117,10,1 iterum me ... suspiciosum ... 3
ne ceteri suspicentur). The terms suspiciosus or suspicio had been
similarly used in connection with agapetae at Ps.-Cyprian, singul. cler.
7: Concilium Carthaginiense a. 345/348 . § 1. 67; Eusebius of Emesa,
serm. 6,13; cf. also Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 2,2 (epigr.)16,111.
mx:&&n YAGosav) and Ps.-Chrysostom, pseud. 6 (Ekei0ev ...
12
Jrater sorotem virginem deserls, caelibem spernit virgo germanum.
f"r";"‘n:dm:m:;;-::rm et 11742 nd 125.69; . Aserius
Sulpicius Severus, digf. | - Weyman (1910), p. 1005, refers to

ver 0 show that Hilberg was right to
legant balance whereby the subject and
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verb of the first clause enclose their object, but are in tum enclosed by
jtin the second.

quaerunt alienorum spiriale solacium, ut domi habeant carnale
T ommercium. The gap between pretence and reality is mordantly
emphasized by the parison with twofold alliteration and homoeo-
teleuton.’ Carnale ... commercium recurs at Siricius, epist. 1,7,9. Ina
similar context at epist. 117,11,1 J. asks why another’s solace is sought.
alligabit quis ignem. . again achieves a very powerful effect by
using a quotation of scripture to conclude a ch. in which biblical
citation has been absent (cf. ch. 7; a scriptural text has also rounded off
chs. 1, 3, 4 and 6). In the present instance the device is particularly
appropriate, since the verses in question (Prov. 6,27F.) themselves refer
1o adultery. They had already been applied to subintroductae by Ps.-
Cyprian, singul. cler. 2; Basil of Ancyra, virg. 45; Athanasius, Leter to
virgins (Lebon), p. 198,20; cf. Ps.-Chrysostom, ascet. facet. p. 1057. J.
himself uses the text again at adv. fovin. 1,7 (also with a sexual
reference).

5 Both elauses also evince an clegent double creticclausuls.



Chapter 15

it in the previous two chs. with virgins who are on

mTﬁuﬂm. the se:\bh..ce of their calling, J. now tums 1o “f’""z
Eustochium herself. He combines flatery with an_injunction 1o
exertion: & the first Roman noble o embrace virginity she must make
a great effort. Encouragement s offered in the form of a comparison
ith the unenviable fate of her clder sister Blesilla, who was widowed
afer oly seven months of married ife: she thereby lost the reward of
Virgiity as well as the pleasures of wedlock. This biographical
information about the addressee stands between the autobiography of
chs.7and 30.
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explosis igitur ef exterminatis his. Cf. 35,1 below his igitur quasi
quibusdam pestibus exterminatis (again at the beginning of a ch.). In
the present case there is also effective use of assonance (ex-).

nolunt esse virgines, sed videri. 1. is rather partial to this striking
antithesis of esse and videri, which occurs four times in his letters alone
(besides the present passage cf. epist. 58,7.2; 826.1; 125,1,1).
“Seeming’ and "being’ are also contrasted in Gregory of Nyssa, v. £phr.
p. 821" ‘and Ps.-Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,17; the antithesis had
occurred earlier at Sentences of Sextus 64 and Philo, migr. Abr. 12."
Origen had spoken of simulatores castitatis et virginitatis fictrices
(comm. ser. in Mt, 24 p. 40,16).

nunc ad te mihi omnis dirigitur oratio. At epist. 130,711 J. again
says that in the remainder of the work he will address only the virgin
(ib. et virginem nobilem). He would seem to have borrowed this
formula from Cyprian, hab. virg. 3 munc nobis ad virgines sermo est,

Ambrose, laps. virg. 5. J. has typically enhanced the style of his source:

while the Cyprianic nunc nobis ad virgines is reproduced in his own

munc ad te mihi, the unassuming sermo est of the De habitu gives place

::3 the impressive omnis dirigitur oratio with its alliterative hyperbaton.

Copria :Bl::::dve chhuse {quarum quo sublimior ...) would also appear

s ni u“wwz: 1. says next: quae quanto prima Romanae urbis
pisti, tanto tibi amplius laborandum est.?

Forclasical usage cf (. (with Vretska ad loc.
N 8) Sallust, Cail 4.6 (with
.6 (wi [
The same Cypriunic clause i also the source of ) L —
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quanto prima Romanae urbis virgo nobilis. 1. has adapted the first
half of Cyprian’s antithesis (quo sublimior gloria .; of. previous n. in
order to it his aristocratic recipient. He reports that when Eustochium's
spiritual mentor Marcella had first taken an interest in the monastic life
it was deemed novel and vulgar (epist. 127,51). Accordingly
Eustochium is now acclaimed s the first noble virgin in the capital. It
seems however to have been something of a convention to hail well.
born ascetics as the first of their kind; according to Rebenich (1992a),
pp. 187, such statements are a Chrisianization of the expectation that
a Roman aristocrat should set an exemplum to his descendants. Thus
Pammachius is the first noble monk at epist. 66,13,1; similarly in the
following century the author of the Vita Melaniae iunioris opens his
biography with the statement that Melania was the first senatorial
virgin in Rome (ch. 1). For aristocratic Roman virgins earlier than
Eustochium cf. Gordini (1956), p. 224, n. 7; Cooper, p. 73. In the
present passage Eustochium is also being contrasted with the many
virgins who falt daily (13,1). On her nobility cf. epist. 1083, and
108,4,1. J. refers to it again at 11,1 and 27,5 of the present work as well
as at epist. 66,3,2; 108.2,2; in Is. lib. 13 praef. 1. 14; interpr. lob praf.
p.756.
amplius laborandum. The need for effort is a recurrent theme of the
Libellus: cf. 23,1; 38,6; 40,1; 41,1. The point is also made at epist.
14,10,3 and in Eph. 6,12 p. 547°. In J.'s translations from Origen the
topic s also quite common: hom. in Cant. 1.2 p. 31.2; hom. in Jer. 13
p. 684 (PL 25 [1845]); hom. in Lc. 6 p. 37.5; 15 p. 93,14; 20 p. 124,10,
praesentibus bonis. Here marriage is something good. In the next
sentence J. refers with some inconsequence to its vexations (molestias
nuptiarum et incerta coniugii; cf. also 2,1; 22,1; 22,3). In the next but
one sentence on the other hand it is again good (15,2 nuptiarum ...
voluptatem; cf. 2,1). The inconsistency is characteristic.
molestias nuptiarum ... de domestico exemplo didicist. ~Similarly it
is from marriage itself that Furia is said to have found out its hardships
(epist. S4,4,1).
aetate maior sed proposito minor. The reverse of this striking
contrast had already occurred at Ambrose, virg. 1,4,19 (aetate .. minor
sed virtute maior) and Zeno 11,15 (aetate minor sed spiritu maior).
Likewise Melania is later said to have been young in age but old in
the forementoned eyt 130711 eus o s s e, 210 s
mc:c::u:'n “The lavish means whereby J. heightens the culogy in this letier are
analysed at 256fF. howe:
Cyprian
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ety (Palladius, . Laus. 119 M. véav .. 1 g

wn‘:ﬂ‘;’.vps? ) yvonn i evoepetac); cf. also Basil of Seleucia, ::f
T 1880 Aavih GALY0S 0V XpOvOv. TOAYS TV BidvoLay. CF, igg
Curtius, pp- 273f. )

1 acceptum marilum seplimo mense viduata est. Blesilry
faand e brother of Furia (epist. 54.2,1). His name is e
known”
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o infelix humana condicio et futuri mescia. J. uses the same
‘oxclamatio at in Mich. 5,7 1. 394 infelix humana condicio et insipientiae
plena aique erroris;cf. epist. 60,13, 0 miserabilis humana condicio e
sine Christo vanum omne, quod vivimus. Caesarius of Arles has o
inflicitas generis humani at serm. 46,4 and 70,1. In 1.’s futuri nescia
there may be an echo of Vergil, Aen. 10,501 nescia mens hominum fati
sortisque futurae.

et virginitatis coronam et nuptiarum perdidit voluptatem. ).

the same idea at epist. 54,6,3 ef virginitatem frustra amiseris el fructus
perdideris nuptiarum. It had occurred in a less concise form at Basil of
Ancyra, virg. 23 miviay 5& 040D v vouoBEviny NV Gnd 10
Yo necodon, Elryiietar pév Bui fpayetav HBoviv 1o keAhog Tig
Rapeviag, tocobrov 8¢ Ydpou memeipatar, Soov T MKpOV TG
xnpeias yapioas; of. also Admonitio Augiensis (= Epist. Migne suppl.
1.1703).

1. speaks of the “crown of virginity’ again at adv. fovin. 1,3; cf.
Methodius, symp. 8,11,198 (tdv ... orégavov ... tig mapBeviag
Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 7,11; 7,15; Chrysostom, fem. reg. 2; Ps=
Chrysostom, ap. imperf. in Matth. 52 p. 929; Mark the Hermit, opusc.
5,7 (twice); Ps.-Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,4; Peter Chrysologus, serm.
175,6: Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg, 2,8,16; 2,10,12; cf. Basil of
Ancyra, virg. 2 (tbv imép nopBeviag atégavov). At 29,3 below J. uses
the phrase castitatis .. coronam.

Sectindum pudicitae gradum. ~Widowhood is again the second rank
of chastty at epist. 24,1,1; 66,3,3; 123,10,1. J. repeats the phrase
mndhu:d pudicitiae gradus at epist, 49,113 and 79,7,2. The *second
instead been marriage at Tertullian, castir, 9 1. 35. The
T e s marked by an elegantly symmetrical fourfold
Wl i moem: of the first and third clauses only a single word
separate clements which belong together (secundum ...
10 septimo mense Petersen-Szems
U seret cum s i g st oy 6 dtets an echo of Lk. 236
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gradum; experta ... voluptate), while in the second and fourth these
encompass the whole clause (quas ... cruces; minorem ... mercedem

with alliteration in cach case). 4
quas illam per momenta sustinere aestimas cruces. 3. uses the same
phrase in_his obituary of Blesilla at epist. 39,7, quas Blesillam
aestimas pati cruces; cf. TLL IV, 1259,321F. s.v. cru). Such anguish
on Blesilla's part is however improbable before her illness and
conversion later in the year; cf. epist. 38,2,2 and 384,1.

difficiius experta careat voluptate. . likes to stress that experience
of sexual pleasure makes widowhood hard: epist. 54,73; 662.1:
123,10,3; 128,83; adv. Jovin. 1,3. The same argument had often been
used before: Tertullian, uzor. 1,81, 10; virg. vel. 10,4; Cyprian, patient.
20; Ps.-Cyprian (= Novatian), pudic. 4,3; Ambrose, vid. 1,1. At epis.
12823 L. rejects the rival view that it is easier to forego camal
gratification once it has been tried.

minorem continentiae habere mercedem. ~Schaublin, p. 57, insists
that se must be inserted afler minorem; Nisbet, ap. Schaublin, p. 57, n.
8, thinks that reputantem se should be added before minorem. Here the
se is unnecessary; cf. Cuendet; Juret, pp. 174f; Lofstedt (1942), I, pp.
2621.* In the present passage the insertion of se would also destroy the
elegant parallelism in the two directly adjacent sequences difficilius
experta careat voluptate and minorem continentiae habere mercedem.®

sit tamen et illa secura, sit gaudens. Instead of sit gaudens strict
grammar would require gaudeat (cf. Hofmann-Szantyr, pp. 388£.). J.
however has permitted a slight breach of grammatical propriety in the
interests of stylistic concinnity. A very impressive sentence is created

* The scruples felt by Schaublin and Nisbet were cvidently shared by a number of
bes, M

scia before habere: cf also the reading of ‘etustiors et ecorded by Vallasi . p.
99.n."a" (= PL 22, p. 403, n. ‘b") continentiae se sciathabere. For decisive proof of
(s

concision, which he shares with Tertullian, was nio beter understood by some scribes
than it is by Schiublin and Nisbet.
? In both of these clauses the object comes Ias, while the verb on which it depends
positon. A

underlying the two clauses: this opposition makes the formal comespondence al the

more effective. An artist s accomplished a5 J. would not have allowed such mn

impeccable paralelism to be spoiled by the insertion of an expendable se. Finally it

‘may also be noted that J. employs a similar paralll construction near the end of the

oext ch.. maritorum expertae dominatum vidiai procferan ieratem (163), The
escript

staccato conclusion of both chs.
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ting combination of anaphora (si1) and a particularly el

:ym'?:;:.deegclanmla (cf. Herron, pp. 12ff; the present examm
noted by Harendza, p- 61). P .

imus e sexagesimus fructus de uno sunt semine castitatis, |,
iﬁ:’f:i?:fm fina verse of Matthew’ parable of the sower (M. 13,8
he docs s0 again at 19.2 below. J. applies this text’s “hundredfoiq
sxtyfold” and ‘thirtyfold® crop to virgins, widows and maried women
respectvely i epist. 62,1 and 123.8.3; at adv. lovin. 1.3 this
Allocation is said to be supported by the configuration of the fingers,
The hundredfold harvest similarly belongs 1o virgins in s own
addition to Victorinus of Pettau, in apoc. 20,1 cf. also epist. 107,133
On the other hand J. notes at epist. 49,3, that most give the
hundredfold to martyrs; cf. in Matth. 13,20 1. 811 Initially the
‘hundredfold, sixtyfold and thirtyfold yields had in general been referred
to martyrdom, virginity and widowhood respectively, while later on
they were usually applied to virgins, widows and those who married:
this is the case in the present passage and at 19,2 below.

The patristic exegesis of this text has been the object of very
deailed suudy; cf. Quacquarelli (1953); Beatrice (1979). To their
evidence some dozen further passages may be added (besides those in
J. cited above). Of these new passages the following assign the
hundredfold crop to martyrs: Origen, hom. in Gen. 12,5 p. 111,13; Ps-
Athanasius, doct. mon. p. 1425 Ps-Epiphanius, hom. 4 p. 485%
Epiphanius Latinus, in euang. 42 p. 97,17. It s given to virgins in the
following additional passages: Ambrose, virg. 1,10,60; Augustine, civ.
1526 p. 116,10; Paulinus of Nola, epist. 39,1; Caesarius of Arles, serm.
67. Both interpretations are mentioned by Eucherius, form. 10 p. 624
(cf. p. 61,4 and 20). Finally Ps.-Athanasius, v. Syncl. 23 makes the
hundredfold ‘ours, the sixtyfold the class of the continent and the
thirtyfold that of chaste livers. Two further unnoticed Athanasian

passages occur in his Letter 10 virgins (Lefort [1955]): it is argued
below that they are J.’s source here. !

Quacquarelli (1953), p. 44,
Lipgeerell (1953, p. 44, quotes the present passage of the

He notes further that Athanasius is the first to give the
h:m‘lmdfold reward 10 virgins and that J. does the same. However he
serts that ‘Girolamo non sembra abbia conosciuto quanto scrisse
pe o a7, Neither Quacquarelli nor Beatrice mentions
w_“hxmh s Leter (0 virgins. Hete the parable of the sower is dealt
ce, e"i;h:jr:: passage Athanasius is rebutting Hieracas' view
cause virginity is superior (p. 66, 1. 18): *Car ce

" " p- 66, 1. 18):
"‘“:‘Sl P‘: ::: mlo{ le chiffre cent est plus £ros, que soixante devient
Tous deu as Celuici est bon, et celui-1a est de beaucoup préférable.
emence’. The second

ux, en effet, proviennent de cette méme s
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passage is another attack on Hieracas® opinions (p. 69, 1, g 'y
accuse le mariage, force est accuser pluto lescent fruits, c'es 4. gy
votre genre de vie et d"ére ensuite dans le péché d'athéiome, £n effr,
le fruit de ce qui @ rendu cent, d ce qui a rendu soixante et de ce qui 5
rendu trente provient de la méme semence’. Here we clearly have the
source of 1.'s centesimus el sexagesimus fructus de uno sunt som
castitatis. Such a statement occurs nowhere else in the numerous
applications of this parable listed by Quacquarell, Beatrice ang the
present n. The striking words of consolation which J. here addresses tg
Blesilla_accordingly tum out to be nothing more than an almos
verbatim borrowing rom Athanasius. J. repeats the same wording later
at adv. lovin. 1,3 centesimus et sexagesimus er iricesimus fructus
quanquam de una terra et de una semente nascatur .

* o before thesc words 1 says: munguid rgenum on et argenun, 5

s poma ratirerme o e’ (o) wouldapm e oo
have been inspired by he olowing pasage of Athanasius’ Leter 5. 66 13 Cete

Ihomme est mauvais puisque le solil est préferable. Considérez  sachez que cest

une sbsrdi de it el cestadire inule e qui st e, parce Q' st pas

omme e qu et lus grnd ue L o paricuar nslr maees comomle

both Athanasius

o yilds o o e e same sowing. [t may be noted how once again J. hes
enhanced the rhetorical impact of the material he has borroved. in partcular

o of ogemaam Lausberg, p. 328) in the o i o i

claboraic ‘double acugma’ (e Hofmann-Sznty, . $34 in th sccord. Thispasage

oFadv. fovin is quoted by !
ovedotes




Chapter 16

1. specifiesthe sort of company which Eustochium should avoid, she
mont beware of snobbish matrons and worldly widows. The later are
Geseribed at length in a satiric passage of characteristic vigour ang
vividness

161

nolo habeas consortia matronarum. Visits to matrons are again
censured at 29,4 below (cf. 28,4); their speech is criticized at 29,6, J.
also wams against such company at epist. 58.,6,3 and 130,18,1; cf. also
epist. 43,33 and 117,6,3. He records approvingly how Marcella made a
special point of avoiding the houses of noble matrons (epist. 127.4,2),
Such behaviour was not well received: Ambrose reports (epist. 8,56,16)
that people were put out quod ista virgo non circumeat domos nec
eorum matronas salutet atque ambiat.

1. has opened this ch. with a very impressive tricolon that is marked
by threefold anaphora (nolo ... nolo ... nolo) and by successively
shorter clauses. Twofold anaphora of nolo recurs in 25,2 below.
nolo ad nobilium accedas domos. Condemnation of the social round
is a favourite theme in ).: he repeats it at epist. 43,2,1; 46,12.2; 58,6,1;
1176,%; ¢f. also 58,6,3 (saecularium et maxime potentium consortia
devita). The virgin had also been advised to keep clear of visits and
parties in Cyprian (hab. virg. 18; 21) and Ambrose (virg. 3,3,9); cf. also
Ps.-Augustine, sobr. 2 p. 1109.
quod ce irgo esse voluisti, ). repeats this argument at
epist. 58,63 and 125.7,1; of. 12742,
sibi solent adplaudere mulierculae de iudicibus viris. At epist.
52111 a priest is also told to keep away from dinners given by the
worldly quihonoribus mument. The  contemptuous ~ diminutive
Mltlgnralae recurs at 28,2 below,

on iudices cf. Codex Iustinianus 13,32 pr. (a. 472) iudices
m.‘":",z‘r;, :r:cq:rltb ﬁa\;ﬂncinmm rectores (also Hilary, coll. antiar. p-
o fulbus provinciarum amminisyationes creditae sur). 3
speeks provinciae at epist. $2,11,1 and 125,15,1; ¢f.

* According 10 Hickey (1987), one-upmanship descr
. P. 23, in the i sent
EE LR L e g
{1983).. 54, had said simply “wouly ;...m?.?‘Jw'ﬁ.f"" o vells e
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TLL VIL,2, 60034fL. (s.v. iudex). Their conduet is discu
pp. 46; 399; 479, J. mentions iudices along with the e..fp‘;‘;:’y.,’:’;i?
125,15,1; in Mich. 7,1 \. 91; in Eph. 5.3 p. 519°. Sulpicius Severus
includes them among summae istius saeculi .. potestates (dia, 1.20,3),
J. attacks their rapacity in a number of passages: in Ezech, 18,5 1, 383
in Dan. 13,5° 1 7\7; in eccles. 3,16 1. 258; in T, 2,9 p. S8S°. At in Tt
1,1 p. 557 he condemns their pride of station, :
concurrit ambitio salutantum.  On abstract for concrete cf. coniugia
at 21,5 below and Goelzer, pp. 394(T:; Hofmann-Szantyr, pp. 745.;
Lofited: (1911), pp. 11 1fF. Ambitio s also used in this way by Paulinus
of Peérigueux, Mart. 2,42 portis ruit obvia totis ambitio.
viro tuo.  Christ is also called vir at 18,3 below cf. 29,2 (2 Cor. 11,2
despondi enim vos uni viro virginem castam exhibere Chrisio). J. gives
this name to Christ again at epist. 123,3,3 and in Gal. 4,27 p. 391° (he
is vir of the church); cf. tract. in psalm. | p. 328 1. 16 (vir of the soul).
Examples of the usage may be cited from Origen, where it is not rare:
comm. in | Cor. 74 (XpLGtod 100 Gbpds tiig vOROTK); hom. in Gen.
63 p. 69,1 (on Rom. 7.2 quae sub viro est mulier ...); 104 p. 98,4
(Christus animae vir dicitur), hom. in Ezech. 8,3 pp. 404,21 and 405.8.
Christ had in addition been called maritus at Terwllian, orar. 22 p.
196,6 (cf. resurr. 61,6 virgines Christi maritae). J. also makes God
himself a vir at in Is. 4,10, 1. 38 and 15,54,1 IL 32 and 47; . tract. in
psalm. 1p. 144 1. 69. He tended to be somewhat reckless in using terms
of kinship; cf. 20,1 and 38.3.
ad hominis coniugem dei sponsa. J. may have borrowed the
ent from Basil, hom. in Ps. 614 €i .. 6 Selva péya opovel mu
UAGS Eon PaoiAéng ... OGOV OOL Mpooikey Em cavid
ueyahvveobar Gt SoTrog el 10 peyahov Paciréas. Ps.-Sulpicius
Severus maintains later (epist. 2,16) that if virgins really believed
themselves daughters of God, they would never admire human nobility.
In the present passage it is God himself who is said to have the
virgin as spouse: J.'s choice of language is of course determined by the
contrast with homo. This identification was not however unusual in
Latin authors. Deo nubere is already used twice by Tertullian (castit.
131.36 and uxor. 1,4 1. 20). It occurs later in Ambrose, virg. 18,52 and
at Inscr. christ. Rossi 11, 6,1,8. According to Paulinus of Nola (carm.
25,1731.) the virgin's husband is not a man but God. .
Such usage was presumably facilitated by the habit of addressing
Christ himself as deus. Examples of the practice are common. The form
deus noster lesus was evidently a popular one, since it is used
repeatedly by Peregrinatio Aetheriae (10.2; 17,1; 18,1; 192, 19,19
23.8; 23.9); cf. Acta Petri 5 deus lesu Christe. Similarly in Greek 6eé
‘Incod occurs in (e.g.) Acta Joannis 112; cf. Acta Thomae A 60 fet




o LIBELLUS DE VIRGINITATE SERvanp,
1t Xovors. J. himself speaks of Christus deus noster in Aug, ey,
o bilcl peceent cf e Jn. 20.28 (Thomas' vy
D Dets meus)and Rom. 9,5 (CHIStus .. qu e .. Deus boe.
e cied by [e.g] Marius Victorinus, adv. Arium 118, ib. *guog
deus Christus’). .
aperbiam sanctam. 3. encourages a self-conscious spiritual el
e Eustochium’s resolve. Elsewhere in the Libellus however
ride 1 cither deprecated (1), assumed 1o be absent (275), r
B ndemned (16,3). ). again speaks of *holy pride’ at in Soph, 1,11 1,
500, 1t i defined by Paulinus of Nola, epist. 12.7 est ... et sanciq
Superbia . nam el fstficatur superbia, quae huic mundo superbit e
contemnit hoc saeculum. J. distinguishes between vicious and virtuous
pride at in I5. 17,61,6 1. 33. On “holy pride’ as a Christian substitute for
the Roman aristocracy’s secular sense of its own superiority cf.
Rebenich (1952, p. 192, J.'s point n the present passage is reinforced
by asyndetic disiunctio (disce .. scito).
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quas eunuchorum greges saepiunt. Eunuchs are again mentioned as
an appanage of the rich at 32,2 below. Paula and Eustochium
themselves used to be carried by them (epist. 66,13,2 and 108,7,3). L.
notes (epist. 130,41 that they belong to an ambience unfavourable to
the ascetic lfe: he therefore prohibits their use (epist. 54,13,1).
Eunuchs are an even more popular theme in Chrysostom (hom. in Ps.
48,17 1,8; hom. in Mt. 20.2; hom. in Jo. 28,3; hom. in Rom. 20,2; hom.
in Eph. 20,7; laud. Max. 6; stat. 13,2); like J. here, he also links them
with golden raiment (hom. in Rom. 31,1). In this sentence of the
Libellus the polyptoton of the relative pronoun is striking (qua ... guas
quarum),

in quarum vestibus adienuata in filum metalla texuntur. Gold-
embroidered clothes recur at 27,6 below. They are again described at
epist. 66515 107,10,1; vita Pauli 17. This kind of garment is also
mentioned at Ps.-Cyprian, laud. mart. 17; Ambrose, virg. 16,29
wrgi;::“ xll,,;l; (‘}r‘eog:ryl Nazianzen, carm. 1,2,2,85; Paulinus of

» Mart. 1,108; 3,94; 4,389. A number of passages state that
gr: gold ;‘:s 1o place there: Ps.-Cyprian (= Novatian), pudic. 12,5
g ...52’2‘ azianzen, or. 33,10, Gregory of Nyssa, mort. p. 528%
22 o expresses his disapproval requently: hom. in Ps. 48,17
22 hon ];5 o; 31.1: hom. in Rom. 12,20 4; hom. in Eph. 20,7; hom.
herself in o He notes with satisfaction how a young lady clothes
fierd ::, ;"ﬂm‘ym‘mm' of such garments (pan. Pelag. Ant. 3).
Fnal said by Orientius (comm. 1,555) to weigh the wearer
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o quo moriem optare debuerint maritorum. J. comes close to
suggesting as much when in epist. 108,5,1 he says that Paula began to
serve the Lord with such zeal that she seemed to have wanted her
husband’s death. He also asserts that Blesilla grieved more for her logt
virginity than for her deceased spouse (epist. 39,1,2). J.'s argument in
the present passage would appear (o have been suggested by Tertullan,
castit. V01. 47 etsi non exoptatissimam (sc. occasionem, cf, next .),
datam occasionem pudicitiae libenter arripere. ). has wzken the
argument from Tertullian, who had used it three times: casti. 10 ), 47
(rape occasionem, etsi non is ' attamen

pudic. 16 p. 255,145 uxor. 1,7 1. 18. 1.’s wording indicates that he is
thinking particularly of the first of these passages. J. again urges
widows 10 *seize the opportunity” (occasionem arripere) at epist. 54,64
and 123,10,2. He tells how Melania did so at epist. 39,5,5.

veste mutata pristina non mutatur ambitio. The same point is made
nearly thirty years later at epist. 125,16,1. On the other hand a change
of dress does reflect a change of mind in epist. 82,1 tunicam mutas
cum animo. Chrysostom expresses the view at hom. in 2 Tim. 7,4 that a
widow who maintains the same pomp as before would do better to
remarry.

A widow's weeds are said by Augustine (epist. 262,9) to be lowly,
black and comparable to monkish dress. In addition cf. Herzog-Hauser,
esp. p. 2230.23F. ‘vestem mutare’
caveas basternarum.  Tertullian, uxor. 28 . 20 had also objected to
sedans.
rubentibus buccis. ). disapproves of ruddy cheeks with remarkable

requency: epist. 54,13,2; 117,1,1; 128,3,5; adv. lovin. 2,215 2,36; c.
Vigil. 11; in Mich. 2,9 1. 315. They are also condemned in Basil, hom.
1,9 (cepvov © ypdya, 09K eig épubtka Gvandés éZavBodv) and
Paulinus of Nola, epist. 17,1 (facie ... ruberet, parum spiritalibus
buccis).

ut eas putes maritos non amisisse, sed quaerere. This idea would
seem o have been suggested by the description of the worldly virgin in
Cyprian, hab. virg. S quasi maritum aut habeat aut quaerat. Again J.
has improved his source: the opening is enlivened by replacing
Cyprian's rather bland quasi with the graphic ut eas pures, while the
antithesis itself s adapted to fit the widow (amisisse) and thereby
acquires additional vigour.
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Plena adulatoribus domus. ). refers to flatierers again at 24.2 below
(¢f. 2,2). Crowds of xéhaxeg are lso mentioned at Basil, ep. 45,1
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; Ps.-Chrysostom, villic,

. 20,1; Chrysostom, Thdr. 1,18; Ps.-Chrys , P.788.0p
:’h":’e:suing description of salutationes in the present passage of
Rebenich (19922), p- 178- o

el ipsi, quOS . esse oportuerat ... timori. 1. distinguishes tyo
t&:"n’ses Io‘:“limw and defines the second as reverentia (in Eph. 5,33 p
537% cf. Origen, sel. in Ps. 2,11). Ps.-Cyprian, singul. cler. 17 had also
expected to see in the priest a severity ‘women tremble. One
Should likewise view the priest's face with fear according to the later
view of (Ps.)-Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg. 1,5 p. 133,28,
osculantur capita patronarum. The head is also kissed at adb. fovin,
2,37. Ambrose had noted how this is done to a money-lender (Tob,
726). At Augustine, in epist. [oh. 10,8 it is a token of honour, while in
Chrysostom (sac. 6.13) it accompanies embrace.
pretium accipiunt salutandi. ). likes 1o inveigh against venal and
avaricious priests; cf. epist. 4022 52,53; 52,62 60,113
(matronarum opes venentur obsequiis); 69,9,3; adv. Pelag. 2,24; in Am.
841, 102; i eccles. 10,19 11. 320, 329 and 334; in Marth. 21,13 1. 1341,
A priest also receives gifts at 28,5 below. J. denies taking money
himself at epist. 452,2. Ambrose on the other hand encourages
generous giving to priests (in Luc. 8,79). For imperial legislation
against such munificence cf. Codex Theodosianus 16,2,20.
sacerdotes suo vident indigere praesidio. For the influence of
matrons on ecclesiastical appointments cf. in Is. 2,3,12" I 17 and
16,589 1. 54. On the other hand they are afraid to offend a priest who
is veredarius urbis at 28.5 below.
viduitatls praeferunt libertatem. On the libertas of widowhood cf.
epist: 454,15 S413,1; 774,13 127,33, In all these passages J. is
censorious. Ambrose by contrast takes a positive view at vid. 1,2 in hac

‘psa ... virtute praemia sunt reposita libertatis (ib. 1 Cor. 7,39 si
dormierit vir eius liberata est).

castae vocantur et nonnae. Cf. epist, 117,62 in adulationem tui
sanctum et nonnum coram te vocant, The i
combination with sanctus at Amobius Junior,

ord nonn
in psalm. 105 1. 107 and
1401 18; f also Asterius of Anscdunum, ad Renat |

oL 1 Renat. 1. 570 ‘carulus” et
Closg 50 ocans. The rorma s defined as mulier deo sacrata 3t
- 1300 (cod. Leid. 191), while 2 nonna is caled an ancilla del i
mm:;. d’::i:D:‘hl llJ;lx (a. 521). At Inscr. Dessau 8542 an alumnus
tion to his ),
Chris Diehl 3557, sgns 7o . CIL IX 4693 (nono suo); Inscr
4147 i
mw"m: Benedict, .. priores suos nomnos
vocen :::r;r::lleglm paterna reverentia). Franses, pp. 722f., would
7ionna at Faustus of Ricz, epist. 7 p. 202,12; he defines
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i
e word's meaning as “cerbied voor ouderen
Kinderlijke vertrouwelijkheid’. h
cenam dublam. A borrowed phrase; of. TLL V.1, 2108 83(f.
qpostolos somiani. _Mention of such pious dreams is i 2
P wever they do figure in Origen, hom. in Ezech. 3, 3 ;: ;’;{;‘;&l P
Sommium .. spiritales vident delcias), which 3. had e
Morcover in both Libellus and translation the reference o dreams is
Girecy preceded by mention of food (post cenam dubiam/ qui invitu
Gorporis occupati sunt [p. 350,19)) It would seem therefore that here
o, has taken a hint from his translation, whose phrasing in regard to
oot dreams and food has again been sharpened. Aposties are an object
of emlation at 38,6 below. ”

. gemengd met

o wrar paale . Theodoret,h el 2 . 1108 pvov B by Epievon 5 00
xai vixtup bverpORIAELY.



Chapter 17

. ified in the previous ch. the kind of company which
E‘Jl.l,"fmi”.fsmm avoid, J. now defines what makes a suitable
companion, He then proceeds 10 issue a number of miscellaneous pre.
cepts concerning obedience to parents, seclusion, moderate diet, study
of scripture and finally the dangers of excessive fasting when followed
by over-cating. The last topc leads t0 a long discussion of the way to
combat sexual temptation; it consists almost exclusively of lavish
scriptural citation.
Al
Sint 1ibi sociae. AU epist. 10793 J. stipulates that the ideal
companion is grave, pale, grubby and inclined to mope.
quas ... leiunia tenuant, quibus pallor in facie est. ~ At epist. 45,52 J.
confesses that he finds thinness and pallor deeply gratifying (cf.
Terllian, ieiun. 17 p. 297,14 macies non displicet nobis; Gregory
Nazianzen, carm. 123,55 péyag xéopog Gxpomng). Thinness and
pallor had also occurred together at Basil, reg. fus. 17,2; Chrysostom,
oppugn. 22 (Yevéoo .. hemtos kol Gxpdo) virg. 6,1; cf. also
Rufinus, Basil. hom. 7 p. 1786° and Paschasius of Dume, verba patr.
11.3. Here the striking polyptoton of the relative pronoun (quas ...
quibus .. quas ... quae ... quae) is noted by Hritzu, p. 39.
quas et aetas probavit et vita. J. repeats this impressive formulation
some fifteen years later at epist. 79,73, ‘Age’ and ‘life’ are again
combined at 29,2 below. J. also connects the two at epist. 92,6,1 and
107,4,5; of. reg. Pachom. 143 p. 51,10. The combination had already
occurred in Basil of Ancyra, virg. 22 (xookiov kai Big kai Mxig
‘Yovauxv). It recurs later at Caesarius of Arles, reg. virg. 36,2.
ubi pascis? Cant. 16 (1,7 LXX) s cited again more fully at 25.5
below. J. s very fond of this picturesque text, which he quotes another
nine times. It had already been used in Athanasius, Letter fo virgins
(Lebon), p. 203,7; Ambrose quotes it ater at exhort, virg. 9,57.
& affectu. Sincerity is again stressed at 18,2 and 27,5 below, while
gvfauy 18 repeatedly castigated in this work: 13,5; 14,2; 15,1; 28,
4387,
f_ﬁ m T";}fl appealed strongly to J.; he quotes it eleven
b - At adv. fovin. 148 Christians are said to repeat it
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esto sublecta parentibus: imitare sponsum wum. St. Paui had
required subjection 1o parents at Col.'3,20 (flii oboedire parentibus)
and Eph. 6,1 (filii oboedite parentibus vestri in domino;, this text s
cited by Cyprian, festim. 3,70  parentibus obsequendum), Since
Eustochium’s mother Paula was a widow, in the present passage the
injunction is not entirely appropriate. Morcover J. tells Eustochium not
10 be put off by her mother at 24,3 below: nemo sit, qui prohibeat, non
mater ... At in Eph. 6,1 p. 537° (ad loc.) he speaks of obedience to
spiritual parents (cf. 41,3 below carnis et spiritus matres tuae). A
virgin is also told to obey her mother at epist. 128,4,1 and 130,12,1 (ib.
as here imitare sponsum tuum). On the other hand J. reports with
approval that Marcella’s obedience to her mother was qualified (epist.
127,4,3). He also affirms in epist. 14,34 that love of Christ is more
important than obeying one’s parents. The young Jesus'
submissiveness is again mentioned at epist. 117,2,2.

rarus sit egressus in publicum. Eustochium is again admonished to
stay indoors at 25,1 25,2; 26,2 below. J. repeats the precept in epist.
442; 54,13,1; 128,42 (in the last passage with specific reference to
church-going). Similarly he notes that Marcella seldom went out (epist.
127,4,2); he also records with admiration how Asella stayed indoors all
the time (epist. 24,4,1). At 37,6 below a virgin is advised to pray on
leaving the house.

The ban on going out was traditional. Virgins are told to avoid it
altogether by Tertullian, cult. fem. 2,13 1. 42 (pedes domi figite); Basil,
renunt. S (130av TPOEAEVOLY MapaLTOD); Ambrose, virg. 2.2,9; Ps.-
Athanasius, v. Syncl. 25. Their outings should be infrequent according
t0 Basil of Ancyra, virg. 19 and (Ps.)-Caesarius of Atles, epist. ad virg.
3,54, while only ones that are essential can be justified in the view of
Athanasius, virg. 22 and Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg. 23,14,
Pelagius (epist. ad Demetr. 22) even considers it superfluous to
mention the subject at all.

Weyman (1910), p. 1006, notes that J.’s wording here resembles
Tacitus, ann. 13,45,3 rarus in publicum egressus; he posits a Sallustian
source.

‘martyres tibi quaerantur in cubiculo tuo, 1. notes how Asella sped to
the martyrs® shrines unseen (epist. 24,4,2); Marcella’s visits are also
said to have avoided the crowds (epist. 127,4,2). He stipulates that the
virgin should go only if accompanied by her mother (epist. 107.9.2).
1.’s grave concern in this matter would not appear to have been shared
Rome the crowds at
the martyrs’ tombs were particularly dense (in Gal. lib. 2 praef. p-
3555 of. also epist. 107,14); but they seem to have been

everywhere (cf. Chrysostom, exp. in Ps. 1155). Ps-Gregory
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Thaumaturgus (sanct. p. 1 199") describes the scene.
, quando necesse est, processura sis. The emendations

(ap. Hiberg ad loc. quando <nec> (= ne-quidem] necesse
supported by Souter {1912], p. 151) are unnecessary. J's point iy
simply that Eustachium should not go out ‘every time she needs to", 5
similar argument is also found elsewhere: Athanasius had said the
yirgin should not g0 out (0Pt GVAYKNI HEYGANS (virg. 22), while later
Caesarius of Arles likewise makes the stipulation non nisi pro grand et
inevitabili necessitate (epist. ad virg. 2,3,14)." Basil of Ancyra (virg
19) had also complained of continuous goings out.
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‘moderatus cibus. At 37,3 below ). again applauds the moderate eater,
The phrase moderatus cibus is repeated at epist. 79,4.3. 1. states that
food ought to be sparing at epist. 54,10,5 and 125,7,1 (good for body
and soul). Similarly he requires that fasting should be moderate in
epist. 52,12,1; 125,1,1; 127,42 (long fasts on the other hand are said to
be bad at epist. 107,10,2 and 130,11,1). He also reports with approval
that in Jerusalem o one condemns a moderate fullness (epist. 46,10.4)
The emphasis which J. gives to this topic is noteworthy. However
abbots are also said to prefer just a little nourishment every day at
‘Theodoret, k. rel. 3 p. 1325 and Vitae patrum 5,10,44.
numquam venter repletus. ). favours frugal meals and a permanently
esurient stomach (epist. 54,10,5). Similarly he stipulates (epist.
107,10,1) that even after a meal the virgin should still feel hungry.
cum vino sint sobriae, ciborum largitate sunt ebrige. ). has lifted
this very striking formulation straight from Tertullian, ieiun. 9 p.
285,29 verisimile non est, ut quis dimidiam gulam deo immolel, aquis
Sobrius et cibis ebrius. Again J. has enhanced the rhetorical effect.
Tetullian's rather bald parallelism is replaced by two cola of
nceasing lengl. 1. also improves on Tertullian’s paronomasia: sint
P mﬂcm eg’;:[u (l:;r‘tndu\ P- I8, refers only to the paronomasia
Rowerer s amemice Which of course comes from Tertllan). Here
it formed an apt i oy JUlte & propos. In ts original context
food and dﬁ“:?t ca;mux to a discussion of the interrelation between
+ qualis enim esus, talis et potus ... (p. 285,28). J. on the

* 1tis ot impos
s, e e aoihe Alanasian ronguncement bas in act inspied s own
Gt of the Lipey pcs OF CHESHIS iy i tum have been sugaested by the
o (1 A s B O i 16 Aianss b eEh
et vihalurey by L Faers f Adon 003y
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her hand is dealing exclusively with eating, He has
O or the last four chs.; the subject does noy o .ga".Z'rL?’.?,‘:""'LZT
twelve. Finally it may be noted that this idea would ot seem to b
found anywhere else. Only Cassian makes a somewhat similar point at
inst. 5.6 non sola crapula vini mentem inebriare consuevit. cunerarum
escarum nimietas vacillaniem eam ac nutabundam reddir. Casian
significantly avoids the clever conceit found in Tertullian and J. Once.
again J. stands alone in his theft
ad orationem tibi nocte surgenti. The advice to get up during the
night and pray is repeated at 18,1 and 37,2 below; cf. also 35,5. J. again
tells the virgin she should get up to pray at epist. 107,9,3. Lea and
Paula were both accustomed to spend the night in prayer (epist. 23,2.2
and 108,15,3); Gf. tract. in psalm. 1 p. 134 1. 44 and p. 235 1. 16 (the
devout prefer night-time). Examples of noctumal prayer are given by
Scudamore (1875b), p. 798. In addition there is a reference to the habit
at Tertullian, wxor. 2,5 1. 16. There are also additional exhortations to
practise it in Canones Hippolyti 79,9; Clement of Alexandria, str.
7,7,49,4; Athanasius, virg. 20 (ib. Ps. 118,62 ‘at midnight I will rise to
give thanks unto thee'); Orsiesius, doctr. 48, Ambrose, in psaim. 118
serm. 7,32,2; 19,18,1; Basil, hom. 5,4; Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 131; 3,127
(ib. Lk. 6,12 *he ... continued all night in prayer to God’; Acts 16,25
‘at midnight Paul and Silas prayed; Ps. 118,62).
non indigestio ructum faciat sed inanitas. Thierry (1967), p. 123,
maintains that rugitum should be added to inanitas, since ructus ‘can
indeed be caused by too full a stomach, but not by an empty one’. In
support of his own argument Thierry might have referred to the
statement of J. himself at epist. 65,51 ructus ... proprie dicitur digestio
cibi et concoctarum escarum in ventum efflatio. Thierry points out on
the other hand that rugitus is the term which J. normally employs to
signify the rattling of the stomach.”

It ‘would however appear possible to adduce evidence which
indicates that ructus could on occasion be used with a sense
approaching that of rugitus. Thierry's conjecture is accordingly
superfluous; nor is it necessary to posit an excessively bold zeugma. At
in Os. 11,10 1. 331 J. translates the LXX's o Aéov épetteran as sicut
leo rugiet. However later in the same year’ J. twice renders the words
Muv épevterar as leo ructabit; here he is dealing with the LXX text of

¥ Thiemy's view receives support from the dictionaries: OLD and Lewis-Short, ss .

| Televant fascicle of TLL has not yet sppesred).
Viz. 406, . Cavallera, 12, p. 163.



LIBELLUS DE VIRG|
- INITATE SERVAp,

4 and 3.8 Here ructare is virtually a synonym of g
.Ammym::\;ol\‘lmgly be concluded that in the Libellus the minggo';}nl:
MSS should be retained.

“The gross realism of this reference to the rattling of the vigiy,
belly i entiely in character. I s significant that this time J. does ng
appear (o be dependent on any predecessor; nor would anyone el
seem to borrow from him. At epist. 58,6,2 J. again urges sleep on ay
empty stomach.
crebrius lege et disce quam plurima. J. is refering 10 scripture, as i
clear from pagina sancta at the end of the next sentence. Harendza, p
53, notes the chiasmus; it is further enhanced by observance of
Behaghel’s law, Here the precept is inserted rather incongruously in the
middle of a reatment of diet.

Eustochium is also pictured as reading at 25,1 below (like the monks
a 352 35,7 358 cotidie de scripturis aliquid discitur), while
‘memorized passages of scripture are recited during the night at 37,2.J.
reports that Blesilla, Paula and Nepotian were all avid readers (epist.
39,13, 39.5,1; 60,10.9). He often insists that sacred literature should
never be put down: epist. 52,7,1; 58,6,2; 19,9,2; 125,11,1. In particular
a virgin must learn to love it (epist. 130,7,12 and 130,20; cf. 108,202).
‘The study of scripture is also enjoined at in Eph. 4,31 p. 517°and in
Tir.39p. 594°*

‘The frequency with which J. urges his addressee to read the Bible is
without parallel: it is of course to be expected from a writer who has
packed his work with scriptural citation and allusion as densely as J.
has done in the Libellus. Elsewhere injunctions to read scripture occur
only intermittently: Cyprian, ad Dorat. 15; zel. 16; Ps.-lgnatius, Her. 1;
Ambrose, Abr. 2,5,22 in psalm. 118 serm. 12,33; Ps.-Paulinus of Nola,
epist. app. 2,14; Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 2,37; 2,198. It behoves the virgin
at Ps.-Augustine, sobr. 2 p. 1108,
fenenti codicem somnus obrepat et cadentem faciem pagina sancta
susclpiat. Just as in I, iy attempted wfmake [ precept on
‘poderate diet mare impressive by introducing a striking conceit from
wa-w?mhm Imheuune_s the traditional injunction to read
o i apgeral approprsted from Ambrose, virg. 3.415
converted by 5. into o g8 DUt laconic statement has been

g Picturesque vignette, whose charm contrasts
" lndm 331156 194 63 The wastaion from he e r. The verb
e e oL e s e T vl

On the other
caly g L n prci. | 289 1. 180 (perhaps inspird by Origen) notes
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otably with the grossness of the immediately antecedent rucrus (1. 8)
He repeats the same idea twelve years later at epist. 60,113 super
pectus soporati dulcis pagina decidebat. It may be noted that such
excessive reading is explicitly prohibited by Pelagius: sit ... ipsa lectio
temperata, cui finem consilium, non lassitudo imponat (episi, ad
Demetr. 23); ¢f. also Nilus of Ancyra, ep, 3,238,

cotidiana ieiunia. These words would seem to have been something
of a cliché; they are found at Maximus of Turin 50,3; Paulinus of Nok.
epist. 154; Augustine, epist. 36.9; Cassian, conl. $,12,3; 20,8,10; nst,
5,24; 5.26; Regula Magistri 904. Daily fasting is recommended by
Cassian, conl. 2,23.2; Cacsarius of Arles, serm. 1985, Paschasius of
Dume, verba patr. 1,4. According to Augusine (mor. ecel. 33,70)
eating once a day at dusk was common practice.

refectio.  Forcellini cites Livy 37,24,6 for reficere in this sense: cibo
reficerent vires. The verb is used both transitively and intransitively at
Augustine, serm. 14,6; cf. 362,11 (subicimus quod recessit et reficere
dicimur); 385.7 (= Caesarius of Arles, serm. 21,7 manducas, reficeris).
For the noun refectio Forcellini gives Celsus 4,13,6 and Pliny, paneg,
154. As in the present passage, J. again uses the word to denote a meal
after fasting at epist. 24,3,1; 125,7,1; adv. lovin. 2,12; Vulg. ludith 6,20,
It is also used with the same sense in Paulinus of Nola, epist. 29,13;
Augustine, epist. 36,27; 36,31; 54.9; in psalm. 122,12; Regula Magistri
1it.28.

biduo triduoque transmisso. 1. reports that Asella went for two and
three days without food (epist. 24,,2). The same practice is mentioned
by Ps-Athanasius, v. Syncl. 53; Pelagius, epist. ad Demetr. 18;
Augustine, mor. eccl. 33,70; Vita Eupraxiae 6 14. The Younger
Melania’s biographer describes how she progressed from two and three
0 five day fasts (Vita Melaniae iunioris 22); when Ambrose’s sister
fasted, he actually lost count of the days (virg. 3,4,15). Monks are said
o fast for two and three days together at Theodoret, . rel. 3 p. 1333°
and Cassian, inst. 2,5,2; 5,5.2: cf. also Athanasius, v. Anton. 7 (two or
four) and Apophthegmata patrum 146 (Nau [1908], p. 50; two, four or
five).

As in the present passage, J. is critical at epist. 54,10,5: there he
prefers a little food regularly to three day fasts. Cassian goes so far as
10 regard such fasts as worse than over-eating (conl. 2,17,1€). They
induce vainglory according to Paschasius of Dume, verba patr. 1,41 At
37,3 below J. cautions anyone who has fasted for two days against
thinking himself better than a non-faster.
vacuum portare ventrem. ). repeats this phrase at in Is. 16,58,2°1.94.
sl compensatur sataritate ielunium, This is what happens to the
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in 34,3 below. At adv. lovin. 2,12 J. again describes p,
z‘:‘;“gm:ﬁ::l altemates with over-indulgence. Cassian condemng ?h‘:
Same faul at conl. 2,221 and inst. 5.9, The virgin herself s told 1y
avoid i in Ps.-Athanasius, v. Syncl. 100. On the kind of gastronomjc
excess involved cf. Janini Cuesta, p. 12.

lico mens repleta torpescit. In the Fathers this idea had occurred o
Clement of Alexandria, paed. 2,1,11,1; Origen, hom. in Lc. 25 p,
149,17; Basil of Ancyra, virg. 10; cf. Rufinus, Clement. 6,1,4. It is
found later at Chrysostom, hom. in Mt. 44,5; hom. in Jo. 45,1 Nilus of
Ancyra (= Evagrius Ponticus), spir. mal. 1; Prudentius, cath. 7,16ft;
Theodoret, h. rel. 3 p. 1325°; Cassian, inst. 5,5,2. It goes back to Plato,
resp. 519b.

inrigata humus. ). repeats this metaphor at epist. 55,2,3: when the
body is watered, lewdness ensues (cf. also fract. in psalm. 1 p. 200 |.
142). The metaphor had also been given the same application by Basil,
remunt. 6. 1t is used again in this way at Nilus of Ancyra, Magn. 65 and
Caesarius of Arles, serm. 46,2

spinas libidinum germinat. _Hilberg fails to note that this is an echo
of Gen. 3,18 spinas e tribulos germinabit. The verse is also made to
signify the enticements of the flesh at tract. in psalm. | p. 200 1. 145;
the same passage also uses the irigation metaphor (cf. previous n.). If
these Tractatus are by Origen, he is evidently the source of J's
argument here. Gen. 3,18 again refers to fleshly lust at Maximus of
Turin 663 germinat enim miki terra mea spinas, si me corporalis
libidinis titillatione conpungit. Similarly Ferrandus, epist. 7,1 speaks of
Spinas cupidiats. J.'s striking phraseology in the present passage is
imitated by Caesarius of Arles, serm. 1984 (ilico mens repleta
forpescit et inrigata corporis nostri terra spinas libidinum germinabit),

cf. also serm. 201,1. Here 1. has again linked food to lust, as he did in
chs. 8-11.

173

florem adulescentiae. For the phrase cf. TLL V1,1, 935,36F. J. gives

Jlos a sexval reference again at epist. 50,3,2; cf. also Ps.-Cyprian (=
?73’2‘:'")&, ﬂu;glc. 10,15 Concilium  Eliberitanum 15; Ambrose, hex.
119.63; Pelagius, epist. ad Demerr. 1, i i

o Pl e metr. 1; Augustine, bon. viduit. 20,25;

accepto cibo cum te in lectulo con,
tein | wpositam dulcis libidinum pompa
:v::;":ﬂ,t;:nil:‘msnmu is brought on by a meal according to Hilary, in

ff,':f;'" 118 serm. 1.31,3. 1t was customary to go to bed after the big
'® meal (cf. Janini Cuesta, p. 16), while the best time for
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intercourse was thought to be after a meal and
Oribasius, eup. 1,134). before slep. (.
). uses libidinum pompa again at in psalm. 6. In the
here s 8 fine contrast between this grancloquent phrase ney
pathetic diminutive lectulus.
arripe scutum fidei, in quo ignitae diaboli extinguuntur s
The iery darts of Eph. 6,16 are thoughts a spir 70,0 o e
interpretation cf. Origen, exp. in Pr. 6,19. J. has altogether some thirty
references to these arrows, which he esignates as iacula more oftes
than sagittae. J. again combines Eph. 6,16 with Hos. 7,4 (I. 18 ‘all
adulterers, as an oven’) at in Is. 8,274 1. 41; 16,58,13 1. 29; 17,648 I
62; in loel 1,19 1. 550; in Mich. 5,7 1. 325; in Eph. 6,16 p. 551°. The
connection had been made by Origen (or. 30,3).
omnes adulterantes, quasi clibanus corda eorum. The text (Hos.
7,4) is one of 1.'s favourites: he quotes it nearly twenty times, while
Augustine has it once and Ambrose avoids it altogether. With the
exception of in fer. 5,67.7 and in Mich. 5,7 1. 325 it is alwa
this form, which is a conflation of Hos. 7.4 (ravees potxevoveg, o
«iBavo xauopevog eig méwwv xataxavuato) and Hos. 7.6
(@vexavhnoay dg xAiPavos ai xapdiar avtav): the two verses had
been juxtaposed in Origen, hom. in Lev. 5,5 p. 343,19. The same
conflated form recurs later at Gaudentius, serm. 13,29; Eucherius, form.
7 p. 43,4 (fire means pleasure); Philip, in lob rec. long. 28 p. 699*. In
the present passage scripture has again become a picturesque and
ingenious substitute for argument: here texts are clustered around the
Stichwort *fire’, as Eustochium is urged to recite verses in which the
fire of divine inspiration is an antidote to the oven and buning arrows
of Hosea and Ephesians. Apart from the practical usefulness of these
“fire' texts in encouraging perseverance or inducing an appropriate
frame of mind, they also embellish the Libellus and impress the reader
with J.’s biblical expertise.
nonne cor nostrum. As here, J. cites Lk. 2432 in five furher
passages for the sake of the Stichwort “fire’. The fire had been love of
God according to Origen, fv. in Lc. 256.
ignitum eloquium. This is the only occurrence of Ps. 113,140 in J.
The verse is similarly linked to LK. 24,32 (cf. previous n.) by Ps.-Basil,
15.6,186 and Ambrose, in psalm. 118 serm. 18,19,2. Ambrose also has
itat loseph 4,19.
14
difficile est humanam animam non amare. Origen had said that it is
impossible for human nature not to love something (Can. praef. p
T2.11; cf. also ib. 3 p. 186,16). Simon, II, p. 234 (n. 1477), assumes &
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direct borrowing on J.'s part. His amare picks up dilexit in ,
foregoing citation of Ps. 118. )

amor spiriws amore  uperatur;  desiderium _desiger
:;’;fguim, T;’e’ same point had already been made by Tenull‘\azt
eor 4 | 27 (spiritali affectione carnalem illam concupisceniign
Jumabis) and by the anonymous homily nepl mapBeviag (Amang.
Moons) 60 (tov ... Tiig oapkds 16OV 16 ENOVPAVI® %GBy Katg.
rahaicaviag).® Love's conquest by love is common knowledge
according to Caesarius of Arles, serm. 45,1 (omnibus .. notum e,
quia amor amore vincitur: incipiamus bonas cogitationes diligere et
statim nos deus ab illis quae malae sunt dignabitur liberare). J. again
makes it our duty to quench the heat of sensuality with the greater love
of Christ at epist. 79.9,5. CF. also 1,2 above (carne contempta sponsi
iungaris amplexibus). Here the homoeoteleuton (-atur ... -itur) alone is
noted by Hritzu, p. 90; in addition the figures of interpretatio (cf. Rher.
Her. 4,28,38), anaphoric and epiphoric disiunctio, asyndetic parison
and twofold polyptoton invest J.'s own formulation of this
commonplace with customary panache.”

The antithesis of carnal and spiritual love is a concept that had
occurred with some frequency in Origen. At hom. in Cant. 12 p. 31,7
the analogy of physical and spiritual food suggests to him the idea of a
Tove of the flesh that comes from Satan and one of the spirit that has its
source in God (ib. 1. 6 ut aliquid audentius dicam ... siquidem est et
spiritalis amor). He restates the antithesis of camal and spiritual love at

1. praef. p. 66,29: the poets called the former Cupido. The of
the flesh is defined as desire for what is wrong and that of the spirit as
desire for God's salvation at comm. in Rom. 6,1 p. 1056. Finally
Origen represents love of God and love of the flesh as being in combat
athom. in Gen. 8,3 p. 79,27 and 8,7 p. 82,26.

The opposition between love of the flesh and love of the spirit is
also a concept tha is frequent in Augustine. At civ. 15,5 p. 65,18 he
speaks of camal and spiritual desire with reference to Gal. 5,17 (‘the
flesh lusteth against the spirit’). They are again said to be in conflict at
Goin, 28 and . Pelag. 1,10,17; however through chastity spiritual
m;ﬂi;m;gd fleshly ones (bon. viduit. 21,26). The antithesis of
1 s ol ove recurs at docir christ. 3,72 and epist. 211,14-

employed by Ambrosiaster at in 2 Cor. 13,12.

ad Demei ove of cording to Pelagius, epst
X el 3 tamor del mulieis amore non incirur) and 73 -Basl, ad A 71 197

abamore mulers
g emrem o re mules.net¢ ab amore el eius amr excludal)
Tunga espern 21 P- 276, "la rase persuade perche nells voce ¢ confluita unt
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super lectum meum. _ Cant. 3,1 recurs at epist. 66,10,1 and 130,12,
‘Ambrose uses it at virginit. 845; cf. exhort, virg. 958, In the present

sage the text is highly appropriate, since a bed is mentioned ust
before at 17,3 and just afer at 13,1, Here ).’ treatment of love i biief
he at once moves on o the subject of asceticism. |
mortficate membra_vestra. 1. rems to the theme of self-
mortification which had occupied him in 17.2f, He now rounds off the
ch. with a crescendo of appurtenant scriptural citation, in which the
careful differentiation of 17,2 is ignored.

In his quotation of Col. 3,5 (‘mortify ...") J. omits the apostle’s
definition of the ‘members' (‘fomication, uncleanness, inordinate
affection, evil concupiscence, and covetousness, which is idolatry’)
instead he simply equates them with the flesh. He likewise glosses the
text with mortificationem membrorum corporalium at in Am. 4,10 1.
386. As in the Libellus, Col. 3,5 is also linked to Gal. 2.20
(‘nevertheless I live; yet not 1, but Christ liveth in me") in this passage
of in Am. (1. 373); the combination had already occurred in Basil of
Ancyra, virg. 52. 1. s very partial to Gal. 2,20: he cites it a dozen times.
In the present passage of the Libellus *Christ liveth in me is perhaps
intended as corroboration of J.'s statement in Il 4f. that love of Christ
should supplant camal love; J. however gives no hint of such a link.

17.5

in imagine perambulabat. ~ Klostermann (1911), p. 194, identified the
source as Ps. 38,7 pévtowye év eixov iamopeverar GvBpumog;
Thierry (1967), pp. 124f., repeats the identification. J. quotes this text
again at adv. Pelag. 2,3; in eccles. 8,13 1. 208; in Ezech. 8,10 1. 205;
16,17 1. 1503; in psalm. 115.

Mierow-Lawler, p. 149, refer J.'s words here to the preceding
Christus and translate ‘in His image'* This is also Epiphanius’
interpretation of Ps. 38,7 at [Jerome], epist. 51,68 (cf. the Old Latin
version at Ambrosc, in psalm. 38,23,1 in imagine dei; it s rejected by
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Ps. 38,7"). TLL VIL1, 410,69 on the other
hand makes Christ himself the subject of J.'s sentence.” For Christ’'s
‘example” cf. (e.g.) Ps.-Basil, const. 1,1 (d év eixévi Biaypdeoy
eboéerav). Such an interpretation would moreover be compatible
with the preceding clause (qui mortificavit membra sua), since Christ is
said to have mortified the flesh at (e.g) epist. 65,10.4.

+ They do not discuss the interpretation of the text
CrL 127)

Justify his interpretation.
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scem however that Thierry was right 1o suppose thay J. ;.
ins::::o;'?nking of the effect of mortification: the ascetic is “lje 3
redow through physical emaciation. Thierry might have added thy
this explanation finds corroboration in Palladius, . Laus. 43 5
irepfony .. éykpareiag ... onevorln kal edopa elva it also fs
{he scripural texts that follow (cf. esp. 1. 1S adhaesit os meum cary
meae). J. has accordingly wnvenodv the psalmist’s r;ﬂfcllons on the
sransience and futility of human life into a description of ascetic
deportment. Thierry rightly _ prefers perambular;  Hilberg's
perambulabat will have arisen from contamination with aiebat (1.9,
{amquam uter in praina. Ps. 118,83 is cited at tract. in psalm. | p,
2001. 137 (ib. quando caro nostra non libidinem quaerit); the passage
may be by Origen. At Ps. 118,83 (ad loc.) Origen had appended Col.
3,5 (‘mortify ... your members’). The psalmic text had also referred to
self-montification at Hilary, in psalm. 118 caph 4 p. 452,20; it does so
again later at Ambrose, in psalm. 118 serm. 11,13,1 (it is spoken by the
just man who has mortified his body); Cassian, inst. 1,11,3; Ps.-Jerome
(= Eutropius presbyter), epist. 19 p. 205% cf. Eucherius, form. 2 p. 11,5
pruina abstinentia. The Latin version of Hesychius of Jerusalem’s
commentary on Leviticus (7.8 p. 859°) offers a different interpretation:
a5 a leather bottle is strengthened in frost, so endurance grows through
tribulations. The reference was likewise to troubles in Julian of
Eclanum, epit. in psalm. 118,83,
quidquid enim in me fult umoris, excoctum est. 1 1's tract. in
psalm. 106 is in fact by Origen, it has been the source for the present
passage. There Ps. 118,83 (cf. previous n.) is glossed in exactly the
same way: quando omnis umor exsiccatus est et excoctus (ract. in
psalm. 192001, 138),

1. refers frequently to drying up the wetness of lust: epis. 65,142,
75,1,3; 98,19.2; 1002.2; adv. lovin. 1,115 1,21; c. Ioh. 36; adv. Rufin.
1.25; in 15. 3,1,10 1. 47; in ler. 2,73; in Ezech. 16,10° 1. 1178; 22,17 1.
638,in Zach. 14,16 1. 686; in Mal. 4,4 1. 71. Similarly lechery is said to
be moist at epist. 122,113 and adv. fovin. 2,4 (Behemoth rules the
waters of lasciviousness; the idea comes from Origen, exp. in Pr.
21,19). On the other hand at in s. 14,524 1. 77 continence is dry.
d“kw‘:‘i‘m“;:;ﬁ'_“"‘m Chastity and mortfication had been said to
express; of. e '1'2" (apol. 40,15 ieiuniis aridi et omni continentia
at0p. 330'_2“"":‘1 . ;ﬂ ?::‘ﬁ),s ooyr:l%stl“(ff;am inLev. 24 p. 2?7,213“;
el Enpivm e m. [Richard] 21,10 iva 7]
at Chryso

bl VYPSTIV v naB@v); the same idea is also found
hysosom, poeni ﬁ.? and »Clslss:’an, conl, 22,67, Such langusge

k i ical: it also fitted contemporary views On
Physiology. Basil had noted that draining the hody'spfn;‘zies out the



COMMENTARY ON CHAPTER 17 -

pipes around the private parts (ep. 45,1; cf. also Vitae patrum 58.23). 1t
P Ffood that engenders this moisture according to Origen. Jo. 13,0,
The ascetic accordingly takes dry aliment: Ps.-Basil, const. 6.4 and
paladius, . Laus. 2. The monk Arsenius i described s being ‘ary- o
Apophihegmaa Patrum p. 108 It is therefore natura for xerophagy
and virginity to be linked repeatedly in Ps.-Chrysostom, poenir, (1,1
14;23). Finally it may be noted that medical opinion t0o found the dry
et Jeast conducive 10 sex (cf. Oribasius, sy, 1,6,4).

“Ascetic teaching took due account of these. principles. Basil of
Ancyra had required that the proportions of wer and dry in the body
should be carefully observed (virg. 9). Similarly Cassian wants the
body’s wantonness (o be minimized by keeping the consumption of
water down (conl. 12,11,5). He states that moistness produced by food
and drink leads to wet dreams (ib. 223,1): a judicious diet can limit
such mishaps to three times a year. Similar advice is repeated at 22,6.5
of the same work (cf. also Historia monachorum 20,3),
infirmata sunt in ieiunio genua mea. ). quotes Ps. 108.24 again only
at adv. fovin. 2,15. It had been applied to Christ by Origen, Ps. 108.23.
oblitus sum manducare panem meum; a voce gemitus mei adhaesit os
meum carni meae. This is the only place where J. cites Ps. 101,5f.
Verses from the same psalm are quoted at 18,1 and 182 below. The
condition depicted in the second half of this text is ascribed to
dehydration at tract. in psalm. | p. 178 1. 29 (ad loc.). At Pavlinus of
Nola, epist. 15.4 it i again an ascatic who speaks the verse




Chapter 18

As Eustochium lies awake in bed, she is urged to weep as an anfidote 1o
fempation, The virgin can thercby escape the curse which wag
ronounced upon women at the Fall: the second half of this ch,
accordingly leads up to the theoretical justification of virginity which
occupies the ones that follow (19-22). There is a discussion of chs,
18fF. in Moreschini (1988), pp. 134fT.

18,1

esto cicada noctium. The cicada was especially loud at noon
according to Ambrose, hex. 5,22,76: ).'s cicada noctium accordingly
entails @ piquant oxymoron. On the metaphorical application of this
insect cf, Antin (1961b); Egan; Trisoglio, p. 275; Nazzaro, pp. 20f.
The delightfully picturesque zoological imagery continues in the next
line with passer: it is very much in J.'s manner. At [Ps.}-Jerome, epist.
18 p. 58,157 the reader is urged to be a bee.

lava per singulas noctes lectum tuum.  J. uses this charming text (Ps.
6,7) another half dozen times. It refers to the struggle with the flesh at
tract.in psalm. 1 p. 350 1. 63; it particularly suits the virgin according to
Origen,sel. in Ps. 6,7 and Ambrose, virg. 3,5,21.

Slere. O this rather colloquial substitute for /i cf. TLL V1,1, 85,6ff.
(add ).’ translations of Origen, hom. in Ezech. 9,2 p. 409,19 and hom.
in Is. 52 p. 264,26). J. says on a number of occasions that he uses
colloguialisms to help understanding: epist. 64,11,2; in Ezech. 40,5 1.
397; 41,1 1. 1047; in Eph. ib. 2 praef. p. 477" The addressee of the
present work is of course a young girl. In this particular passage the
colloquialism is also appropriate to the intimate context. Throughout
the Libellus colloguialisms are notably common; their frequency does

not however prevent J. from complaini fest's
fholponty plaining at 28,6 about a prie

sleut passer in solitudine, J. cites this

t pass X picturesque verse (Ps. 101,8)
again at in Hab. 29 1. 450 and in eccles. 12,4 1. 182. It expresses the
Sllw‘wr;m's disconsolateness at Ps.-Ambrose, laps. virg. 46.
vagrius Ponticus (sen. mon, 4 vakeful

s mon. 46) compares the wakeful monk to 8
psalle spirit, psalle et mente. Ambrose had also recommended

" Origen had suid the same t Cams, 3 p. 1806,
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in the bedroom at virg. 34,19 sed .

psalmody in U 14,19 sed etiam in ipso cubili vol
pealmos .. contexas; f. also exhor. virg. 958, 1. characeristcaly .
reses the injunction n the form of a scrptura citation (1 Cor. 1415
Feallam spiritu, psallam et mente). 3
‘benedic, anima mea. ). quotes Ps. 102.21F. again at epist, 120,127:
J5. 826,14 1.33; in lon. 2,71.280 D. Pt 120,123; in

182

cinerem quasi panem manducavi. Ps. 101,10 appealed strongly to J,
who repeats it on eight occasions. Ambrose had cited it in a ch, on the
blessedness of weeping (vid. 635). Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. | p. 14
assumes that here the psalmist is describing ascetic practice.

non flendum est, non gemendum. The tears in 7,1,73, 7.4 and 30,2
are penitential, while in 35,3 they indicate the speaker's qualiy: here
they are a response to temptation. J. notes that weeping beseems the
godly (in Eph. 53 p. 520%); he also records how Paula had wanted to
make up for years of laughter with continuous tears (epist. 108,15,4).
Ambrose later suggests topics for virgins to bewail (exhort, virg.
11.75); he had already stipulated that their prayers should be
accompanied by tears at virg. 3,4,15. According to J.'s translation of
P ius (epist. 5 p. 90,13) tears should ight.

1. again combines flere and gemere at epist. 23,4 and vita Pauli 12;
of in fs. 11,38,14 1 11 CE. TLL VL1, 899 53fF; 904,50fF; V1.2,
1749,81F; 176038ff. This combination was greatly favoured by
Augustine: in addition to TLL’s examples cf. beat. vi. 2; conf. 3,11,20;
4,5,10; de duab. anim. 3; epist. 111,1; 153,7; in psalm. 21, enarr. 2,1;
26, enarr. 2,14; 31.2; 38.20; 50,11; 127,9; serm. 2544 RBen 79, 1969
P. 65,55 p. 66,57; p. 66,63; uil. cred. 1.2; 2,4, Inthe present passage J.
imparts urgency to his question with the anaphora of nor; the excited
tone is maintained by the similar anaphora of cum in the line below and
of quid in II. 10£?
de paradiso virginitatis. J. uses the same phrase again nearly thirty
years later at epist. 128,3,1. He states at 19,4 below that Eve was a
virgin in paradise. In the present passage temptation is dramatically
described in language that evokes the Fall: this phrascology prepares
the way for 1.'s rejection in II. 121, of the curse on womankind.
tunicis vult vestire pellicils. Here the coats come from the serpen
Gen. 3,21 on the other hand it is God who makes them. They recur in
connection with marriage at 19.4 below (cf. 19.3). J. mentions them
again at epist. 64,19,3; 128,3,1 (pellicias tunicas nuptiarum); in Am.

* Forthe latter cf (c.g) Seneca, epis. $1.6 quid mihi cum .2 quid cum ..
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ccatorum; in Agg. 1,1 1. 21 in the first three of
ﬂ;;;’jw‘f’m discarded. Origen had argued that because they o
P sde of the skins of dead animals they are coats of mortality (om, 7,
Lev. 62 p. 362,15; f. also Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 1.241); Ambrose callg
thom eoats of comuption and passion (saac 6,52). For examples of
Chrstans puting them on (as in the present passage) cf. Nilus of
‘Ancyra, ep. 2,199 and Lawrence of Novae, paen. p. 91° (through lapse
afer baptism the coat of the Gospel is exchanged for one of skin). Cf.
further Beatrice (1985).
quas Helias ad paradisum rediens proiecit in terram. As a symbol
of camality the coats of skins in Gen. 3,21 are now equated with the
mantle that Elijah cast off when he was carried up to heaven. This
combination would not seem to occur elsewhere: its whimsicality is
typical. At 4 Reg. 2,13 the Bible speaks of pallium (uAariv) in the
singular; here however Elijah discards shirts’ in the plural. Elsewhere
1. says that his mantle signifies wealth (epist. 713, and 1184.4).
‘According to Chromatius (in Matth. S4A.5) Elijah is in paradise; cf. ad
paradisum here.
dulei et mortifero carmine Sirenarum. ). repeats the striking phrase
dulci et mortifero carmine a quarter of a century later at in Is. 6,13,19 1
95, cf. ib. 1243,16 1. 50 dulci carmine atque mortifero. He has
evidently borrowed it from Ambrose, /id. 3,14 dulcem ... sed morti-
feram cantilenam (sc. Sirenarum; this work had ay four years
carlier in 380). At in Nak. 3,18 1. 785 on the other hand the epithets that
J. uses are suavi et pernicioso. His very numerous references to the
songs of the Sirens are assembled by Antin (1961c). Though other
Christian writers allude to their songs on occasion, 1.’s love of striking
‘phraseology makes him refer to them far more frequently than anyone
else. Siren songs are also mentioned in Ambrose, Jac. 2,12,56; in Luc.
4.2 Tob. 5,16; Paulinus of Nola, epist. 16,7; Basil, leg. ib. gent. 4 B;
Epiphanius, haer. 64,20,2. ‘Siren’ occurs in scripture itself at Is. 13,21F.
(quoted at 6,4 above); evidently it was not an uncommon word, cf.
uS, app. gramm. IV 199,10. In the Libellus there are further pagan
allusions at 28,6 and 35,8,
183

nolo illi subiacere sententige,

quae in hominem est lata damnatum.
. refuses to obey a decree that ordains childbirth, For the sympathetic

and very vivid identification with the
e o oontication with the addresce . 25,4 below nobs

08.2; in Mic les, mulier. Gen. 3,16 recurs at epist.
1308.2; in Mich. 48 1. 314; in Gal 16 recurs.

had al . 1. 4,19 p. 385%, cf. vy r. 20. 1t
Iready been quoted by Tertulli s of. virg. Mar. 2

n (cult. fem. 1,1 1. 13), Cyprian
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b. virg. 22; testim. 3,32 *de bono virginitatis®) and Basil of
xfrg 23). J.'s use of the text in the present passage would :p:uw:
have been inspired by Cyprian's De habitu (cf. next 3 nn.); however
the particular wording employed in the Libellus has not come from
Cyprian, but from Tertullian, whose formulation at the start of the De
cultu (in doloribus et anxietatibus paris, mulier) s far more striking
than Cyprian’s simple in tristitia paries filos; hence )'s preference for.
the former. Such use of multiple sources is typical,

Avoidance of birth-pangs had been counted among virginiy's
blessings in the following passages: Ps.-Cyprian (= Novatian), pudic.
7,3; Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 6,16, Basil of Ancyra, virg, 19;
Ambrosiaster, in 1 Cor. 7,26, cf. Amphilochius, hom, 2,1. According
to Eusebius of Emesa (ser. 6,5) it would alone be sufficient reward,
— lex ista non mea est — The most recent translation of the
Libeltus renders these words as ‘questa legge non I'ho fatta io';*
Hilberg’s MSS k and B do in fact add sed dei. This kind of statement
had scriptural precedent at 1 Cor. 7,10 (praecipio non ego sed
dominus); it also occurs frequently elsewhere (cf. Origen, hom. in Jos.
52 p. 316,17; Ambrose, vid. 4,23; Chrysostom, hom. in Rom. 20,3;
hom. in Heb. 3,6; Severian of Gabala, cruc. p. 906; Hesychius of
[Aubineau 1978] 12,10), while J. himself makes it at
epist. 125,19.2 and in Gal. 5,26 p. 424*. However it would appear
preferable to understand these words of the Libellus as having rather
the meaning: “that law does not apply to me’.* Such an interpretation
receives support from the words which precede J.'s reference to Gen.
3,16 (1. 12 nolo illi subiacere sententiae, quac in hominem est lata
damnatum); for the particular phrase at issue cf. Tertullian, idol. 24,
haec erit lex nostra. Instead therefore of an exclamatory parenthesis J.
is making use of a gloss which exactly matches the other two employed
in this passage (Il 15-17): all three affim the inapplicability of the
foregoing biblical text to the virgin. Hilberg’s punctuation should be
emended accordingly; in particular the hyphens around lex ista non
mea est need to be eliminated. The passage then reads as follows: ‘in
doloribus et anxietatibus paries, mulier’: lex ista non mea est; ‘et ad
virum conversio tua’ sit conversio illius ad maritum, qua virum non

K a isue i the nly one i
It may als be remarked that the porion of the De habis o isse s the anly onc &
ad

‘he Lisellus (22.3). this Cyprisnic passage b

. refers his reader 10 the weatise
evidently impressed itself onhis mind. .
ol I, p. 204 f. Bauer (1983),p. S0 nicht von mi et diess Geseher'.
This i’ factthe tansaton which Microw-Lawer give n herscue (et . 140
However on p. 238, n. 142, they instead propose the rendering "t law is

fscil, but raher God's].
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tum; et ad extremum 'morte morieris’ finis iste con;

e sine see st The sckin ticolon of loscs e,
euls exacly replicates Cyprian’s own on the same text of Gen,
oab virg. 22 vos ab hac sententia liberae estis, vos mulierum iisjgg
e gemitus non timets, mulus vobis de partu circa filios metus est ng;
mavitus dominis, dominus vester el caput Christus st ad insiar of
vicem mascali, sors vobis et condicio communis est In particular
first gloss (lex ista non mea est) now matches Cyprian’s initial vos gb
hac sententia liberae estis. J. typically improves on the Cyprianic
sequence of glosses by making his own altemate with scripture: the
resultant counterpoint s highly effective.

et ad viram conversio tua. _J. now proceeds 1o cite the next clause of
Gen. 3,16. Cyprian had glossed W text a5 follows:? nec maritus
dominus, dominus vester et caput Christus est ad instar et vicem
masculi. This rather discursive statement is now recast by J. to produce
the following incisive gloss: sit conversio illius ad maritum, quae
virum non habet Christum. ). retains the Cyprianic antithesis between
the husband and Christ.* However in place of Cyprian’s allusion to |
Cor. 11,3 (cf. footn. 6) J. substitutes a characteristically vivid form of
expression that represents Christ himself as the husband; in doing s0 he
may have had 2 Cor. 11,2 in mind (despondi enim vos uni viro

* Keenn.p 67 vl e secondblf of i Cypriai passag thus: o s your
eband your mastr. b your istrsnd Head i Chist, i he Tikenes of and in

" d

inDefrr . 0) Keenn (ke Hare, . zm; fails o identify the ket
‘Cyprian makes here o | Cor, 11,3 omnis vir capui Christus est: caput autem muliris
T bl et oy s b Cypn.\ s copu 5. vesrum) Chists e

anis
e gy 0 s of o womn s oner o e ot st gl who
in St. Paul had becn the head of the man: in consequence the w

‘be rendered ‘in the likeness of and in nlm of the man"; rather ad instar here has
mnlhtm;k standard or M of (s0 OLD s.v. instar 4), while ad "'E
ami s seming e e annes o 40 GLD s . b
YPrian's ensuing statement (sors vobis et condicio communts est) is a further
mation f h womar's st 0 he man Cypran  sccordingly makingbe

Gt Jemina:
it T 1 iy e Cyprn himsel o .mpm«: e tem
<o

masculus at z;:nd of ﬁ;mewdm: clause: wgva 1 Cor. 11,3, which he is
es insiead v Accords
Dty Sabater, I, pp. 773F.. the OId Latin
s Jtlmnl:l:'lly sl 1 pehap pssbe relore o CYPAIM
The glo
ullus vob

mulierum ritiios et gemitus non timets.
P;-: "’::rﬂlms et e S hs e ey pons o8
. 3|6nmaybg¢4 sententia liberae estis by paraphrasing the start of Gen.

He also keeps Cyprinn's sm....,,,.,
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virginem castam exhibere Christo).*

‘Basil of Ancyra (virg. 23) and Eusebius of Emesa (serm. 7,18) had
also pointed out that this text of Gen. could not be applicd to the virgin,
Similarly Ps.-Cyprian (= Novatian) had observed that virgins do ao;
have 2 husband for master (pudic. 7.4 this circumstance alone would
be sufficient reward according to Euscbius of Emesa (serm. 65).
cites this text of Gen. again at virg, Mar. 20 (it does not apply fo
sauh)é adv. lovin. 127, in ler. 1,62,2; in Eph. 5,22 p. $31; in Tit, 2,3
p. 581
morte morieris. 1. introduces his third and final citation of scripture
in this passage; unlike the first two, it does not come from Gen. 3,16,
but 2,17. Here J. may have taken another hint from the opening of
Tertullian’s De cultu feminarum, which had combined an allusion to
Gen. 2,17 with quotation of 3,16 (1,1 IL. 13 and 19); this Tertullianic
passage is indisputably the source for ).’ citation of the latter text (cf.
n. on in doloribus .. above). J. now glosses Gen. 2,17 with the words
meun propositur sine sexu est (1. 17), The statement ‘ma la mia regola
di vita non & legata al sesso’ (so the most recent fransiation: Cola, I, p.
204) entails & ron sequitur when used as a gloss on morte morieris,
significantly one of Hilberg’s MSS replaces sexu with exitu." On the
other hand J.'s comment does correspond exactly to the final element
of Cyprian's gloss: sors vobis et condicio communis est. The
inconsequence attendant on J.'s own gloss would seem to supply
convenient verification that he has appropriated it from Cyprian.

‘The same argument had also been employed by Ps.-Cyprian (=
Novatian), pudic. 7,3 virginitas neutri est sexus;'* cf. also Ps.-Cyprian,

N p.194.CF alson on 16,1

* This treatise i likewisc indebted to Cyprian's De habins virgimum; cf. Bardeshewer
U913), 11, p. 494.)
i the Libellus; nor does he mention it at vir. l. 70, where the ttls of nine works by

Novatian are given
"1 For this idea cf (c.g.) Augustine, epist. 150 adhaerens (sc. wrgo) coniugio. quod non

"1 It may in fact be observed that the same three ideas as occur in this passage of the
Libellus (1. 14-17) and the De habinu virginum arc also found in this ealise:
irgnis es vl
triumphus, virginitas filios non habet. sed quod plus est fliorum contemptun habet.
bt fcamtrin, o et bt i giod ot e s dorem
Jelcior est autem extra funerum filiorum calamiaiem, virgiitas quid alid est quam
libertas? 236).

in any way

srpure and omit the anihesi between hsband and Chrst i 150 m;:':‘::
hem with extraneous matcral

ideas in a different order and intersperses them oo e hbin

atise’s lack of influence on the Libellus and for its own debt o
virgimum cf. foo. 10 above.



v
. LIBELLUS DE VIRGINITATE Sty

! cler. 40 (illos [sc. tam masculum quam feminam) operay;
f,'.:%; Sesus abscidit [sc. virginitas}). The idea recurs in ’;‘..',';',"‘,’;’
in Luc. 228. J. himself shows a unique fondness for making this pojn,
e repeats that there is no difference of sex for the virgin at epiy,
65,13 7522; 1224,5; virg. Mar. 20; adv. lovin. 1,16; adv. Ry,
1.29; in Eph. 5.29 p. 534°. With characteristic extravagance he assers
that she becomes a man at epist. 71,3,1 and in Eph. 528 p. $33¢. ¢y
also Gal. 3,28 “there is neither male nor female: for ye are all one
Christ Jesus™.
mibi virginitas in Maria dedicatur et Christo. Origen had stated that
Mary and Christ inaugurated virginity for men and women respectively
at comm. in Mr. 1017 p. 22,1 oipar Adyov Exewv, Gvdpav pév
xaBopotnrog Tig év dyveig Gmapyhv yeyovévar tov Inoody,
yovauay 8¢ tiv Mapiav. J. uses the idea here to create an effective
climax 1o the ch. He repeats it at epist. 49,21,3, where it is given a
particularly impressive formulation: Christus virgo, virgo Maria
uirique sexui virginitatis dedicavere principia. The same idea recurs in
Tractatus Pelagianus 6,62 p. 133; cf. also Ps.-Sulpicius Severus, epist.
2,3. At adv. lovin. 1,24 and 1,39 J. says simply that Christ inaugurated
virginity. Christ and Mary again appear together in this connection at
19.5.2nd 21,7 below.




Chapter 19

At the central point of the work J. now embarks on a theoretical
justification of virginity. Predictably it is largely historical and draws
heavily on seripture. The present ch. in fact provides a good example of
1 method of composition: it consists of a hotchpotch of biblical texts,
which are interspersed with lapidary commonplaces and J°s own
bizarre imagery. It also contains four notable instances of the -Stich-
wort’ technique (p. 168,12f€; 16T 21£; p. 169,6fF.). A clear line of
argument is hardly discenible.

19,1

dicat aliquis. The ch. opens with an amesting figure, which Hritzu, p
70, calls procatalepsis; cf. further Scourfield, p. 206. Use of
sermocinatio_makes it especially vivid. For this particular form
(*someone will say’) cf. (e.g.) Origen, comm. in Mt. 16,29 p. 5721
(o1 yép &V TIC); comm. ser. in Mt. 46 p. 93,29; 48 p. 99,9; hom. in
Num. 6,3 p. 33,18; 26,3 p. 248,17; Ambrose, incarn. 7,62; inst. virg.
2,14; off. 1,30,159; virg. 1,3,12; 1,7,34; 1,10,57; 2,3,21; virginit. 2,8.
Norden, pp. S36f., cites New Testament examples.

audes nuptis detrahere. ). now begins his case with a denial that he
is attacking marriage: he merely regards virginity as superior. At virg
Mar. 19 and 20 J. had already nofified the reader that he was not
decrying marriage. He does o again in adb. lovin. 1,3; cf. also tract. p.
5411, 130. J. nonetheless provoked this charge with the Adversus
lovinianum (cf. epist. 50,5,4); it is vigorously rebutted in epist. 49,4,2;
49,5,1:49.6,1;49,8,2; 50,5,5.

‘The same caveat as . issues here had occurred in Gregory of Nyssa,
virg. 7,1. It recurs in Tractatus Pelagianus 6,42 p. 127. Chrysostom’s
wording at hom. in I Cor. 12,6 is similar to J.'s in the present passage:
i 0bv, énoi, SraPdrherg Tov ydpov, einé Hot;
quae a domino benedictae sunt. Cf. Tertullian, wxor. 1,2 1. 1 non
quidem abnuimus coniunctionem viri et feminae benedictam a deo.
Ambrose too (epist. extra coll. 15,3) will not deny the divine blessing
on marriage.
non est detrahere nuptiis, cum illis virginitas antefertur.  The
argument was traditional; cf. Tertullian, adv. Marc. 1,29 p. 33027 (non
.. proicimus sed deponimus nuptias); 5,15 p. 628,6; Origen, comm. i
1 Cor. 29 (zatna 8 Aéyw ob Teprypdbav Tov yauov ... G el kol

GpmTan T mpdyue, 00 .. W Yap
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Gyvevew); Ambrose, virginit. 6,?[:]: /:-;:;::; ::;gf. gl :, ; 8. -
rat. The od an

nemo m;‘;’:’,‘:::g::ﬁ'vi inity goes back (o 1 Cor. 7,38 “So u.,:'ﬂ
E‘:mi'f:m her in marriage doeth well; but he that giveth her noy iy
,..:nigz doeth beter'. The argument Whicll;v 1. e;ploys here hag
occurred in numerous earlier passages: Tertullian, ac .‘Mm_ 129 p,
53027 (non ut malo bomum; castit. 3 1. 54; monog. 3.2; uxor, 131’y
2nd 17; Origen, comm. in 1 Cor. 35; Euscbius of Emesa, serm, 6.6;
Chrysostom, virg. 10,; Gregory Nazianzen, or. 37,10; Anonymous
bomily nept Topbevias (Amand-Moons) 4; cf. also Consulationes
Zacchael et Apollonii 3,5 p. 106,1 and Ps.-Julian of Eclanum, ib. i,
11 p. 1734 (PL 45). . himself uses the argument again at epist. 49,17,6;
123.5,1; 123,63; adv. lovin. 1,7; 1,9. Ambrose had said that he
compared good with good at virg. 11,35 bona cum bonis comparo,
Later Augustine was accused of ‘comparing bad with good"; cf. Julian
of Eclanum’s remark ap. Augustine, c. /ulian. op. imperf. 4,122 and
Augustine’s reply ib. non tanguam malo bonum, sed tanguam bono
‘melius virginitatem rupliis anteponimus.
crescite, ait, et multiplicamini et replete terram. Here scripture is
cited dramatically and without introductory comment in order to make
2 new point: the divine command to replenish the earth is inapplicable
o the virgin and was only put into practice after the Fall. J's attitude to
this text (Gen. 1,28) is again disapprobatory at in Eph. 1,3 p. 445% and
in Zach. 14,10 1. 358. His usual approach is to argue that the command
has been superceded: epist. 66,3,3; 123,12.2; virg. Mar. 20; adv. lovin.
131,16 124; in Agg. 1,11. 16; in eccles. 3,5 . 87; in Gal. 6,8 p. 431°
(ef. Cassian, conl. 17,19,I£.). Only once does J. quote the verse with
approval (epist. 69,4,3

Al epist. 52,103 J. indicates that a spiritual sense is implied. Such
an interpretation is oceasionally found: Origen had understood the text
to signify spiritual growth at hom. in Le. 11 p. 66,24, while Eusebius
had made it refer t0 increasing discipleship and salvation (Ps. 66,2);
according to Augustine some expositors thought the soul filled the flesh
(civ. 1421 p. 45,20). Hilary reports an exclusively literal interpretation
o I;ve been usual, though in his opinion it was less valuable (in psalm.

Grescal et multiplicetur ille, qui inpleturus est terram: tuum agmen in
caels est.The antithesis of carth and heaven 6. the. domains of
g:“w):nﬂ Vvirginity respectively had already been set out by both
b [S:"Y fazianzen (carm. 1.2,1,188 xéopog 6 év [sc. ydpog] Yaing,
o) pavions yopeia) and Basi of Ancyr (v, 54 1
Sy xartomeions 05 €n' GAAOLS Ydporg thy Yiv GvBpLROTITOG

Pav. 1 8 [sc. napBevia] & Kkata maoav YAV
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¢omapuéva £i5 TS TV 09paVGY Grodicas owven). It would seem
however o have been J. who firt applid tisanithessto the excpea
of Gen. 128, He does 5o again triumphanly at ady. foupy s o
Consideranda vis verbi “replete_terram’ mupiae terram replom
Virginitas paradisum. The same interpetation is taken. over shorly
ferwards by the author of Consultationes Zacchaeief Apaloni 3.9
106.7 praccepti veteris est, ut terra procreationibus implearur: nony
qutom, ut continentia. alque virginitas impleat caelum. 5. remake ot
212 below that the empry earth had to be flled

Hilberg fails to note that tuum agmen in caelis est is an echo of Phil,
3,20 nosira .. conversatio in caelis est.

192
hoc expletur edictum post paradisum. 1. places the fulfilment of the
blessing pronounced in Gen. 1,28 afler the story of the Fall which is
described in Gen. 3. Here he would scem to be following a hint from
Tertullian, who at monog. 17.5 had declared: semel de paradiso
sanctitatis exulavit, semel exinde nupsit (sc. Adam). J.'s more concise
formulation of the idea at adv. Jovin. 1,16 is somewhat closer to
Tenullian’s wording: extra paradisum protinus nuptiae. At castit. 13 1.
41 Tertullian also states that paradise is exempt from matrimony. Later
Augustine argues (civ. 1421 p. 45,6) that lust sprang up afler the
transgression, but that the benediction came before it to show childbirth
pertains ad gloriam conubi, non ad poena ... peccati.

post ... nuditatem. The addition of ficus olia would seem to indicate
that here nuditas has a negative connotation. For this sense cf. (e
Gregory Nazianzen, or. 19,14 éviedBev yuuvs b xai doyiov. The
reader is accordingly meant to think of Gen. 3,7: ‘and they knew that
they were naked; and they sewed fig leaves together'.

Elsewhere in 1. however Adam’s muditas has a positive sense. It is
connected with chastity at epist. 12832 (virginitatis et aeternoe
pudicitiae nuditatem) and in Agg. 1,1 1. 21 (post unionem virginitatis et
paradisi nuditatem). Likewise Chrysostom says that putting on the
clothes of sin was indecent, for the glory of God bedecked Eve's nudity
(hom. in Col. 10.5); he states elsewhere that she and Adam had no need
of clothes (hom. div. 3,1). According to Augustine (civ. 14,17 p. 39,16),
though they realized their nakedness, it had not become indecorous,
since lust had not yet caused involuntary stirings in the body.
ficus folia auspicantia pruriginem nuptiarum. Here J. has re-
modelied a phrae of T.mﬂm:.'.':udic. 6 p. 229,28 de ficulneis folis
Ppruriginem retinens.
nubat et nubatur ille, qui ... J. continues to depict marriage as 3
consequence of the Fall. The polyptoton of the elative pronoun in this
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i ive sentence is noteworthy (qui ... cui .. cuius): these
s wcolon of progressively decreasing length. Hrim.,‘;f"jf
Tegisers the tripl allteration: terra tribulos .. sentibus suffcqp, "
fruge fecundum.

O nubat et nubatur cf. Mt. 22,30 neque mubent neque mubeny,
Meershoek, p. 60, translates “que lui ou elle se marie’. For the fj gf
crescat ... ille n 11 7. above. At in Matth. 22,30 1. 1828 (ad loc ;.
remarks that Latin usage does not fit the Greek idiom;” he accordingly
suggests understanding nubere of husbands and mubi of wives (ot
Rufinus, sent. Sext. 230b urorem nube).
cuius herba sentibus suffocatur. Here J. has connected Gen. 3,13
(‘thons also and thistles shall it bring forth’) with M. 13,7¢. (‘some
fell among thoms ...") to create an extremely effective climax: meun
semen centena fruge fecundum est. This decorative Stichwort technique
appeals strongly to 1, who would seem to have been the first to
combine the two texts in question. There is a further echo of the parable
of the sower at 31,2 below.
on omnes capiunt verbum dei.  Again an abrupt citation of scripture
introduces a fresh point: virginity is optional. Mt. 19,11 recurs in ads.
lovin. 1,12; 1. does not refer to it elsewhere. The text had also been
quoted at Cyprian, hab. virg. 4 (cf. festim. 3,32); Ambrose, vid. 13,15;
virginit. 6,29, Basil of Ancyra, virg. ST, cf. later Ambrose, exhort. virg,
3,18; Augustine, virg. 23,23.
alium eunuchum necessitas faciat, me voluntas. J. alludes to Mt.
19,12 (‘there are some eunuchs .."), which follows the verse he has
just quoted (cf. previous n.). Here me matches meum in 1. 13. The
eunuchs of this Matthean text had been explained by Origen as
PORUKGS .. ol dpYoL mpos GpoBioua (comm. in Mr. 15,4 p. 357,19).
Tertullian had spoken repeatedly in this connection of spado
voluntarius: patient. 13,5; resurr. 61,6; uxor. 1,6 1. 9; virg. vel. 10,1
(the phrase is copied by Pelagius, epist. ad Demerr. 9). Mt. 19,12 had
been adduced by Cyprian at festim. 3,32 (‘de bono virginitatis'); he had
0 rfemed 0 it in hab. virg. 4 and 23. Deléan, p. 71, tinks tht ).

as borrowed the antithesis necessitas / voluntas from the latter passage

T; the De habitu. It was however traditional in the exegesis of Mt.

Za:czh;’ l:ﬂ;ryp,”m Maih. 19.2; Ambrose, vid. 13,75; Consultationes

Conmecron o poloni 3,5 p. 106,13, 1. himself uses it again in this
adv. lovin. 1,12 and in Matth. 19,12 1. 808.>

1 heonane 1), gramm mai 214 p. 645,61 ubor  nomdici.
e sl vl 150 ocur feguenty n contexts e
P, 118 sem 132413, 14343 5420 Nab- S21. $23;in psalm. 1302, i1
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(empus amplexandi et tempus abstinendi manus a c :
mitendi lapides et tempus colligendi. Once agﬂ:m:’ heat o
(Eccles. 3,5) which is cited without warning serves to introduce a new
topic; this time the point at issue is virginity’s part in the new dis.
pensation. For such a theme the first half of this text would alone have
sufficed (rempus amplexandi ..). However J. has also included the
second half (tempus mittendi lapides ...) for the sake of the elaborate
array of scriptural texts which he now proceeds to assemble around the
Stichwort *stone’. He has in fact reversed the biblical order for this
purpose: in Eccles. “stones’ precede ‘embrace’. Augustine speaks of
“gathering stones’ in connection with chastity at doctr. christ. 3,62: cf.
Tertullian, adv. Marc. 1,29 p. 331.21. 3. quotes the text another four
times.

postquam de_duritia nationum generatl sunt filli Abraham.
Klostermann (1911), p. 194, identifies the source as M. 3,9 porest deus
de lapidibus istis suscitare filios Abrahae. Here ). has shown
considerable subtlety in his handling of the Stichwort: the biblical
lapides are replaced by the periphrasis duritia nationum. J. there
alludes to the standard exegesis of Mt. 3.9. At in Matth. 39 1. 252 (ad
loc.) he notes: lapides ethnicos vocat propter cordis duritiam (5o epist.
65,214 and in Gal. 3,7 p. 352). The interpretation would seem to go
back to Origen; cf. schol. in Lc, 3,8 hiBloug ovodle: woig ébvixots,
Tovg MBivny éxovrag xapSiav.” It may be noted that the phrase duritia
gentilis was evidently something of a cliché: it occurs at Hilary, in
Matth. 62; 33,8, Ambrose, in Luc. 10,141; Paulinus of Nola, epist,
122,

coeperunt sancti lapides volvi super terram. The lapides sancti of
Zech. 9,16 now pick up the Stichwort *stone’. In the present passage
they are the heroes of ascetic tradition since Christ’s coming. Cyril of
later identifies the stones of this biblical text as saints:
X 1 Gemtdv Tdv dyiav mapeikdletar otigos (ador. 14
P.916%).* 1. is exceedingly fond of this picturesque text, which he cites
no fewer than seventeen times; on the other hand it never occurs in
cither Ambrose or Augustine. At in eccles. 109 1. 133 he glosses the
text as follows: praetereunt et semper ad altiora nitentes hinc abire
Jestinant. It may be noted that Gregory of Nyssa had already linked
Zech. 9,16 with Eccles. 3,5 (cf. penultimate n.) in 381 at hom. in Eccl.

. “us’ at ract. p. SSLL 79.
, Ovigen cf_hom, in Jer. 14 p. 690° (PL 25 {1845}
Stones were already saints in Hermas, sim. 9 (esp. (2.4 a0d 154
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. 7167 the same combination is repeated later in Consulrar
;ncchﬂex <t Apollonii 3,5 p. 106,6 and 9. fones
iseunt qui mundi_istius_turbines. The clause explg;
',’Z,’,’{;‘ZW i: utp;mions line (= Zech. 9,16). Turbines comespr::',;
Zech, 914 (Vulg. vadet in turbine austri [sc. dominus deus]; |xx
Topeboerar év 0dko GrethRs a¥toD). J. repeats the phrase mung;
Turbines at in Eph. prol. p. 439" and in Is. lib. 14 praef. 1 14, It js o
cliché that would appear to go back to Cyprian, who had used it
repeatedly (Demetr. 19; ad Donat. 6; mortal. 2; 3; patient. 21); it is also
found in Ps.-Cyprian, laud. mart. 14; tract. S Hilary, in psaim. 113
2ain 3 p. 4208; Lucifer of Cagliari, moriend. 3 1. 77; Ps.-Origen (=
Gregory of Elvira), tract. 11.27; Chromatius, in Matth. 42.6; Ambrose,
epist. extra coll. 14,38; Philip, in lob rec. long. 14 p. 650° Epist. ed.
Caspari 7 p. 171; Maximus of Turin 110,1; Eucherius, epist. ad Val, p.
726% (Ps.)-Leo the Great, serm. app. 3,3; 11,3
in curru dei rotarum celeritate volvuntur. Godel, p. 65, compares
Ezek. 1LISIT. (the wheels in Ezekiel's vision). J. again combines this
passage with Zech. 9,16 at in /s, 18,66,10 1. 14 and in Ezech. 1,15 |
492. The two passages are also linked at tract. in psalm. 1 p. 61 1. 193
and p. 164 1, 67. If this work is by Origen, he would seem to have been
1s source® J. also compares the stones of Zech. 9,16 to wheels at
epist. 78,39,1 (because of their roundness) and in Ezech. 28,11 1. 281
(ib. volubilitate sua ad caelestia festinantes); cf. in Ezech. 16,12 1. 1272
(ib. terrena pertranseunt). They are xoddor koi evkivimot (cf. L's
celeritate) in Didymus, Zach. 3,217.° For currus dei cf. J.'s comment at
in Esech. 1,6 ). 234 hanc ... quadrigam in aurigae modum deus regit.
In the present passage his picture of stones being conveyed in a
speeding chariot and passing through whirlwinds shows a
characteristically bizarre whimsicality.
iant tunicas, qui inconsutam desursum tunicam perdiderunt.
1.’s use of the Stichwort ‘stone” is immediately followed by references
1o two further texts of scripture which are again connected by &
Stichwort: this time it is ‘coat’. With them J. has passed without
‘warning from the virgin back to married couples. In the first part of this
sentence (consuant tunicas) he is alluding both to the coats of skins
(tunicae) made by God for Adam and Eve at Gen. 3,21 and to the
zen:“m‘ in which they sewed together (consuerunr) fig leaves for
sclves at Gen. 3.7. The fig leaves were mentioned in 1. 10 above;
’ Ao 109 hese 4 i
B e St i S e
. serm. 825,
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coats of skins are found again shortly afterwards at p.

e oecond part of the sentence is of courge s re{erernciél:\}n‘.xll;,‘;év
Jesus’ *coat was without seam, woven from the top throughout’, Here
people are said 10 have 10st it J. makes somcanc who is absque
armatura apostoli lose CRFISUS garment at in Am. 2,13 | 487, the ssone
passage refers to tunicae pelliceac (1. 485). The Jews also lose Christ's
coat at ract. in psalm. 1 p. 220 1. 340. It is similarly abandoned in Nilus
of Ancyra, ep. 3,137 (where Christs seamless coat is knowledge)
while Chrysostom tells his audience to procure such a coat instead of
secular finery (hom. in I Tim. 23). 1. clsewhere equates Christs
seamless garment with orthodoxy: epist. 15,,1: 133,12,3; in Eph, 428
p. 513" At Ps.-Chrysostom, prec. p. 923 it is baptism; in Epiphanius
Latinus it is immortality (in euang. 37 p. 84,19). Cf. also Aubineas
Q971).

“The twofold occurrence of funica in this passage is cited as a figure
of repetition by Ottolini, p. 72. According to TLL s.v. inconsutus the
word occurs only here in this sense (Vulg. has inconsuiils). The
parttion of Christ’s garments is mentioned in 19,6 below,
in ipso lucis exordio. ). had used the same siriking phrase ten years
earlier at epist. 10,1,1; he repeats it a quarter of a century later at in Is.
1138,101.56.
fletu lugente, quod mati sunt. Souter (1912), p. 150, compares
Lucretius 5,226f. vagitugue locum lugubri- complet (sc. puer), ut
aequumst / cui tantum in vita restet transire malorum. A number of
examples from the Fathers are listed by Waszink (1947), p. 279. To his
collection of evidence can be added J.'s own in Ezech. 16,4 1. 935 and
Ps-Basil (= Proclus of Constantinople), aegr. p. 1716%; Nilus of
Ancyra, ep. 2,98.” In the present context the topos is really out of place.
Here J. is arguing for the primacy of virginity. The fact that new-bom
babies cry because of the troubles in store for them is not ad rem; cf.
Goulon," p. 17 *Rien n'appelle logiquement la suite de la phrase: “a
peine ont-ils vu le jour qu'ils pleurent comme pour déplorer d'ére
nés”, sinon I'emprise quasi obsédante d'un théme déja oblige’. It would
seem however that J.'s inconsequence is due less to the force of
than to his own partiality for repeating a clever idea that he
has found elsewhere. This whole sentence (from consuant ...) i in fact
a good example of J.'s propensity to juxtapose scripture and second-
hand gaudery. The reading /ugente (as against lugentes in several MSS)
receives some support from Cicero, Tusc. 1,30 fltus .. maerens.

© Atlsidore, synon. 1,26 the idea i given in four ifferent forms.
For
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adiso virgo fuit. Paradise was mentioned earlier in th

3;,'755‘,’1 0. For Jg statement here cf. Tertullian, virg. vel. 5 a:;:‘;
digna paradiso, adhuc virgo (sc. Eva). Chrysostom also notes that Eye
was a virgin in paradise: mapBévoc fiv i EVa. ov8éna yap dvipg
Eptwvoxev, bre v dndny Smépeive (pasch. 2). AUvirg. 152 he hog
asked 81d ti pi év nopadeion AuiLis; cf. also Ps.-Chrysostom, eleem,
1 p. 1062 v % rapadeiow fiv 1 rapBevia. Gen. 4,1 (‘and Adam knew
Eve his wife') had been widely taken to mean that married life began
only after the Fall: Origen, comm. in Rom. 5.9 p. 1047%; comm. in |
Cor. 29; Cyril of Jerusalem, catech. 12,5; Basil of Ancyra, virg, S4;
Gregory of Nyssa, virg. 12,4; cf. later Ambrose, inst. virg. 536. 1.
himself repeats that Adam and Eve were virgins in paradise at ad,
Jovin. 1,16 and 1,29 (cf. also 2,15); the same opinion is expressed by
Ps.-Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,8. Augustine on the other hand takes the
rather different view that if there was any urge for_intercourse in
paradise, it lacked lasciviousness (epist. Divj. 6,8,1fF); cf. also (Ps.)-
Macarius of Egypt, hom. yp. I (Berthold) 7,2 mpo tig mapaBaoeus
dmadisg éxowvver o Adoy ) Edq.
post pellicias tunicas initium nuptiarum. ). tevens briefly to the
theme of the Fall, which had been treated near the beginning of the ch.
inll. 10-12 and recurred recently in two words of 1. 21.
tua regio paradisus. Cyprian had declared that paradise was the
Christian's home: patriam nos nostram paradisum conputamus
(mortal, 26). Origen had made the same point at hom. in Ex. 2,1 p.
155,25 (nemo patriam paradisum recordetur) and hom. in Num. 21,4 p.
261,8 (cum regressa fuerit ... ad patriam suam paradisum [sc. animal;
this passage would seem to have been J.’s source here; cf. next n. but
one). The idea recurs later in Caesarius of Arles, serm. 7.2 (patria .
nostra paradisus esi) and 151,2. The expression paradisi patria had
also occurred in Origen (hom. in Num. 23,11 p. 221,24); it is repeated
by Caesarius of Arles with great frequency (serm. 42,1; 58,5; 78,3 etc.).
J- concludes the present work with a call to enter paradise (41,5). Here
the sequence of three short and pithy sentences (from Eva in paradiso

-~} is noteworthy: each makes a striking point

serva, quod nata es. Here nas,
(50 [e.g] Labourt, p. 129, *garde-toi
context however it must have
glossed by natura (1. 6),
“birth’,

customarily rendered ‘to be bom’
telle que tu es née’). [n the present
the sense of ‘to be by nature’. It is
), which must itself signify ‘nature’ rather than
because otherwise the proof supplied in the following sentence

" See further Solignac, XIV, p. 540,
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| 6) would be circular: nascitur there clearly does refer to bir, T
however quite common at this period.,

1. himself had used it already at virg. Mar. 20 conanur pulchrior esse
quam nata est (b natura). 1 recurs i the present work at 27.§ pejess
1 employs it again at epist. $49.3 (grandis .. virtuis es .. sypupers
quod natus sis. in carne non carnaliter vivere;"' ib. 2 natura), 130,10.6
(quia conira naturam, immo ultra naturam st non exercere, guod nasy
sis; only if nasci here means “to be by nature’ docs 1.'s atement
acquire the paradoxicality which makes it realy effective); adb. Tosgn
1,12 (of eunuchs: noluerunt esse, quod nati suni). In Ambrose this
usage s quite frequent: epist. 4,152 (cur ... non vi videri esse, quod
natus es?; b, natura); epist. extra coll. 15,3 (prius st quod nat supmys
quam quod effecti; multoque pracstantius divini operis mysterium,
quam humanae fragilitatis remedium; the parallel formulation of the
second clause would seem 0 indicate that here prius has the sense of
“better’); exhort. virg. 6,35 (illud enim verum quod nascimur, non in
quod mutamur); hex. 5,39 (on the eunuch: tollis homini quod matus est
et virum de viro exsuis; ib. natura); 6,6,36 (et haec [sc. clephants]
serviunt_homini et naturam suam humana institutione deponunt,
obliviscuntur quod nata sunt, induunt quod iubentur; the passage is of
course self-consciously chiastic in structure); inst. virg. 4,30 (non est
vitium mulieris esse quod nascitur); virg. 1,628 (cupit mutare quod
nata est;” ib. natura). Augustine uses this sense of nasci 10 produce a
characteristic word-play: servans in corde, quod renata es, servans in
carne, quod nata es (virg. 38,39). It is also found in Asterius of
Ansedunum, ad Renat. 1. 548 (of the ascetic) quos et libertas et sexus
cogit desiderare quod nati sunt.”

"* It s not recorded by Forcellni or OLD s.v. The aticle on nasci in TLL has not yet
ared.

appe:
*" Hilberg wrongly punctuates superare. quod natus sis in carme. non camaliter vivere
e b oo o e o 5 ey o
on in carne. non carnis 8 36.2 below.
The most recen critical edition of th text (Cazzaniga) reads natum est. Nasc can
a “t0 be matral (cf .

non
29,6 below). However

on omne

the verb i us tis clear morcover

that Ambrose is very partal o using this verb with a personal subject. I would seem
the

therefc
gounds,

. . XIV.these words 1 Libellus 19,3 fet
lugente quod nati sunt. In fact however the two passages have nothing whatever in
common. AL 193 ) “iobe bom "
Imeans 1 be by natr. Accordingly whereas Asris” od s he compleer o
nasci, the same word in J. simply introduces an indiect statement (50 .
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ent passage “what you are by nature’ refers 1o virgin;

us','l,:fn'”f..uf”mm words to signify the opposite mey"i,.:;
human sexuality at epist. 549.3: 130.10.6; adv. Jovin. 112 (all cireg
Sbove). Basil of Ancyra had noted that virginity is ours “by nanue:
xata goowy oot ouyyevita fi napbevia (virg. 59). Like J. he hag
rged he virgin to keep it: péve & Eevvions (ib.). The virgin i alsp
tob o keep ‘quod nata es’ in Augustine, virg. 3839 (cited in ful
above).

revertere, anima mea, in requiem tuam. 1 is not at first clear to whay
¥ intends the requies of Ps. 114,7 to refer. Clarification would however
Seem to be supplied by Origen, hom. in Num. 274 p. 261.9. There ps.
114,7 is cited and glossed as follows: ad requiem suam, id est ad
patriam suam paradisum. ). has just announced at the start of the line
ua regio paradisus; he would therefore appear to have copied this
passage of Origen. J. has however spatchcocked serva, quod nata es in
between with a characteristic disregard for coherence.

Elsewhere J. cites Ps. 114,7 as coroboration of the Origenist
doctrine concerning the soul: epist. S1.4,7: ¢. Ioh. 7; in Is. 11,38.41. 36;
<f. Epiphanius, haer. 64,4,8. At Chrysostom, pan. Bern. 3 the repose is
death.

virginitatem esse naturae. ). retums to serva, quod nata es in the
previous line. One might contrast his comment on virginity as a matter
of choice at 20,3 below: durissimum erat contra naturam cogere.
nuptias post delictum. ). reverts to the point made in L 3: post
pellicias tunicas initium nuptiarum. A statement similar 10 the one
which J. makes in the present passage is found in Amphilochius, fom.
4,4 ieta 8& Ty 19pAPacty ... 6 ydpog Gvrerory@n (cf. also Theodoret
of Cymhus, Ps. 50,7 mpovhafe yap tig Edag thv oGAAnyv g
&viokiis 1 napaBoaouc). J. repeats this idea at adv. lovin. 1,16 post
peccatum ... protinus nuptiae. For additional instances of the view that
mariage did ot begin until after the Fall cf. n. on Eva in paradiso
virgo fuit above.

virgo mascitur caro. 1.'s ‘proof would not seem to be found
anywhere elsc. His wording would however appear to be echoed by
‘Gaudentius, serm. 8,12 (ib. | Cor. 7,38 (qui matrimonio iungit virginem
suam) virginem suam, hoc est carnem suam, virginem natam.

in fructu reddens, quod in radice perdiderat, The antithesis *fruit’ /
Too’ was 2 commonplace. Here it enables J. to apply his favourite

V8OLTSE (5. ugeo (iugensy): whit the

n ) refore J's infunts re merely indulging in the
conventional lamen tha they have becn bom” (o
s 50 b e o ey T 4 0., the refrence i As
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technique of the Stichwort and so to introduce a text of scripture (is
11,1 virga de radice lesse) which in tum leads to the topic of Christ
and Mary as virgins. This passage well illustrates the superfcialiy of
11’ mode of argumentation.

“The opposition of *fruit’ and ‘root’ forms the substance of a chria in
the fourth century grammarian Diomedes (gramm. | 310,16). Orto, p.
195, s.v. litterae 1, lists the use of these contrasting terms with ro.
ference to education as proverbial: iterarum radices amaras, fructus
dulces. J. himself uses the antithesis in this way at epist. 78.37.1 and
125,12,2. He applics it 10 a pagan father's Christan children in epist.
107,12, As in the present passage, the root and the fruit refer 1o
marriage and virginity respectively at adv. lovin. 1,12 (cf. epis.
49,,2), while in adv. fovin. 127 J. uses the antithesis to repeat the
striking argument employed here that virgin children are a
compensation for motherhood: si quod ipsa perdidit, acguirat in liberis
et damnum radicis .. flore compenset et pomis

J. was not the first to apply the antithesis of *fruit’ and ‘root’ to
marriage. Gregory Nazianzen had already said that marriage is the root
of lovely fruits at carm. 1.2,1,235." Eusebius of Emesa had equated
root and fruit with the mother and the child at serm. 6,16; the same
identification is made later by Chrysostom (hom. in Rom. 31,3).
exiet virga de radice lesse et flos de radice ascendet. J.cites Is. 11,1
on no fewer than eighteen further occasions. Here it is prompted by the
Stichwort *root’. Its juxtaposition with the preceding antithesis of *fruit’
and ‘root’ (cf. previous n.) is another example of 1s partality for
combining scripture with second-hand cleverness.

195

virga mater est domini. ). now picks up the theme of Mary's
virginity, which was mentioned briefly at the end of the previous ch.
The exegesis he offers of the ‘rod” in Is. 11,1 was traditional: already
Tertullian, adv. Marc. 5,8 p. 598,7 had identified the rod as Mary. The
same interpretation is given by J. himself at in Is. 4,111 1. 12 (ad loc).
Ambrose is in the habit of making Mary the rod, Christ the flower, and
the Jews the root: apol. Dav. Il 8.43; in Luc. 2.24; pair. 4,19; spir.
2,5,38 (the root is David at [Ps.]-Eusebius of Alexandria, serm. 10 p.
368°). On the other hand the rod is the cross in Quodvultdeus, catacl.
5,2 (at symb. 2,44 he makes the rod Mary and the flower Christ). A
number of passages pun on virgo and virga: Ambrose, inst. virg. 9.59

“ ofs
He makes parent the oo in the following passages: r. 19,16, carm. 2145222
9UTGV) 2.2 (epit) 61,3 (of 8 Bidoc): 2.2 (epit).T42 (of 8 mdpboc): 22 ()91
Gregory of Nyss docs the same & mart.2p. 769*
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nga e, 0 virgo): Ps-Origen (= Gregory of Elvira, ract, 6,36; o,
Sl?;:i Collcae alterc. p. 18,35 Quodvultdeus, symb, 2.4,4. Har
e unchsraceristcaly eschews the calembour. CF. aiso
irgae los Christus est elow.

imple. 1 is perhaps possibe tha 15 wording here (smpls,
S, o eurinsecks germine cobaerente) has been infenc
e very sriking description of God by Gregory of Elvira atid 4 | 3
simples, singulare, purum, mulla concretione permixtum.” A simily
e of ptets had descrived the Virgin at Gregory Nazianzen,carm.
TorE198 v .. napleviis, GBécoto, Beovbéos, dxpdviouo. |
efersto Mary's purcy again at 38,3 below

sinceris, On the form sinceris cf. Neue-Wagener, I, pp. 167 The
materal in the TLL’s Zetelarchiv adds Scribonius Largus 224; Fronty
p. 150,13; Hilary, in psalm. 67,16; Ambrose, hex. 5,18,60 and five
passages of the OId Latin Bible. In addition this form occurs in the
Latinversion of Clement of Rome, ad Cor. 2,5; Hilary, i psalm
1402; Pricillian, iract. 6,110; Maximus of Turin 88,6 (twice); 108;
Cassian, inst. 12,19 (ib. sincera). The occurrence of the form sinceris in
such a range of authors might seem to suggest that there was nothing
especially distinctive about it; on the other hand Charisius, grarm. p.
102, stipulates sincerus dicitur, non sinceris.

nullo extrinsecus germine cohaerente. ). describes the Virgin in
whimsicaly botanical terms sugeested by the simple fos e radice of
Is. 11,1 (1. 8). Such bizarrerie is characteristic of J., whose particular
language here would not appear to be indebted to any predecessor. He
himself appics the same metaphor to Mary again at in Is. 4,11, 1. 13
(nullum habuit sibi fruticem cohaerentem) and in eccles. 10,16 1. 285
Cullum habens fruticem, mullum germen ex latere), it refers 10 her
womb at in Os. 13,14 . 378 (absque semine humano mullo frutice
pullulaverif). Later Quodvultdeus states simply that Christ is bom of

the virgin like a flower from a shoot sine ullo composito semine (symb.
246;b.1s. 11,1). "

¢ ad similitudinem dei unione fecunda. This typically extravagant
formulation perplexed Erasmus, who emends unnecessarily to sed ad
conchae similitudinem, dei unione fecunda (1, fo. 61%), where unio is
:k: 10 mean ‘pearl’. Mary is again unione fecunda twenty-two years

3t in Os. 13,14 1. 379 (ib. simplex atque purissima), while God

" Gregory's asyndetic ovwadpouonss coninues:
. mpidum, bomum, perfectun, beatum,
e fam st o AL ir il 1031 efers specfically 0 the De fide, which he
o legans iber here he s evidently thinking of Ianguage like thatJust
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imself is described as unione fecundus in episr,
!‘aneness"‘ of God cf. in Ezech. 40,44 1. 1159; jn im. s? f '; 2,".4*‘
1,11.39: 2,16 1. 552. On the *oneness’ of virginity cf. in Am, 5,3 | 113
in Agg. 1,1 1. 21. The idea which J. employs in the prescnt passage
would not appear 1o have oceurrd to any of his predecessom,F g
— perhaps significantly — none of his immediate successors would
seem to copy it cither; on the other hand for J. himself this bizarre
novelty clearly had a certain appcal. At 1. 18 below h briefy picks up
the theme again by referring to the ‘cleanness’ of unequal mumbers
virgae flos Christus est. Christ had been identified as the flower of s,
11,1 in Tertullian, carn. 21 1. 32; cf. frther Mahé, I, p. 425 (ad loc.).
Christ was both rod and flower at Origen, Jo. 1,23,147; sel. in Ezech,
7,10; Novatian, trin. 9,6. Cf. also n. on virga mater est domini abave,
ego flos campi et lilium convallium. 1. now proceeds to round off the
ch. with a very impressi of biblical exegesis. The
present text (Cant. 2,1) and that cited in I 15f. are meant to show that
the interpretation given to another biblical text i correct; all the others
relate to virginity.

Cant. 2,1 is again combined with Is. 11,1 at epist. 75,1,2; in I
4,111 1. 15 in Os. 13,14 1. 380; cf. ract. in psalm. 11 p. 394 1. 14
(perhaps by Origen). The verse is spoken by Christ himelf at epist.
65.2,2; 130,8,3; in Os. 14,5 1. 149, At hom. in Cant. 4 p. 840° Gregory
of Nyssa uses it of the bride.
qui et .. lapis praedicatur abscisus de monte sine manibus. Here J.
gives the standard exegesis of Dan. 2,34; cf. in Dan. 2,31 1. 408 lapis —
dominus .. — sine manibus — id est absque coitu. The stone s already
identified as Christ in Irenacus 3,21,7 (SC 211; cf. perhaps also Justin,
dial. 70,1). Irenaeus adds the explanation sine manibus ... i est non

Ambrosiaster, in Rom. 9,33,3; Gregory of Nyssa, bapt. Chr. p. 589%;
Epiphanius, anc. 40,5; Ps.-Epiphanius, hom. § p. 492% Augustine, in
epist. loh. 1,13; in euang. loh. 9,15; in psalm. 98,1; serm. 45,6,
Quodvultdeus, c. fud pag. Ar. 12,4; prom. 2,34,74; Amobius Junior, in
psalm. 117 1. 62. J. reports at epist. 61,4,2 that Vigilantius identified the
‘mountain with the Devil.

significante prophetia virginem nasciturum esse de virgine. The
prophecy does nothing of the sort. It is always interpreted with

o all the following examples unio is used: it is glossed as singularias in 1's

, anslaion of Origen hom. in Ezech. 9. p. e

" Gregory of Nyssa had merely noied the paradox of virginity in the Feher afer
begetinga son (virg. 2.1).
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i nce to the virgin birth (cf. previous n.): it cann
:L‘JZ’ ‘:t:::" any relaion whatever to Christ's own virgi..;.,_“m"‘
Meacon for s inconsistency i the present passage is that he has agaiy
o nable to resist inserting a Striking cliché: virgo de virgig.
Although the cliche s out of place here, it does effectively round ofr
his section on Mary and Christ as exemplars of virginity (though
Christ’s virginity recurs at the very end of the ch. [p. 170,5F])

" himself is exceedingly fond of the formulation virgo de virgine:
he uses it again at epist. 63,8,2 (virgo de virgine; here the phrase stands
alone); ract, in psalm. 1 p. 38 1. 110 (virgo de virgine; again the phrase
Stands on its own); 11 p. 440 1. 7 (ubi virgo de virgine procreatur),
ract. p. 521 1. 143 (quomodo de virgine virgo natus sit); cf. further
epist, 4921,1 (Christus virgo, mater virginis nostri virgo perpetuq,
mater et virgo); 121,54 (ut hereditatem virginis domini virginem
mairem filius virgo susciperet [sc. lohannes)); adv. lovin. 1,16
(Christum ... virginem qui ef natus ex virgine).

The first occurrence of this idea would seem to be at Tertullian,
carn. 20 . 55 per Christum, virginem el ipsum, etiam carnaliter, ut ex
virginis carne. The conceit is found on a number of occasions in the
Ps-Chrysostomic corpus, where it receives the same incisive
formulation as in J.: meretr. 1,1 (6 ... Ingot. & mapBévos Kai éx
‘rapBévov); prodig. 1,3 (sbv mopBévov xai éx napBEvov); cf. nat. Chr.
2p. 765 (& napBevov Bpédoug mapBeve pirtep; ib. Dan. 2,34). Several
examples occur in Latin authors around the year 400: Gaudentius,
serm. 19,35 (virginem permansurum virgo edidit mater); Augustine,
serm. 1884 (peperit ... virgo virginum principem):; virg. 2.2 (virginis
Silius et virginum sponsus, virginali utero corporaliter natus, virginali
conubio spiritaliter coniugatus), Tractatus Pelagianus 6,62 p. 133
(tam permanere virgo voluit quam de virgine procreari); Ps.-Sulpicius
Severus, epist. 2.3 (virginem habuit matrem virgo ipse permansurus).
‘These instances generally lack the sententiousness characteristic of J.
and Ps.-Chrysostom.
manus quippe accipiuntur pro opere nuptiarum. With a scholarly
air . appends a brief philological proof (there is a long one on fumbi in
ch. 11). He again says that hands stand for opus muptiale when he
quotes Dan. 2,34 at in Hab. 3,10 1. 698. For the equation cf, Eucherius,
ﬁ";vv 6 p. 36,8 manus opus. Caesarius of Arles later glosses Dan. 2,34
s follows: in manibus .. opera intelleguntur (serm. 169,6).

i 215 sub capite meo et dextera eius amplexabisur me. The
s againe s e ‘sexual activiey is Cant. 2,6, Elsewhere 1

He makes G Bhysical understanding of Cantices (epist, 107,12.2)

v e Cam. 28 h':i:f-m secular wisdom in epist. 66,8,5, while the
s embrace at episr. 7829,2. Origen had
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iterpreted it as a spiritual caress (hom. in Cant. 1.2
vt hand Origen had also taken the literal view o ga::];g.: ?9“5';;
descriptio est .. amatorii dramatis sponsae festinantis ad conubium
sponsi.
196
in huius semsus congruit voluntatem. ). uses the phrase in hunc
sensum congruit at Didym. spir. 11 and in Is. 2,520 \. 41, while at
Didym. spir. 57 he says in hanc congruit voluntatem: in the present
e he has combined both locutions. The impressive formulation
that results fails however to make quite clear to what J. is actually
referving; he apparently means the superiority of viginity.
animalia, quae a Noe bina in arcam inducuntur, inmunda sunt,
Noah was ordered to take ‘of every clean beast .. by sevens ... and of
beasts that are not clean by two’ (Gen. 7,2). The unequal number of
clean animals is again a symbol of virginity at epist. 123,114 and tract.
in psalm. 1L p. 433 1. 118 (the latter perhaps by Origen). Ambrose had
noted that the number seven was called “virgin’ (Abr. 2,11,80 and Noe
12,39; cf. Philo, quaest. in Gen. 2,12). According to Origen the
command to Noah shows the number two was impure (sel. in Ezech.
4,9 and sel. in Ps. p. 1076%; cf. Philo, loc. cit.).
inpar numerus est mundus. At epist. 49,194 1. lists the church
writers who had already dealt with the issue of odd numbers. Ones that
are even are said to be bad at in Ezech. 11,2° 1, 937; in Agg. 1,1 1.20; in
eccles. 4.6 1. 87. They denote marriage according to adv. ovin. 1,16
and in Ezech. 43,13 1. 806. Mary was unione fecunda at Il. 10f. above.
Moyses et lesus Naue nudis in sanctam terram pedibus iubentur
incedere. In this final section of the ch. J. fails to provide any explicit
interpretation of the passages he adduces; the same lack of elucidatory
argument marked his treatment of ‘loins’ as a designation for the
private parts in ch. 11, At adv. lovin. 1,20 Moses is said to unlace his
shoes and throw off the trammels of marriage: this is clearly how J.
intends the episode to be understood here. Moses’ barefootedness had
already been connected by a number of writers with Deut. 259 (if a
man refuses to marry his dead brother’s wife, she shall *loose his shoe
from off his foot’): Origen, hom. in Ex. 12,3 p. 265,5; Cyprian, testim.
2,19 (ut quisque nuptias recusaret calciamentum deponerer); Ambrose,
id. 3,10,71; cf. later Ambrose, in Luc. 3,34; patr. 4,22; Chromatius, in
Matth. 114 (not Moses, but Christ is the church’s spouse); Caesarius of
Arles, serm. 96,4. On the other hand Moses’ shoes werc removed
because they were dead skins according to Origen, hom. in Gen. 8.7 p.
82,5 (mortalitatis vincula); hom. in | Reg. 6;fr. in Lam. 23; pasch. 3T;
Gregory Nazianzen, or. 45,19; Gregory of Nyssa, hom. in Cant. 11 p-
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1005C.* When in the following century Theodoret of Gy,
addresses the question why Moses was bidden to take off his shocs, e
s two explanations: cither the skins of which they were
Sy s et s et s b
. in Ex. 7). J. associ € skin

f?" tism at epist. 121,44, His shoes signified a variety of vices::
Epiphanius, nc. 1023, As in the present passage, Moses’ bare feet hag
already been linked with Joshua’s in Origen, /7. in Lam. 23; Cyprian,
restim. 2,19; Ambrose, /id, 3,10,71. J. combines them again at ag,
Jovin, 121; in Ezech. 16,10° 1. 1166; in Am. 2,6 1. 188. He had referreq
{0 nakedness carlier in this ch. at p. 168,10 and 21.

discipuli sine calciamentorum onere.  Elsewhere J. explains that in
Mt. 10,10 the disciples are told to go unshod because shoes of skin
betoken death: in Matth. 10,10 1. 1597 (ad loc.: mortiferis vinculis) and
in Am. 3,12 ). 325. This exegesis went back to Origen; cf. hom. in I
Reg. 6 omni carerent mortalitatis indicio. It recurs in Gregory Nazian-
zen, or. 6.2 and Ambrose, in Luc. 7,57. In the present passage however
1. evidently means the calciamentorum onus to signify marriage (cf.
next n.). There is perhaps a hint of this interpretation in J.'s gloss on
Mt. 10,10 at in Am. 2,6 1. 190 ne quid mortis habeant et pellium, quae
referuntur ad carnes. This same passage of in Am. also combines the
command 1o the disciples with Moses and Joshua (cf. preceding n.).
Again the combination went back to Origen; cf. Jo. 32,7. It is also
found in Ps.-Basil, /s. 12,251.

vinculis pellium. Skin denotes marriage at epist. 128,3,2 (d propos of
the foreskin) matrimonio pelle circumdatus. This is evidently the sense
that J. intends here; he had referred to skin in connection with marriage
atp. 169,3 above, Normally however skin was associated with death: it
is the mark of a dead animal (so [e.g.) Origen, hom. in Ex. 13,5 p.
2774). Hence J. equates the skin of shoes with dead works at epist.
23.4; cf. Origen, hom. in Jos. 6,3 p. 325,13 vinculi mortalis. The
‘Didascalia apostolorum had observed that shoes are made from dead
xlnozmls which have been sacrificed to idols (60,15). Dblger (1936), p.
m‘-hprowdzs Pagan examples of the connection between skin and

milites vestimentis Tesu
follerent. . concludes
point he makes here

sorte divisis caligas non habuere, quas
Wwith a third example of shoelessness. The
would not seem to have occurred in any

* Dolger (1950), .6
the Libells He T 1 menion the

is what J. has in mind f
conaection of Moses discalceation with Deut.
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1

ecessor; nor would it appear to .
e e on the comary g, an immedite imiar
pecause the carth could not bear his naked footte to wear
similarly Augustine states that LK. 3,16 (the latchet o w::;rm, 59y,
ot worthy 10 unloose")is proof that Christ did wear shaey (o
1017 RBen 42, 1930 p. 311,175). Here the supporting r shoes (serm,
assertion (nec enim_poterat_habere_dominus, ,,,,;'!"D"m for 1’5
“”")h” ?"“'“,“’I with a :iumphal flourish a the limax of s oy
e eh it cetainly provides a neat conclusion, since ry
e orevious e 1 2 conclusion, since it looks back to

In o cpurarus fontum for guod profibera et Souter (19123, p. 150, would
At references to Mt 10,10 (‘neither shoes') and 104,



Chapter 20

So far from attacking marriage (cf. 19,1 “audes nuptiis detrahere?, |
commends it as the source of virgins. A daughter's virginity also brings
honour to her mother. J. then proceeds to refute the argument that
Peul himself was martied and to enquire why he says that *concerning
virgins | have no commandment of the Lord’ (1 Cor. 7,25): the answer
i that what is voluntary has greater value and that obligatory virginity
would run counter to nature.

20

laudo nuptias, laudo coniugium, sed quia mihi virgines generant. }
‘emphatically denies the charge of detractio nuptiarum in an impressive
interpretatio (cf. Rhet. Her. 4,28,38) marked by asyndetic parison
together with anaphora of /audo and an epiphoric disiunctio that also
follows Behaghel's law, He thereby returns to the topic which was
broached at the start of the previous ch. and subsequently abandoned
(dicat aliquis: ‘et audes nuptiis detrahere?"). The reason J. gives for
his commendation of marriage is that it begets him virgins. Gritz-
macher, 1, p. 254, takes this response to be the result of original
speculation on J’s part. In fact however the idea that marriage is the
source of virginity can be shown to have been a commonplace.

1. had used it himself the year before at virg. Mar. 19, where it
served the same apologetic purpose. The idea would seem to have
originated with Eusebius of Emesa: at serm. 6,6 he had said that
marriage is the root of virginity and therefore good." Man'il%e is again
the root of virgins in Gregory Nazianzen (carm. 1,2,1,385f;° 1,2,3,25)
and Amphilochius (hom. 2,1). Eusebius himself had returmed to this
idea later in the same homily (6,17): there he went further and made the
begetting of virgins the criterion of honourable marriage. J. takes over
this argument in epist. 66,3,3. It had also been used by Gregory
Nazianzen: he argues that wedlock would not be sacred if it did not
produce virgins (or. 37,10). Eusebius had also pointed out that without
marriage there could be no virginity (serm. 6,17). Ambrose had used
::: same argument when at virg. 1,7,35 he had declared that it was not

Purpose 1o discourage marviage. Similarly Amphilochius admits

" This text of Eusebiu
' sz‘p !lam ' s linked 10 the present passage of the Libellus by Semato
CF also . 222, 33847, 6897,



CHAPTER 20
COMMENTARY ON "

(loc. i) that the flower of virginity cannot be plucked from anywhere

se.
eI ¢ idea might in fact be used not merely to excuse marriage but
also to defend and uphold it. Already in the middle of the fourth
century Cyril of Jerusalem had reminded the virgin that she is the
offspring of matrimony (catech. 4,25). Later Chrysostom observes a1
Eutrop. 2,15 that s a reason for her not to despise it. The
Consultationes Zacchaci et Apollonii go somewhat further and pssert
{hat whatever virginity has that deserves praise is merely the outcome
of marriage (3,5 p. 103.31). Finally Augustine finds it necessary at virg.
10,10 to argue against the view that giving birth to virgins actually puts
marriage on a par with celibacy; his reasoning s that this s a blessing
not of marriage but of nature.
lego de spinis rosas. ). characteristically proceeds to embellish the
cliché he has just used (cf. previous n.) with no fewer than three
contiguous proverbs plus a rare citation of scripture. The impressive
isocolon is noted by Hritzu, p. 86" The triad of roses, gold and pearls
also occurs in Chrysostom, hom. in M. 47,4 (on the poor man’s soul).
Here the negative connotation of spinis is at odds with the twofold
laudo in the preceding line; it clashes even more seriously with
honorantur in 1. 10 (cf. also next n.)." For the proverb ‘roses from
thoms’ cf. Otto, p. 302, s.v. rosa, and Haussler, p. 319 (no. 1552). To
their evidence can be added Ambrose, exhort. virg. 1.7; Gregory
Nazianzen, carm. 2,1,3835; ep. 183 (360 & GxavBav, @ 1
rapouiia, CuAAEYopev). J. states that roses symbolize virginity (epist.
130,8,2); cf. also Ambrose, virg. 1,8.45 and 3,4,17.
de terra aurum. On this proverb cf. Otto, p. 202, s.v. luum 6 (with
Haussler, p. 312 [no. 997]). To their examples from J. can be added
(besides the present passage) adv. Jovin. 1,12° and in eccles. 129 1.
298. J. calls virginity gold and marriage silver in adv. fovin. 1,3 (cf.
epist. 49,3,1; Cyril of Jerusalem had also done so at catech. 4,25).
Methodius had noted that gold was a fitting symbol of chastity (symp.
5,8,131). In the present passage however ferra might be thought a litle
pejorative as a designation for marriage, which J. insists he is *praising’
(cf. previous n.).*

" He might also have pointed (o the adiunctio (cf. Lausberg, pp. 3711F), which creates.

¢ Th i mple of inconcinnity

¢ ion of sccond-hand material
* Here J. has been referring to real mining; however the whole passage is simply &
extended metaphor describing the diffculty of virgiity. i
‘Gregory Nazianzen speaks of ‘gold from send” in connection with virginity ;:r:‘
121,697. There however the proverb is entirely & propos: Gregon i
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margaritam.  In conformity with Behaghel’s law 1 »¢

:,",ms m'::r than the preceding two. This third proverb is abi":
From Otto and Haussler. 1t is however attested elsewhere; cf. Agtriys
of Amasea, hom. 622 Gomep mva papyapimy év Scharsioy
Sorpaxoug EvbeBepévov i 1puodv € T0lg KGATOLS Evbvia tig iy
Similarly Clement of Alexandria says it is the business of
nurseryman to pluck the rose from among the thoms and that of 1
“exviens to find the pearl hidden in the oyster (str. 2,1,3,3). One migh
compare further Augustine, c. Faust. 16,1 quisquam nollet in omy;
profundo margaritam nasci, in omnibus ferris_gemmas, in siyis
omnibus poma? While 1. uses the neuter margaritum here, he hag
employed the feminine margarita at 8.4 above; on these forms cf. TLL
VIIL 391,181,
numguid, qui aras, tota die arabit? J. reinforces his point with a
straight quotation of scripture. Here it is so well integrated that it
escaped Hilberg’s notice. Fremantle, p. 30, had however identified the
words as . 28,24. This text would not seem to be cited by anyone else.
The laetabitur of 1.’s succeeding sentence (nonne et laboris sui fruge
laetabitur?) would morcover appear to have been suggested by Is.
2826 (eddpaveiion; J.'s rendering of the LXX at in Is. 9,28,23 1. 20
fad loc.] is laetaberis). From the ensuing lines of the Libellus (10fF) it
becomes clear that these two sentences are addressed to Eustochium’s
mother. The point which J. characteristically expresses here by means
of scriptural citation is found elsewhere: cf. Ps.-Ambrose, laps. virg. 15
partus sui gemitum per tuam virginitatem consolabatur (sc. mater).
Similarly Augustine notes that the daughter's virginity compensates the
‘mother for the loss of he own: bon. viduit. 8,11 (virginitas prolis tuae
conpensavit dispendium virginitatis tuae); 14,18; epist. 150.
quid invides, mater, filiae? 1t would seem that J.'s question is simply
a device to accommaodate the striking tricolon in 11, 11-13, the cliché in
1L 13€. and above all the climactic conceit in Il. 14£7 There is no
evidence that Paula was opposed to her daughter's ascetic resoive. On
the other hand Eustochium is told that she should not let her mother
stop her at 24,3 below (cf. however n. ad loc.); similarly her spiritual
‘mother s ditinguished from her physical mother at 41,3. However in

s connection it is perhaps relevant to cite 1.’s assurance to Geruchia
o epist. 123.17.2 non tam tibi quam sub tuo nomine alis sum locutus.

parental invidia cf. epist. 39,71 and Ambrose, virg. 1,11,65.

bt
R ST 1
€ufl, kedeai ue hnely Biov Gb avwvu-{. o e, cam 12687 40
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jacte nutrita est.  Blesilla makes the same

:;:sf. 39,7.1 si tua suxi ubera. 2ppeal o her motherat

1 illam sedula pietate servastl 1. describes a mother's

o o el st s, s s

also Ambrose, in Luc. 8,75 alimenta quae tribuit (sc. mater) tonary

pietais adfectu inmulgens labris tus ubera,

‘The asyndeton in this impressiv tricolon i noted by Hrtz, p 46,
The anaphoric polyptoton (tuo ..., ruis .. )is even more
striking.
noluit miliis wxor esse, sed regis. The antithesis ‘soldier’ / “king"
was a very common cliche; for full documentation cf. Adkin (1984¢)
1t use here in connection with Eustochium is highly appropriate, since
it was customary to say that the virgin married ‘the king" cf. Bas, ep.
46,2; Ambrose, virg. 1.7,37; Ps.-Ambrose, Laps. virg. 19 (ib. Ps. 44,12
‘50 shall the king greatly desire thy beauty"); Bachiaius, repar. aps,
21
grande tibi beneficium praestitt: socrus del esse coepisti. . caps the
cliché about soldier and king (cf. previous n.) with a characteristically
tasteless novelty of his own. Rufinus found the statement that Paula had
become “God’s mother-in-law’ inexcusable: quid tam inpurum vel
profanum a quoguam gentilium poetarum saltem dici potuit? (apol.
adv. Hier. 2,13; cf. ib. 2,46). It shows J.'s striving for something clever
02y at its worst. Nobody would seem to imitate it

202

de virginibus, inquit apostolus, praeceptum domini non habeo.
Again a quotation of scripture (1 Cor. 7,25) introduces a fresh topic.
Having attempted to demonstrate the superiority of virginity, J. now
addresses the question why Christ did not therefore make it obligatory.
Chrysostom had also cited 1 Cor. 7,25 at virg, 41,5f. and like J. had
glossed the text with a vivacious ‘why?" (ti 0bv; cf. ).'s cur?; 1. 16).
Chrysostom's answer also resembles J.s: Christ did not want to coerce.
1. ofters a similar explanation for the absence of a specific precept at
epist. 130,10,6 (quia ... ultra naturam est) and virg. Mar. 21 (quia ultra
homines est). 1 Cor. 7,25 had been widely cited in works dealing with
the ascetic life: Methodius, symp. 3,13,85; Basil of Ancyra, virg. 55
56; Athanasius, Letter fo virgins (Lefort (1955]), p. 62,17; Ambrose,
vid. 12,72; virg. 1,5,23; Chrysostom, virg. 2.2 (et passim). The text
tecurs later at Ambrose, epist. extra coll. 14,35; exhort virg. 3,17; Ps.-
Sulpicius Severus, epist, 2,4; Tractatus Pelagianus 6,107 p. 142,
6,109 p. 145; 6,154 p. 159; Augustine, virg. 13,13; 14,14. However
only J. and Chrysostom link this verse with the issue of Paul's own
virginity. Chrysostom explains Paul's reticence by asserting that he was
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ot a virgin himself, J. is evidently trying to rebut this argumen g
{he answerto hissef-posed question: cur? guia el ipse ut esse gy
‘non fuit imperii, sed propriae voluntatis (L. 16£). g
cur? This lively question was perhaps suggested by Chrysosion,
virg. 41,6 (cf. previous n.). There is no such interrogative in any of e
sumerous passages which like J. and Chrysostom also quate 1 Coy
7,25 (cf. previous n.); moreover in both J. and Chrysostom the question
s also accompanied by a balancing ‘because’ (quia; ).

quia, et ipse ut esset virgo, non fuit imperii, sed propriae voluntatis,
The reason J. gives is not a satisfactory answer to his question. It is on
the contrary  rather awkward attempt to accommodate the ensuing
rebuttal of the view that Paul himself had not been a virgin (cf. nextn.),
1. supplies the real reason for Pauls lack of a precept on the subject of
virginity at p. 171,7fF. below.

neque enim audiendi sunt, qui eum wxorem habuisse confingunt. I
his note on this passage Vallarsi, I, p. 104, n. “c’, observed that it is
exceedingly rare to find statements in the Fathers to the effect that Paul
had had a wife (‘rari admodum'). He suggested that here J. was
referring specifically to a comment by Clement of Alexandria (sir.
36,53,1). It may however be doubted whether an obiter dictum
enunciated some two centuries carlier would have provoked 1's
intrusive repartee in the Libellus. The same view that Paul was married
also finds an echo in Origen (comm. in Rom. 1,1 p. 839°) and in
Methodius (symp. 3,12,83). In the fourth century on the other hand
there would seem to be only two passages in which it is encountered
prior 10 the Libellus. The first occurs in the ‘Long Recension’ of
Ignatius’ Epistula ad Philadelphios (ch. 4). This forgery would appear
10 have been produced by an Arian between 364 and 373 (cf. Smith); it
therefore predates 1.’s Libellus by a period of between ten and twenty
years. Here Paul is merely mentioned en passant in a list of married
men which also includes Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Isaizh and
Peter together with the other prophets and apostles. Again such an
insignificant reference cannot account for 1.'s peremptory tone in the
Libellus. The second passage however belongs to Chrysostom’s De
virginitate (41,6). This was a work on a subject of vital importance to J.
by an influential churchman whom he heartily disliked” in the

* Lateron at th very end of the ctury Jo
o vinian was t r and the ot
» Sosles we ks (f T 151,16 o et P
were ’;mmn':m o’nn; ‘scetic lif, they had taken opposite sides in
ssm: whereas J. favourcd Paulinus, C} stom was_ closely
el i, S e s G s o)
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hrysostomic treatise, which is largely an exegesis "

g on virginity in 1 Cor, 7, Paul alone i a p; ior'n‘::.:.:}‘ e
is accepted for it (cf. Musurillo—Grillet, pp. 21f%), it had just becy
pnblisned."’ While therefore the demonstration of Paul’s virgi
this passage of the Libellus provides J. with a further opportuniy 1o
show off his scriptural expertise, the principal reason for ntroducing i
would seem to have been the rebuttal of Chrysostom’s assertion o the
contrary (cf. also the three previous and the two succeeding nn.)." The
final point may be made that whereas Chrysostom had argued his case
with some subtlety, J. merely strings together biblical texts.

vollo autem omnes esse sicut me ipsum. At epist. 48,32 ). reports the
interpretation given (o this text (1 Cor. 77) by Pierius: Gvmixpuc
yapiav xnpoocet. The text s quoted at Tertulian, monog. 3,3; 11,7.
wxor. 2,1 1. 24; Cyprian, testim. 3,32 (de bono virginitatis), Athanasius,
Sermon on virginity (Casey), p. 1045; Ambrose, exhort. virg. 4.22; vid.
14,82. Chrysostom had also cited the verse on a number of occasions in
his De virginitate; in particular at 41,6 he had adduced it to demon-
strate Paul's éykpavea, while simultaneously denying his rap@evia.
It would seem that here J. i using the same text in an attempt to rebut
Chrysostom’s argument (cf. previous n.).

‘The phrase which introduces this text in the Libellus (de continentia
disserens et suadens perpetuam castitatem) evinces an elegant
chiasmus that follows Behaghel’s law and is also marked by double
cretic and dichoree clausulae.
bonum est illis, si sic permaneant, sicut et ego. 1 Cor. 7,8 had also
been cited in Ambrose, vid, 14,82 (cf. exhort. virg. 4,22) and several
times in Chrysostom’s De virginitate. In particular Chrysostom had
quoted it at 41,6 in connection with Paul's éyxpdtera; J. would seem
0 have that passage in mind here (cf. preceding n.).
numquid non_habemus potestatem uxores circumducendi sicut el
ceteri apostoli? 1 Cor. 9,5 would not seem to have been cited
elscwhere as proof of Paul’s celibacy. The ambiguity of the Greek text
(dBeAiv yovaixa) is discussed at adv. fovin. 1,26 (‘sorores mulieres
vel uzores’).

“ 1. will have had swift access to a work of Antiochene provenance owing o his
intimate association with Evagrius of Antioch: cf. Spanneu, pp. 103f; Past, pp. 3441

the Lipes, Rebench (15050 b
Libellus. Rebenich (19928, p. 107, . 530. m@’lo’y»em.mm s claim in the
ly

J. was in fact familiar with a wide range of Chrysostom’s works.
" Since tis passage of the Libellus provides the fst ungidle videne of arimosty
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quia maloris est mercis, _ARer the distuptive excursus on Paul gy
¥ inity . now gives a proper answer o the question he had askeg
p. 170,16 above, Two reasons are given for Pauls lack of a prec
from the Lord concerning virginity: compulsion would reduce is vajyq
and also go against nature. The first of these arguments had
been used at virg. Mar. 21 virgo maioris est mercedis dum id contemny,
quod si fecerit, non delinguit. 1t has perhaps been suggested by
‘Athanasius, Letter 10 virgins (Lefort [19551), p. 62,31 ‘C'est pourquo;
il laisse la virginité au libre choix de ceux qui le désirent, afin que son
‘mérite revienne & ceux qui I'ont choisie’ (cf. next n.). According to 7L,
VIlL, 85225 (Bulhart) merx is here synonymous with merces (s
“pretium’ in the particular sense of ‘praemium’); however Bulhart also
wonders whether the meaning may not be rather ‘meritum’ (on this
sense of merces cf. TLL VHII, 797,48f£).
non cogitur. . again stresses that virginity is optional at virg. Mar.
21; adv. lovin. 1,13; in Ezech. 46,12 1. 643. The point is frequently
‘made: Cyprian, hab, virg. 23; Origen, comm. in I Cor. 39; 42; comm. in
Rom. 10,14 p. 1275° (ib. 1 Cor. 7,25 ‘conceming virgins | have no
commandment of the Lord); sel. in Ps. 118,108; Athanasius, Letter to
virgins (Lebon), p. 199,18; Ambrose, virg. 15,23 (ib. 1 Cor. 7,25),
Consultationes Zacchaei et Apollonii 3.5 p. 106,23 (ib. 1 Cor. 7.25),
Chrysostom, ep. 2,7 (ib. Mt. 19,12 ‘he that is able to receive it, let him
receive it'); hom. in Mt. 78,1 (ib. 1 Cor. 7,25); Ps.-Chrysostom, eleem.
1p. 1061; Epiphanius Latinus, in euang. 59 p. 162,13 (ib. Mt. 19,12). It
is also found at Athanasius, Letter o virgins (Lefort (1955]), p. 62,25
(<L p. 63,16). This final passage would seem to be the only one outside
the Libellus which combines the idea with the arguments that virginity
runs counter to nature and that it makes its practitioners resemble
angels (for both cf. . 9 below).” J. certainly imitates the sections of
this Letter to virgins which occur on either side of the passage in
Question here (cf. nn. on Gabriel in viri specie at 38,3 below and on
nn.,._: costai chorus at 413 below). Perhaps therefore . is thi
l:]';‘f;my of Athanasius’ Letter 1o virgins in the present passage

An exception is Ps-Chrysostom. eleem. | p. 1061. Here however the juxiaposition of
1y Written considerably later than J.'s Libellus. cf. Aldama. pp. 80f (no. 217).

A 5 ntorky s, whic | 80 Ao boh e xaely h e

Value of ;‘"M WO quite different cases. Athanasius is asserting the.

e fo . on the other hand the only argument in ts favour i tht t

Virgins (20,1). This complete difference of purpose has evidently

appropri Athanasius’ ideas: he has condensed them into 8

provides a supply o
not deterred 1. from
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fertur,  Virginity is also said to be ‘offered" at ady,
‘,’,,ﬂsgzch. 46,12 1. 644; cf. also Origen, comm, in n.;,.v l’zvll:pl '37';'3
pelagius, epist. ad Demetr. 9 Ps.-Basil, adfil. 7 1. 207, o
nuptiae videbantur ablatae. J. now proceeds to set ou
D easons. why Paul should have had commanimen fgi?;;’g'
virgins. In doing S0 he merely produces a concatenation of eleves
points: none of them is developed with expository argument, The first
of these points (muptiac videbantur ablatae) is perhaps inspired by
Athanasius, Letter (o virgins (Lefort (1955, p. 63,25 *voila pourquo;
le mariage n’est pas proscrit’™* (cf. n. on non cogitur above). J. repeats
the idea at adv. lovin. 1,12 si virginitatem dominus imperasser,
videbatur nuptias condemnare. J. had of course insisted at 19,1 that he
did not *detract from marriage’.
durissimum eraf conira naturam cogere. 1. had used the phrase
adversum naturam cogere atvirg. Mar. 21. In epist. 130,10, virginity
is said to be contra naturam, immo ulira naturam (cS. adv. lovin. 1,34;
1,41; on the other hand this is denied at adv. lovin. 1,36). Stateménts
that virginity is against nature occur with some frequency: Ps.-Cyprian
(= Novatian), pudic. 7,2; Basil of Ancyra, virg. 56 (civ $vewv
Pidoaobou); Ps-Basil, const. pracf. 2 (dboer mpoomadaiovia);
Gregory of Nyssa, virg. 7,1 (Gvraivet 8 mux 1| ropBevia T gooer);
Chrysostom, hom. in Mr. 78,2; Ps.-Chrysostom, eleem. 1 p. 1061 (zpog
i gty nakaien); Theodore of Mopsuestia, / Cor. 7,8. At Letter to
virgins (Lefort [1955]), p. 63,7 Athanasius had said ‘La virginité, elle,
est au-dessus de la nature humaine (Lefort [1929], p. 247, translates
‘contre nature’), car elle est I'image de la pureté angélique’; this
statement would appear to be 1.’s source in the present pessage (cf. n.
on non cogitur above). The opening chs. of the Libellus demonstrated
the difficulty of virginity; it requires violence at 40,5 below.
angelorumque vitam ab hominibus extorquere. ). had pointed out at
virg. Mar. 21 that to demand virginity would have been tantamount to
wanting somebody to be the same as the angels; cf. also adb. Jovin.
1,12 angelorum vitam non exigimur, sed docemur. For the probable
source of the present passage cf. the words of Athanasius quoted in the
previous n. At 2,2 J. had promised that he would not ‘set Eustochium
among the angels’.
id quodam modo damnare, quod conditum est. At adv. lovin. 18 ).

uilized the same
single sentence of very impressive forml. J. would seem 10 have utlized
portion of Athanasius' Letter seversl months caslier at virg Mar. 21, where the

* Lefort (1929),p. 248, translaes s aux rebuts”
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again concedes marriage 50 8 not to ‘condemn nature’ (cf,
140; in Is. 14,522 1. 34). The argument would seem tq haye per
porrowed from anti-heretical polemic: in 2 number of passages herer
had been said to ban marriage because they reject the creator's worg .
bad (Terullan, ieiun. 15 p. 293,14; adv. Mare. 1,29 p. 331,3; Grege
of Nyssa virg. 7,1 [ib. 1 Tim. 4,MT. “forbidding 0 mary -y
Epiphanius, haer. 4888 [the reason is not virue or reward, b
abomination of what the Lord has created]). Chrysostom had noteg
(virg. 9.3) that Catholic doctrine is superior because it does not scom
God's creation.

. lovi,



Chapter 21

Under the old dispensation a different set of values obained: there
marriage was the niorm. Even then however some isolated gasen o
viginity were found. Now that ‘the time is short (1 Cor. 7.29),
maniage is no longer a desirable sate. Mary's virgin conception yope
the curse on womankind, while the coming of her son inaugurated e
new ra in which renunciation in general and virginity in pacicular are
the ideal.

21,0
alia fuit in veteri lege felicitas. In virg. Mar. 20 J. had already noted
that people in the Old Testament served a different law approprite to
their own times; he repeats the point at adv. lovin. 1,24; 24; adv.
Pelag. 2,1 (cf. epist. 123,124). Later the same idea is expressed in
regard to marriage at Tractatus Pelagianus 66,1 p. 132 and in
Eucherius, instr. 1 p. 75,9. Augustine remarks that under the old
dispensation people were temperate in their polygamy and only
interested in rearing the progeny which the circumstances required
(doctr. christ. 3,63). The old law is also said to have favoured marriage
and voluptuousness at Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 12327f. and
Chrysostom, subintr. 13, while in addition Chrysostom asserts that
under it no one managed to practise virginity (hom. in Mr. 78,1 and
poenit. 3,3). The striking hyperbaton with which J. opens the present
ch. is noted by Hritzu, p. 79.

beatus, qui habet semen in Sion et domesticos in Hierusalem. .
produces a characteristic string of biblical texts to prove his point that
the Old Testament's idea of blessedness was different. Only the first
three are actually concerned with the begetting of children; J. then
moves on to the topics of wealth and strength (Il 15f£), which have no
connection with his_ theme of marriage and virginity. This slight
inconsistency recurs in the parallel description of the new dispensation
(LI7E), which reproduces exactly the same sequence of children,
wealth and strength.

The first text (Is. 31,9) is quoted by J. with some frequency: he
adduces it five more times. On each occasion it is cited in the LXX
Version: at epist. 57,11,1 J. notes that this makes the Jews laugh (Vulg.
has instead cuius ignis est in Sion ef caminus eius in HA¢MMt~L As ":
the present passage, J. again combines the verse with Ps. 127,3
with maledicta sterilis ... (cf. nextn.) at adv. lovin. 122.
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maledicta sterills, quae non pariebat. ‘This agraphon has
commentators. On it cf. Adkin (1983); Gryson (1987), pp. 73?:!'.‘*1?
{he prsent passage there is  nat anithesis between maledicta ang
beatus of Is. 31.9 (1 12).

il i sicut novela olivarum in circuitu mensae tuae. . nores o
epist. 123,12,3 that this statement (Ps. 127,3) was only valid in the oy
dispensation. On the other hand at in /s. 18,65,22° 1. 80 and in p,
3,17 1222 he gives the verse a spiritual interpretation; cf. Eucheriys,
Jform. 4p. 22,15 (bonarum cogitationum fetus).
repromissio_divitiarum. J. passes from children to wealth. The
“promise of riches’ is suggested by Ps. 10437 (év dpyvpia xai
xovaia); the second half of this verse is given in direct quotation in Il
16 (non erit infirmus in tribubus tuis).

12

nunc dicitur: ‘ne te lignum arbitreris aridum’. ). continues to
employ texts of the Bible as he now turns to a description of the new
dispensation; as so often, scriptural citation becomes a substitute for
argument. Here he employs an impressive threefold anaphora of munc;
cach of the three statements that follow this adverb is progressively
shorter in length.

3. starts by choosing a passage from the Old Testament (Is. 56,3-5)
to describe the new order afier Christ's coming. The eunuch's
admission to the cult community is thereby tumed into an assurance of
heavenly reward for the virgin: J. alters év %@ olx pov xai &V T
eixer pov to in caelestibus. ). quotes the passage again at adv. [ovin.
1,12 and in Zach. 14,15 1. 583. It was often applied to virgins. This
usage had already occurred at Clement of Alexandria, str. 3,1598,1;
Basil of Ancyra, virg. S8ff ; Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 12,3,96; Anon.
nept mapbeviog (Amand-Moons) S8. It is found later at Ambrose,
exhort. virg. 3,17; inst. virg. 6,45; Ps.-Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2:2;
Tractatus Pelagianus 6,17 p. 161; Augustine, virg. 24,24 (ef passim);
Ps..Chrysostom, virg. corrupt. p. 743.
benedicuntur pauperes. Klostermann (1911), p. 194, compares Mt.
3.3 (beati pauperes spiritu). However Lk. 6,20 provides a more exact
parallel: beati pauperes. This text is also echoed at 31,4 below.
Lazarus. - According to Souter (1912), p. 151, the reading Eleazarus

P Phio on Exod. 232t y

Ja(‘nz:!l‘,;::‘? & xatdpaig v Moo Cf.in addition Protevangelium
Enotps o Wiy o1 o spodeve ety s oov, K ontpia 03K
Topay i), 31 (§u xatdpa eyewiny EY6 Evimov tav Vidv.

in Ex. 2.|vm‘/’f“"
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should be preferred.
qui infirmus est, fortior est. "This is an adaptation of 2 Cor. 12,10
cum enim infirmor, tunc potens sum at epist. 3,5,1 . again uses fortior
1 shows a strong partality for this text, which occurs another ten fimes
i his oeuvre.
vacuus erat orbis. ). now reverts 1o the theme of virginiy. The
ument he uses here was traditional. The carth had been said to have
needed filling at Tertullian, casti. 6 1. 14; uror. 1.2 . 3 (on these twg
passages cf. also next n. and n. on paulatim vero increscente segete at
21,3 below); Cyprian, hab. virg. 23; Gregory Nazianzen, carm.
12,1, 117ft; Chrysostom, virg. 144 (a strikingly similar formulation:
wéoa t6te i YA €priog fiv avBpmav); cf. also Eusebius of Caesarea,
d e. 1,9. The same point is made later in Tractarus Pelagianus 6,144
p. 155: Jovinian also represents his opponents as making it (cf. ad.
Tovin. 1,5). At virg. Mar. 21 J. had argued that the earth is now full
(iam plenus est orbis); here the wording is close to Cyprian, hab, virg,
23 (iam refertus est orbis). Chrysostom had also used this argument in
virg. 19,1 (hence the only excuse left for marriage is to avoid
fornication).
ut de tpis taceam. The patriarchs’ polygamy has typological
significance according to Terullian, castit. 6 1. 4 and uxor. 12 1. 8.
There is some evidence o suggest that here J. has these two passages
particularly in mind (cf. previous n.): he characteristically adds specific
examples.
sola erat benedictio liberorum. The begetting of children is said to
have been a consolation for the advent of mortality by Basil of Ancyra,
virg. 54 and Chrysostom, hom. in Gen. 184; cf. also Gregory
Nazianzen, carm. 12,1,127.
13
Abraham iam senex Cetturae copulatur. ). provides further
exemplification of the pre-eminence of marriage under the old
dispensation. It consists of a succinct series of biblical episodes that are
typically concrete and picturesque. The striking homoeoteleuton

carnales of the new dispensation as Hagar and Ishmael those of the o::
(p. 179,16); they may also be a warning to the opponents of sec
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ages (p. 180,13). At in Gal. 40,7 Augustine makes her
ook o pesis and schisms. J. eports that the name Keturghy e
copla (quest. hebr.in gen. p- 39,1 and nom. hebr. p. 428); here ps
hao accordingly produced a leamed pun in juxtaposing Cerrurae iy
copulatur. Ketursh s mentioned again at 17act. in psaim. 1 p, 265 |
124,

Jacob mandragoris redimitur.  Again J. understands in a literal senge
an episode that is elsewhere interpreted allegorically. According 1
‘Ambrose the bargain for Jacob’s bed symbolizes the way in which thy
synagogue surrenders 1o the church the fruis it had received from the
Son of God (in psalm. 118 serm. 19,242€); cf. Cyril of Alexandriy
glaph. Gen. 4 p. 220°f. (the mystery of Christ). Augustine (c. Faust
22,56) denies that Rachel wanted the mandrakes to help her conceive:
common sense suggests they mean popular repute, which passes to the
studious lfe when Jacob is diverted from it to church administration. J.
does not mention the story again.

conclusam vulvam in ecclesiae figuram Rachel pulchra conqueritur.
3. again identifies Rachel as a type of the church at epist. 123,12,4; adb.
Tovin. 1,19; in Os. 11,1 1. 84; 12,12 1. 322; cf. epist. 36,16,6 (citing
Hippolytus). This was an extremely common interpretation; cf. Justin,
dial. 1343 (Aeia pév ... | cuvayay, Poyid 8& i Exxhroio);
Irenacus 4,21,3 (SC 100**); Origen, f7. in Mr. 35; Cyprian, festim. 1,20;
Hilary, in Matth. 1,7; Gregory of Elvira, in cant. 4,20; Ambrose, epist.
51812 fug. saec. 527; in psalm. 37,103; virginit. 1491; Ps-
Chrysostom, Rach. p. 700; Epiphanius Latinus, in euang. 7 p. 6,10,
Cyril of Alexandria, glaph. Gen. 4 p. 212*; p. 220%; 5 p. 232 6 p.
329°. The identification is supporied by etymology according to
Ambrose, fac. 2.5,25; of. Cyril of Alexandria, glaph. Gen. 4 p. 201% 6
P- 296" (‘God's sheep’ or ‘God’s flock"). On the other hand Rachel is
perfect virtue in Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 3,254; she is heavenly grace at
(Ps.)-Macarius of Egypt, hom. typ. I (Berthold) 61,2,1.2 Bodin, pp. 35.
and T3T,, mentions only the passages from Ircnacus and Hilary.

In 1L 1f. J. had said that he would avoid typological interpretations:
he is instead demonstrating the importance of marriage under the old
dispensation. Here however J. has been unable to resist showing off his
expertise by incorporating this commonplace exegesis. The addition of

in ecclesiae figuram does also lend a greater fullness to the last member
of an impressive tricolon.

paulatim vero increscente segete messor inmissus est. Though
previous commentators have detected no biblical source here, J-

Rachel had been bodily beauty acording to Philo, sobr. 12
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probably has in mind L. 102 Cthe harvest rly i

,,,,,gra:i the Lord of the harvest, that he would sens poh abouren
into his harves»t;in particular 1’s messor inmissus matches the bibca)
ital ... in messem). Basil of Ancyra iad used n. 4,35 (he fieas]
are white already 10 harvest) in the same way at virg. 34, . i

lso thinking of Tertullian, adv. Marc. 1,29 p. 331,18 si rubenel o
modus ponitur, ... is caedet silvam, qui planavit; is metet segetem, qui
seminavit. J. uses the image of reaping again in the same connection at
epist. 123,124 Terullian had also applied the metaphor of wood.
cuting t0 the adven of virginity at casi. 6 1. 19 propterea silvam quis
insttuit e crescere sinit, ut tempore suo caeda silvam (the Terullignic
crescere is possibly the source of 1.' increscente; cf. . on vacuus erat
orbis at 21,2 above); cf. also uror. 1,2 1. 15. . had already used this
particular imagery of silviculture himself at virg. Mar. 21; he repeats it
at adv. fovin. 1,16 and epist. 123,122, In the present passage the
formulation is succinctly chiastic. The multiplicity of sources. both
biblical and patristic, is characteristic.

virgo Helias, Helisaeus virgo. It was common to assert that both
Elijah and Elisha had been virgins. The evidence may be assembled
In his extant works Origen had refrained from comment on the matcr.
However in the third century Ps.-Clement assures his reader at ep. ad
virg. 1,6 that investigation will show both Elijah and Elisha to have led
lives that were chaste. In the following century the same information is
repeated by Athanasius in his Sermon on virginity (Casey), p. 1044,
while Ps.-Ignatius (Philad. 4) sets the pair in a catalogue of virgins
which also contains Joshua, Melchizedek and Jeremiah as well as New
Testament and apostolic personages. Both were true lovers of virginity
according to Chrysostom (virg. 79,1). The fifth-century author of
Tractatus Pelagianus 6,142 p. 155 even recalls secing a text which
said that Elijah and his disciple never married.

1. himself is so confident that when Jovinian put Elijah and Elisha in
his list of biblical husbands, he thought his opponent’s fatuity self-
evident and rebuttal superfluous (adv. fovin. 125; cf. 15; 215).
Jovinian was not however the only one at this period 10
scepticism.’  Augustine too felt doubt: being altogether more
circumspect and reflective than J., he observed in gen. ad it 96 p-

Bardy (1956). p. 156, relies on a single text o show that Eljah wes regarded 15 &
virgin, iz, Nilus of Ancyra,ep. 1,181 Hervé de lncarmation. pp. |5 auotes oy
the fllowing as evidence of Elijah's virgniy: Terulan, manog. 8. Flaste 05,
Cassian, conl. 21.42; inst. 64,1 Elisha's virgnity would ol seer 1o

in comnection with Elje's
In thi H thet Methodius. praised of

itis
chose virginity (symp. 1.4,22).



5 LIBELLUS DE VIRGINITATE sty

274,17 tha sipture nowhere states Elijah was celibate.® On e o,
hand Augustine 2150 reports in the same passage the belie thg £y
hd neither wife nor children, ince Scripture docs 1ot say tha b
1t was this lack of evidence to_the contary which had pergupg,
Athanasus a Letter (0 virgins (Lefort [1955]), p. S8,11 (b, Elishy sy
Jeremiah).* Ambrose 100 had found that there was 0 indication Erjgy
had ever felt the need for intercourse (virg. 1,3,12). The secondgy
writrs of the Ps.-Chrysostomic corpus have no_doubt whatsoeves
according o Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. in Ps. 764 2 Elijah’s virginiy se
im apart among the prophets, while Ps.-Chrysostom, Jud. p. 1076 ss
it did him no harm, and in Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. 2 p. 15 Elisha follows
his master in the practice of chastity. That EXijah was a virgin can be s
far taken for granted by these writers that he even serves as a paradigm;
Ps.-Chrysostom, virt. spei p. 774 makes him a model of virginity just as
Joseph is one of modesty and David one of meekness. The poiymath
Epiphanius is also sure that Elijah was a virgin; cf. anc. 9838 (nis
translation to heaven was in some degree a reward); haer. S84,
63,4.5; 79.5.2. While dealing with Gnostics, he reports at haer.
26,134 that the ‘Levites’ say Elijah proclaimed his virginity on
ascending to heaven, but was informed by a female demon that she had
bome him children from his involuntary ejaculations at night. In
addition there are allusions to Elijah's virginity at Ps.-Basil, jgi. 2
Gregory of Nyssa, virg. 6,1; Chrysostom, hom. in Phil. 12,3.

Here J's unqualified formulation of the idea is particularly
impressive: virgo Helias, Helisaeus virgo, virgines multi fii
prophetarum. He has achieved a tricolon crescens with chiasmus,
ellipse, paronomasia, redditio and polyptotic anadiplosis; only the
asyndeton is noted by Hritzu, p. 46. However J.’s statement that Elijzh
and Elisha were virgins is directly contradicted by his affirmation only
seventeen lines later at 21,7 that virginity ‘began with a woman’: the
woman in question is the chronologically sequent Virgin Mary.
virgines multi fili prophetarum. At epist. 125,7,3 ). again says that
the sons of the prophets were monks. He also tells his fellow-monk
Paulinus that their pioneers are Elijah, Elisha and the sons of the

* Augustine also wonders whether it s . o
[R—
e e i e
. i ). ‘r«n 0 such scruple: virgo Helias, Helisaeus virgo.
mﬂldﬂmmxn[w(hnmlheplsem 52 J. may be thinking
ety o, S 0 e pgs 1. ey b

ingly the contrast bevween ). e and
Ay the o s cmphatic assetion of Eljeh's Virginity
‘mwu‘wﬁwm.;mm‘:m ificant. “dy ne

ignificant “du moins nous
ot personne n'a écrit, qu'l procréa des enfants, et fut du
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rophets (epist. 58,5,3). The claim that the sons of the
‘v’i,gpi,.s would scem to have been a characteristically J&“&“;;.‘?;".
of §."s own: it would not appear 1o be attested earlier. At 4 Reg. 4,1
they have Wives: YUV Kid GO v vidv tGv xpodnty. Methodius had
stated earlier (symp. 1,4,22) that no prophet had been a virgin.
Hieremiae dicitur: ef tu ne acciplas uxorem. As in the present
age, Jeremiah had been associated with Elijah and Elisha as an
example of celibacy at Athanasius, Lette 10 virgins (Lefor [1955]), p.
58,11; like L, Athanasius s here discussing th infrequency of virginity
under the old dispensation. This particular threesome would not seem
1o be attested elsewhere.” It looks therefore as though J. has this
passage of Athanasius in mind; the assumption would appear to receive
some support from what Athanasius says next (cf. n. on statim ut filius
dei .. at 21,7 below). Unlike Athanasius however . characteristically
employs a direct quotation of scripture, Jer. 16,2 (= 16,1 LXX) had
already been used by Origen to demonstrate & Kai. év dyveig ECnoev
(sc. 'lepeptiag; hom. in Jer. 20,7 [GCS 6]). Like 1., Origen had omitted
‘in this place’. J. adds the gloss captivitate propinquante; he does so
again a quarter of a century later at epist. 123,122 (Hieremias
captivitate propinqua wrorem prohibetur accipere). The theme of the
captivity is resumed in II. 14ff. below.
sanctficatus in utero. At adv. lovin. 133 1. sttes that Jeremish
enjoyed this privilege because he was destined to be a virgin. The
connection between his sanctification and his virginity is repeated at
adv. Pelag. 2.28; in ler. 4,48,4; praef. Vulg. ler. p. 5,6. Athanasius had
also mentioned Jeremiah’s sanctification at Letter to virgins (Lefort
11955), p. 58,15 (cf. previous n.).
24
aliis verbis id ipsud apostolus loguitur. 1. proceeds to spatchcock a
sequence of biblical citations which in fact anticipate the points
at p. 173, 11T, about self-abnegation under the new dispensation. He
resumes the thread of his present argument in . 19 (inveniebatur ergo,
ut divimus ..). A display of biblical erudition has accordingly been
allowed to obstruct the proper development of the train of thought. It is
significant that Athanasius had moved straight from the celibacy of

T Ps-ignatius, Philad 4 lists Elah, Joshus, Melchizedek, Elisha, Jercmish and various
fgures rom New This e 64
and 373 (Smith). Filaster 1109 gives the following ls of virgns: Elsh, Efste
Dariel Jeremish, Ezra andthe Thee Chidren, According o Frede (1995)p 2.
ork was produced between 383 and 391 Neiter ofthese pasages grous Elb.
lisha and
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Elah, Elsha and Jeremiah o Christ’s advent and the generalspreqg o
viginty (Lttr (0 virgins [LEfort 1955, p. SB.18). In 1. on the gt
hand it is not just Scriptural citation Which interrupt this gy
progression: before J. comes to Christ's earthly existence ang g
consequences (p. 173.71F), he also insers a sries of commonpiace (y
173417, One of them flatly contradicts the material he appears to haye
borrowed from Athanasius conceming Elijah and his fellow-prophety
(cf.n. on coepit a femina at 21,7). These artempts to improve on ki
Source and impress his readership accordingly provide a good example
of the ineptitude which characterizes J.'s scissors-and-paste technique,
The words which J. uses to introduce the first of his biblical
quotations (aliis verbis id ipsud ...) find an echo at epist. 54.9,3 hoc est
quod apostolus verbis aliis loguebatur. The form ipsud recurs at 27,6
below; on this unliterary variant for ipsum cf. TLL VIL,2, 295,67ff. and
296,456, (1.s teacher Donatus had inculcated ipsum at gramm. min. 3,
There is MS authority for ipsud again at epist. 57,8.2; 69,2,6; 1209,7;
120,10,14 (in the last two cases Hilberg reads ipsum); tract. in psalm. |
p 175121
existimo ergo hoc bonum esse propter instantem necessitatem. |
Cor. 7,26 had also been cited by Ambrose (vid. 13,80; 14,82) and
Chrysostom (virg. 42,3 et passim); it recurs later at Tractatus
Pelagianus 6,108 p. 143 (et passim) and Augustine, virg. 13,13 (et
passim). J. had quoted the previous verse (7,25) at 20,2 above. Virg
Mar. 21 and adbv. lovin. 1,12 gloss the *present distress’ with Mt. 24,19
(‘woe unto them that are with child ..."); the passage of virg. Mar. had
resembled the Libellus (1. 12) in asking quae est ista necessitas? (cf.
adv. lovin. 1,12 quae est illa necessitas? rding to Origen the
“distress’ was the sojourn in the body (comm. in / Cor. 39). Jovinian
echoes the verse in an address o the virgin: elegisti pudicitiam propter
praesentem necessitatem (cf. adv. Iovin. 1,5).
tempus breviatum est. 1. quotes 1 Cor. 7,29 with great frequency: it
recurs no fewer than eighteen times in his works. The verse was widely
used elsewhere: Tertullian had adduced it a dozen times, while it wes
cited by Cyprian at testim. 3,11 (caelestia tantum ... cogitare debere).
The text had also occurred in Basil of Ancyra, virg. 56 and

Chrysostom, virg. 49,2 (et passim); cf. also Tr Pelagianus
PR passim); cf. also Tractatus Pelagi
215

:: ::\oxlm est Nabuchodonosor: promovit se leo de cubili suo. AS
feora the case, 1. uses a text from the Old Testament to restate in

‘gurative terms a point which he has just made;

" san -
acitation from St. Paul. At the same time J. also i

retums to the theme of
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{ivity which was introduced with mention of Jeremi
R rfers to Nebuchadnezzar. e is denti oy :i'.;.l}::mm a
n fer. 1721 (ad loc.); the same idenificaion had been mage
Origen at i, in Jer. 48 and sel. in Ezech. 17,12. The text recurs 1 1y
Zach, 11,3 1. 72. 1t would not seem 10 be cited elsewhere. According)
. has again used a rare verse of scipture to achieve a very poweric]
effect. There is a similar reference to Nebuchadnezzar at episr. 45 6.1
‘nec mihi dominetur Nabuchodonosor. o
(0 mihi superbissimo_regi servitura coniugia? For coniugium i
B sonse of wie cf. TLL IV, 325,16fF, At pist. 14742 T hacvioata
matrimonia .. caesa (cf. TLL VIIL 480,4SfF). For 1.'s probable source
i the present passage cf. next .
quo parvulos, quos propheta conploret dicens. In this and the
preceding sentence (cf. previous n.) J. may have in mind Tertullian,
monog. 16,5. There mothers are bidden: parent antichristo, in quac
libidinosius  saeviat. Tertullian’s injunction occupies a prominent
position at the end of the weatise; at 2,1 above J. has evidendy
borrowed the immediately preceding words as well (cf. n. on uterus
intumescar). Again however J. has improved stylistically the material
he has copied; he has also enhanced it with biblical ciation. The
present passage would accordingly seem to supply a further example of
1.’s penchant for combining scripture with formulations taken from
elsewhere,
parvuli postulaverunt panem et, qui frangeret eis, non erat. Lam,
44 is cited again at in Esech. 4,16 1. 1532 (on *conteram baculum
panis'), where the parvuli arc the vulgus ecclesiae (the combination of
Ezek. 4,16 with Lam. 4,4 went back to Origen, sel. in Ezech. 4,16).
Elsewhere Lam. 4.4 is seldom cited. Here J. quotes this rare text to very
good effect.
16
inveniebatur ergo, ut diximus, in viris tantum hoc continentiae
bonum et in doloribus iugiter Eva pariebat. Afier his scriptural
excursus J. now picks up the thread of the argument he has borrowed
from Athanasius (cf. n. on Hieremiae dicitur ... at 21,3); he also intro-
duces his own distinction between men and women, which in wm
allows him to accommodate a number of striking commonplaces (il
4fE). It is perhaps possible that here J. also has in mind Gregory
Nazianzen, carm. 1,2,1,189fF. Gregory notes that virginity was rare
under the old dispensation (npdoBe pév €v RavpoLoL aeivero xal
oxiGeaea; 1. 194); unlike Athanasius and J. however he mentions no
names. Christ’s coming then made it popular; in this connection
Gregory (like J. also introduces Eve: aviép énsi xai Xpiowds évis
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B prupog OBet00s .. fVIOE BTAVEERGS, EXav § e
Tukpiy . O tote TapOevin CTPAYEV HEPSTEOO daetvii (I, 199 ;T,',;‘
209). .
27

juam vero virgo concepit in utero.  Somewht late at Ambre
exhort. virg. 4,26 and Augustine, pecc. orig. 40,45 the immacyly,
conception s again said (0 free womankind. According 1o (.
Busebius of Alexandria, serm. 3 p. 329" women would have begy

. had Christ not been bom of a virgin. Ps.-Chrysostom suyes

hat Christ entered the virgin's womb to restore fallen nature by megry
of virginity (virg. corrupt. p. 743), while at Ps.-Chrysostom, assump
Chr. 2 p. 730 he is said to have released Eve from the pains of
childbirth through Mary. In the present passage J. characteristcally
expresses himself by means of biblical texts (Is. 7,14 and 96 [= 95
LXX]; from the latter he has selected only the most significant and
pertinent epithets).
soluta maledictio est. The same wording is found in Ps.-Chrysostom,
annunt, et Ar. p. 766 (on Is. 7,14 "a virgin shall conceive’) nénavian ...
fixatdpa.
mors per Evam, vita per Mariam. Mere ). has introduced an
enormously popular commonplace. He also invests it with a
characteristically striking formulation: the parison is noted by Hritzu, p.
88, The idea goes right back to Irenaeus 3,22,4 (SC 211; cf. 5,19,1 [SC
153]). The antithesis is also adumbrated in Justin, dial. 100,5 and
perhaps too in the Letter to Diognetus 12,8. The form it takes varies.
‘The one which J. uses here is the most common and is also used by the
following: Epiphanius, haer. 78,18.5; (?) Chrysostom, nafiv. 2; Ps-
Chrysostom, nat. Chr. 1 p. 738; Peter Chrysologus, serm. 99.5;
Quodvultdeus, haer. 5,15.

AUPs.-Chrysostom, assumpt. Chr. 2 p. 730 Eve is said to have been
in travail with death and then through Mary to have given birth to life.
Often Eve and Mary are not directly named. Thus it is a ‘virgin’ that on
€ach occasion brought death and life according to Eusebius of Emesa,
serm. 13,27, Chromatius, in Matth. 2,5; Cyril of Jerusalem, catech.
12,15; Theodotus of Ancyra, hom. BVM 11 (the wording is varied
slightly at Amphilochius, hom. 1,4; Chrysostom, exp. in Ps. 44,7; Ps-
!(‘:""* Victorinus, phys. 16). Death and life cach came through 2

°'b'“" according o Augustine, agon. 22,24 and Quodvultdeus,
o 9’[-4»1295‘ l(cf- z‘gr;%eln schol_in Le. 127; Augustine, serm. 513
Pl ;; s, ; Ps.-Augustine [~ Ambrosiaster], quaes’. fest
Hesychius of 3 gory Thaumaturgus, annunt. 3 p. 1177% P

erusalem, serm. [Aubineau 1978) 16,29). Finally
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Ambrose (epist. extra coll. 15.3) twaces wouble to & woman and
redemption t0  virgin.

Elsewhere it is the idea of redress tht predominates. The angel's

ting to Mary cancels the curse pronounced to Eve according to

Origen. /7 in Le. 21 (copied by Antipater of Bostra, anmunr, 3. of
Proclus of Constantinople, hom. 4,14; [Ps.)-Macarius of Egypi, hom
pp. 1 [Klostermann-Berthold) 28,1 (M]). In . in Le. 21b Origen says
that just as Eve’s malediction brought a curse o al women, o Mary's
tidings bring joy lo every virgin soul. A common variant i for Mary 1o
redeem Eve. This is to be found at Ambrose, obit. Theod. 47. ps..
Epiphanius, hom. 5 p. SOI%; Proclus of Constantinopl, hom. 3 4:
Chrysostom, Rach. p. 700. Already Tertullian had made Mary's fai
wipe out Eve’s credulity in carn. 17 1. 37. Occasionally the antithesis is
between Eve and Mary's son. Thus Christ redeems Eve through Mary
bis mother at Ps-Origen, hom. in Mah. 14 p. 243,i3; Ps.
Chrysostom, Samarit. 1,2; praecurs. 1,1 (cf. Eusebius of Emesa, serm.
65 and Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 12,1,200). According to Ps.-
Chrysostom, hebd. jej. p. 703 just as Eve ate forbidden fruit and made
all die, s0 Mary's son forwent legitimate food and saved all. At
Augustine, pecc. orig. 40,45 Eve’s deceiver binds and Mary's son sets
free.* A final variation is the addition of Elizabeth to Mary. This occurs
in Origen, hom. in Lc. 8 p. 47,7 and s copied by Ambrose, in Luc. 2.28.

‘The whole idea was evidently influenced by both Sirach 25,33 (=
2524 LXX; ‘from a woman was the beginning of sin; and because of
her we all die’) and by | Cor. 15,22 (‘as in Adam all die, so in Christ
shall all be made alive’).
ditius virginitatis donum fluxit in feminas. Virgins are more
numerous among women and continence is more abundant among them
according to_ Chrysostom, hom. in Eph. 134; cf. Theodore of
Mopsuestia, Ps. 44,16°. That women have struggled harder and
achieved greater distinction is a view which had been expressed by
Basil, inst. ascet. 3; cf. also Chrysostom, hom. in M. 8,4 and Theodoret
of Cyrrhus, A. rel. 29 p. 1489°.
coepit a femina. In the previous decade Epiphanius had affirmed at
haer. 78,10,11 that Mary was the Gpynyog of virginity. The same point
is made later in Passio Bartholomaei 4 p. 136,14; its author states
specifically that there was no man whose example she could follow. In
fact the idea went back to Origen: at comm. in M. 10,17 p. 22,1 he had
declared that Mary was the firs to practise virginity among women and

" CF. also Eusebius of Emesa, /. Gal, 44 €xei8h yip yuvi spoekévoev éuapriay. &
Tovaikdg 6 oG
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that her son Christ was the first among men. In the present pagey
has repeated this commonplace without thinking, for he has r:u&f .
motice that it flatly contradicts the commonplace he has just used wh.
made Eljah and Elisha virgins (cf. . on virgo Helias, Helisqeys -
at 21,3): if they were virgins, virginity cannot have begun wiy g,
Virgin Mary.
statim ut fillus del ingressus est super ferram, novam sibi familgn
instiuit. ). makes Christ the author and pioneer of virginity at epiy
65,104 and 130,83 (so Chromatius, in Matrh. 7,2; cf. Methoding
symp. 1,423 dpxinapBevoc). Origen had declared that virginity staried
with Christ (Cant. 2 p. 155,10); cf. also Athanasius, fv. Le. p. 1303
Christ is again identified as its myi by Gregory of Nyssa (virg, 22)
Ambrose had difficulty finding it on earth before Christ's coming, it
was then that virginity became widespread (virg. 1,3,11 and 13; cf. in
Luc. 3,18 and also Theodore of Mopsuestia, Ps. 44,15*). Duval (1974a),
p. 33, notes that in these passages of De virginibus Ambrose is
ting Athanasius, Letter to virgins (Lefort [1955]) p. 58,18 It
would seem that the same passage of Athanasius has aiso been 1s
principal source here (cf. n. on Hieremiae dicitur ... at 21,3). ). may
also have been thinking of Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 1,2,1,197fF. (cf.
n. on inveniebatur ergo ... at 21,6); cf. also carm. 12,3,29ff. Two
further passages may be adduced in which the same idea occurs.
According to Ps.-Chrysostom, eleen. | p. 1062 virginity reappears at
Christ's advent after its disappearance from paradise. Finally (Ps)-
Eusebius of Alexandria remarks at serm. 3 p. 329" that with Christ's
birth virginity became so strong that even the Persians, who used to
take their mothers to wife, now live as virgins.

Here virgin constitute the Lord’s new familia. For the idea of
virgins as servants of God corresponding to the angels cf. Chrysostom,
virg. 11,) Ae1toupyotiory 16 8ed (sc. dyyehor). 10310 Kai 1 TapBEVOS
On the divine familia cf. the OId Latin version of Eph. 3,15 ex quo (sc.
deo) omnis familia (Vulg. paternitas) in coelo ef in terra nominatur
(Rufinus, Orig. in num. 2,2 p. 12,26). In addition Lk. 12,42 (quis .. est
Jidelis dispensator ... quem constituet dominus super familiam suam) is
referred to Christ at (¢.g,) Origen, comm. ser. in Mr. 61 p. 139,28. Also
pettinent is M. 1025 si patrem familias Beelzebub vocaverunt. .
expresses the same idea again at epist. 3,1,1 (caelestem in 1errS -
I;LML' \m) 210.2,6 Gin familiam Christi); 118,4,5; 130,19,7. Cf. further

1, 242,151, (add Ambrose, virg. 1,1,4 dominus ... sibi familiam

The source had already been entied by Lefort (1935),pp. 641
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atiam in hoc .. fragilitatis humanae corpore consecravit). Christ was.
pater futuri saeculin 1.4 above.
qui ab angelis adorabatur in caelo haberet angeios et in rerris,
flow enhances the statement he has just borrowed conceming Chris
and the spread of virginity (CE previous n.) by appending to it very
stiking antithesis about angels in heaven and earth: this addition woald
also seem 10 have been taken from elsewhere. The allteration i ab
angelis adorabatur is noted by Hritzu, p. 42.

“The idea of the virgin as an earthly “angel” corresponding o those in
heaven wes already something of & commonplace: Basi of Ancyra,
virg. S1 (Exeivay [sc. dyyéhav] avew oapkdv xath 1ov odpavoy tiy
G60apoiov ... mapG 1 raufaciiel v Ghav Bed pukatriviay,
otror éxt Yl ... Thv deBapoiav iodyyerov &1’ dpeti w rounei
napadokdtepov Segvhatav); Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 1,2,10,923f.
(on virgins: GVH$OVOV, GVTigOVOV GyYéABY Stdowy / BLosiy, dvio e
xai ko teTaypevay); cf. also Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 6,8 (likewise
on virgins: quando autem venit ista conversatio in vita, cum descendit
deus ad terram, hoc est filius, tunc fecit ab hominibus angelos).'® J.
may have taken his cue from Ambrose, virg. 13,11 (nemo ergo
miretur, si angelis comparentur quae angelorum domino copulantur)
and 1,3,13 (hoc illud est quod ministrantes in terris angeli declararunt
futurum genus); these passages come directly before and after those
adduced in the previous n. J. may also have had in mind Gregory
Nazianzen, carm. 12,1209, xai yopdg opdi dvaxta éaechpov
iotar Guepdig. / ovpdaviog, yainBev Emetydpevog Bedg eiva (for
possible imitation of the immediately preceding section of this poem cf.
n. on inveniebatur ergo ... at 21,6). Such utilization of more than one
source would be entirely in character.
218
tunc Olofernae caput Iudith continens amputavit. ). proceeds to
develop his description of the results of Christ's advent with a
characteristically impressive sequence of scriptural allusion and
citation. The effect is enhanced by a fourfold anaphora of func." 1.
starts by allegorizing two events from the Old Testament (ll. 9 and 10)
and by boldly transferring them to the time of Christ's coming, so that
they coincide with his calling of the fishermen (Il 1) and with his
injunction to self-denial (Il 13fF). The first of this series of biblical

* Chrysostom had called virgins "angels on earh’ (virg, 79.2). He also notes (hom. i I

c i
6.11,1)that just a angels gloriy abov, so do human beings n hurches below.
" 4b

of the work.
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episodes concerns Judith: since this exemplum is the only one (rg g
anything to do with virginity, it alone is strctly relevant,

Judith had already been cited as an example of chasity in Teruljg,
monog. 17,1 1. notes that the church read the book of Judith, bur iy
ot place it among canonical scripture (praef. Vilg. Salom, p. 53, oy
also epist. 54,16,3). Judith was a widow in the biblical account (Jugiy,
8.1), where her chastty is praised (ib. 15,11 and 16,26). J. himeelt
urges the widow 1o imitate her at epist. 79,11,3, while he makes her 3
model of chastity in praef. Vulg. ludith p. 214,1. On the other hang
Judith symbolizes the church at epist. 79,11,3 and in Soph. prol, . 6,
1s meatment of Judith’s feat at epist. 54,16,3 makes explicit the
exegesis which he offers implicitly in the present passage: castitas
truncat libidinem. For Holofernes ct. epist. 76,3,1 ut ... Olofernes in te
occida(n)ur.

Aman, quod interpretatur ‘iniquitas’. The story of Haman had been
reated in Origen, princ. 3,2, it recurs later at Ambrose, loseph 6,35
(he attacks the Lord’s churches); Hel. 9,30 (ib. Holofemes); of.
3,21,123. The combination of Haman’s adversary Esther with Judith
(cf. previous n.) was traditional: | Clement 55,4; 55.6; Clement of
Alexandria, str. 4,19,118,4€; Origen, or. 13,2 (cf. 16,3); Apostolic
Constitutions 5,20,16; <. also Ambrose, epist. extra coll. 14,29 and
Paulinus of Nola, carm. 2826f. The theme of unchastity occurs in the
story only at 7.8, J. repeats the false etymology iniquitas (Hbr. *awen)
at epist. 53,8,18. He has evidently borrowed it from Origen (ap. Gloss.
Ansil._exc. 11 [Pitra (1852), 1II, p. 395]). Since J. is dealing with
virginity, this piece of erudition is not entirely & propos.

suo igne combustus est. Haman was in fact hanged on the gibbet he
had prepared for Mordecai. For the proverb which J. has chosen to use
here instead cf, Chrysostom, hom. in Mr. 42,2 6 ... émfPovievov

TLL sv. ignis ‘in
proverbiis’ all fail to register this proverb. It may be noted further that
in connection with the deaths of Nadab and Abihu Origen quotes Is.
50,11 ambulate in igni vestro et in flamma, quam accendistis vobis
(hom. in Lev. 9.8 p. 432,26). Similarly Gregory of Nyssa observes at
castig. p. 316° (a propos of Dathan and Abiram): 0 fEbp GVATOV ...,
- 1% Oundviag xatéghete. Basil also describes how the Devil
ights a fire against the church, but the saviour turns it upon the arsonist
(hom. 21,9). Finally J. himself says at episr. 40,2,2: cupio suis ignibus
ardere Vulcanum. In the present passage therefore J. has combined
inexact and derivative erudition (cf. previous n.) with a trite proverb.

tunc lacobus et lohannes relicto patre, rete, navicula secuti sunt
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salvatorem affectum Sanguinis et vincula saccull et curam domys
parter relinguentes. 1. contines o move away from the subject of
Virgiity, which is replaced by the theme of renunciation (for the

e reason cf. below). Though abandonment of home by James
and John is really inapposite in the present passage, it does pick up a
topic that runs through the work: while the Libellus had opencd with 3
figurative exhortation o leave a father's house (cf. relcto parre here),
Eustochium s (0ld at 24,3 that she should not be detered by rolaives,
and at 30,1 J. himself tlls how he had abandoned his own family

The calling of James and John is a topic of which 1. i particularly
fond: he refers 10 this picturesque episode on 1o fewer than fifteey
further occasions. The tricolon pater, rete, navicula (navis) is
reproduced at epist. 38.5.1; 79.4,2; 125,8,1; c. Vigil. 14; tract. in Marc.
p. 361,27, tract. p. 505 1. 78; cf. tract. in psalm. 1l p. 370 1. 182. The
word-play rere ... vincula saeculi recurs at tract. in Mare. p. 332,30 (in
vinculis retium omnia vitia relinquuntur). 1t is repeated by Paulinus of
Nola, epist. 5.6 (cum retibus rerum suarum et inplicatione patrimonii).
3. has borrowed it from Athanasius, Letter (o virgins (Lebon) p. 192,3.
Here J. has accordingly followed a proverb (cf. previous n.) with a
second-hand pun.

It would appear that in this passage . has also been influenced by
Tenullian, idol. 12,3, where the example of James' and John's
abandonment of home is used in a quite different context to rebut the
argument advanced by makers of idols that concem for their
dependents prevents them from giving up their livelihood; the
immediately preceding section (idol. 12,2) is imitated at 31,3f. below.'”
De idololatria 12,3 states: iam tunc demonstratum est nobis et pignera
et artificia et negotia propter dominum derelinguenda, cum lacobus et
lohannes vocati a domino et patrem navemque derelinguunt.
Tertullian’s. striking tricolon (pignera et artificia et negotia) has
inspired 1.’s own: affectum sanguinis et vincula saeculi et curam
domus. The De idololatria’s first item (pignera)” has determined the
first one in J. (affectum sanguinis), while the final element of the
original (negotia) would seem to lie behind the one that also comes last
in the Libellus (curam domus). Tertullian's second noun (artifcia)
natrally puts J. in mind of the tools of the fisherman's trade.”* He
accordingly adds 7ere to the patrem navemque he found at the end of

" 1. had aready uilized both idol, 12,2 and 124 a epist. 14103 . Duval (1974c). p
213,85 The tation of ol 124 hd ben iy coe (Terlia: et
Jamem non timet: 1. fides famem non sentiy, on 1.’ debt tothis Tertllaric phrase cf

&> Here pignera denotes beloved ones,elaions's¢f. Waszink-Winder,p. 218
For artificium of the fisherman cf. TLL II, 705271
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ian's sentence.”® The result is a second impressive

::;‘,:_"'::,:_ s::vi:ula. This insertion of rete leads in tu
P ifcation of the second clement in the other tricolon: in plage gf
Tertullian's artificia . introduces the phrase vincula saeculi in order o
generate the second-hand conceit (rete / vincula) documented aboye, '
$iacrink_Winden, p. 218, point out that the same section of
Ternllian's De idololarria is also imitated later by J. at epist, 38,5 :
however they fail to register the imitation in this portion of the
Libellus." »

In the same passage Tertullian quotes Mt. 16,24 (idol. 12,2) and Mt
821 12,3), which are duly reproduced in the Libellus (1l, 14-17)
{mmediately after the episode of James and John. All three biblical
passages are concerned with renunciation of the world. Since this had
been the theme of the De idololatria, Tertullian’s use of this scriptural
material had ben entirely appropriate: he was urging the idol-maker to
give up his job and disregard his dependents. J. on the other hand is
dealing in this ch. with virginity. Here the topic of renouncing
livelihood and famity is not really d propos.
tunc primum auditam est: qui vult venire post me, neget se ipsum sibi
et tollat crucem suam ef sequatur me. J. now introduces the last of
his four sentences that are marked by anaphora of tunc. Typically it is
scripture which provides 1.’s climax: here he quotes Mt. 16,24. The

ricolon;
™M to 5

" an

* The end-product of s “improvement’ of his Tertllianic source i a very impressive
pair of matching tricola, Each tem in the one has its correlate in the other: patre /
afectum sanguinis, rete | vincula saeculi, navicula | curam domus. The sccond

ticolon s marked by a swicly symmetrical amangement, which underlines the
ndence: in every case a dependers genitive immediately follows its nown,
the connecting particl is always et At th ime_deliberate variatio

first ricolon.
while the second makes use of conncatives, Whereas the final clement of the first
(navicula) s longer than the preceding, the comesponding
omus) i notaby shorter inversionof
Behaghel' law cf. Albrech {1989], index 5.v. ‘end cola, shorter"). Finally it may be
that while these wicola occupy the beginning and end of the semtence

respectivly they X
v parcpe n th ablative, whereas he form it akes af the end s hl of 81
ive, ive partciple (relicto .. relinquentes). the result is a polyplotic
. I this setece 15 sty hus accordingly created . ormulation whieh 01
» it denvativeness s stlistcally far superior to s source

ho atepit, 146, (respice relctum rete, respict
et de telono publcam, o he Terulla cum lacob el fohaes - €
rem relinguin, cum Matthaeus de.teloneo suscitatur). The 10

€pisodes ae nowhere juxtaposed n the Bibl i

... le; moreover the formulation de feloreo i
ot in th scriptural account (ef, M. 9.9; Mk. 2,14: Lk 3,271).
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er uncouth language of the Old Latin version naural
T al fncsse of the antecedent setence (1 prowions :.y)':;::,':f.
the more impressive by comparison: in place of the OId Latin's
Anrefined neget se ipsum sibi the Vulgate reads abn
At the same time thi ext had also been employed by Ternllan (i
12.2) immediatly before the passage dealing ith the callng of sumes
and John (cE. previous n.): si vis domini discipulus esse, crucom nuam
{ollas et dominum sequaris necesse esi, id est, angustias et crucigris
tuos vel corpus solum, quod in modum crucis est. Accordingly
Tenullian would appear to have been J.’s source here once again: it s
characteristc that J. should have omitted Tertullian's explanatory gloss
in the interests of an arresting concision.
nemo enim miles cum wxore pergit ad proelium. The comment
which J. does append to Mt. 16,24 (cf. previous n.) has been lified from
Terullian, mart. 3,1 nemo miles ad bellum cum deliciis venit. Again )
has improved on his source: he achieves an clegant alliteration in pergit
ad proelium. He also replaces Tertullian's deliciae with the more
concrete term wxor."* This substitution of uxor is an attempt to give the
foregoing citation of scripture (Mt. 16,24 “if any man will come after
me ...") the sexual reference necessitated by J.'s context but entirely
absent from the biblical text: this mention of an wuxor in fact provides
the sole hint of J.’s purported theme of virginity in the whole of this
section. Once again J. has combined scripture with a striking
formulation that has been appropriated from another author it in tun is
copied by Ps.-Jerome, epist. 42 p. 290" (nemo miles cum wxore pergit
ad bellum).
n9
discipulo ad sepulturam patris ire cupienti non permitdsur. ~ After a
very brief return to his actual theme of virginity (1. 16 uxore) J. reverts
to the topic of renunciation and again speaks of a father (cf. L. 11). The
text 1o which he alludes here (Mt. 821f. [= Lk 9,59f]) had &
considerable appeal for him; he cites it eight times."” The use of this

ieget semet ipsum,

nec de cubiculo ad aciem procedit, J. had already imitated these words in epist. 1421,
5 was ot by Hilberg, who like other commentalors fuled however o ey the
feminiscence in the prescnt passage of the Libellus. Duval (1974c), p. 213, n. 85,
temarks tha epis. 14,10.3 had combined anotherccho of this section of Ad marras
(for 39" read *2.9": quotiens eam [sc. viam) spirita ) il
e bmowins rom te h.of De wlolaria ey s e (122 egel
A fides famem
In tp/LV s/:.u "on the other hand J. dissocisies himself from the rigors atitude it
inculcates. AT 27.3 of the Libellus Eustochium herself is wamed sgaint excessive
atendance st funerals.

o
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n the present passage is however due to Tertulian, /
::ue the P rance ihat deals with the calling of the ﬁshznnt.l'(cu'g‘
on tune lacobus et fohannes . at 21,8 above) ends with a efere .-
the same episode; cum etiam sepelire patrem tardum fui fide, ) ye
merely tempered the extreme brevity of the De idololairia by retump
to the language of scripture. Typically he also appends the ,,,:
verse of the Gospel (Mt. 8.20 [= Lk. 9,58] vulpes foveas haben:
This is another favourite text, which J. quotes on eleven
occasions, it had occurred in Cyprian’s collection of testimonia (3 11
caelestia tantum ... cogitare debere).
si anguste manseris. On the adverb cf. TLL 11, 64,50ff.

re est. In characteristic fashion J. rounds off with 5
substantial ciation of scripture which also reverts to the subject of
virginity. The text (1 Cor. 7,32ff.) offers comfort to the virgin and also
supplies a defence of her calling: in this final vindication J. typically
appeals to authority. The text's reference to ‘worldly cares” (IL. 3¢. and
7) might also be thought to provide a link with 1.'s treatment of this
topic in the foregoing lines (p. 173,11fE.); in contrast however to this
derivative Hieronymian disquisition the quae sunt mundi of the biblical
citation are defined as pertaining strictly to wedlock: quomodo placeat
wxori / quomodo placeat viro.

This text of scripture had already been quoted in full at virg. Mar.
20. There are further allusions to it in epist. 79,7,7 and 123,5,1; the
punctuation is discussed at adv. fovin. 1,13. Verse 34 (part of which 1.
repeats at 33,2 below) was written on the wall in a part of the church
set aside for virgins according to Ps.-Ambrose, laps. virg. 24. The text
had already been widely cited: Tertullian, castit. 9 1. 3; monog. 33
pudic. 16 p. 255,11; uxor. 1,3 1. 40; Cyprian, hab. virg. S; testim. 3,32
(de bono virginitatis), Ps.-Cyprian, singul. cler. 6; Basil of Ancyra,
virg. 23; 56; Athanasius, virg. 2; Ambrose, virg. 1,5,23; Chrysostom,
virg. 74,1 (et passim); cf. also Ambrose, epist. extra coll. 14,38; Ps-
Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,8; Pelagius, epist. ad Demetr. 12; Tractatus
Pelagianus 6,10,13 p. 147; Augustine, virg. 22,22 (et passim).




Chapter 22

For a discussion of the drawbacks of marriage the reader is rfe

105 own Adversus Helvidium and to works by Terullin, C;:r?:
Damasus and Ambrose. J. permits himselfto make justane point n th
connection: a person who s bound by the obligations of wedlocy
cannot fulfil the apostle’s injunction to pray without ceasing’.

2,1

quantas molestias habeant nuptiae et quot sollicitudinibus vinciantur.
1. now picks up the theme of the ‘cares of wedlock' which way
introduced in the long biblical citation at the end of the preceding ch.
(L3f.and 7).

On the shackles (vinciantur) of marriage cf. (e.g.) Basil, ep. 22;
Basil of Ancyra, virg. 19; Gregory of Nyssa, virg. 18.4; Gregory
Nazianzen, carm. 1,2,1.234 (Yéuog xai Seousc); Chrysostom, virg.
41,1; 47,5 (‘3édecar’, gnot, ‘yuvauxi;' [1 Cor. 7,27] ... Seopov thy
owvyiav éxdreoe); Ps.-Basil, const. praef. 2 (tbv 1auov Gomep Tvsg
nédag amégvye). Examples in Latin authors are found at (e.g)
Tractatus Pelagianus 64,3 p. 127; Augustine, civ. 15,16 p. 93,16; virg,
16,16. Cf. 22,3 adstricta.
adversus Helvidium de beatae Mariae perpetua virginitate. The
same title is given with slight variations at epist. 49,18,2 and vir. ill.
135; cf. virg. Mar. tit. The work had been written some months earlier;
cf. Cavallera, 1,2, p. 24. J. suggests further reading at the end of this ch.
nunc eadem replicare perlongum est et, si cui placet, de illo potest
‘haurire fonticulo. 1. makes a similar statement with reference to his
Adversus Iovinianum at epist. 54,18,3 non necesse est eadem ex integro
scribere, cum possis inde, quae scripta sunt, mutuari. For the invitation
to consult a fuller treatment elsewhere cf. Origen, Cant. 2 p. 118,16 de
his plenius in libro Numerorum prosecuti sums, quae si quis dignum
iudicat noscere, illa perquirat. In the present passage there would seem
10 be a certain inconsistency between breviter (1. 11) and perlongum (.
12).

Here J. refers to his Adversus Helvidium as 2 fonticulus. He is in fact
exremely fond of the image of the spring to denote literary
Provenance: it ocours in his letters alone at 202,13 27,1.3; 28,5 34,413
36,14 49,131, 49,133; $14.7; 6052 T531; 8532 ML
100,10,5; 106,2,3; 121 praef. 4; 133.12; 133,1.3; 134,1.2. On J-'s use
of the diminutive for his own works cf. Bartelink (1980). p. 29. n the
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present passage the strking hyperbaton ilo ..
Hritzu, p. 79
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erum, ne penis videar omisisse, nunc dicam. ~For ths ing
atement . Origen, or. 23,4 AR XL VOV (Va1 wEAsov rapog
houiey 1 SO0V TpOBATI, CTGPKAG dvauoBodyste
cum apotolussine ntermisione orare nos iubeat. Hilerg merg,
compares Eph. 6,18 orantes omni_ tempore. Fremantle, p. 31, oy
however identificd the source correctly as | Thess. 5,17 g
intermissione orate. J. tefers to the precept again at 37,1 below &
recurs at epist. 125,11,1; in Eph. 520 p. 529%, in Tit. 1,8 p. 68°.
tract. in psalm. 1p. 5 1. 83; p. 190 1. 34.

On ‘rendering what is due in marriage’ (L. 15) Fremantle (b)
compared | Cor. 7.3 urori vir debitum reddat (ib. 7,5 refers to prayer
ut vacetis orationi), Both of Fremantle’s identifications are repeated by
Souter (1912), p. 150.

Sonticulo i noted by

aut oramus semper et virgines sumus.  This rather superficial kind of
reasoning appeals strongly to J., who sets out exactly the same
argument again in adv. fovin. 1,7 and 1,34; cf. virg. Mar. 20 and tract
P. 540 1 121, J. was not however the first to use it: he has again
borrowed it from elsewhere. The argument is found in both Origen
(comm. in 1 Cor. 34; hom. in Num. 23,3 p. 215,11) and Tertuliian
(casit. 10 1. 16). Somewhat later the author of Tractatus Pelagiamis
6108 p. 144 wonders how the incontinent can fulfil the
commandments of 1 Thess. 5,17 and Lk. 21,36 (omni tempore orantes).
On the other hand Chrysostom (hom. in 1 Cor. 19,2) thinks prayer can
be combined with intercourse, though even he concedes that the chaste
pay more attention.

et sl nupserit, inquit, virgo, non peccat. Again J. uses a text of
scripture 10 introduce a fresh stage in the argument: marriage is
legitimate, but has drawbacks. J. cites | Cor. 7,28 only twict
elsewhere: adv. fovin. 1,13 and in ler. 3,60,2. The text had been
frequently adduced: Tertullian, castit. 4 1. 14; monog. 11,10; pudic. 16
P 2554; wor. 1,7 1. 14; Basil of Ancyra, virg. 56; Ambrose, virginit.
2% lChrysnsm. virg. 39,1 (et passimy; cf. later Tractatus Pelagiamss

+10,10 p. 146; Augustine, virg. 15,15 (et passim).
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sl tibl placet scire,
15 phraseology

quot molestlis virgo libera, quot uxor adstricta sit
here would appear to have been influenced by the
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fluence of this statement on Ambrose, virg. 1,624 (Duval's *1.6.25" s
eroncous; conferamus,si placet, bona mulierum cum s virgiam
and 19,54 (audi ergo, soror, quantis careas). 1.'s own imitation is
‘much nearer the original than Ambrose’s; in particular his si 1ibi placer
scire, quot molestis virgo libera closely reproduces the Cyprianic
valtis scire quo malo careat ... continentiae virtus?® Cyprian’s anti-
thetic form of expression has also been retained; however the wording
in 1.'s second half (adstricta) reflects the metaphor which had opened
this ch. of the Libellus (vinciantur; 22,1)* Cyprian is named later in the
ent sentence of the Libellus, where J. recommends his reader to
consult the Cyprianic treatment of molestiae nuptiarum that is
introduced by the words currently at issue.*
Terulliani.  Tertullian is praised at epist. 21,3,2; 49,183; $8,10,1;
64,22,3; 133,2,1. He is pronounced to be eloquent (epist. 36.1.3),
leamed (epist. 70,5,1; ¢. Vigil. 8; in Gal. 1,8 p. 320*) and sharp-witted
(vir. ill. 53). On the other hand J. condems him as a heretic in virg.
Mar. 17; adv. Rufin. 3,27; in Tit. 1,6 p. 564°. The reader is accordingly
told o be selective at epist. 62.2,1; cf. epist. 84,22, Tertullian is
mentioned by name on some further twenty occasions. J.'s references
to him are assembled by Hamack (add dug. epist. Divj. 2731).
ad amicum philosophum. ). calls this work of Tertullian frivolous
and juvenile at adv. Jovin. 1,13. On it cf. Tibileti. The other
publications of Tertullian on the subject of virginity to which J. here
refers are De exhortatione castitatis, De pudicitia and De virginibus
velandis.
beati Cypriani volumen egregium. This is the De habitu virginum.
Deléani, p. 80, notes that this work in fact contains lttle on the subject
of ‘tracas du mariage’. J. does however have  habit of producing lists
in which a number of the items are not very relevant to the point he has

For s cxtensive debto his discusson a 183 sbove el ad o
t "

the start of Cyprian's immediately succecding gloss on Gen. 3,16, Numerous
nonyms were avsiabe o (e ) Cioeo Ve I 473 vacu expetes. ol ¢
lberi fuerunt ab omi sumphu

The use. of molestiae in the same opening sentence 00 doubt sccounts for its
oceurtence inthe firsthalfof s antthsis .
Kunst, pp. 183, n. 5. and 184, n. 6, has pointed to J.'s habil nv«mu-mm;s
phirascology when he mentions his name. Such imittion s all the more lkely in the
present case, o

3
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out to make (cF. [e.g.] 11,3 above). He is evidently doing ;.
5o vell At the same time J. is anxious t establish the origing ,‘“.y"n"'?
un work: he himself wil not discuss the *drawbacks of marriager

J. makes a similar judgment on Cyprien’s hab. virg, 3 ¢,
130,19,5 beatus Cyprianus egregium de virginitate volumen edidy. 1,
admiration for the African bishop is unqualified. Various other wor,
of Cyprian are praised at epist. 66,5,4: 70.5.2; in Gal. 5,19 p. 4179, of
vi, il 67. 1. speaks highly of Cyprian’s style in a number of passags
epist. $8.10,1; 703,15 in Is. 17,60,13 1."33. He is quoted at epig,
30,142 and 52,43 His works are recommended for study in epis,
107,123, Atin lon. 3,6 1. 211 D. the man himself is said to be a9
example.

1.s high regard for Cyprian is shared by Augustine. At docir. chris
4,128 he quotes hab, virg. 3 and 23£. as an illustration of the temperate
manner. Augustine expresses his admiration for Cyprian's eloguence a
docr. christ. 4,384 and serm. 335K,S RBen 59, 1949 p. 733; cf
Prudentius, perist. 4,18 and 13,7ff. Lactantius had also said (inst.
5,1,24) that Cyprian wrote many works which are in suo genere
miranda.

Damasi. On papa cf. Bartelink (1980), p. 28 (for *DACL 3’

tead *13,1' and add Sainio, pp. 100f). Contrast epist. 1239l
Damasum Romanae urbis episcopum.
versu prosaque conposita. Ferrua, p. 8, rejected the general view that
these verse compositions of Damasus on virginity are the epigrams
devoted to Agnes and Irene and similar works. He is followed by
Fontaine (19882), p. 331, n. 16, and (1988b), p. 183, n. 23 (il pourrait
s'agir d'un opus geminatum, toumné de vers en prose’). The present
passage is cited by Nautin (1986), p. 305, in support of his view that J.
did not have *a particularly high opinion’ of Damasus; however 1's
‘words would seem on the contrary to be purely encomiastic. At epist.
120 praef. 2 J. employs the collocation prosa versugque.
Ambrosii nostri quae nuper ad sororem scripsit opuscula. Ambrose
had produced his three books De virginibus in 377; they were
addressed 1o his sister Marcellina. For the particular nuance of J.'s use
hete of nostri and opuscula cf. n. on exquisierit ... below.

1anto se fudit eloguio. Augustine agreed with J.’s verdict, At doctr.
christ. 4,129 he cites a passage of Ambrose’s De virginibus (2.2.7E) 25
2 model of the temperate mode. He quotes another passage of the same
work (1,6.28) in order to exemplify the grand style (ib. 4,132).
?:Hgnld ad laudem virginum pertinet. Ambrose himself refers t©
the De virginibus in similar terms at vid. 1,1 tribus libris superioribus
fe virginum laudibus disseruimus. ). states that it is his intention 10
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avoid praise (2.2 23,1).
wisierit, ordinarit, expresserit. 1.'s phraseology evi

e raditional division of oratory nto .5vemm, d%:yp;:::n&y,z;lﬁ
elocutio (cf. books two and three of Cicero’s De aratore), 1. teacher
Donatus uses identical wording i Ter. Eun, 1672 exquisitum
expressum. The asyndetic tcolon of exquisierit, ordinaris, expressers
with its parison and_homocoteleuton provides 2 very effeative
conclusion 10 this ch. The asyndeton is noted by Ortolini, p. 84, while
Hritzu, p. 90, registers the homoeoteleuton. Further examples of J.'s
taste for the ‘tricolon asyndétique’ are assembled by Lardet (1993), p.
108.

Dossi, p. 243, wondered whether J’s statement here was a charitable
assessment of Ambrose’s use of his sources or an expression of sincere
admiration; he opted for the second explanation. Similarly Neumann,
pp. SBE., refers to a ‘glowing’ compliment, More recently Fontaine
(1988a), p. 332, has spoken of ‘admiration chaleureuse’.* On the other
hand Nautin (1983). p. 258, has argued that J.'s remarks are to be seen
as an allusion to the derivative nature of Ambrose’s work. Since
however Nautin accepts Paredi's theory of a breach between the two
men in the following year, he believes that J.'s observations here are
‘made ‘sous une forme aimable’.

Itmay be questioned whether what J. says here about Ambrose is in
fact ‘aimable’. In the first place there was no reason whatever for J. to
speak of the De virginibus in terms which suggested that it was wholly
derivative. Here J. is listing works which deal with the drawbacks of
marriage: he mentions Tertullian, Cyprian and Damasus besides
Ambrose. However it is significantly Ambrose’s treatise alone that is
described in language which is suggestive of plagiarism. Cyprian's De
habitu virginum by contrast is qualified as a volumen egregium (1. 2).
When seen in conjunction with the adjacent description of the De
virginibus, the epithet egregium would seem to be an implicit criticism
of Ambrose’s work. It is also noteworthy that the term opuscula (1. 4)is
applied to the De virginibus. This diminutive is admittedly used often
as a designation for literary productions; cf. TLL IX, 862,70fF; Ams,
Pp. 106f. Moreover in this survey of works on the inconveniences of
wedlock J. has been anxious to achieve lexical variatio: he speaks of

* He continues: *ne peut-on voir en ces trois verbes la définition d'un maniérisme com-
parable & clui de Jérome épistolier, par ces trois com g pression
intensive: le lyrisme, le raffinement, I'expressivité?' CE. also Penna, p. 102, 1. 1‘
Cammiszione"), and p. 135 (s ne lodano incondizionatamere | lbr su 18
verginita’), Paredi, p. 198 ('l massime lodi’); Nauroy, p. 178 ( W avec "’:: jeur
qu'on ne retrouve nulle part ailleurs’); Testard (1988), p. 232 ('le plus grand ¢loge’):

Gori, p. 65 (‘in termini elogiativi').
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libellos, volumen and conposita as well as of opuscula (1, 1-4),
However it is again noticeablo that the last term has been reserveg for
Ambrose. The word opusculum is often contrasted unfavourably iy
opus (cf. TLL IX, 862,18fT. It would seem therefore tha here e
diminutive may well have a somewhat derogatory connotation, whigy
is al the more likely in view of 1's reference at epist. 49,14,13 to e
amplitude of the De virginibus (latissime).

In such a list of authors it was inevitable that the reference 1
Ambrose should be by name. It may therefore be noted that all of J '
overtly hostile allusions to Ambrose are anonymous (cf. Nauroy, pp.
202f). In the Libellus the necessity of mentioning Ambrose’s name
will accordingly have imposed a certain restraint; this factor alone
would seem to be more significant than any putative breach in 385. In
the present passage of the Libellus ). s alleging that the De virginibus
combines plagiarism of content with elegance of form: the three verbs
exquisierit, ordinarit, expresserit are preceded by the phrase ranto se
Jfudit eloquio. Exactly the same combination of charges is made against
‘Ambrose’s De spiritu sancto in 387 at Didym. spir. praef.® where the
reference to the informis cornicula decking itself alienis ... coloribusis
followed by the sequence totum flaccidum, molle, nitidum atque
formosum et exquisitis hinc inde coloribus pigmentatum.! The only
difference is that at the later date Ambrose is not named: hence the tone
is correspondingly sharper.®

Nautin's reference 1o Ambrose’s sources is unspecific: he speaks
only in vague terms of ‘emprunts 4 des auteurs antérieurs’. Ambrose’s
principal source in the De virginibus was however the Athanasian
Letter to virgins preserved in Coptic (Lefort [1955]). Scholarly opinion
holds that 1. was unfamiliar with this work when he wrote the Libellus
in 384; cf. Duval (1974a), p. 65 and n. 271; Dossi, p. 243. However the
Libellus itself can be shown to have made use of Athanasius® Letter (cf.
[e.8) an. on centesimus et sexagesimus fructus .. at 15,2 above and on
neque enim undecim apostoli .. at 38,1 below). ). will accordingly
have been well aware how heavily the De virginibus had plagiarized
from the Athanasian text: on the very considerable extent of Ambrose’s
debt cf. Duval (1974a), pp. 29-53. J.'s comment in the Libellus on

§ Forthe ot f Nain (1986, p 30, o

Srular combination is also found in the attack on Ambrose at in Eph. prol. p. 440°
i bilongs 10 306 so Nawi 1196} 3. S0 pocee . comvhenbs 064
4 Bompatcun iactre sermonem. For Ambrose a5 the target ¢f Dunphy.

X 5. makes
llus itself it s OF
oo ums, ature (0 sack in antherthe fuls of which one knows oneself 10 b
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Ambrose’s method of composition must be seen in the light of this
Avateness: so far from being ‘aimable’, )5 words are defiitely

alicious.

M At the same time J. speaks in this passage (1. 3) of Ambrosii nosiri,
Lardet (1980), 1i, p. 283, observes that *il est vrai qu'il y a aussi,
quoique rare, un noster ironique chez Jérome’. However he is certainly
right to classify the present passage as an example of the other use of
aster which he identifies; in such cases the word “évoque une nuance
positve de la relation, o0 Vo peut voir Ia familiaité amicale s'allier
au respect admiratif pour celui qui est ainsi dénommé’ (ib. 282; the
corresponding discussion in Lardet [1993], p. 104, is less full). J. has
accordingly combined a malicious sneer with an unctuous claim to
intimacy. The incongruity is in fact less strange than might at first
appear: an exact parallel is supplied by J.'s reference to Gregory
Nazianzen at epist. 5282. There Gregory is introduced with
oleaginous self-complacency as praecepior quondam meus; at the same
time he is denigrated as a glib and ignorant charlatan.



Chapter 23

The ch. opens with a species of second exordium after the justificarion
of virginity in the central section of the Libellus and the enumeration of
works dealing with the woes of wedlock and the blessings of virginiy
atthe end of the previous ch. J. now stakes out a claim for originality of
approach: unlike these works by other authors his own treatise is no
concerned with praise of virginity but instead with its preservation. J,
then introduces the theme of seclusion, which extends to the end of ch,
26. It s the first of a series of topics that concern the virgin's general
deportment. Just as the first half of the work is devoted principally to
the subject of temptation and the ways to combat it, 5o the second half
deals mainly with questions of everyday conduct. In the present ch. the
virgin s told to stay indoors for her own safety. Once again s
treatment refies heavily on biblical allusion.

31

nobis diverso tramite_inceditar: virginitatem non efferimus, sed
servamus. ). distinguishes his own work on virginity from the kind of
treatment to be found in Tertullian, Cyprian, Damasus and Ambrose
(¢f. 223): his theme is not mere eulogy but the serious business of
preserving the virgin's state intact. J. is accordingly repeating the
programme he set out at the beginning in ch. 2. Here however he is also
making an explicit claim to be original.

What 1. says here is imitated by Pelagius at epist. ad Demetr. |
nobis alio magis_itinere pergendum est, quibus _propositum  est
institutionem virginis non laudem scribere. Similarly Tractatus
Pelagianus 1.5 p. 12 expresses concem that a virgin should know how
10 safeguard her condition (quomodo virginitatis bonum servet); the
author of this treatise notes further that ignorance is widespread and
can easily endanger it. J. himself again emphasizes the need for
persistence at epist. 24,2 and 130,19,6. The virgin had already been
passionately urged to persevere by Cyprian, hab. virg. 22 servate,
virgines, servate quod esse coepistis.' The same advice is repeated later
by Ps.Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,19 (ib. non inchoasse fantum sed

perfecisse virtutis est; like J., he also quotes Mt. 10,22 ‘he that endureth
totheend..."),

’ Cyprian had also remarked (epist. 13,2, 1) that
it 13:2.1) ta gener imporance aaches to e e
STV O ht s lcady e schiced. s o o odpr s poss srvrs
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For the phrase virginitatem servare of. Ps.-Ambrose, laps. virg, |7:
ufinus, symb. 8; Pelagius, epist. ad Demetr. 9; Auguatine. v 5.4:
E,(. 7, 49,49; 53,54. igustine, virg. 5,5;
nec sufficit scire, quod bonum est, nisi custodiatur adtentius, quod
electum est. 1. proceeds to amplify his point with a seties of 1.
pressive formulations (11 8-10) and with two quotations from scripture
(1. 11-12). The present argument finds a parallel in Sencca, epist. 16,1
plus operis est in eo ul proposita custodias quam ut honesta proponas.
illud iudicii est, hoc laboris. The same antithesis had occurred at
Hilary, in psalm. 149 ut ... iudicium etiam operatio consequatur. ),
observes at in Maith. 19,12 1. 817 that chastity has a universal appeal,
but account must be taken of the aspirant’s stamina,
iltud commune cum pluribus, hoc cum paucis. 3. repeats this maxim
at epist. 71,2,1 (coepisse multorum est, ad calcem pervenisse pauco-
rum) and_adv. lovin. 136 (incipere plurimorum est, perseverare
paucorum). The contrast between the large number of people who find
virginity attractive and the few who persevere in its practice is found
elsewhere. Origen had remarked that many are drawn by the rewards of
chastity and then tire (comm. in Rom. 10,5 p. 1255"). Similarly
Ambrose had said that continence was preached to all but embraced by
fow (virginit. 6,29); he notes further that women in labour often declare
they are giving up marriage (ib. 6,32). Basil had made the same point
with reference to the Christian life in general: in ep. 173 he states that
anyone can choose to live according to the Gospel, but he has heard of
few who have been meticulous in actually achieving it. He expresses
the same view at renunt. 9.
qui perseveraverit usque ad finem. M. 1022 was a popular verse.
Cyprian had included it in his collections of texts: Fort. 8
(perseverandum in fide ...) and testim. 3,16 (de bono martyrii). J.
himself cites it another five times.
multi vocati, pauci autem elect, 3. was extremely fond of M. 20,16
(= 22,14), which recurs in his oeuvre on no fewer than sixtecn
occasions. The text is glossed at adv. fovin. 136: difficilis res est
virginitas et ideo rara. In the Libellus the pauci of this text picks up
paucis in 1. 10.
232
obtestor te coram deo et Christo lesu et electis angelis eius. J. opens
the series of precepts which consttute the second half of the work wsuﬂh
a suitably impressive fullness of expression. Souter (1912), p. 150,
compares 1 Tim. 5,21 testor coram deo et Christo lesu et electis
angelis. The Hicronymian addition of eius to the final element pro-
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duces a srking tricolon crescens. J. dogs not repeat this majege
formulation anywhere else: at vita Pauli 6 and cpist. 108,2,1 he cajq
only Jesus and his holy angels' to witness. Electi has just occurred n
the line above.
ne vasa templi, quae solis sacerdotibus videre concessum est, facile i
blicum proferas. Again biblical allusion is employed to introduce
a topic. I s followed by further references to scripture (1. 15-18) ang
by an exegtical commonplace (p. 176,1); only then does . address E.
stochium in direct, personal terms (11. 1-3). This allocution leads in tum
10 another commonplace (Il. 3-4) and J. then concludes with further
scriptural allusion (11 4-8). Such an arrangement is characteristic.

s phrase in publicum proferre (or one similar) is often used
‘metaphorically in conjunction with ‘what is hallowed'. TLL ViIl,
175796F. (5.v. mysterium) furnishes two examples: Lucilius 652 (eu
mysteria ecferres foras) and Porphyrion, Hor. carm. 1,18,12f. (non
proferam in publicum mysteria tua). To these instances can be added
the following: Rufinus, Orig. in num. 4,3 p. 23,4 (nec facile proferre ad
publicum (sc. vasa sacra, id est mysteriorum sapientiae secretal);
Ambrose, Abr. 1,538 (qui parcus loquendi sit nec sacra in medium
Jerar), Jerome, epist. 84,41 (ut sacra eorum atque mysteria in
‘publicum proferam). Such a form of expression would seem 1o have
been proverbial; however it is omitted by both Otto and Haussler. In
the present passage J. has typically introduced a biblical element with
vasa templi; here he has possibly been influenced by the text of Origen
cited above.” It is also characteristic that J. should have enclosed this
proverbial formulation with scriptural citation and allusion (cf.
previous and succeeding nn.). Moreover a text of scripture would
appear to mark the proverbial expression itself: solis sacerdotibus
evidently comes from Mt. 12,4 (David entered the house of God and
ate the shew-bread quos non licebat ei edere ... nisi solis sacerdotibus).
Hilberg overlooks all three scriptural allusions.
ne sacrarium dei inspiciat. No has
detected a biblical allusion in these words. J. would seem however to
be thinking of 2 Paralip. 26,16 and 18, which record king Uzziah's
intrusion into the sanctuary: this monarch’s namesake is mentioned by
J. in the line below (on profanus cf. ob 0o ... GAX' 7 ... Toig ALaO-
KEVOLG in v. 18). There is a slight inconcinnity in the juxtaposition of
this allusion with the preceding one (Il. 14£.): the reader has just been

‘warned against taking the vessels outside; now the ‘warning is not to let
anyone in.

¥ Basil ep. 199,

Lord.
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arcam, quam non licebat, adtingens subita
%,’J,':m ‘of Uzzah and his unintentional vion.|ion??7&i727£$:‘
had been told by Pacian 1o demonstrate how God watches simecy
qen. 6:3) 1t had also occurred in Gregory Naziangen: carm,
1,34,101£; or. 2,93 (ib. 94 sacred vessels); 20,3. J. himself usgs |
again at epist. 147,10.2 (where it wams the seducer Sabinian) and
Pelag. 1,39.
neque enim aureum vas et argenteum tam carum deo fuit, ). retums
after an interruption (Il. 15-17) to the vessels of 1. 14: such vessels of
precious metal are now said to be worth les to God than the temple of
a virgin's body. This kind of argument was something of a
commonplace. Basil of Ancyra (virg. 41) had already lamented the loss
of something far more serious than lfeless vessels of gold and silve
instead the spoils are living sacrifices and the very temple itself, which
is the virgin’s body. Similarly Athanasius had pronounced that the
virgin herself is a sacred vessel which none can touch without being
defiled like Belshazzar (Letter (o virgins [Lebon] p. 198.2), Chryso-
stom tells his addressees that they are far holier than consecrated
vessels (hom. in Eph. 14,4); the same assurance is given later by
Caesarius of Arles at epist. ad virg. 2,5 8. Chrysostom also makes God
himself describe how it is not gold and silver vessels but chastity itself
that s stolen from his house (theatr. 4). The same a fortiori argument
that J. uses in the present passage is also found in the Ps.-Chrysostomic
op. imperf. in Matth. 11 p. 691: if Belshazzar's desecration of the
sacred vessels was so fatal, then the vessels of our own body, which are
God's dwelling-place, require particular safe-keeping.
templum corporis virginalis. The virgin's body had been identified
as God's temple by Athanasius, virg. 11 (10 Géud 0ov ... €0t ... vadg
6eot) and Ambrose, virg. 2,2,18 (cf. Damasus, carm. 37.8). A virgin
herself had been the temple at Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 7,21 (virgo
templum est dei) and Basil, ep. 463; cf. Gregory Nazianzen, carm.
122,73 The same identification occurs later at Ps.-Ambrose, /aps.
virg. 6 and Ps.-Chrysostom, virg. corrupt. p. 741; cf. Theodore of
Mopsuestia, Ps. 44,16". The temple is the virgin's soul according to
(Ps.)-Macarius of Egypt, ep. p. 417 it is virginity itself in Athanasius,
virg. 24, The whole idea would seem to go back to Acta Pauli et
Theclae 5 paxdpiot of Gyvily Tiv adpxa mpiioaviEs, 5 abwol
9207 yeviioovrat; cf. also 1 Cor. 3,16 (‘ye are the temple of God
6,19 (‘your body is the temple of the Holy Ghost).

) and

" Fo the lnle that can be deduced sbout th chronology of Pacian’s works ¢ Rublo

Feméndez, pp. 1417
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233

th
Sorupess and some obscurity whal (umS O (o be a very comme,
exegetical fopos; for a full document . While 1

evidence adduced there reveals considerable diversity in the way g
antithesis is applied, in the present passage the shadow refers o
Jaw, and the truth denotes the Gospel: the old law which prescribed g
sacred vessels should be inviolable has been superceded by the Gogpel
message of virginity. The extremely concise formulation which ). gives
1o the antithesis here is as usual particularly impressive. It 100 woulg
seem however to have been borrowed from clsewhere. Similar wording
had occurred in Origen, hom. in Jos. 22,5 p. 437,15, which is extant in
Rufinus’ translation (umbra praecessit et veritas insecuta est), while it
had also been employed by Gregory Nazianzen at or. 38,2 (ai oxial
‘Rrapatpéxovay, f ahiBera éneroépxetar); there is a later example in
Chrysostom, Laz. 6,8 (TA8ev 1| GAfewa xai Tapédpayiey 7\ oxud). J.
has characteristically added a striking chiasmus.

1u quidem simpliciter loqueris et ignotos quoque blanda non despicis,
sed aliter inpudici vident oculi. ). suspends his use of biblical
allusion and speaks to Eustochium directly: she is kind to strangers, but
they may be motivated by lust. Here the ‘simplicity” to which he refers
is a negative quality. On the other hand simplicity is a virtue in the
Libellus at 112; 19,5; 24,1; 24,4, Regarding J.'s use of the term in the
present passage cf. Ps.-Ambrose, laps. virg. 35 (oculi .. masculum non
simpliciter adspexerunt); Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg. 2,3,34 (s
oculus alium simpliciter vider), reg. virg. 23.3 (quae in virum ron
simpliciter convertit aspectum). J.'s own references to ‘simplicity’ are
discussed by Antin (1961d); for the concept in general cf. Bacht.

_ The same admonition that J. employs here had occurred in a
similarly antithetical form at Cyprian, hab. virg. 19 inpudice tu
neminem conspicis, sed ipsa conspiceris inpudice. Since J. has just
‘mentioned Cyprian’s name (p. 175,2), an echo of the De habitu would
ot be surprising: with specific regard to Cicero Kunst, p. 183, . 5, has
drawn attention to J.'s tendency to imitate Ciceronian phraseology in
the vicinity of a reference to him by name. While J. is concemed with
going out in general, Cyprian is speaking exclusively of baths: however
i ot unusualfor 1. 0 give a different application to the materil he
Mmz S(c 3 [ei%,] in the previous ch. but one the n. on runc lacobus ¢!
advers g, ¢ s,]z' J. has in addition replaced Cyprian’s colourless
,omm"cm;?.‘;‘ the strikingly concrete phrase inpudici oculi. This
15 source e s appear 0 have been appropriated from elsewherc:
same aneates ime would seem to be Ambrose, who had employed the

'8 formulation, whose prurience was bound to attract J.
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ly beforehand in a particularly memorable antithesi
}‘:f,‘&. Thecla) ut qui inpudicos detulerant ocu;:.:‘ e,:;»“ g 2319
¥ himself had already made use of the Ambrosian phrase 1
everal months prior 10 the publication of the Libellusat virg Afay. 2y
Jis occurrence in the present passage is accordingly another sxampie of
o Hieronymian Selbstzital in which the wording a issue has been ke
intally from someone elsc at the same time J. has sy memoce)
Ambrose by name (p. 175,3) in a reference to the De virginibus that
sands next 1o his mention of Cyprian. No further instance of it
collocation inpudici_oculi besides this passage of the. Libellus iy
supplied by TLL ss.vv. impudicus and oculus. It is however re
later at Augustine, epist. 211,10 (ib. inpudicus oculus inpudici vordis
est untius; this entire clause s reproduced by Cacsarius of Arls, reg
virg. 23,2 and by Regula Tarnatensis 18,5). 1t may also be noted thor
inpudicus had been used with lumina by Lactantius (inst, 1,20,10),
while Chrysostom is extremely fond of the collocation dxéAaotor
oe8apoi: compunct. 1,3; comm. in Gal. 5,6; exp. in Ps. 110,6; hom. in
Gen. 56,1 hom. in M. 10,6 17,4; 18,5; 36,3; 41,4; 86.4; hom. in Jo.
60,5 hom. in Ac. 5 4 (twice); hom. in 1 Cor. 7,2 4 hom. in 2 Cor. 5
7,6: 15,4; hom. in Eph. 13,4; hom. in Tit. 2.2; hom. div. 6,2; pan. Bern.
4; poenit. 6,2. J. himself speaks later of oculi casti at epist. 52,15,1; cf.
Evagrius Ponticus, sent. virg. 55 rapBévor 6§8akyoi.
non ... animae pulchritudinem ... sed corporum. The siking
antithesis between the beauty of the soul and that of the body was a
patristic commonplace. It had occured in Clement of Alexandria
(paed. 3.2,12,3; cf. ib. 3,1,3,3) and Origen (or. 17,2). In the fourth
century it had already been employed by Basil of Ancyra (virg. 16) and
by Gregory Nazianzen (or. 26,11; & particularly impressive example:
GvnoTibyEL TO KGAROG T KGAAEL, 10 Tiig Yy T 10 otparrog)’.
Shortly after the appearance of the Libellus the antithesis is found in
other western Fathers: Ambrose, bon. mort. 127; exhorl. virg. 10.68;
lac. 2,9,38;% Chromatius of Aquileia, serm. 35,1. Chrysostom is
extremely fond of it: anom. 12,5; catech. (Wenger) 5,25; Eutrop. 2,17
(where both elements of the antithesis are defined); exp. in Ps. 44,11
hom. in Rom. 12,20 4 hom. in 2 Cor. 11,1 1; hom. in Eph. 20.2; laud.
Max. 6; it also occurs in the doubtfully genuine femp. p. S78.
Etechias thesaurum dei monstrat. In characteristic fashion J.
Proceeds to combine a reference to scripture with the aresting

4 Philo had used it at sobr. 12

“This oraton was delivered at Constantinople in 380; cf. Gally. p. 252, J. was pre-
sumably present in the ion.
‘There had been a hint of the antithesis at virg: 1.6.30.
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commonplace he has just used (cf. previous n.). Here he
Hezekiah show thesaurus dei. I the biblical account however 4 g
20.13) Hezekiah reveals only the contents of his own treasury (éy ot
onioaupet ainod). Over thirty years lter at a Pelag, 223 | s
that the contents of the temple were also shown: here he quotes the g
part of 4 Reg. 20,13 (in domo et in omni potestate sua) and draws gy
following conclusion: ex guo intellegimus etiam vasa templi Bayloni,
monstrata legatis. A similar assertion had been made at in Is. 11,39, |
70 non solum thesauros suos atque palatii, sed templi ostendr,
Ambrose takes the same view at in psalm. 118 serm. 2213 ¢
divulgaverit Babylonils thesaurum dei. In the present passage
thesaurum dei fits the preceding reference to vasa templi (p. 175,14; cf
vasa domini 1. 6) as well as the general moral lesson which J. wishesty
inculcate; it may also be noted that in 4 Reg. 18,15 Hezekiah had given
10 the king of Assyria as tribute 1&v 10 GpYUPLOV T0 E0PEBEY év oiky
«upiov xai év Bnoavpoig oikov T0b Pacihéws. The story of
Hezekiah's display of his treasures had already been used by Tertullian
at adv. Marc. 4,15 p. 466,3 and 4,28 p. 519,17 there however it had
served as a waming against wealth.
Assyriis.  The people to whom Hezekiah shows the treasure at 4 Reg,
20,13 are not Assyrians, but Babylonians (at 4 Reg. 18,14 on the other
hand it s the king of Assyria who exacts tribute from him). Here J. is
accordingly guilty of a slight error. A collection of his other mistakes in
dealing with scripture is provided by Morin (1903), p. vii (add epist.
57,1, as well as the present passage). J. correctly states at adv. Pelag.
2,22 that it was the Babylonians who were shown Hezekiah's treasures.
He explicitly distinguishes between Assyrians and Babylonians in
reference to the same story at in Is. 11,39,1 1. 25 perspicuum est aliud
fuisse tunc regnum Assyriorum et aliud Babyloniorum. Confusion
between Babylonians and Assyrians was widespread: Ps.-Basil, cons. p.
1695*, p. 16965; Is. 13,272; Gregory Nazianzen, or. 24,10 (on the
children in the fiery fumace; cf. carm. 1,2,2,179; 2,1,1,8); 25,12; carm.
LL17.48; Gregory of Nyssa, mart. 3 p. 777%; 3 p. 785%; Placill. p.
881% Asterius of Amasea, hom. 6,2,1; Augustine, civ. 19,24 p. 400,28
(Babylone Assyriorumy; Paulinus of Nola, carm. 9,1 (contrast 9.7);
26,255 (Assyria ... Babylone), epist. 20,4; Ps.-Chrysostom, op. imperf.
in Matth. 1 p. 627, 49 p. 913. Tertullian had referred to the people who
Sow Heackials treasure as Persians at adv. Marc. 4,28 p. $19,18. 1
2,}":};‘ 10 the confusion again at in Mich. 7.8 I, 418 siquidem Babylon
‘acorum fuit civitas, non Assyriorum, C¥. further the n. on quorum
carnes rex in olla succendit Assyrius at 4,2 above.
capta atque translata
been chosen for th

sunt. Harendza, p. 59, notes that here atque has
e sake of the very elegant double cretic clausuls, on
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which cf. Herron, pp. 27ff.

patma vitiorum.  The same sirking phrase recurs in epis. 127,31 and
147,103, i
Baltasar potat in fialis. ). refers again to Belshazzar's impi

atin Hab. 14). T2; in loel 3,41 106; in I5. 521,5 1 lzsl.‘\"-‘remrl:.ss«’;f\;
passages he again uses the phrase potar (-0) in phialis (LXX has
B con). The feast had already been adduced as an a foriori waming to
the seducer of a virgin at Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 7,27, where the
Sirain had been described as templum dei. Since J. himself has just
veferted to templum corporis virginlis (p. 175,18), Eusebius may have
been his immediate source in the present passage. Somewhat later
Belshazzar's feast is used once again as a waming example to the
Violator of  virgin at Ps.-Ambrose, laps. virg. 39 here 100 the virgin is
a vas rationabile consecratum Christo.



Chapter 24

“The virgin should not be amused by ribald jokes and must set her e
againt tho fattery that geniality encourages. The need for her g,
renounce the world is expressed in a long series of very charming ang
picturesque images drawn from both the OId and the New Testaments
141
ne declines aurem tuam in verba mala. Eustochium must avoiq
obscene conversation. Again J. has used a verse of scripture o
introduce a fresh topic: o preparatory remark of any sort precedes
Since the text in question (Ps. 140.4) is itself an injunction, this
technique is especially effective here. For the reading mala (instead of
malitiae) cf. (¢.8,) the Latin version of Origen, in I reg. 15; Hilary, in
psalm. 140.6; Augustine, virg. 41,42. In the present passage the word
‘means of course ‘obscene’; the sense it is here intended to bear is
immediately made clear by indecens in the same line. The biblical text
has cor meum instead of aurem tuam; J. has made the modification in
order to fit the present context. The phrase declina aurem tuam is itelf
found at Sirach 4,8; the variant form inclina aurem tuam is a very
common biblical locution (it occurs in the opening words of the
Libellus, where ). quotes Ps. 44,11). J. is fond of quoting Ps. 1404,
which recurs another half dozen times in his works.
indecens aliquid loquentes. ). deals with the subject of obscenity
rather more frequently than others; it is however a reasonably common
theme in the Fathers. J. stipulates that the virgin should be unfamiliar
with obscene language at epist. 107,4,1 and 128.4,1 (nullum inpudicum
verbum noverit et si forte in tumultu familiae discurrentis aliquid turpe
audierit, non intellegar); cf. also epist. 108,20,5 and 130,13,1. Ribald
conversation is mentioned at Tertullian, uror. 1,8 1. 25 and Cyprian,
hab, virg. 18. 1t is wrong to indulge in it according to Clement of
Alexandria, paed, 2,649,1; Ambrose, virginit. 13,81; Ps.-Sulpicius
Severus, epist. 2.8; Ps.-Augustine, sobr. 2 p. 1108; Chrysostom, edsc.
fib. 28. The virgin is told not to listen to it by Gregory Nazianzen,
carm. 122,77, Ps.-Sulpicius Severus, epis. 2,10; Ps.-Augustine, sobr-
2p. 1108. We should neither listen nor use it ourselves according 10
Ambrase, off 1,18,76 and Ps.-Athanasius, v. Syncl. 24. Avoidance of it
i sffect of conversion in the view of Epiphanius, anc. 102, It had
—y been condemned by St. Paul; cf. Eph. 5,4 and Col. 38

mptant mentls arbitrium. ). refers again to this kind of test in epist.
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13

130,13.1 perditae mentes hominum uno fr,

Vonptant castr pucic. ). seeks o e 1 5T
Janguzge is the mark of a wanton mind. " ecent
virgo.  This address recurs at 38,7 below: m virgo: cf. epis

T2R1 (Christh; 130,65, Virgo'is slso weed o vipoct S v
hab. virg. 6; 22; 24 (bonae); Ambrose, exhort, virg. 9,57, 9.58. 10 30,
10785 13,863 inst. virg. 9.58: 9,59; 9,60; 9,61 9,62: 1066, 13,83
(sacrae); 15,93 etc.; Ps Suipicius Severus, epit. 2,10: 2,12: Pelagius
epist. ad Demetr. S; 9; 16. For the Greek equivalent cf. Adhanasing.
virg. 9 mapOéve. Addressing the recipient was recommended 15 5
way of enlivening the style of a letter cf. Sykutrs,p. 194.

si ad ridicula quaeque solvaris, . s deeply opposed to ay i
isaste was shared by the Fathers in general powever s or s
condemns the practice with quite the same persisency. For a full
documentation of the Hieronymian and patristic evidence cf. Adkin
(1984b)." The present passage connects laughter with ribald talk (cf. n.
on indecens aliguid loguentes above). The two are linked in a number
of other passages: Chrysostom says at star. 154 that laughter often
leads to such obscenity (roAdKIg YoV G YéMtog aioypd priuata

narrant turpia ut risum movean). For 1’5 use of solvi in the present
passage cf. OLD s.v. 9; for contemporary examples cf. Augustine,
epist. 95,2 (risu ... solvi) and Prudentius, perist. 10,226. Finally for a
possible motive for J.’s decision to mention laughter in this particular
passage cf. next .

quidquid dixeris, laudant; quidquid negaveris, negant. These words
might seem to be a direct observation from life. In fact however they
are an echo of Terence, Eun. 251f. which has escaped the notice of
previous commentators: quidguid dicunt laudo; id rursum si negant,
laudo id quoque; / negat quis: nego; ait: aio. It mey be observ
further that in both Terence and J. these words are immediately
preceded by a reference to laughter: 1.'s si ad ridicula quaeque solvaris
(I 11) corresponds exactly to the Terentian hisce ego non paro me ui
rideant, / sed eis ultro adrideo (249K)." ). has however compressed and
streamlined Terence's phraseology in order to heighten the rhetorical
effect: while the largely pleonastic clauses id rursum si negant, laudo

! Steidie’s

T Ate. Lucif 11 ) refes to a chideen's game: parvulorun inker se cerianium riot
quidquid dixerts, dicam: affirmabis, affirmabo: negabis, negabo. This clearly has no
‘connection with what J. says in the present passage.
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woque and ait: aio &re NOW omitted, repetition of Tereney

:,‘:,»;’,L’,‘L roduces 3 siking anaphors, Which s al the e
fpressive since it matches that of s/ in the first half of the senien
“The result of these modifications is a pair of very succinct and powergy
clauses (quidguid dixeris, laudant; quidguid negaveris. negan), whigh
evince an exactly parallel structure: while the isocolon is noted by boy,
Hritza, p. 86, and Harendza, p. 51, they might also have pointed (o the
polyptoton, the twofold homocoteleuton and the adhesion 1o
Behaghel's law besides the afore-mentioned asyndetic anaphora,

The initial impression created by J.'s condensed version of this
Terentian passage is dazzling, Closer scrutiny however reveals an
important defect: the words in question do not fit their new context, In
Terence they are spoken by one Gnatho, who is describing how o be
an effective sycophant, Whereas the old method had been to entertain
with buffoonery. Gnatho now achieves far greater success by simply
agreeing to everything his patrons say: omnia dominis consentiendo (so
the paraphrase given by Eugraphius' commentary on I 232).
Accordingly the Terentian passage is no more than a characterization of
the successful parasite. J. on the other hand is talking about indecent
language and the appropriate reaction to it. He acknowledges that it is
hard for the virgin to turn a deaf ear: if she unbends and is amused by
others” jokes, people will like her and say she is ‘nice’ (si ad ridicula
quaeque solvaris .. facetam vocant ef sanciam ..., Il. 11-13). This
argument is perfectly clear and reasonable, if somewhat unremarkable.
However J. has intruded into it Terence's arresting description of
successful toadyism. While this insertion unquestionably heightens the
thetorical level of the passage, it has no place in it. When J. argues thal
if Eustochium laughs at indecent jokes, people will agree with
whatever she says, he is really perpetrating a non sequitur. The point of
such obsequiousness is to make people like the person who practises it.
As Eugraphius conveniently paraphrases: est hominum genus .. quos
sectando et consensu his commodando facil is
inducere (on 1. 244). 1. however is describing exactly the opposite
situation. He is telling Eustochium how by being relaxed and genial she
could make people like /er; the way in which they could make her like
them is irrelevant here. Accordingly Gnatho's brand of mindless
toadyism is not & propos in the present passage: J.'s argument only
becomes properly coherent when it is left out.

1S true that J. speaks later of flattery: adulatoribus nostris libenter
Javemus (1. 16£). Here however he is clearly referring to the handsome
éohl,l\plwunl whw!: immediately precedes this statement: ‘ecce vera
o oncitla .. (1 13£). Only this kind of praise would jusify the

reaction which accompanies the reference to adulatores
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Terence’s choice of quidquid underlines the absurd. and o
character of Gatho's Sycophancy: non “quod dicun, sed “pugus
dicunt, id est bene maleve, ul, vel si interclusa fuisset assontenty woe
se impediverit, quod contrarium laudaverit Terénce had wsed qudguid
only once. It was noted above that on rhetorica grounds ). delperaely
duplicates this expression: he employs it twice within the Space of four
words. Accordingly J. has not merely taken over a passage which does
ot it the context: he has in fact gone out of his way to accentuate it
absurdity.

“The inconcinnity which 1.'s depiction of unconditional toadyism
entails is convenient verification that it has been borowed from
elsewhere. At the same time this imperfection is  serious indictment of
15 compositional method, Here we do ot have a case of the author's
thought finding natural and spontaneous expression in the language of
the classics. Instead J.'s craving for something clever and striking to
say has been allowed to get the betier of his thought and in
consequence has produced an incongruity. Thete is morcover no need
1o be surprised (as is Hagendahl [1958], p. 111) that . should inroduce
such_quotations from classical authors in the same work which
describes the oath he swore in his famous dream 1o top reading these
authors (30,5). The modifications which J. makes to Terence’s wording
ot only enhance its rhetorical effectiveness, but also help to conceal
the fact that it is a quotation: in consequence it appears (o be a clever
and original formulation of J. himself. On the other hand J. might well
be thought guity of inconsistency in going to such lengths o
incorporate a thetorically striking phrase in the very tratise that wams
against “wishing to seem partcularly eloquent’ (29,6)-
vocant ... sanctam. For this flatering title cf. epist. 45,3,1 (dicebar
sancus) and 45,4,1 (domnae vocarentur et sanctae); aso epist. 95,4
45,4,2;123,13,3; 125,62, CF. further Sulpicius Severus, dial. 121.]
(quis ... nostrumest, quem si .. atuis adque adulantibus verbis femina
una laudaverit, non continuo elatus sit :vperbw ut etiamsi non
habeat conscientiam sanctitatis, tamen, quia vel stultorum adulatione
aut fortasse errore sanctus esse dicatur, sanctissimum se putabitl
Benedict, reg. 4,62 (non velle dici sanctum, antequa sif; Cacsasius of
Atles, serm. 20.2 (muli ex conparatione peiorum dicuntur sanct).
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definiton ofthe word is offeed in Rufinus' ranslation of Origen
in Lev. 11,1 p. 447,12 51 q:a se ipsum devoverit deo, si qu "
otiis saccularibus implicaverit, ... iste merito sanctus
e sancius is used in address at Ambrose, epis, mm”;’,’,’,f‘ '.':"‘,’\
(matres); in Luc. 220 (mulieres; cf. vid. 6,34 [feminae, 5o
3631]); obit. Valent. 38 (animae; S0 64); 40 (fliae; 50 also pe.
‘Paulinus of Nola, epist. app. 1.3); 52 (pater); vid. 2,13 (viduae), 1487
(virgines; so virg. L8S1; 24.27; 2,639; Augustine, serm. 11,1
184.2; Ps.-Jerome, epist. 42 p. 291°); virg. 1,3,10 (soror; s0 3.
3.732); Collectio Avellana 25,3 (domine; s0 27.2). For the Gree
equivalent . (e.g) Origen, Cels. 4,1 tepé ‘AuBpoore (50 5,1; 6,1, 7;
8,76; et passim).
in qua nullus sit dolus. _Klostermann (1911), p. 194, identified these
words as a quotation of Jn. 1,47, where Christ says of Nathaniel: ecce
vere Israhelita. in quo dolus non est (cf. J.'s ecce vera Christi ancillain
the same line). As was the case with the preceding citation of Terence
(cf. n. on quidquid dieris, laudant ... above), what at first sight ap-
pears o be observation from life tums out to come straight from a
literary source: this time it is scripture. The fact that J. puts a biblical
reference into the mouths of ordinary people who are simply describing
someone they like would seem to shed more light on his own
compositional technique than on the everyday speech of the period:
again 1.'s object would seem to have been simply to heighten the
thetorical level of the passage. Here at least the formulation is not at
odds with the point which J. wishes to convey. He reports on a number
of occasions that the charge of deceit and imposture was commoniy
made against ascetics (epist. 38,5.2 si tunica non canduerit, statim illud
e rivio: ‘inpostor et Graecus est’; 45.2.1; 54,2,2; 54.5,2): hence dolus
is the mot juste.
1t turs out therefore that lines 11-13 contain a quotation from the
classics and a quotation from the Bible in two directly adjacent
sentences. Combination of scriptural and classical citations is &
recurrent feature of J.’s style. The trait was noted by Hagendahl (1958),
P- 302: *The Bible and the Classics are J.'s two sources of inspiration,
and it is not unusual 1o find both of them quoted in the same passage’-
He then proceeds to define the purpose of these combinations as being
50 10 speak to give double evidence’; cf. p. 155 “to give full evidence,
to evoke the impression of a kind of consensus omnium on this or that
point’. Hagendahl also commends J. for his ‘unprejudiced attitude’ in
ﬂ'fmlmg mpartially from both scripture and secular literature: this lack
o ‘)P;J)“.ﬂ:‘h% him apart from other Christian writers (p. 303). Antin
Bibe 1o scussed 1's habit of combining the clasics and the
3 s ‘un double loyalisme': J. is striving to build 8
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bridge between classical cuture and the new message of Christanty
»-58):
It may be questioned whether the explanations i
e et s g g
intends to_present “double evidence’ or perform a bridge-buildin
function demands that each reference should be ciearly recognizable a2
a quotation. Such is not however the case in this passage, where neither
Terence nor the Bible s cited verbatim. Here the langusge of the
Eunuch has been deliberatcly modified in order to enhance the
hetorical impact: .’ aim would appear to have been simply to impress
the reader with the brilliance of a formulation which is intended to Jook
like the writer's own. Whereas direct quotation would mercly have
allowed J. to appear well-educated, such covert appropriation enables
him to give the impression of being supremely creative. Combination
with a biblical echo doubles the impact. It would seem therefore that
this juxtaposition of Terence, Eun. 2511. with Jn. 1,47 is to be seen as
merely one more example of J's ubiquitous habit of combining
scripture with any sort of arresting formulation that has been borrowed
from elsewhere: the source in question may be pagan, but is more
usually patristic. There can accordingly be no question of ideological
“bridge-building’ here.”
ecce vera Christi ancilla. These words continue the reminiscence of
Jn. 1,47 (cf. previous n.); here Js ecce vera . is inspired by the
biblical ecce vere Israhelita (ide, GAnda ‘lopaniirg). Since Hilberg
failed to recognize the source, it might be thought that his reading vera
should be changed to vere, which is in fact found in the majority of the
MSS he uses. However the reading verus was also current in versions
of In. 1,47: J. himself employs it at (¢.g.) in Ezech. 40,1 1. 193. On the
other hand when J. wrote the Libellus, he had just finished his revision
of the Gospels, where we find vere: perhaps it should therefore be
preferred here after all.

The title Christi ancilla is given by J. 1o a number of his female
associates: Lea (epist. 23,2,2; on this passage cf. Laurence [1997b]);
Eustochium (epist. 31,3,3); Fabiola (epist. 77,2,3); the younger Pavla

* Since 1.5 citaion of Jn. 147 resembles his reference to Eun 25IF in nat being.
‘verbatim, Klostcrmann, who detected the scriptural echo, follows his identification

diions which have appeared subsequently (i is however recorded by Bauer (1983},
p. 173) Such we have

et another case of .’ juxtaposition of scripture with a striking second-hand phresc
This biblical ciation continues inio the immedinely succeding sermociatc, 3
similar combination of scripture and plagiarism likewise marked the opening
carlicr instance of the same rhetorical fgure (13,3)




28 UIBELLUS DE VIRGINITATE Sty 0,

ist. 107,13.6); the clder Paula (epist. 108,6,3); Hedyb,
¥ 13 Paula and Eustochium (Didym. spi. pracf). It iymm.;f.eé';"
occurted in Terulian, virg. vel. 33 and Zeno 1146; of, g
‘Augustine, epist. 211,14; Philip, in fob rec. long. 40 p. 789", Ary
Junior, ad Greg. 18 p. 422,10 (an adaptation of Gal. 1,10 Christi sery
non essem); Paitck, epist, 7; Victor of Vita 130. J. uses ancill g
(instead of Christi) at epist. 11,2 and 108,18,3. This collocaion hag
been widely used by Tertullian: cult, fem. 14 1. 122, 1.2;23 | 4,
2,111, 14; weor. 26 1. 1. It s specifically qualified as a complimentary
{ille for the virgin at Ps.-Augustine, sobr. 2 p. 1109. Both forms were
evidently in popular use: cf. Diehl, 11L, p. 320 5.v. ancilla. They were
presumably inspired by LK. 1,38 ancilla domin.
tota simplicitas. . notes that *simplicity’ is a compliment paid to the
compliant at epist. 117,6,3 omnes te, cum aliquid eorum, quae suadens,
retractans feceris, puram, simplicem, dominam et vere ingenuam
conclamabunt. It was certainly a term of approbation; cf. nscriptiones
christianae Diehl 39771 lulia ... virgo, annima gimp(lex). Cf. further
Antin (1961d) and Bacht. For the particular form of expression which
1. employs here (ota simplicitas) cf. Ambrose, sacr. 1,3,10 ubi tota
innocentia, ubi tota pietas, tola gratia, fota sanctificatio.
illa horrida, turpis, rusticana, ferribilis. For the asyndetic
covadporapos of epithets cf. (e.g.) Terence, Ad. 866 ego ille agrestis,
saevas, tristis, parcus, truculentus, tenax; ).’s concluding ferribilis also
achieves an effective adgnorc. On the reproach of rusticitas cf. epist.
14,12 tunc tu rusticanus .. exultabis. As in the present passage,
“rustcity’ and *simplicity’ are contrasted by J. himself at epist. 57,124
(¢f. 27,1,2). On the other hand J. combines the two at epist. 27,13
49,13.5; 52,933 613,43 133,11.2; in Os. 2,13 1. 285; in fon. 3,6 1.209
D2 vir. ll praef: tract. in psalm. | p. 74 1. 29; cf. also Augustine, cu.
mort. 1215 (simpliciter rusticanus) and Cassian, conl. 1034
(simplicitate rusicitatis). Basil of Ancyra had observed at virg. 53 that
itisbeter i€ a virgin is unociable and can put up with being caled
rude.

While the present sermocinatio opened with an echo of scripture (1.
13), the rest of it would not seem to have been inspired by any
identifiable source. it therefore apparently presents the same amalgam
::‘h literary imitation and observation from life as the earlier one (13,3)

ich aiso described the opponents of J.’s brand of rigorous asceticism.
12

iug

ntoribus rosls beter favemus. 1. ltr wars Rustios 10t 10
latterers (epist. 125,18,1). The same precept occurs in
Ambrose, off 142,218 prospiciendum etiam ne adulantibus aperiamus
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qurem. Sulpicius Severus agrees with Js statement i
passage that it s very hard to resist (dial, 121,1). ﬁfnéﬁ:ﬁﬂ
appear to have received relatively litle attention from the Fathers,
intrinsecus anima lactatur. - C. Pelagius, epist. ad Demetr. 21 sae
adulantium resistimus verbis ad faciem et in'secreto mentis favernas .
warns against vainglory at 27,4 below. )
onsa Christi arca est testamenti, ~ After dealing briefly wi
Subjects of indecency and flattery J. poceeds o urge lheev':rygi:l‘nhs::
herself off from the world. This exhortation consists enirely of
scriptural allusion: five separate biblical passages are evoked. The
application given to each one can be paraleled; however the density of
allusion makes J.'s treatment unique.

The ark of the covenant was mentioned in the previous ch. (23,2);
there 00 it had stood for the virgin. At adv. Jovin. 120 the ark
symbolizes the superiority of virginity, since it is made of pure gold.
On the other hand it is the church at in Matth. prol, 1. 25. As guardian
of the aw, the ark is deposited i ourselves according t in Eph.2,19p.

The figurative interpretation which J. applies to the ark in the
present passage had not been without parallel. Gregory of Nyssa had
already identified the man of God as the ark with its divine mysteries
inside (Melet. p. 856°);" similarly at laud. Bas. p. 812* Gregory had
said that the tables of the covenant are lodged in the soul and that each
man’s heart thereby becomes an ark. In the saints the ark had been
munds intellegibilis imitatrix imago according to Ambrose, Noe 7,16. It

been cquated with the memory by Origen (hom. in Ex. 94 p.
242,17).

Shortly after the publication of the Libellus the ark is again
identified with the virgin at Bachiarius, epist. 2 p. 298,20 arca corporis
tui; likewise Proclus of Constantinople states that the ark overlaid with
gold without and within is the virgin sanctified in body and spirit (or.
6,17). On the other hand Maximus of Turin makes the ark Mary, since
she bore the heir of the covenant (42,5; so Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus,
annunt. 1 p. 1152°% 3 p. 1173°). The ark is the heart with its library of
books in Bachiarius, epist. | p. 293,7; similarly Cassian observes at
conl. 14,10,2 that meditation on the scriptures turns the mind into an
ark,

extrinsecus et intrinsecus deaurata. The detailis very much in point:
the preceding sentence has intrinsecus (I. 1) and the succeeding one ex-

* The sermon was delivered in May 381 at Constaninopl; cf. Danilou (1955). 7p
358.J. was there at the time.



trinsecus (I 4£)-

ikl aliud ... nisi tabulae testamenti, ~ Fremantle, p. 32, com

Reg. 89 0t fv v 1 KB 7AW 50 RAdxes Aibivar, ,m,.;':;’;;
Suabiixng.

mullussit extrinsecus cogltatus _ In contrast o 6,6 above the though
ere are not sexual but social. Thinking of nothing but the Lorg 5
blessing of deafness at epist. 39.2,6.

super hoc propitiatorio quasi super cherubim sedere vult domins,
In typically striking and picturesque fashion J. uses scripture to express
his thought: Eustochium is the mercy-seat on which the Lord sits (cf
Exod. 25,22 loquar ad te supra propitiatorio scilicet ac medio duorum
cherubin qui erunt super arcam festimonii; the Lord is often said to ‘st
on the cherubim’, e.g. at Ps. 79.2 qui sedes super cherubin). Here the
idea proceeds naturally from the foregoing description of the virgin as
the ark of the covenant. It is in any case less bizarre than might at first
appear: the notion of the Lord ‘sitting on’ a human being is in fact quite
common.

J. himself employs this concept frequently. At tract. in psalm. 1 p
170 1. 100 the cherubim are abundance of knowledge and whoever
possesses it is the seat on which God sits. Christ is said to mount us at
in Am. 6,12 |. 476 (ib. Ps. 67,5 iter facite ei qui ascendit super
occasum). Christ mounts his apostles at in Hab. 3,14 1. 1075 (on
Habakkuk 3,15 [LXX] superduxisti in mari equos tuos; cf. already
Eusebius of Caesarea, Ps. 45,2). In addition the Lord ‘sits on’ people at
in Zach. 14,15 1. 573 and in Marth. 21,4 1. 1205; the soul is sat on at in
Matth. 21,6 1. 1217. It is God who mounts us at tract. in psalm. 1 p. 52
1.82. Finally in epist. 79,9,5 the Holy Spirit does the sitting.

The idea had also occurred with considerable frequency in Origen
(the two passages from rract. in psalm. cited above may also be by
him). In his exegesis of Mt. 21,2ff. (Christ’s entry into Jerusalem) he
‘makes ass and colt the Jews and gentiles: Christ sits on them (comm. in
M1 16,16 p. 52630; 16,17 p. 534,13; cf. hom. in Le. 37 p. 210,15). At
hom. in Le. 37 p. 212,6 Origen asks which of us is so fortunate that
Jesus should sit upon him. In addition he notes that those souls are
blessed which stoop their backs to let the Word of God sit on them
(Cant. 2 p, 153,10). The Word of God is also said to sit on the flesh at
comm. in Rom. 10,14 p, 1274,

A number of later examples can be adduced where the reference is
2gain to Mt 21.2(T; in this connection it may be noted that in the
present passage of the Libellus J. himself refers to Christ's entry into
Jerusalem in the following sentence (mitit discipulas suos, ut in pullo
aiwn ;- cf. next n.). Thus Augustine tells his audience that the Lord
sits on them as on the foal of an ass (in psalm. 33, serm. 2,5). The same
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thing happens in Collectio Ariana, hom. 11,3 and ps.-Ti

palm. 12(7); f. Nilus of ‘An-:yra, €p. 2,81 (he sits on the m‘;‘:ﬂ:{ Bosrs
There are alo further instances where the idea i used ndependent

of ths Mathean text. In a reference 10 the beasts beside the manc,

Augustine makes the Lord sit on people at serm. 189.4 and 19031y

(Berthold) 9.38; <t hom. typ. 1/ (Dorries-Klostermann Kroeger) 15,3
(the soul is mounted). Finally Chrysostom states at hom. in R, 20,1
that God does not refuse to it on our bodies', whie a fom. og. 3 he
describes how like the Cherubim a virgin becomes the king's cpari
here the King is of course Christ. CF. futher Smit (of the passages
adduced above he mentions Origen, Cant. 2 p. 153,10; Jerome. 1 iap.
3,141, 1075; tract.in psalm. 1 p. 521.82).

243

ut in pullo asinae curls te saecularibus solvant. Ch. 243-6 s cited
by Schade (1910), p. 10, as an example of 1's habit of emphasizing the
points he makes by couching them in biblical language that is adapted
o his addressee.

1. says the ass was fastened ‘with many bonds of sin® at in Matth.
21,1 1. 1184, Similarly Origen had pronounced that ass and colt (viz.
Jews and gentiles) were tethered by sin and ignorance (f-. in Mr, 407;
<f. comm. in Mi. 16,15 p. 523,28); at hom. in Le. 37 p. 211,10 he
interprets the passage to mean that Christ wishes to free us from sin’s
bonds. On this use of in cf. TLL VILI, 787,72fF.
paleas et lateres Aegypti derelinguens. In the opening ch. of the
Litellus the virgin had been urged to leave her country; in the final one
she escapes from Pharaoh and crosses the Red Sea in safety. In the
centre of the work she is now exhorted to *abandon the straw and
bricks of Egypt'. Here Hilberg compared Exod. 1,14 (18 7nk® Kai ti
haveiq). ‘Straw” and “bricks’ however are specifically mentioned at
Exod. 5,7 (dxvpov ... eig v mhwvBovpriov) and 5,16 (Gxvpov
mhivBov). The tropological interpretation which J. gives to this episode
was very widely used. J. himself says that we are the ones who have
been making the bricks at epist. 121.8,2) and in Mich. 63 1. 135; of. in
Mich. 7,18 . 716. The same application is found in tract. in psaim. 1 p.
781.95. At in Nah. 3,13 1. 595 ). reports the identification of the clay as
the body and the straw as the world: the soul is stuck in them. We are
said (0 have left Egypt at rract n psaim. 1 p. 78 1. 89;thisis a spirial
Egypt according to in £ph. 6,1 p. 539°. -

As in the %mmf’;)husage of the Libellus, the Christian also
abandons brick-making in Egypt on numerous other occasions outside
1. there is a slight variation in the particular tropological application
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hatis made: Origen, hom. in Ex. 1,5 p. 1519 (the world’s wo,
p. 167,3; Ambrose, Abr. 2,9,65; Gregory Nazianzen, ep. 12,
54,15 (sin and the fralness of the flesh; cf. Nilus of Ancyra,
Chrysostom, #om. in Heb. 20,3 (the Devil's service and furi
Augustine, serm. 3526 (earthly works); Theodotus of Ancyra, jop
(Aubincau [1969]) 7.4 (pleasure); cf. also the following (where s
specific idea of ‘abandonment’ is absent): Origen, hom. in 15 53
267.5: Gaudentius, serm. 1,18 (bondage 10 unclean spirits): Augusting,
serm

817,

‘Already Philo had identified Egypt as the body (agric. 88). Origen
had pronounced that enslavement to the Egyptians means subjection to
fleshly vices and demons (hom. in Gen. 16,2 p. 137,15). Later Cassian
describes how Egyptians of the mind oppress with hard and muddy
work the true [scacl, which is the monk (con. 21,28,3). Two final
passages may be noted: in Ps.-Origen (= Gregory of Elvira) the bricks
are silly thoughts mixed with camal weakness (t7act. 7.5), while they
are an carthly and wicked way of life according to (Ps.)-Macarius of
Egypt, hom. typ. 1 (Berthold) 11,2.2.

Moysen sequaris in heremo. On *following Moses' cf. Origen, hom.
inJos. 1.7 p. 29323 secutus es Moysen. praecepta scilicet el mandala
legis observans.

rks); 33
o, 13,
. 2,53
le effony;

terram repromissionis introeas. 1. is fond of saying that people ‘enter
the promised land’: epist. 39.5,1; 54,11,2: 77,7,3; 78,2,3; 130,19,6. He
is not alone; cf, Origen, hom. in Jos. 4,1 p. 309,10; hom. in Num. 27,12
p. 279,14; Gregory Nazianzen, ep. 120; Gaudentius, serm. 7,23;
Apophthegmata patrum 142 (Nau [1908], p.49); Cassian, conl. 3,10.5;
(Ps.)-Macarius of Egypt, hom. typ. I1 (Dorries—Klostermann-Kroeger)
256; Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 2,52 (in the mind); 3,156; Caesarius of
Arles, serm. 100,12, Origen had described how the soul leaves the
Egypt of this life to do so (hom. in Num. 274 p. 26028); he had
identified the promised land as the blessedness of perfection at hom. in
Jos. 44 p. 312,15
memo sit, qui prohibeat. The kin mentioned (mater, soror, cognatd,
germanus) fit’ Eustochium, her father being dead. Her sisters and
er all married. In epist. 54,6, J. wamns against insidias adfinium
ac pium parentis errorem,
non mater. _Sixteen years later Eustochium's mother Paula is told that
she can make up in her grand-daughter what she omitted in her
daughter (epist. 107,13,3). Earlier in the same letter (5,2) J. reports that
Eustochium's aunt Practextata tried to override Paula’s will in the
matter of her daughter’s ascetic vocation. It might however be
supposed that J.'s warning here is mainly intended as having a general
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application. A short time carlier Ambrose had noted ih
number of virgins were hindered by their mothers,
were widows (virg. 1,10,58); cf. Athanasius,

4 *elle n'entrait en contestation

at a large
even when the latter
Letter 10 virgins (Lefor

Finally it may be noted that in the present Ppassage J.'s admonition Iead;
up to a very striking conceit (dominus te necessariam habe, his earlior
eproach to Paula at 20,1 (quid invides, mater, filiae?y was s
preliminary to @ similar conceit (socrus dei esse coepist). Pethaps
therefore literary considerations have in both cases played a greater role
than genuine concer about Paula’s commitment to asceticisny,

non soror. Eustochium had three sisters. Blesilla is described as pro-
posito minor_at 15,1 above: she had already married and been
‘widowed, Rufina was planning to marry when her mother left for the
East the following year (epist. 108,6,3). Finally Paulina married
Pammachius. J. again wams Eustochium not to be like her sisters at
24,6 below: sorores tuae cursitent.

cognata. This was Eustochium's aunt Praetextata, sister-in-law of her
father and presumably related to Vettius Agorius Practextatus, the
pagan consul designate of 384. She tried to interest Eustochium in
fashionable hair-styles (epist. 107.5,2).

germanus.  Eustochium’s brother Toxotius married the daughter of a
pagan, probably Publilius Caeionius Caecina Albinus.

dominus te necessariam habet. The enumeration of the members of
Eustochium’s family is capped in very striking fashion by citation of
scripture: Mt. 21,3 and Lk. 19,34 (dominus eum [sc. pullum asinae]
necessarium haber). ). thereby reverts to the subject of Il. 6f., where
Eustochium had already been identified with the colt of the ass; its
unfetiering was deliverance from worldly cares. Mt. 21,3 and Lk. 19,34
are used again at in fs. 14,53,12 1. 21; there it is the gentiles that ‘the
Lord hath need of . In the present passage the antecedent reference to
family suggests that J. also intends a characteristic pun on the two
meanings of necessarius: ‘necessary’ and ‘relation, friend’; for the
latter cf. (e.g,) Cicero, Lael. 74 cos habere necessarios, quos ... di-
lexerunt, Such a word-play makes the climax of this sentence cven
more effective, Perhaps the same play is imitated by Paulinus of Nola,
epist. 23,9 frater necessarius.

flagella Pharaonis. ). returns 1o the theme of the exodus from Egypt
(1. 7-9), which was interrupted by his reversion to the topic of the colt
on which Jesus entered Jerusalem (L. 10; in this passage the two
themes are interwoven (it may be noted that dimittere n the next line is
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common to both; cf. Exod. 5,1 and Mt. 21.3). Pharach is me
again at 41,1 below. His scourges recur at in s. 17,63,17 1,4,
Jer. 637.10.

illa, quae scripta sunt. _This rather unliterary way of refering tg e
en plagues utlizes @ form of abbreviation to which J. is parga) |
recurs at epist. 5222; in Is. 5.1428 1. 14;.9,30,1 1. 57. Origen uses s
with great frequency: hom. in Num. 9.7 p. 64,18 (prophetasse ..
quae scripta sunt, 114 p. 84.20; hom. in Jud. 5.4 p. 494,11 comp
Ser in M. 1 p. 1.19; 135 p. 281.2; comm. in Mt. 12.4 . 75,15 (&eyen

Nlioneg
S and iy

Gaa yéypartar), Jo. 10.23,133; comm. in Rom. 1,19 p. 8695 82 p
1161%. Elsewhere this form of expression is surprisingly rare;
evidently distinguishes the scholar from the mere belletrist,
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Tesus ingressus templum. 1. now evokes at some length Christ's
cleansing of the temple; only in the third clause of the third sentence is
the elevance to the virgin made explicit (in pectore virginali; 1. 17).
Origen had identified the temple as the soul, while the buyers and
sellers were evil thoughts (comm. in Mr. 1623 p. $55,18); at Jo,
1034221 he had said that this incident shows God will not have
anything alien to his will in men’s souls. Similarly Hilary had observed
that it is our preoccupation with worldly business which turns the house
of God into a house of merchandise (in psalm. 118 zade 3 p. $16,18; ib.
1 Cor. 6,19 *your body is the temple of the Holy Ghost'). J. himself
refers to the story again at epist. 125,20,4; in Is. 9,28,5 1. 76; 1556 81
36.

deus enim zelotes est et non vult domum patris flerl speluncam
latronum. 3. makes an abrupt transition from the Jesus of the previous
sentence 10 deus. As the passage stands, there is also a certain
incongruity between the *jealous God® and domum patris: the sentence
inevitably reads as if the pater were God's own father. Here J. has
combined Exod. 34,14 (8edg {nhwtig éomv) with Jn. 2,16 (nolite
Jacere domum patris mei domum negotiationis). Hilberg refers only to
Mt. 21,13, which like the other Gospels (Mk. 11,17 and Lk. 19,46) has
domus mea domus orationis vocabitur; vos autem fecistis eam
speluncam latronum. The mea of these versions, when appropriately
altered to sua, might have avoided the inconsistency. J. however has
taken over this combination of Exodus and John texts from Origen, Jo.
1034221 (on In. 2,17 6 Likog 0% oixov cov katagdyetai pe) (Ao

9 Xpiotss 1oy v éxdow i@y olxov tob Beod ... Gte BE0D
Cnaod vidg dv. Unlike his source, J. has not troubled to harmonize
the two. There is a similar inconcinnity in the combination of scriptural
texts at 26,2 below (esto cum sponso, quia, si .. oraveris patrem tuum,
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et et pulsabit; Mt. 6,6 and Apoc. 3,20); of.

o meot an explcaton of Cant 1.5y 0 25 (b sponso
ubl sunt caveae columbarum et simplicitas enec i

nade doves a symbol of airy and frivolous thoughts (o, ?8'%3“.2;:’
For the connection with simplicity cf. Mt. 10,16 exiore . oo,
sicut columbae.

ubi in pectore virginali saecularium negotiorum cura aestuar,
refers the cleansing of the temple (o our inner selves ot i Art. 31,13
1 1352 (ad Ioc.): in the house of our breas there can be no buying and
selling nor desire for gift. Similarly Origen had said tha Jesus upses
the tables in the misec’s soul (Jo. 10,23,137; cf. Ps.-Titus of Bese
palm. 13[7)). Ambrose reproduces the collocation  saecularum
negotiorum cura at in psalm. 118 serm. 83. 1’5 own clause produces
an elegant tricolon crescens.

velum templi scinditur. I characteristic manner J. concludes his
impressive evocation of the cleansing of the temple with two further
Gospel texts. The first is the rending of the temple-veil (M. 27,51 etc.;
the inclusion of this text has evidently been prompted by the Stichwort
“temple’. It had already been employed in a similarly picturesque
metaphor at epist. 14,9,3: there J. had told Heliodorus that it is hard to
match those who already reign with Chrit, for an angel could come
and ‘rend the veil of his temple’. According o Origen the rending
signified the revelation of scripture . in Le. 151). Dumorter (1949),
p. 251, is wrong to assert that the present passage of the Libellus
imitates Chrysostom, fem. reg. 1; here we simply have a self-imitation
in the author’s manner from epist. 14.

relinquetur vobis domus vestra deserta. Christ's judgment on
Jerusalem (Mt 23,38 etc.) is a text of which J.is exceedingly fond: he
cites it almost thirty times. Origen had applied it to the sinner’s soul at
comm. ser. in Mt. 28 p. 54,8. In the present passage the text creates a
very apt and effective climax to J.'s treatment of the cleansing of the
temple.

25

lege evangelium et vide. ). introduces the last of the present seics of
scriptural episodes with an amesting twofold imperative. As i to be
expected from a biblical scholar of such eminence, J. frequently tells
his reader to look up a particular pessage of scripture; this kind of
injunction is also characteristic of the unusual vivacity of his style. AS
Here, J. often adds *and you will see’ or a similar phrase. n the leters
alone such a combination is found et 3631 (relege Lucam
evangelistam et invenies ...); 46,12,1 (lege Apocalypsin Iohannis et
contuere ...); 48,3,2 (lege ... apostoli verba ... et munc videbis

- simplices
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4542, 49.135; S293: 464 6125 10325 1242 10667,
129,5,2. It oceurs intermittently elsewhere: Irenacus 4,34,1 (SC 10gea’
legite .. prophetas et invenictis ... Asterius the Sophist, o'
(Richard) 12,5 (évéyvad 1 tEAog 100 yakuod kai eiprerg -y,

Ambrose, in psalm. 118 serm. $,39,2 (lege Esaiam, vide ...y, Sgy“‘h).i
of Gabala, serp. 10; Ps-Chrysostom, hom. in Jo. 7,15 3 (ib. Jn. 53

~search the scriptures'); hom. in Mt. 26,39 p. 755; hom. in Ps. 3 3.
Evagrius Gallicus, alterc. p. 52,4 Quodvultdeus, haer. 6,19; Julian of
Eclanum, epit. in psalm. 88. However J.'s fondness for this kind of
exhortation is matched only by Augustine. Like J. in the present
passage, Augustine has lege evangelium et vide ... at in euang. loh,
17,15: c. Iulian. 6,19,60; serm. 155,3; 301.4; 3351,5 RBen 62, 1952 p,
107.86. He says ‘read and see’ (or something similar) at c. Cresc.
213,16 (primam ad Corinthios cpistulam lege et invenies ..); episi
55.17; 11,4 (lege ... precem Danikelis et vide ...); in euang. loh. 3,19;
10.2; 80,3; c. Faust. 32,12 grat. 21,42; c. lulian. op. imperf. 2.17; 3.67;
¢. Petil. 2,104239; in psalm. 32, serm. 2.29; in psalm. 51,14; serm.
14,4:251,3. At 40,3 below Eustochium is also told to read (lege) 2 Cor.
Martha, sollicita es. . does not quote Lk. 10,41 anywhere else.
esto et tu Maria. For the very striking identification of the reader
with a biblical figure cf. Paulinus of Nola, epist. 20,6 meminerimus te
Petrum nobis esse factum; Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. 10 p. 40 koi o
Moapia inipyes émg ob Thv napBeveiav Siegvharteg. J. uses the
device again at 38,3 below: potes et tu esse mater domini.
cibis praeferto doctrinam. The biblical account does not mention
food (Lk. 10,40 Martha ... satagebat circa frequens ministerium). The
assumption that a feast was involved is however made in a number of
later passages: Ambrose, hex. 5,24,91; Sulpicius Severus, dial. 2,7,5
Augustine, serm. 352,7 (cf. J.'s convivium in 1. 3). Augustine produces
a similar conceit to J.'s at serm. 103,3 Martha dominum pascere
disponens ... occupabatur; Maria ... pasci a domino magis elegit.
46

Sorores tuae cursitent. Since Mary and Martha were sisters (cf. Lk-
10,39), the reference to Eustochium’s own sisters can be made with
perfect aptness. Blesilla was an example of molestiae nuptiarum at 15,1
‘above; Eustochium has just been told at 24,3 not to let her sisters
impede her ascetic resolve,

Christum hospitem habeant. The picturesque idea that the Christian
can *have Christ as his guest" is one that understandably appeals 10 J.
who repeas the phrase Christum hospitem habere at in Is. 17,605 1. 11
and in Matth. 12,44 1. 616. It is also found in tract. in psalm. | p. 107 1.
141; f this work is by Origen, J. has evidently taken the idea from him.
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Auin Hab. 3,6 1. 398 J. uses somewhat different wordi

Christiy; cf. tract. in psalm. | p. 54 1. 153, He .ISZ'?J'QL?'ZL’A"{‘.I
squest’ at in Ezech. 36,16 1 957 lib. 13 praf 1. 40; 47,19 1 149, 1
Mich. 1,3 . 113. The idea of Christ as our -
nst. 521.5; Paulinus of Périgueux, Mart, 5,84; Caesart

serm. 187.3. CF. also Mt. 25,35 hospes eram ef collei:a;s:':: of Ades
saeculi onere prolecto. Eustochium i again urged to re

ings ot 276, 39,1 415 (. 208, Ay it 18540 s
expression proice sarcinam sacculi (cf. his rendering of Orsiesius
doctr. 27 saeculi sarcinam deposuerunt). He uses sarcina earnis 1
epist. 14,10,2; at epist. 39,15 the phrase refers to death.

inveni eum, quem quaerebat anima mea. 1. now introduces two
citations from Canticles: they form a charming dialogue between
Eustochium and her divine spouse. In this way J. indicates the reward
accompanying that renunciation of the world which the bulk of the
present ch. has been concemed to inculcate. The two texts accordingly
provide a marvellously effective climax.

“The first text is Cant. 3,4, which had a strong appeal for J., who cites
it another nine times. The same verse had alrcady been used by
Athanasius (Letter 1o virgins [Lebon] p. 2038) and Ambrose (virg.
1,8,46; virginit. 13,77; 13,78, cf. later inst. virg. 17,111).
una est columba mea, perfecta mea; una est matri suae, electa
genetrici suae, caclesti videlicet Hierusalem. Cant. 6,8 recurs at
epist. 65,15.3; 65.20,3; 123,113 (of the church). Here J. identifies the
bride’s mother as the heavenly Jerusalem. Hilberg. compares Heb.
12,22 accessistis ad .. civitatem dei viventis Hierusalem caelestem.
Fremantle, p. 32, had also referred to Gel. 4,26 illa autem quae sursum
est Hierusalem libera est, quae est mater nostra. J. has just told
Eustochium not to be put off by her own mother (24.3).




Chapter 25

1. continues with his treatment of the subject of seclusion: Eustochiym
must stay indoors. The theme is developed by means of extengiye
citation from Canticles.' Jesus is depicted as the jealous lover who
wants to keep his bride for himself. The tone of this ch. s highly erotic,
2.1
Semper te cubiculi tui secreta custodiant. ). notes approvingly on 3
number of other occasions how female ascetics keep to one room: epis,
2333 (Lea) quam unius cubiculi secreta vallabant; 24,3,1 (Asclla)
unius cellulae clausa angustiis; ib. 4,1 ita se .. intra cubiculi sui
Secreta custodiil, ul numquam pedem proferret in publicum (cf
108,29,2). According to Chrysostom (Jaud. Max. 7) it was the custom
for virgins of the period to sit in their chamber continuously.
semper tecum sponsus ludat intrinsecus. J. characteristically intro-
duces a prurient element. For the sexual connotations of ludere cf.
Adams, pp. 162£; J. had used the word in this sense at 8.4 above (ib.
libido). Here the word sets the salacious tone of the passage. Adams re-
marks that the verb is applied particularly to the young; it is therefore
especially ‘appropriate’ for Eustochium. There is_furthermore a
deliberate paradox in its juxtaposition with the immediately preceding
custodiant; J. had employed the same device at the start of the work
with the formulation carne contempta sponsi iungaris amplexibus (1,2).
oras: loqueris ad sponsum; legis: ille tibi loguitur. For Nautin
(1986), p. 312, these words embody the quintessence of J.’s spirituality;
similarly Antin (1961¢), p. 154, cites them as encapsulating J.'s atttu
to *écriture sainte et vie spirituelle’. In fact J. has lifted the idea fro
Cyprian, ad Donat. 15 sit tibi vel oratio adsidua vel lectio. munc cum
deo loquere, munc deus tecum. Accordingly when J. employs it here, he
is simply following his standard practice of taking over aresting
‘material from other people.

Cyprian’s very impressive formulation naturally had an irresistible
appeal for J., who had already used it in epist. 34,4 nunc deum audit
eum divina relegit, munc cum deo loquitur, cum domimum rogat One

! Simon. 1, p. 171, complains: *Er 1abt uns ni w er dem.
P E oo uns it deutich erkenoen, was f unet de

. meint’ Such i is prising: J.'s pur-

 pose s lagely
Schade (1910).p. 10, quotes the first haf of this formlation as an embodiment of 15
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half of the conceit s also found in epist. 2442 (spons
Joquebatur aut psallens); the other half occurs af [Ps_].'jm"::;,,‘;:“:‘;
p. 57,134 (leges evangelium, confabulabitur tecum esus),

It would seem that Cyprian himself has fol]
mentor’ Tertullian, who at usor. 1.4 1. 20 had spoken of Chyistas

siderant, _consequuntur. The words cum illo sermocinastur
conjunction with orationes and reciprocal intercourse with God would
appear to be the source of Cyprian’s briliant formulation,

“This aphorism stands conspicuously at the end of the Ad Donarum,
which was perhaps the most highly esteemed of all Cyprian’s works
(cf. Molager, pp. 47£.. It is not therefore surprising that this Cyprianic
phrase should have enjoyed a certain popularity. Ambrose would scem
10 be the next western Father afer J. o exploit it: of. 1,20,88 ilfum (sc.
Christum) alloquimur cum oramus, illum audimus cum divina legimus
oracula’ The idea also occurs in Augustine at in psalm. 85,7 quando
legis, deus tibi loguitur; quando oras, deo loqueris.* Voglié (191), I,
p.97, 0. 64, registers a 7% . echo in Isidore (sen, 3,8,2).

Previous commentators have failed to notice that the same dictum is
also found in Greek writers. s first occurrence would seem to be in
Athanasius,® Letter 1o virgins (Lefort [1955]) p. 69,25 1 vous faut

concept of scriptural authority; he is clearly unaware tha he i simply dealing with a

second-hand co

Duval (1970), p. 34 and n. 43, assumes that here Ambrose s dirctly dependent on

Cyprian. The De oficis was published a some dal aRter 386 cI. Testad (1984, p.

49) it theefore belongs to the period immediaely aftr the sppearance of the two

Leters in which ). himsel had given Cyprin’sidea a very effctiv retaement. In

panicular Ambrose's wording bears a marked resemblance to 1’ in epit. 3. It might
< .

* A date of 401 is proposed by Bounardiére pp. SAFT. Tanulip. 1255, .4, aserts that
Augutin's souee & Amboses D o Augsine's 858 Enratowes howeer
delivered on the anniversary of Cyprian’s martyrdom; the partculas phrasing which

that this ch. of the Enarrario is concemed exclusively with prayer. n the present
context therefore ‘reading is ot ad rem. Augustine would sccordingly appear o have
made a particula poin of cchoing Cyprian's impresive fomultars here hen we

Dekkers (1953). p. 198, concludes that Cyprin's weatses 15 well s his comese
2 3

<Fir. il 134
‘ 1948),
Athanasius had spent several years of xile in the West. According to Bardy (
PP 31T, it s "0 probable o Athamsis kv Latn well cnugh o be able 1
e his own translations into Greek.
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quotidiennemen, ou plutdt & chaque instant, converser aveg

fancé, c'est-d-ire a parole de Dieus il ne faut pas repoussr lop g
vous son langage. Votre langage avec lui, c¢ sont la pride, I ferveyy o
vorre résolution; son langage. & lui. avec vous, ce sont les pengiee
justes qui vous montent au coeur, celles par lesquelles il excite vogg
ferveur et augmente €n Vous votre amour envers Iui" here Athanasiyg
has shown a characteristic independence in his treatment of the idea (on
this passage cf. also next n.). The first Greek author to reproduce the
conceit in the same form as in Cyprian would appear to be Chrysoston;
Jfom. reg. 9 (of the virgin, as in J.'s Libellus) tovtw Sakexbeica by
‘ebyaig, xai tic aiTod povIY; GKoVGaSE GuVTis Sté TV Fpasdy; hom
in | Thess. 64 érav ebyn. ovgl T 8ed BLaAEYN. ein pov; drav
Gvayviokn, Gkove avtod dor Stakeyopévov. The idea recurs later
in Theodoret of Cyrhus, A. rel. 3 p. 1325* toig pév yap Beioig év.
wygdvev Aoiotg T Oeiag 0vig Grodatewy freito. mpoo-
evonevos B xai TG IKETELg MPOGHEPAY, QVTOS THY TpdG Tov
Seonémy Enoteito SidAeguy.

Of all the afore-mentioned instances of this idea 1.'s formulation in
the Libellus is significantly the most economical and rhetorically
striking: as 0 often, J. has here too enhanced the stylistic level of the
material he borrows. Harendza, p. 52, notes the graceful parison which
characterizes the entire phrase.” It may be observed further that oras
and legis form two exactly parallel main clauses: no subordinative cum
or quando is allowed to clutter the statement as in Ambrose and
Augustine. Moreover the two principal clauses which serve as apodosis
are likewise closely parallel, though at the same time marked by subtle
variatio. They also evince an elegantly chiastic structure:  polyptotic
loqui encloses the whole by redditio, while the sponsus occupies the
centre.

Itis also significant that J. should similarly be alone in placing this
idea in a prurient context: only he goes beyond conversation to physical
caress (cf. next n.). While therefore this commonplace that J. has
borrowed from Cyprian turns out to be of no particular help in
illuminating his personal spirituality, it does provide a perfect
illustration of his plagiaristic and patchwork method, his consummate
sense of style, and his dirty mind.

 manum suam per foramen et tanget ventrem tuum. To the
conceit about *colloquy with the Lord" (cf. previous n.) J. adds his own
uniquely lubricious climax by making Christ fondle the virgins belly

(the eroticism started with fudat in 1. 16). Here he is echoing Cant. 5.4

He 5o traces the continuance of

his figure i i 1legis:
vt e e of tis figur i the words whic fllow: oras g
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1

GbergL80G oV Gréateidey yelpa abtod dnb tiig drfic, kai f xou
iou €0ponn Ex’ avrdv. In the LXX however m::”.:?.:,"p:;;:;
contact” J.'s adscititious tangere is itself a sexual term; cf. Aduns
18€. The combination with venter invests J.'s language with 5 '.:,:’,'
that is downright pomographic.” Kelly, pp. 102f,, ends his analysis of
the Libellus with a discussion of 1.’ use of Cant. in this passage. He
concludes that, while Ambrose and Augustine also explo (o, 1
their works on virginity, ‘the sexual overtones seem transposed i theiy
exhortations: J. makes no attempt 1o play them down'. Kelly has failed
1o notice how J. actually goes out of his way here to intensify the
lasciviousness.

“This evocation of Cant. 5.4 in conjunction with the precedin
canceit about divine interlocution provides another example of 15
habit of juxtaposing scripture with a striking formulation that has been
appropriated from elsewhere. In the present case however the
combination was perhaps suggested by Athanasius, Letter fo virgins
(Lefort [19551) p. 69,25fF. The lines of this passage that were quoted in
the previous n. continue as follows (1. 32): ‘De ce genre sont les
discours qu'il adresse, dans le Cantique des Cantiques, aux dmes
adhérentes & lui; de sorte que vous, qui avez vu ..."; the text breaks off
before a specific verse is mentioned. If however the connection J.
makes between Cant. and the conceit is due to Athanasius, J.'s specific
formulation of the latter shows that here he has followed Cyprian
instead of Athanasius, who had substituted ‘thoughts’ for Cyprian's
more vivid ‘reading’ and had expressed himself with habitual lack of
incisiveness. 1. naturally prefers the more concise and amesting
formulation: he improves even Cyprian’s phrasing. Such multiple use
of sources is entirely in 1.'s manner. Finally it may be noted that,
whereas Athanasius introduces his reference to Cant. with an explicit
identification of the work, J. achieves a far more powerful effect by
moving straight from his clever aphorism into direct citation of
scripture.
vulnerata caritatis ego sum. This verse occurs at Cant. 2, and 5,8;
Hilberg refers only to the latter. J. quotes this erotic text on four Gther
occasions. The genitive comes from the LXX (Vulg. amore langueo).
hortus conclusus soror mea sponsa. Cant. 4,12 had concemed

* Nor is there in the OId Latin: cf, Ambrose, virginit. 1160 frater meus misit mamum
suam per prospectum, et venter meus turbanis est ad illumTn contastto ) Ambrose

L .
ad adventum domini iteriora furbentur, whie a 13,19 he idenificd th “vindow” 85
Dt thrgugh whih we sc¢ Chr’s works. ] imself s he et agan ot i Motk
v prol.1. 22, where it i this time referred to the church. P
Miller (1954). p. 220 with n. 81, inappropristely renders venter here 25
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ical truth at epist. 15.1,1. On the other hand J. applies ;
3::?‘;; in epist. 49,21,1 and adv. Jovin. 1,31. The latter —
was commont it had already occurred at Athanasius, Leter o virginy
(Lebon) p. 202,25; Orsisius, doctr. 20; Ambrose, virg. 1,845, virgom
12.69; 13,80; Gregory Nazianzen, or. 24.9. It recurs later in Ambyoge
epist, extra coll. 1436; exhort. virg. 529 inst. virg. 9,58, 9,60y
17,111, The combination of ‘sister’ and ‘spouse’ is explained o
Paulinus of Nola, carm. 25,173f. (it was a mental union with God),

252

Dina egressa corrumpitur. AU epist. 107,62 the younger Paula is
also told that she must not go out like Dinah. J. mentions Dinah again
atinIs. 1140,1 1. 16 (a point of philology). Elsewhere the story seldom
occurs: at Orientius, comm. 1,355 it exemplifies the destructiveness of
passion, while it is allegorized in Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 2,68. s
application of the episode in the present passage would seem o have
been his own idea. In the preceding lines (4-6) he has also been teasing
the reader by withholding Dinah’s identity while at the same time
alluding with increasing clarity to her story; the same device was used
at 1,5 (cf. n. on non est sponsus tuus adrogans).

surgam et circumibo in civitate, in foro et in plateis et quaeram, quem
dilexit anima mea.  In Cant. the bride does eventually find her lover.
The search is also successful at epist. 66,10,1. Here however J. uses it
2 a waming example against going out. The present text (Cant. 3,2)
recurs at in Zach. 8.4 1. 88 (for the word platea). It had been used by
Athanasius, Letter to virgins (Lebon) p. 203,7 and by Ambrose,
virginit. 8,46.

253

sponsus in platels non potest inveniri. ). would seem to have taken
this statement from Ambrose, virginit. 8,46 non in plateis Christus
reperitur. Like J. (cf. previous n.), Ambrose had used these words in
conjunction with Cant. 3,2.

Much of Ambrose’s De virginitate consists of what amounts 10 &
commentary on Cant. Such an extensive treatment naturally invited
emulation: it would accordingly appear that in this and the following.
chs. J. is seeking to outdo Ambrose in his handling of the same biblical
book. While Ambrose had quoted twenty-three verses of Cant., J. cites
sixteen. However in Ambrose these texts had occupied more than half
of the treatise; J. on the other hand compresses his sixteen citations into
alittle over two chs. (24,6-26,4). The striking density and succinctness
which mark J’s treament create an impressive contrast with

Ambrose's long-windedness: J. evidently intends the reader to notice
the difference.
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Many of the verses from Cant. which J. quore

hat had also been cited in Ambrose’s De virgione (lv’iez,‘he;;": s
523535 .43 .6 5.7: 2 number of them do not recur eiseupns o
oeuvre). Al the same time there is a notable contrast between the
absiactness of Ambrose's allegorical interpretaton and 1 e e
concrete approach. Ambrose repeatedly applies the texts to the divine
Word (e at 13,79 13,80; 1381 13.84; 1491, 1492: 1595, 16,08, 3
on the contrary speaks very graphicall of the virgin's spouse.
ara ef angusta ia est.  While Ambrose had proceeded to develop the
idea that Christ *cannot be found i the trets” (o previous . wih o
lengthy seris of rather flaccid antitheses, J. on the ather hand appends
an eruditely amesting pun on plateae by quoting M. 7,14 the e
calembour is repeated at epist. 1212,10. 1. has bomewed thie
charactristc picce of clevemess from Origen, whose commentry on
Luke 10,10 (el fiv 8 Gv R6Aw eioEAde, xat uh Séqaviar uog,
£ZeABOvies el s mhareiag avei .) had contained the following
gloss (. in Le. 161a): ai i napadexduevar ot droowstons
Rihets Exovot Mateiag Avikoroy 1 ‘mhateia f mikn xai eops.
opos 1 650 fy Gyovoa eig Ty Gréheray’ (M. 7,13).

3. cites M. 7,14 another twenty times, I had occured in Cyprian's
collection of testimonia (bonos .. plus laborare .. quia probantur;
3,6). Virginity is the namow way according to Chrysostom, Laz. 7,5.
The text had also been quoted in Cyprian, hab. virg. 21; i recurs in
Pelagius, epist. ad Demerr. 10.
denique sequitur: quaesivi eum et non inveni eum, ). jumps from
Cant, 3,21, 10 5,6. He thereby retums to a section of the book that was
utlized at the beginning of the ch. (Cant. 5.4 and 538; p. 178,I8T)
Cant. 32f. was inserted in between for the sake of the ‘going out
motif, which runs throughout the ch. J. does ot cite Cant. 56
anywhere clse. Ambrose had used it at virginit. 12,75 and 13,84 (b.
amat .. Christus diu requir).
vulneraberis, nudaberis et gemebunda narrabls, Here 1. is
paraphrasing Cant, 5,7 (quoted in Il. 16-18 below). Whereas Ambrose
had again given a spiritualizing interpretation ofthis verse (cf. next ),
1's nudaberis characteristically adds a prurient detal that is absent
from the biblical text: removal of the bride’s theristrum (2 ‘summer
cape'; cf. next n.) has been converted into a scene of total feminine
denudation. A similarly salacious expension occurred at 25,1 above (¢t
n. on mittet manum suam ...). Female nakedness was also described
with relish at 6,3 above. In the present passage Hritzy, p. 90, notes the
Homoeoteleuton (threefold -is).
invenerunt me custodes, qui circumeunt clvitatem; percusserunt me,
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Ineraverunt me, tlerunt theristrum meum a me. At epi
T younger Paula should also stay indoors for fear the :..m:,‘:;’:
Cant, 5.7 catch her. Ambrose had wamed against them in virgini, g g3
there the “garment' that they take away was explained as an amigy,y
. 12,76 these watchmen had been intelligibiley

at ib. 14,92 they had removed the garment of gy
corporalis. .’ reatment of the same verse is by contrast typically
down to eanth: his_ unreflective concision differs markedly fro
Ambrose’s philosophic expansiveness.

1. describes the theristrum as a summer cape worn by Arab women
even in his own day at in /s. 2,322 1. 8 and quaest. hebr. in gen, .
3821, It is a nepBorarov vupguxov according to Gregory of Nyssa,
hom. in Cant. 12 p. 1029°. The word also occurs at Vulg. Is. 3,23
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ego dormio et cor meum vigilat. ). is partial o this charming text
(Cant. 5,2), which he cites another half dozen times. According to
Ambrose (epist. 7,52.4) it shows that even the sleep of the saints is
busy.

Sfasciculus stactae fratruelis meus mihi, in medio uberum meorum
r. Typically J. selects a highly erotic text (Cant. 1,12;
LXX 1,13). Elsewhere it is rare. J. gives an allegorical interpretation to
the second half of the verse at adv. lovin. 1,30 in principali cordis, ubi
habet sermo dei hospitium. It is quoted for the word uber at in Zach.
9,5 1. 158. Scent experts said stacte was the flower of myrrh (epist.
65.142).
quid de nobis fiet. J. has a cenain partiality for this vivid form of a
Jortiori argument; cf. its later occurrence at in Ezech. 16,3° 1. 868 (si
illa hoc audivit, quid de nobis fiet); in Matth. 14,31 1. 1370 (quid nobis
dicendum est). Its use in the present passage would seem however o
have been suggested by Ambrose, virginit. 10,57 cum hoc Petro
dicitur, quid de nobis censetur?, where it had been employed in
conjunction with Cant. 5,3, which J. likewise cites shortly afterwards at
26,2 (for J.’s debt to Ambrose’s treatise in this section of the Libellus
<f. n. on sponsus in plateis ... at 25,3 above). A similar a fortiori argu-
ment is found later on a number of occasions elsewhere: Chrysostorm,
‘hom. in Phil. 12,1; Pelagius, epist. ad Demetr. 27; Epiphanius Latinus,
in euang. 29 p. 51,8. However only Epiphanius repeats the particular
formulation found in J. and Ambrose: quid de nobis censendum est.
quae adhuc adulescentulae sumus, quae sponsa intrante cum sponso
remanemus extrinsecus. - Here . identifies himself with his addresse¢
and speaks of himself as a woman, He has used the same vivacious
device already at 18,3 (cf. n. on nolo illi subiacere sententiae -.)-
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Hilberg fails to register that adulescentulae isa

(LXX 6.8); J.’s second relative clause alludes of'ﬁiﬁfo‘fnf’"‘ :'17
of the foolish virgins (ML, 25,10ff). Again J. i parable
express his point: we are ‘unworthy'. Here howeu

e combination of texts from his own recun ;.:.rslh-:i:n“al;m::
hom. in Cant. 1.5 p. 35.1 tale quiddam et adulescentuloe sustinapy.
iniroeunte sponso forinsecus remanent. The actual wording of the
second clause has also been appropriated. At epist. 65,204 J. identifies
the adulescentulac as the faithful who are notyetready for the spouse’s
embrace and who cannot bear him children.

255

zelotypus est Tesus. The audacious and vivid idea of Jesus as the
jealous spouse had already been employed with some frequency:
Euscbius of Emesa, serm. 7,26 (virginis .. neque motus neque
cogitatus sponsum latent. habet zelum Christus), 128 (noli movere
zelum lesu, noli sponsum exacerbare); Athanasius, Letter 10 virgins
(Lebon) p. 191,23 (‘ton époux est jaloux'); p. 198,29 (‘Iépoux est
jaloux"); Sermon on virginity (Casey) p. 1035 (‘eiferstchtig ist der
Gatte'); Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 1,2,2,105 (vupiov iepdevra terig
Cnkpova popoTic); 1,2.3.68 (Xprotov Exovoa vuupiov, Crst 0ov tity
Gyveiav); 126,29 (xpnotos pév éomy [se. Xprotog] @i xai Ciko
‘mhéas). Origen had put forward the tentative suggestion that God felt ‘a
sort of jealousy’: si ... velut zelotypia quadam erga te utitur (hom. in
Ex. 8,5 p. 229,16); in this connection he had adduced Exod. 20,5 8edg,
Cnhwiis, When Augustine employs the concept of God as  jealous
spouse, he too cites scripture (Deut. 4,24 deus vester .. deus zelans; c.
Adim. 13): his treatment is notably more cautious than J.'s." The same
biblical text evidently lies behind the statement of Ps.Sulpicius
Severus, epist. 2,19 cave ... ne cui vel concupiscendi occasionem
ribuas, quia sponsus tuus deus zelans est.

o valt ab alils videri faciem tuam. Here 1. would seem to have
taken his cue from Origen: cf. hom. in Can. 1.8 p. 409 (sum quippe
sponsa formosa et alii nudam faciem non ostendo nisi tibi soli, quem
iam pridem deosculata sum), Cant. 2 p. 136,17 (ego ... quae a nulo,
inguit, alio videri volo, nisi  te solo). Both texts are concermed with the
exegesis of Cant. 1,6 (LXX 1,7), which J. himself cites in the following.
sentence (cf. next n.). In the present passage however it is Christ who
does not want the virgin to be seen by anyone else. The same line of
argument had already been employed by Tertullien, who had stated that

" Augustine also explains Exod. 34,14 (deus zelans) by rference o & hushend's
iealousy (quaest. hept. 2,158).



56 LIBELLUS DE VIRGINITATE Sty

if Christ wants other men’s brides t0 be veiled, then much more
own (virg. vel 16,6). Similarly Cyprian (¢pist. 4.3.2) had remarkeg g
Christ is angry when he sees his virgin in bed with another,
adnuntia mii, quem dilexit anima mea, ubi pascis, ubl cubas ;,
meridie, ne quando flam sicul cooperta super greges sodgljyy
fuorum. In the final section of the ch. J. introduces a dramatic gy
logue. Before his citation of this verse (Cant. 1,65 LXX 1,7) J. insen
gloss (adducto velamine ora contex 1. 7) which indicates how by
intends the difficult words sicut cooperta in it to be understood. Whey
Origen had dealt with the same text at hom. in Can. 1,8 p. 40,7, he hag
explained that the speaker Starts to veil herself because she fecly
bashful in front of the other shepherds; she then enquires her beloved’s
whereabouts to avoid having to cover her face. At Cant. 2 p. 136,13
Origen suggests that the bride does not want to be like the women who
don a veil and run about shamelessly to her spouse’s companions. Later
Augustine interprets ‘covered (he reads operta) to mean *hidden and
unrecognized: epist. 93,28 (the sodales are heretics) and serm. 46,36
Ambrose alludes to the text at inst, virg. 17,113, He quotes the first half
in exhort, virg. 9,56, while in the second half (ib. 10,66) he makes the
synagogue speak to the church. On the connotations of meridies cf.
Simon, 1, pp. 172,
i non cognoveris femet ipsam. The text (Cant. 1,7; LXX 1,8) recurs
nowhere else in J. On the other hand Ambrose has some seven
allusions to it, Augustine nine. It is explained at Ambrose, exhort, virg.
10,67 hoc est, te prius quae sis ipsa cognosce ef tunc pete ut meis
gregibus appropinques. 3.'s interpretation is rather different, cf. nextn.
256
odia servaveris cor mum. The verse just cited in 1 11
(Cant. 1,7; LXX 1,8; cf. previous n.) now requires some exegetical
amplification so that J. can make his point; normally the biblical text
alone is sufficient o express his meaning. Here he glosses it in
ristic fashion with another text of scripture: Prov. 4,23 (ndon
gdaxd) thper oiiv kapSiav). J. is extremely fond of this verse, which
he quotes over twenty times. Ambrose and Augustine on the other hand
have it only once each. In connection with 1.’s use of the text in the
present passage it may be noted that the last clause of Cant. 1,5 (16
LXX) similarly speaks of ‘guarding’ (duneAdva éuov ovk E90AGER):
J. has just cited Cant. 1,6f. (1,7f. LXX).
pasces haedos, qui staturi sunt a sinistris. ). concludes with a gloss
o ti'in‘i"ﬁ of Cant. 1.7 (LXX 1,8): they are the goats which the Son
organ w ;' iss:x on his left hand at the Last Judgment (Mt. 25,33). ). is
ery striking device whereby a ch. ends with 2 text of
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ripture that supplies a key o the understanding of what has 3
s np:nvs 2t 6,6 and 26,4. Here the combination of Cant. i f,ﬁ".t
s been taken from Origen; cf, Can. 2 p. 1426; hom. n Cani
2 022 schol.in Cant. 17,1 i fund e a Gregory of Eir,
L P 220, Ambrose, Isade 4,16, in psalm. 118 serm. 2,15,
o oty of Nyssa, hom in Cart. 2 p. 804" Augustin, serm. 46,37
e Bas a dozen references to M. 2533, Atin Math, 25,33 1. 33
o) 1. identifiesthe goats s sinnes; n the same passae (. 939)
(0 o motes that they are a licentous animal (ervens semper ad
b fum: of, Origen, Cant. 2p. 145,11).



Chapter 26

J. now concludes his very extensive treatment of the theme of
Seclusion. The ch. consists almost exclusively of biblical citation ang
allusion that is grouped very picturesquely around the twin Stichwarrey
“door” and 'window’. Here J. would appear to have taken his cu fron,
a brief passage of Ambrose’s De virginitate (13,79-81), which had alsg
combined the same two themes; however the Ambrosian treatise hag
not achieved the same striking density as the Libellus. ).'s scripnural
cento is also interspersed with clever conceits that have been borrowed
from elsewhere.

26,1

filia. ‘The ch. opens with an extremely impressive cuva8potouds of
titles (filia, domina, conserva, germana), each of which is then
provided with its own gloss in a clause that combines the rhetorical
figures of regressio and distributio (aliud ... aetatis, aliud meriti, illud
religionis, hoc caritatis ...). Only the asyndeton is noted by Hritzu, p.
46. Though each of the titles in this list can be paralleled, it is
significant that J. alone would seem to combine them all,

“The apostrophe filia had opened the work (Ps. 44) and also recurs at
38,7 below. Eustochium is addressed as filia at in Is. lib. 16 praef. 1. 5;
1ib.18 praef.\. 1; in Ezech. lib. \3 praef. 1. 32. In his letters J. uses this
form of address at 65,2,1; 65,22,4; 75.5,1; 117,2,1; 127,14 In Christo
filia s particularly favoured: it occurs at $4,6,1; 65,11 79,11.3;
107.2,1; 123,10,1;123,17,1. For the combination domina filia cf. TLL
V.1, 193872, (add Augustine, epist. 92,6; 131; 150; 188,1; 208.7;
266.2; (Ps.-Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg. 3,1,3 0 ... meritis domina
sed ordine ... flia); for the Greek equivalent cf. Julius Africanus, ¢p.
Or. 1 (xipié pov kai vi€) and Origen, ep. 2,3 (xUpie ViE).

For the concatenation of ttles cf. Salvian, epist. 4,2 natura parentes
fide fratres honore dominos. J.’s fourfold accumulation is even more
striking.
conserva. At epist. 58,9,1 J. has conserve ... germane (cf. next n.)-
Tertullian had used conserva in address at cult. fem. 2,1 1. 2 (€
sorores); wxor. 1,1 1. 4; 1,8 1. 31; 2,1 1. 2. On the term conservus cf.

! L. Simon. I, p. 172: *Es wird wol nicht
: Wi gelingen, den Sian dieser Bildersprache -
Sindeu feszlegen. Es Mt indessen schwer .. darin wesentlich meh als ¢ine
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611, (esp. i
m ;)"p 1611 (esp.- Lactantius, inst. 5,15,3 religione conservas, cited
ermana. Eustochium is called sor
£ ation with domina cf. Palladius, hﬂ;.:n::.uxﬂrwu:wf For the com-
Ps.-Sulpi Severus, epist. 5 domnus et germanus ‘Tm ikonie]
four scriptural uses of ‘brother’ at virg. Mar. 14: they ‘“{“'“"“‘5 the
race, kinship and affection respectively. In the present saesace 1.
e fast of these in mind. At epist. 42,1 he had omploreg o oo S
germanitatis caritate; cf. in 0. 2,1 1. 18 gelmamlavv:yed e
Cassian, conl. pracf. 3). On “brotherly love’ in general ¢f. T
1259,72; 77; 80fE; 84. Also pertinent are Cyprian, hab, v £
Gandenius. srm. 19,1 o c spin germanitate t;;ibv::)‘:?
K.”ﬁu'ffér";, mz)t ll(]w(f?:malem raternitatis invicem diligentes). Cf
populus meus, intra in cubicula tua, clau
pusillum quantulum, donec pertranseat 7:."2’5:..":.‘: ”M-Ag‘x‘::f e
cripture very effectively to cxpress his meaning. Here he smploys I,
56,0 to reiterate the precept that opened the foregomg ch. semmer 1o
ubiculitu secreta custodiant. 1 cites this verse again st ¢ 1oh. 3 (the
“chambers’ are tombs) and in Am. 5,18 1. 710. The outlandish phrase
pusillum quantulum had also occurred in his rendering of this text at
hom. Orig. in ler. 9 p. 656 the passage of in Am. on the other hand
has simply pusillum, while c. loh. uses aliquantulum instead (Vulg.
modicum ad momentum).

‘The text introduces the theme of *doors’ (cf. claude ostium tuum),
‘which runs through most of this ch. In it they are constantly being shut,
knocked on, or opened: . 4; 7; 9; 10; 12; 16; 17; p. 182,1. This theme is
succeeded by a similar plethora of references to the opening of
windows: p. 182,5; 6; 8; 9. In both sequences there is a ransition from
the literal to the figurative. The whole ch. in fact consists largely of a
mosaic of biblical texts which are concemed with doors and windows:
here we accordingly have an example of the Stichwort technique on the
grand scale.

262

si ostium cluserls. At epist. 65194 the ‘door' of Mt 66 is
interpreted as the door of the lips and at epist. 130,9,1 as the door of the
breast. Here it is a real door. J. again links the text to Is. 2620 (cf
Previous n.) at in fs. 8,26,20 1. 42; the same combinatio is also found
in Ambrose, sacr. 6,3, 13f, (the work is later than the Libellu).

ecce ego sto ante ianuam. J. refers 1o Apoc. 3:20 again 8t in Eph.
4,27 p. SIS, of sract, in psalm. 1 p. 54 1. 149 (ostium pectoris); p. 80 1.
160; p. 117 1. 238. Ambrose had used it at virginit. 11,60 (cf. also . on
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surge et aperi at 26,3 below).

vos fratruelis mei pulsantis: aperi miki, soror mea, proximg
columba mea, perfecta mea.  Cant. 5.2 is found nowhere else n y
had occurred at Ambrose, virginit. 12,70 (ib. cariate prosing, gp
plicitate columba, virtute perfecta). -
dispoliavi me tunicam meam, quomodo induar eam? lavi pedes
,.,%.:a inguinabo eos? The first half of Cant. $,3 is nol:t;w"m
anywhere else. Ambrose had used it at virginit. 10,55 (where
signifies removal of the ‘garment of bodily life") and 12,72. The secong
half recurs thrice in J.: the virgin should tum away visitors with i g
epist. 107,7.3. Ambrose had quoted it in virginit. 10,57 (ib. 10,58
quemadmodum  spiritale  debeamus actuum  nostrorum  diluere
vestigium). 1.'s purpose in citing the verse here would seem to be
purely decorative.

263

surge et aperl. 1. has evidently taken this pair of arresting imperatives
from Ambrose, virginit. 11,60, where they had occurred in exactly the
same form: surge, aperi. Ambrose had moreover employed them in
connection with Apoc. 3,20, which J. himself has just cited in Il 9-11
aperui ego fratrueli meo, fratruelis meus pertransiit. Cant. 5,6 does
not recur elsewhere in J. It had been quoted in Ambrose, virginil.
11,67, where the spouse’s passage had signified penetration of the
mind’s inner parts.

cordis tui ostia, The phrase *doors of the heart’ is not common; cf.
TLL 1V, 933,28€. (s.v. cor), which cites only the present passage of the
Libellus and a 6" c. example from Cassiodorus. It is accordingly
probable that J.’s use of this striking formulation here has been
suggested by Ambrose, virginit. 12,72 fores tui cordis aperire. The
same paragraph of the Ambrosian treatise had referred to Cant. 5.3,
which 1. cites just three lines earlier; shortly beforehand (12,70)
Ambrose had quoted Cant. 5,2, which is employed by J. five lines
earler, while shortly afterwards (12,75) Ambrose had referred to Car
5,6, which in J. occupies the same line as the phrase currently at issue.
If then the De virginitate has evidently prompted J.'s use of this idea,
his substtution of ostia for the Ambrosian fores may be due to his own
translation of Origen, hom. in Is. 2,2 p. 252,26 ostiis principalis cordis
nostri (ib. Apoc. 3,20, which J. quotes at p. 181,911 above).”

370°s accord »
380-1 or afer 52 ef Cavallers 2, pp. 200)
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A number of later examples of these locutions can
collocation fores cordis, for which TLL V1,1, xosmb_g ogaceds e
Joris) provides no other instance, is also found at Pai

euang. 42 p. 100,1; ib. Apoc. 3,20) and Cacsariy o

and 160,2; he has cordis ianuae at serm, 884 (cf, s,.::‘?.';?c(?e.f; ZTZ
1X,2, 1S6,536F. (s.v. ostium). In Greek there are instances of such
phraseology at (Ps.)-Macarius of Egypt, hom. typ. / (Berthold) 53.4.5
(s ... 80pas T xapbias) and hom. 0. 11 (Klostermann Bertholdy
164.

aperiantur Christo, claudantur diabolo. ). has appropriated this
striking formulation from Cyprian, domin. orat. 31 cludatur contra
adversarium pectus et soli deo pateat nec ad se hostem dei tempore
orationis adire patiatur. As in so many cases, J. has streamlined hiy
source 10 produce an elegantly asyndetic isocolon which is further
enthanced by twofold homocoteleuton. Here he has fited this borrowing
very neatly into a ch. that is pervaded by the theme of ‘opening’ and
‘closing’. 1.'s improved version of Cyprian’s sentence is in tum
imitated by Niceta of Remesiana (vigl. 1. 1S i . viglantium pectus
clausum diabolo, apertum Christo)’ and by Cacsarius of Arles (serm.
95,4 [nostrum ... cor aperiatur Christo et claudatur diabolol; 227,1;
Caesarius also takes over 1.'s doors of the heart at serm. 884 uf
ianuae cordis nostri semper aperiantur Christo et usque ad finem
claudantur diabolo). On the other hand the wording at Chromatius,
serm. 40,1 is borrowed straight from Cyprian (claudatur .. pectus
nostrum contra insidias adversarii et soli deo pateat).* There would
also seem to be an echo of the Cyprianic passage in Ambrose, /saac
6,51 (written 386) aperi ergo miki (sc. Christo), noli aperire
adversario neque des locum diabolo; here Ambrose has also combined
the injunction with Eph. 4,27 (cf. next n.)

si spiritus potestatem habentis ascenderit super te, locum ne dederls
el J. again combines scripture with an arresting formulation that has
been borrowed from elsewhere (cf. previous n.). Here the biblical
element consists of two separate texts which J. has condensed into one
o produce a very impressive climax. The basic text is Eccles. 104 si
spiritus potestatem habentis ascenderit super te, locum tuum ne
dimiseris (this is J.'s rendering at in eccles. 10,4 1. 34; it matches the
LXX). On this text J. has grafted Eph. 4,27 nolite locum dare diabolo;

* This work belongs tothe end of Niceta' carcer:cf. Gamber, p. 231 ’
¢ Chromatius” sermon probably belongs to the period 388-98; cf. Lemarié-Tardf 1. p.
203
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the addition has not been noticed by previous commentators,
diabolo fts 1.'s claudantur diabolo (1. 2 perfectly. Noneheless 1 .
once again borrowed his combiration of texis from elsewhere el
10:4 and Eph. 4.27 had been linked by Origen (hom. in Num, 27,1y
2763; comm in Eph. 20) and Basil (hom. in Ps. 32,1). } e
conflates the two texts at in Eph. 4,27 p. 512" and 6,12 p. 544¢ u:
quotes the passage from Eccles. another seven times.
264
Danihel in cenaculo suo — neque emim manere poterat in humili —
fenestras ad Hierusalem apertas habuit. 1. now passes from doory.
to ‘windows’. The two themes had also been linked in Ambrose,
virginit, 13,791T., though without 1.'s impressive inspissation.

With the parenthesis neque enim manere poterat in humili 3. has
been unable to resist inserting a clever conceit that is not strictly
relevant to his argument here. Again it has been taken from elsewhere
Origen had maintained that in the Bible ‘upper room’ signifies the lofty
and exalted mind (hom. in Jer. 19,13 [GCS 6]). A similar idea had
occurred in Gregory of Nyssa, Spir. p. 697 (on Acts 1,13 ‘they went
up into an upper room’): 1@ Gve 6pOVODOL ... oD bmEDGOY TiK
“ymAfig mohtetog Svees oixfirope; cf. also Gregory Nazianzen, or.
41,12 (for dates of 375 and 379 respectively cf. Daniélou [1966], p.
162, and Bemardi, p. 157). Later Maximus of Turin observes that it
was appropriate for Peter to o into an upper room to pray, for every
saint at prayer relinquens humilia vel terrena in altum mentis extollitur
(22). Eucherius gives the following gloss: cenaculum alritudo meri-
torum vel scientiae (form. 9 p. 56,1). J. again refers to Danief’s worship
atin Ezech. 8,15 1. 339, but without the conceit.
habeto fenestras apertas ... unde lumen introeat. Fenestram aperire
meant opening the shutters; cf. Blimner, p. 102. We open the fenestrae
in order to let in the light according to Ambrose, in psalm. 118 serm.
294:1492:19392.
civitatem de. The Danieline Jerusalem is spiritualized. For the phrase
chvitas dei cf. TLL I1l, 1234251,
mors intravit per fenestras vestras.  Ambrose had used Jer. 9,21 (9,20
LXX) at virginit. 13 81: there the window was Eve’s door. The text had
also oceurred in Origen, hom. in Cant. 2,12 p. 57,25, which J. had
recently translated; there it had been given a sexual reference. At in fer.
282 yt‘a‘nli1 loc.) . himself sets out the spiritual interpretation: sin enters

e senses and the soul dies (cf. Hom, p. 54, n. 145). J. is fond

of ths verse: he cites it another nine times and refers it to the senses in

St Paypg

general or to the eyes,



Chapter 27

1. wamns against vainglory. A string of scriptural textsis prescribed for
recitation s an antidote. J. then issues a sries of practical admonitions.
He notes that in Bustochium’s case it is superfluous to wam against
pride in her noble birth. There is however a danger that contempt for
worldly pomp may itself generate pride. This observation leads J. 10 an
impressive attack on various kinds of women who are guilty of
nism in their ascetic practices."

illud quoque tibi vitandum est cautius. Twenty years later J. starts
chs. 26 and 27 of his translation of Orsiesius’ Docirina with a similar
phrase.

ne vanae gloriae ardore capiaris. At epist. 18,422 J. remarks that
the unique danger of vainglory is one of his favourite themes: nikil
enim, ut crebro diximus, tam periculosum est quam gloriae cupiditas et
lactantia et animus conscientia virtutum tumens. In his extant works
however the topic is rather infrequent. J. simply notes at epist. 77,22
that adrogantia is harder to dispense with than gold and jewels. The
same precept as occurs in the present passage had already been issued
by St. Paul in Gal. 5,26 non eficiamur inanis gloriae cupidi. At 2,1
above J. had said that he would avoid praise. On the vice of vainglory
of. Michel, pp. 1431f.

quomado ... potestls credere gloriam ab hominibus accipientes?
Frequently J. employs a text of scripture to introduce 2 fresh topic.
Here however the text comes after the statement of the new theme (cf.
previous n.). J. cites Jn. 5,44 again at in Gal. 5,26 p. 423", Later Ps.-
Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,16 also uses it when imparting instruction to
virgins.

vide, quale malum sit, quod qui habuerit, non potest credere. 1. had
already used the same striking formulation to gloss scripture at epist.
12,3: vide ... quale malum sit, quod adversarium habet deum.

e form of
quoniam gloriatio mea es tu. ).s instruction now takes the form of 2
st of biblical passages which are recommended for reciaton by :.em
virgin. This very impressive technique, which gives J. an exce

* The ina secion of the ch.is discussed by Vogbé (1991, 1. pp 2631
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pportunity o display his scriptural expertise, has been
O 7,3 there the texts were linked by the Sichwors Aﬁ?ﬁ.ﬁ;"
present passage they al inculcate an attitude which puts the Logg o
e is the sole cause for pride. These texts accordingly provige o
effective response to the verse just cited (In. 5,44; 1 11£), which mage
“men’ the occasion for vainglory.

Hilberg identifies the first text as Ps. 3,4: b 8¢, xipie, ur,.
Adjurrop pov €1, 366a Hov Kol Dydv TV KepaAAv Hov (Vulg, fux,
LXX 1u autem, domine, susceptor meus es, gloria mea et exalians
caput meum). He is followed by (e.g) Labourt, 1, p. 139; Mierow.
Lawler, p. 242, n. 248; Camisani, p. 359. However Schade (1936), p.
94, had already pointed to Jer. 17,14 671 xavxmud pov o el. Here the
Vulg, reads quoniam laus mea tu es; Schade did not however recorg
that ).’ translation of Origen, hom. in Jer. 4 p. 616 (PL 25 [1845]) has
quoniam gloriatio mea tu s, which exactly matches the wording of the
Libellus. J. would not seem to refer to the text again.
qui gloriatur, in domino glorietur. 1 Cor. 131 (= 2 Cor. 10,17)
recurs in ). five times; at in Zach. 10,11 1. 366 it is again combined with
Gal. 6,14 (cf. Il. 16ff.).
si adhuc hominibus placerem, Christi servus non essem.  Gal. 1,10
also recurs in J. five times. It was popular; cf. Cyprian, festim. 3,55
{(non hominibus sed deo placendum). Cyprian had also used it at hab.
virg. 5. In the present passage this verse does not have the Stichwort
“gloriari®(‘gloriatio"), but it does pick up *hominibus’ in 1. 12.

‘mihi absit glo nisi in cruce domini mei lesu Christi. Gal. 6,14
text of which J i fond: he repeats it seven times. Cyprian had cited
ivatestin. 3,11 Gaclestatanum ... cogiare debere) and i hab irg

in te laudabimur tota die. ). does not cite Ps. 43,9 elsewhere. It is
also combined with Ps. 33,3 (cf. II. 19£.) in Didymus, Ps. 33,3.
in domino laudabitur anima mea. Ps. 33,3 occurs only here in J. At

instt. p. 52,19 Gregory of Nyssa recommends the text for recitation
and joins it to Jn. 5,44 (cf. IL 11£). Laudabitur is glossed at Julian of

Echa‘lum, in psalm. 333" as follows: glorificabitur atque erit in
admiratione omnium. While the Pi‘e] of %% usually means 'to praise’,
n the Hithpa‘el with 3 (as here) the verb signifies ‘to boast in'.

273

cum facis elemosynam, deus solus videat. After a string of verbatim
uotations of scripture . now continues with biblical allusion. Here he
is referming to Mt. 6,2-4. The original has been very substantially
streamlined: it runs as follows: (2) cum ergo facies elemosynam, noli
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iba canere ante te, sicut hypocritae faciunt
e Tt e
suam. (3) 1e a(:f)ewﬂf'e;ﬂe elemosynam nesciat sinistra rua qutdc/:cml
tera twa: (4) ut sit elemosyna tua in a !
5;;« in abscondito reddet tibi. scondito: et pater uus qui
cum eiunas, laeta sit facies tua. Having referred to My, 624 (cf,
previous n.) J. omits the prescriptions on prayer that follow (Mr. 6,5-.
15; 6,6 has already been cited in the preceding ch. at p. 181,7¢) ang
moves to Mt 6,16-18. Again the biblical original is heayih
compressed: (16) cum autem iiunatis olite fieri sicur hypocrtay
istes: demoliuntur enim facies suas u pareant hominibus iviumantes
(the second of these sentences i echoed later in the ch. at p. 1849f
amen dico vobis quia receperunt mercedem suam. (17) tu gutem cuny
ielunas ungue caput tuum, et faciem tuam lava: (18) e videaris
hominibus ieiunans, sed patri tuo qui est in abscondito: et pater tuus
qui videt in abscondito reddet tibi. J. has also taken care 1o avoid the
repetition which an allusion to the last verse would have entailed (cf.
Mt. 6,4, cited in the previous n. J. did echo thar). In epist. 24,42 J
notes that Asella looked happy when fasting; there he avoids any
biblical reference.
vestis nec satis munda nec sordida. J. makes the same stipulation at
29,1 below. The subject recurs frequently in his leters. He commends
Lea, Asella and Nepotian for achieving the happy mean here: epist.
23,2.2; 24,5,2; 60,102, He reports at epist. 39,1,3 that Blesilla wore
humble clothes which exceptionally avoided the impression of
ostentation; cf. also 58,6,3 and 125,7,1. In epist. 529,1 he sates that
black and white should be equally eschewed. The reader might gain the
impression from the foregoing that this was a matter of great
importance to J.: perhaps it would be more accurate to say that here we.
have one of those striking ideas which it was J.'s custom to repeat. At
27,6 below he wams against showing off in rags.”

References to the sartorial mean are found intermittently elsewhere:
however nobody stresses the point as insistently as J. Here the
following passages are pertinent: Paulinus of Nola, epist. 22.2
(decenter inculti ... et honorabiliter despicabiles); Gaudentius, serm.
21,13 (vilitate mundissimus); Ps.-Athanasius, syntag. 4.5; Caesarius of
Arles, epist. ad virg. 2,3,7. According to Tertullian a simple neamess
had been sufficient (cult. fem. 2,5 | 4). Similarly Ambrose (of:
1,19,83) requires that toilet should be natural and dress plain.

' mind. He also
O the other hand J. says at episr. 125,7, that rags indicate & pure
ecords how Pauis wes wont fo ek thet clenlness of body and clohing
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On saris meaning multum, nimis cf. Lofstedt (1911), pp. 73,
(ecurs in 1. 6 below. There arc furher examples of this g - |
eccles. 12,6 1. 272; quaest. hebr. in gen. p. 14,17 tract. in psgy, |
1261, 231; 11 p. 416 . 82; ract. in Marc. p. 323,10; pracf, g goud:
p.5.7; Dan. p. 10,60, It s not rare in the Vulgate.

Here this locution s the irst of a notably large number of collgyiy
clements which characteize the ch.: cf. the diminutive corpusculun |
a),sats religiosa (. 6), plus hunilis (. 6), ipsud (. 184,3), in convens,
. veneris (p. 184.6) together with fourfold facies (p. 183,1; 1849, |
18). The reason for this unusual density is perhaps that in this ch, 1.
speaking specifically to the juvenile Eustochium (cf. 1. 18 rovi et apug
e et apud matrem tuar ..).
nulla diversitate notabilis. ). notes that in Jerusalem nobody dresses
differently in order to impress (epist. 46,10,3). For the precept cf.
Augustine, epist. 211,10 non sit notabilis habitus vester. On the other
hand Basil (reg. fus. 22,3) finds unorthodox clothing useful for
establishing religious vocation.

ne ad te obvia praetereuntium turba consistat et digito demonstreris,
Luebeck, p. 161, and Hagendahl (1958), p. 110, compare Horace, carm.
43,22 monstror digito praetereuntium. Being ‘pointed out with the
finger’ is an extremely common locution; cf. TLL V.1, S048ff;
S05,10fF. (s.v. demonstro; ib. 1124,4SfK., esp. SIHF. (s.v. digitus); ib.
VI, 1441,641F; 1442, 5T, (s.v. monstro); Otto, p. 116 (ss.vv. digitus,
digitulus, 8); Haussler, pp. 102; 156. Also pertinent to J.’s wording is
Lucan 3,81f. nec constitit usquam / obvia turba, which closely matches
the Hieronymian e .. obvia ... turba consistat. This Lucanic parallel
would seem to corroborate the text of the Libellus given by Hilberg.
who adopts the lection obvia in preference to obviam, which is found in
half his MSS; earlier editions had instead favoured the latter reading.
1.5 own phraseology in the present passage has influenced his Vulgate
version of 2 Reg. 20,12 e subsisterent ranseuntes propter eun; here
LXX and Masoretic text have simply xo@6t eldev mavia 1oV
Epyduevov éx’ avtov éomkdea and THY) Yoy RITYP M W
respectively. There is a further parallel at [Ps.]-Jerome, epist. 18 P
56,89 si pulla fuerit tunica, etiam praetereuntium digitis denotaberis.
Jrater est mortuus, sororis est corpusculum deducendum. Avid
funeral-going is said by 1. to be one of the consequences of effective
preaching (in Gal. 4,17 p. 384%). On the other hand Ps.-Augustine
(sobr. 2 p. 1109) instructs the virgin to avoid vigiliae funebres, since
here the sexes mingle with particular freedom.

Brothers’ and sisters" are mentioned at 27,6 and 38,1 below. J. had
remarked in vir

g Mar. 15 th it 5 o Cf.
e s, Mar, 15 that all Chrisians are called “brthers
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cave ne, dum o saepius facis, Ipsa moria

borrowed this striking conceit from Alhxn:us, J/':&‘el?oﬁ;‘v'gshm
86,16 (il ne faut pas qu'ell aille pleure cele qut o mone & gy L
commune & tous, 'égare cle-méme, t meure de mors éomeley.
According to Brakke (1994), p. 39, this quotation by Shenoute may
come (‘perhaps’) from Athanasius’ fragmentary 42 Fesn gons.
which s concermed with the tombs of martyrs. In view howeyer oyt
sitation's exclusive reference to the virgin a more lkely prosewimes
might seem to be Athanasius' similaly lacunose witng o1 the suecy
of virginity.” Elsewhere in the Libellus J. can be shown i thvc
borowed extensively from Athanasius’ great Lerer 1o virgig
preserved in Coptic (<. [e.g.| nn. on centeinus et sexagesimus frrus
..t 15,2 above and on neque enim undecim apostal - 2 35.1 below
It would accordingly appear that the present passage of the L bellus
consttutes a further reminiscence of the same Athanasian work.

J. would not seem to have been the only author to imitate
Athanasivs’ striking formulation. Anon, wepi wopbeviag (Amand.
Moons) 37 warns: urigé Twav teAevmodvioy Evexev EcerBodon,
aith e9pedil vexpd. Other passages of this anonymous homily are
apparently dependent on the Athanasian Letter (cf. the commentary of
Amand-Moons passim); here we evidently have another such debt
(overlooked by Amand-Moons ad loc.). In a typical Selbstztar J.
himself then reproduces the second half of the phrasing of the Libellus
(cave ne, dum hoc saepius facis, ipsa moriaris) in a sermon delivered
during the opening decade of the following century (for the date cf.
Morin [1913], p. 234): vide ne, dum vis sepelire mortuum, ipse
moriaris (tract. p. 505 1. 93).* Finally this sentence of the Libellus
would also appear to have inspired the phrasing of Augustin, mor.
eccl. 34,75 (cum ... epulas cadaveribus exhibentes super sepultos
seipsos sepeliant), which was evidently writen just three years afler
1. treatise in the same city of Rome.*

* This is the view of Lefort (1955). p. 136, where Shenoute’s quotation is placed under
heading "Sur la virgini". The extant text of the 42 Festal Lerer on the other
Hand makes no mention of virgs.
Here e ho saepus s of e dr<lus n e Liels s ey b elced
by vis sepelire mortim, th last two words of which come fom Mt 822 (dmiue
mortuos ut sepeliant moros; cited three lins carir in 1. 89F), whil the inital vis
has been prompted by M. 8,21, which s quoted i the previous line butane (dimite
e ut vadam e sepeliam patrem mewn [l 0L, fordiminre °i  siere, permitere
Gf TLL V.1, 1218,SSMT). This passage of 1’s sermon accordingly suppies anoder
instance of his parility for selF-mitaions in which s s

6
or date and place of composition ‘Augustinin work of
(3871388 in Rom), who aso notes (. 29)tht Js Libellus b snved s one of
Augustine's sources for his description of Chrsisn asetcsm n o
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Although none of the studies of the Hterary style of .’ Jeery
Otolini, Harendza, Hritzu) mentions the present pagsge (viz,
Hieronymian _formulation achieves a stylistic finesse. 'w,:’“
Gisinguishe it from the others that were identified above, frge
mortuus, sororis est corpusculum deducendum: cave ne, i ,;‘i
saepius facis, ipsa moriaris. The first two clauses are embellisheq by
asyndeton, by parison with an clement of disiunctio and by adhereney
o Behaghel's law; the two clausulae (double cretic and dispondee iy
antecedent cretic) are also notably choice. While morcover the open
clause is merely characterized by a modest anastrophe (est mortuuss
the next one evinces by contrast the elaborate interdigitation of twofolg
hyperbaton (sororis est corpusculum deducendum).’ Finally the
‘gemination of mori at the end of the third section generates an e
instance of polyptotic redditio (est mortuus ... moriaris) that virtually
enfolds the entire sentence. Such a profusion of rhetorical refinement is
all the more noteworthy, since it is surrounded by an usually high
incidence of colloquialism (cf. n. on vestis nec satis munda ... above,
where J.’s specific address to Eustochium is suggested as the reason).
In the present passage J. has evidently been at pains to impress his
wider audience by providing suitably soigné phraseology for the clever
conceit he has appropriated from Athanasius.

74

ne satis religiosa velis videri nec plus humilis, quam necesse est
Religiosity has been discussed in the preceding sentences (5.
18220fF). The following ones deal with humility. 1.’s treatment of the
second topic involves a certain inconcinnity: he commends
Eustochium’s humility in 1. 16, while here he wams her against the
same qualit. Religiosa is again given a pejorative sense at 32,1 and
322 below (cf. epist. 39,3,6; 130,6,6). On the other hand the word
denotes a virtue in epist. 15,4,4 and 58,1,1. For the colloquial satis cf.
N ON vestis nec satis munda .. at 273 above. For the similarly
colloguial plus with the positive cf. Goelzer, p. 427 (in J. it is extremely

rare). At in Is. 16,58,2° 1. 74 J. demands a humility of the heart that
does not seck glory.

b indebed to Athanasius’ Lerter, Snce

sine was nsble 1 fead Grek, o, Courcll (1948).p. l"»&’
is overlooked by Rutzenhofer's recent

2240 whichfis o dicus e ooke by Rszenhoer'srecent o
s

irensposition also enhances the overall symmetry, st is now the second.
‘Word i each of the irst two clauses > e e

scuiun have produced
wxmmwdml;m;.nnmmxwhﬂmdlhewm
ps of et sodacent
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e gloriam fugiendo quaeres. Wiz,
example of the figure of *oxymoron’. He fails
;,.mc':nu antilogy is simply proverbial; . o,:‘é’,w,,‘,“.‘;;"s“:" © s his
Hausler, p. 104 (for *27,3"read 27,2, After th comeeh ot ey 2
the previous sentence (1. 7) . has accordingly concluded this ong o
an amesting proverb.' Hritzu also fails to observe that J's gun
formulation is_distinguished by a unique concision; he repent
proverb in similarly striking form at epist. 108,34 (fugiends gloriam
gloriam merebatur). Cassian, inst. 11,4 describes the same dilcanna so
the present passage of the Libellus: h significantly avaids the provers,
perturbationibus, quibus mens ominis gaudet, acgrescit, sperat et
mewit. Here 1s’ enumeration of the four cardinal passiope is a
ratuitous display of erudition. For 1.’s other references to them cf.
Hagendahl (1958), pp. 33111, (add adv. Pelag.pracf. | and in Nah. 3,1
L 99; cf. also Canellis). In the Fathers they are mentioned
intermittently: Origen, fr. in Jer. 25; Gregory Thaumaturgus, pan. Or.
9,120; Lactantius, inst. 6,14,7; Augustine, conf. 10,14,22; Paulinus of
Nola, epist. 39,6 Cassian, conl. 1,14,7; Julian of Eclanum, in oel 2.4
Passiones was the usual translation according to Augustine, civ. 14,5 p.
12,10 and 14,8 p. 16,30; J. himself thought this rendering an example
of xaxolmhia (cf. in Zach. 1,18 1. 492). Cicero had used per-
turbationes: ). follows him.
hoc vitio pauci admodum sunt qui caruerint. J. shows a certain
partiality for such phraseology. Here he applies it to vaingiory. At adb.
Pelag. 2,13 it refers to hypocrisy: quamvis et aliis vitis carere
possimus. hypocriseos maculam non habere aut paucorum est aut
nullorum. At in Gal. 5,19 p. 416° the reference is to jealousy: quo
‘malo nescio quis nostrum careat.

Cassian (inst. 11,9) agrees that vainglory is a particularly
mischievous vice: whereas it alone is associated with the virtues, other
faults are their opposites and can therefore be more casily mastered."”
ille est optimus, qui quasi in pulchro corpore rara nacvorum sorde
respergitur. Having opened this sentence with an impressive show of
leamning (1. 11), J. proceeds to round it off with a striking allusion to
Horace. Hagendahl (1958), pp. 110f., compares Horace, sat. 1,368
(optimus ille est, | qui minimis [sc. vitis) urgetur) and 1.6,66¢. (velut

P. 82, cites this phrase as an

* 0N the other hand Trisoglio, p. 278, discems i this passage “un'inflssibile sincerth
morale ¢ picalogica”

* Philo had refemed to them at conf ing. 0: migr Abr, 219: Abr 236, Jos 19: spec
leg 2.30; praem poen. 71.

2,13)

especi
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| egregio inspersos reprendas corpore naevos). ). jux
;’ali;ng;ﬁmmns of both Horatian passages at epist. 79,39,4::1";?«
first n epst. 133,18 (6. . 24 quasi in corpore pulcherrimg gros 1
“The ‘mole on a fai body recurs at adv. Pelag. 1.23. 1t was provens)
of. Hiussler, p. 255, whose evidence can however be subsaniy:
augmented: as well asthe present passage of the Libellus and )" oy
mentioned epis. 13324 and adv. Pelag. 1.23 add Augusine, ¢
93.40; epist. Divj. 11,5,4; 12,12,1; Orientius, comm. 1,341, It is highi
ignificant that when ). employs such a widely used proverb he shoyly
be alone in imitating the specific formulation of a school author.
75
neque vero moneo, ne de divitiis glorieris, ne de gemeris nobifitate ¢
iactes, ne te ceteris praeferas.  Cyprian had likewise declared that it
was wrong for a virgin to boast of her affluence: iactare divitias suas
virginem non decet (hab. virg. 10). Such a prescription is not a opos in
writings of this kind: when Ps.-Augustine stipulates that dominica virgo
. nec divitiis nec generis nobilitate se debet extollere (sobr. 2 p.
1109), he would seem to be simply imitating the present passage of the
Libellus, which similarly combines wealth with lineage (for the
indebtedness of this Ps.-Augustinian treatise to the Libellus cf. Adkin
(1993¢]). However the vast wealth of J.'s addressee (cf. [e.g] Kelly, .
92) is an adequate explanation for his statement here: there is
accordingly no need to posit a Cyprianic source. The praeteritio of the
present passage recurs thirty years later in epist. 130,141, where J.
likewise states that it is ‘superfluous’ to wam his similarly very
‘wealthy addressee about money-mindedness.

Pride in birth is again deprecated at epist. 60,8, 1 (it is alien property)
and in Soph. 1,11 1504, The same prescription is found later in Ps-
Paulinus of Nola, epist. app. 221; Pelagius, epist. ad Demetr. 22; Ps-
Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,16 (the last writer adds that it is futile 0
prefer ourselves in small things to those we know are equal in greater).
J. again links noble birth with wealth at in Tir. 2,3 p. 581; they also
occur in combination at Ambrose, in psalm. 118 serm. 20,172

Harendza, p. 43, notes the striking parison in the three clauses of the
Ppresent passage.

humilitatem tuam. . lays great stress on the virtue of humility; for 8
person as arrogant as himself this emphasis is understandable. AN
elegant oxymoron at interpr. lob praef. p. 75,6 makes Eustochium and
her mother an unicum nobilitatis et humilitatis exemplar, while J.
reports that he himself was ‘said to be humble’ (epist. 45,3,1) and that
his friend Lea achieved a humility of astonishing magnitude (epis!-
23.2.2). The importance of this virtue is also stressed in the following
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passages: epist. 46,103 47,1,1: 54,6 58.1,1;
77,913 19.2.5: 82,1,1; 82,931 108,3,8. 1t i
virues at epist. 108,15.2 and in Mich. prol,
just warned Eustochium not to be “more humble hap 3
inconsistency is characteristic: it may however be noved g si“?
“humility" was connected with religiosity, while here it has to do',',.;,e,
with wealth and station. On humility cf. further Adnes: Dife.
scio fe ex affectu dicere: domine, non est exaltatum cor meum, ).
adroitly expresses Eustochium’s state of mind by representing her 25
eciing an appropriate text of scripture. Ps. 130,1 recurs thice ).
superbiam, per quam diabolus cecidit. While pride was idenifid by
some Fathers as the reason for the Devils fall, others ascribed it to
envy; for documentation of the evidence f. Adkin (1984d).
super ea scribere supersedi. - The aliteration is noted by Hritzu,p. 43,
stultissimum quippe est docere, quod noverit lle, quem doceas. 1.
now inserts the fourth proverbial expression in the present ch. (cf. p.
183,3€: 183,7; 183,13, This particular proverb is repeated at epist.
77,1,1. On itcf. Otto, p. 119, 5.v. docere, 1; Hussler, p. 306 (no. 567)
76
cogitatio tacita subrepat. ). repeats this arresting phrase at in Eph.
2,1 p. 465° (cogitatio tacita subrepit) and hom. Orig. in Luc. 6 p. 35.9
(cogitatio ... tacita subrepsisset, where the Greek has simply Eyva).
placere coneris in sordibus. J. also wams against showing off in
rags at epist. 77.2,2 interdum gloriosis tumemus sordibus et vendibilem
paupertatem populari aurae offerimus.
in conventu veneris. ). again uses in with the abl. instead of the acc.
to express ‘motion towards’ at 302 below (in manibus). On this
unliterary usage cf. TLL VIL1, 798,32fF. It recurs in the letters at
64,192 and 71,3.3. In the less careful style of the commentaries it is
more frequent; in fer. 1,1003; 4,35,8; 5,2.8: 6,332; in Ezech. 112" Il
903,939, 944; 19,1 1. 772; in Dan. 11,14° 1. 1055 and 1076; in Am. 54
1177, in Zach. 5,5 1. 113; in Mal. 3,1 1. 37; in Matth. 9,17 1. 1353; 186
1.529; 26,25 1. 1134; cf. ract, in psalm. 1p. 23 1 115;p. 751.39; p. 96
131 and 32; p. 130 193 and 94; p. 135 Il. 66 and 63; p. 165 L 114:p.
187 1, 177; p. 203 1. 70; p. 206 . 157; p. 234 L 101; tract. in Marc. p.
343,13; p. 344,15; tract. p. 514 1. 258. J. uses the abl. where his source
has the acc. at Victorin. Poetov. in apoc. 11.5. In trnslating Origen he
employs the abl. at hom. in Cant. 2,6 p. 49,25 and hom. in Jer. 2.1 p.
296,24 (GCS 33). It is common in the Vulgate. »
humill sedeas scabello. Here 3. counsels against siting on 8 low
stool. Basil’s advice (remunt. 8) had been the direct opposite: or=D00

60,105 66,4,2; 77,1,
leclared 1o be chief of the
L1210 1. 6 above J. has
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statim ut aliguem viderint, ingemescunt, ¥ P
epist. 99,16 cum aliquos videre, i fletus novos ‘Zic'.‘,"i,.éi‘f' of Seneas,
demittunt supercilium. ~ Ps.-Augustine advises the virgi
with downeast eyes (sobr. 2 p. 1108) dominiea w;::gm ::an o
erects aut laetis sed pronis ad terram cum vulu procedar 3 nolcsa::lu
Eph. 42 p. 494* how some people affect a dat. J. notes at in
eyebrows (demisso supercilio). lonnish air by sinking the
operta facie. Veils are also mentioned at 25.5; cf.
Vhgin's veil f. epist. 38,425 44.1; 108.26,5: 11715, 13020 gy
Athanasius (virg. 11) had stipulated that when a virgin met a e -
face should be covered and bowed e meta man, her
vix unum oculum liberant ad videndum. Tn contrast to the present
ige J. commends this practice at epist. 130,183 ila sit fibi
habenda inter socias ... quae celat faciem e vix uno oculo, qui viae
necessarius est, patente ingreditur. .'s choice of wording in the
Libellus would seer to indicate that he has been inspired by Tertullian,
virg. vel. 174 iudicabunt vos Arabiae feminae ethnicae, quae non
capu, sed faciem quoque ita totam tegunt ut uno oculo fiberato
contentae sint dimidiam frui lucem. 1.’s operta facie .. unum oculum
liberant evidently echoes Tertullian's faciem .. tegunt ut wno oculo
liberato ... Accordingly what at first looks like simple observation from
life in fact tumns out to be literary reminiscence. This concluding clause
of 1.'s description generates an elegant tricolon crescens.
vestis pulla. Black is worn at epist. 243.2; 38,3,1; 384,3; 66,6,1;
66,13,1; 79,7,7; 117,6,2; 128,2,1; adv. lovin. 2,21; [Ps.}-Jerome, epist.
18 p. 56,88. Doubtful motives are imputed to its wearers at epist.
79.2,4; 117,7,2; 125,6,3. J. condemns the practice in epist. 52.9,1 (cf.
28,1 below).
cingulum sacceum. |. notes approvingly how after her conversion
Blesilla wore a woollen waist-band (epist. 38,4,4). Paulinus of Nola
(epist. 22,2) reports that hs fellow-ascetics use tring forbelts,
sordidis manibus pedibusque. At epist. 774, J. records how the
penitent Fabiola presented dirty hands and an unwashed neck to her
bishop. Vita Eupraxiae (6) reporls that none of the group in question
ever washed their feet. Women go barefoot in Chrysostom, hom. in
Eph. 13,3; this had been considered improper by Clement of
Alexandria (paed. 2,11,117,1). Gregory Nazianzen calls monks
virtonobeg (or. 4,71; cf. Homer, /1 16,235). N
venter solus, quia videri non potest, aestuat clbo. This strking
formulation would seem to be J.'s own. He repeats part of it at in Am.
6.2 1,106 aestuans cibis aqualiculs. The cluse craies snotf
tricolon crescens, which follows directly upon the preceding one (L




11£).
his cotidie psalmus ille cantatur: deus dissipavit ossa homin
placentium. ~ Eacler in the ch. (27,5) J. made the m sl

" A person he
Gescriing rcite  ex of scripture hersef in order 0 charactr
attitu

here he adroitly varies the procedure by makin,
describes into the recipients of a scriptural text themselve

'8 those e
| . 25, J. quotes
Ps. 52,6 on just one other occasion at praef. Vulg. Esth. p. 4,5,
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virili habitu, veste mutata. This compactly alliterative but somewpy,
tautologous phrase is a case of self-imitation: J. had used exactly gy
same words over ten years earlier in epist. 1,14, where they denoteg
simple disguise. Transvestism had been prohibited at Deut. 22,5. In the
middle of the fourth century the wearing of men’s clothes by women s
an ascetic practice is anathematized by the Council of Gangra (can,
13)." The whole of ch. 27,8 upset Rufinus; cf. apol. adv. Hier.2,5.
erubescunt feminae esse, quod natae sunt. A similar argument is
used by Ambrose in a discussion of Deut. 22,5, which outlaws
transvestism (epist. 4,15,2 incongruum est quod ipsa abhorret natura,
cur enim, homo, non vis videri esse, quod natus es?).
crinem amputant. At epist. 147,52 1. records the custom in Egyptian
and Syrian monasteries for virgins and widows to shave their heads and
then bind and veil them in accordance with the Apostle’s requirement
(¢f. 1 Cor. 11,6 *for if the woman be not covered, let her also be shom:
but if it be a shame for a woman to be shom or shaven, let her be
covered'); in the present passage however these women make a point
of exposing their bald heads (cf. next n.). Palladius similarly reports at
h Laus. 34 that virgins shave off their hair and wear cowls. On the
other hand in the 340’s canon 17 of the Council of Gangra had
anathematized ascetic women who cut their hair off (it was there to
remind them of their obedience), while they were actually
excommunicated by a law of 390 (Cod. Theod. 16,2,27,1). Tertullian
had also censured women who shaved their hair (virg. vel. 72 si
mulieri turpe est radi sive tonderi, utique et virgini). Here however
Tertullian evidently regards it as a sign of worldliness, since he
inues; proinde viderit saeculum aemulum dei si ita virgini caesum
capillum decori mentitur, quemadmodum et puero permissum (cf.
Schulz-Flagel-Mattei, p. 224).' Finally it may be noted that shaving of

Ambrose fotes at epist 4,15.4 that we tunics in the
. Greck o g o omen had started to wear shorter
On Tertullian,

. cult fem. 2.7 1.2 (criniby rictis. laxatis, modo
ckas.mdo it o T 15300 "%
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ihe hais s prescribed as a penance i Ps-Ambrose, aps, vig. 35
Inpudenter erigunt facies eunuchinas. For y
rogusine, sobr. 3 p. 1110 ebrictas - imverecumin: ezhgr;s:u;:; ™
adjecive eunuohinus occurs only here according to 111 s iy .
sent ch.this i the fourt time that 1. has employed the word e
(p- 183,13 184.95 11; 18). It was cvidently the most popular e 1
“face’ J.s repeated use of it here with no atiempt a varition theucs
employment of the more literary as and vl fis e somenin
colloguial style of this ch. (on “Gieichfmigkeit im Ausdruok: s
iypical o the ‘Umgangssprache’ ct. Hofmann-Scantyr.pp. 207 )
clicis vestiuntur. At epist. 60.9.2 the cilice is wom undemeath, It
was very rough according o epist. 108,15,4. Demetris slept on one
(epist. 130.4,4). 1. also mentions them at epist. 108.22,2; 147.8.1: vig
Hilor. 42; 32.3. For the garment as a sign of penitence cf, 71
Onomasticon 1l 438 31 (s0 J. at in Ezech. 7,17 . 919; add Paulinus of
Nola, epist. 22,2 conservuli ... horrentibus cilicis humiles), Cassian
notes that the cilice is avoided as ostentatious (inst. 1,23). On several
occasions the stipulation is made that sackcloth should not be visible:
Epiphanius, exp. fid. 23,6: haer. 80,66; Ps.-Athanasius, syniag. 4.6.
For the cilicium in general cf. (e.g.) Hermann; on the use of the term in
1. ¢f. Antin (1947a), who thinks that in the present passage J. is
referring to “cilices de luxe, parure exotique o la haute mode
recherchait je ne sais quoi e barbare' (pp. 60F).
cucullis fabrefactis, ut ad infantiam redeant. On this monsic garb
Gf. TLL IV, 1281,9fF. and 31fF. For ts symbolism cf. Lampe (1961) s.v.
KoUKOGXAL0Y 4, and Oppenheim, pp. 65fT. (quoting Cassian,inst. 1.3 ut
innocentiam ... parvulorum .. cuslodire .. imiatione ipsius velaminis
commoneantur). Very small ones were more likely o produce ridicule
than edification according to Cassian, inst. 1,10. On fabrefacis cf.
Fontaine (1988b), p. 183, n. 21 ‘il s'agil d'un objet “atstement fai”, et
done, en I'occurrence, d'un vétement ascétique dont la coupe est aussi
impeccable et élégante que celle d’une stola “laique™.
imitantur noctuas et bubones. J. mentions these two items of
avifauna in a reference to the present passage at epis. 40,2,2 placet
mihi ... de noctua, de bubone ... rdere, They recur together in epist
107,22, For speculation on the point of J.'s comparison here cf.
Capponi, pp. 165fT.




Chapter 28

1. continues his attack on various classes of Christian whose behayi
e finds objectionable. Having deal in the previous ch. with wore:
who were guilty of ostentation in their asceticism, he now tums to men
First . wams against exhibitionist monks.' Then the priesthood ey
comes under fire, as J. proceeds o denounce clerics ho are coxcomb,
or whose sole concern is to worm themselves into the company of
women. One particular representative of the second category is
described in much detail and with considerable satirical flair,

1

catenatos. Here ). condemns those who wear chains. On the other
hand only five years earlier at epist. 17,2,3 he had spoken admiringly of
catena, sordes et comae in a description of desert monks. Chrysostom
‘mentions anchorites who wear chains at hom. in 2 Cor. 4,13 1.9 (on the
whole body) and at hom. in Eph. 13,3 (from the neck). In the fift
century Theodoret of Cyrrhus refers to the practice on a number of
occasions: the iron is said to be wom on neck, hips and hands (4 rel,
10 p. 1389% 11 p. 1393%; 21 p. 1436%), while at A rel. 3 p. 1337° he
calculates the weight. Such behaviour was not restricted to_men.
Women too shackle themselves in Chrysostom, hom. div. 5,3 and
Theodoret, h. rel. 29 p. 1489°. At Ps.-Ambrose, laps. virg. 40 on the
other hand the chains sound figurative. J. was not alone in his criticism
of the habit. In Historia monachorum 8,59 the wearers of irons arc
rebuked for showing off. éuépgeto (sc. Apollo) 88 moArd Totk T
oidrpa gopodvia ... oltot yap évdeixndor, enoiv; cf. also Epi-
phanius, exp. fid. 13,8 (rapd 0v Beopdv i éxxinoiag); 23,6; Ps-
Chrysostom, op. imperf. in Matth. 48 p. 905. Vogté (1991), I, p. 138,
suggests that the individuals to whom J. refers in the present passage
are Syrians who had come to Rome; cf. ib., pp. 267f.

Jeminei contra apostolum crines. ). had referred with approbation to
the long hair of the hermit at epist. 17,2,3. According to Theodoret of
Cyrrhus the monk Theodosius grew his hair down beyond his feet and
fastened it at the waist (4. rel. 10 p. 1389%); he also wore chains. The
monk Romanus had hair of similar length (ib. 11 p. 1393°). Criticism
of the practice was widespread. The habit is condemned 3
exhibitionism in Historia monachorum 8,59 and (Ps.)-Eusebius of

" For a discusion ofthi section cf Vogue (1991), 1, pp. 26711
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Alexandria, serm. 22 p. 460" (xoior 1ag

ViuEvoL 0TS GYBPUTOLS TG KaTopBiata avay, xei bEke
xhnBfvas GY10L, Kl KPOGKVVELG0ar Ukd ivia). As in the pressn
passage of the Libellus, the Aposlle's commandment a | Cor. || 14 i

often cited to justify this disapproval (‘doth not even nature ftelf tea :
you that, if a man have long hair, it is a shame unto him?: Epiphzm:

exp. fid 233 haer. B066; Augustine, op. monach, 3}.39: e
Athanasius, syntag. 4,8.
hircorum barba. The same sort of undesirable i

here has a long beard at epist. 125,63, The bearded. i‘iﬁ.‘éﬁ:‘:’.‘i
Ambrose, epist. 4,157 and Isidore of Pelusium, ¢p. 1220, On the
goatee cf. TLL V1.3, 2819,50f.

nigram pallium. Martin wears such a garment at Sulpicius Severus,

dial. 2.3.2 Martinum ... nigro ... pallio circutectum, It s also wom by
the monk in Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 2,1,44275. (uéawva Surhote);
of. Eunapius, S p. 472,37 (uéhawva ... éadig).

nudi ... pedes. The practice of going barefoot is widely attested. J.
records that the monk Jovinian went unshod (adb. /ovin. 1,40 and 2,21).
Bare feet are a mark of the monk in a large number of passages:
Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 2,1,44,25; or. 6,2; Chrysostom, oppugn. 2.2;
2,6; Epiphanius, exp. fid. 23,6. A certain ascetic in Theodoret of
Cyrhus (k. rel. 4 p. 1349°) is reported never to have wom shoes.
Clement of Alexandria had noted that in men (except soldiers) the habit
made for health of body and mind (paed. 2,11,117,2), while Ps.-
Athanasius tells the reader that if he can go barefoot, he should (syntag.

5,4). Augustine’s friend Alypius did it to subdue his body (Augustine,
conf. 9,6,14 insolito ausu). An imaginary interlocutor claims it is @
fulfilment of the Gospel at Augustine, serm. 101,7 RBen 42, 1930 p.
312,178. The practice is prohibited over the Christmas period in canon
4 of the Council of Saragossa (a. 380). It is condemned as heretical by
Filaster 81 and Augustine, haer. 68.

talem olim Antimum, talem nuper Sofronium Roma_comgemuit.
Feder, p. 507, does not think that the Sophronius to whom J. refers here
is the same as the person of that name ‘mentioned at vir. ill. 135 (w’i.
Bamb.). J. speaks slightingly of an ascetic by the name of Sophronia in
epist. 127,5,2. Vogé (1991), 1, p. 269, suggests that “Sophronius’ may
simply be a ‘sobriquet perfide’ for somcone who was unchaste.
Sophronius and Antimus were remnuoth according to Gordini (1956),
P. 249. The striking parison in this sentence s noted by Harendz, p.
40; he might also have referred to the equally impressive adiunctio (¢t
Lausberg, pp. 371f).

Embeix-
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posiquam nobilium inirolerint domos et deceperint muijee,
oneratas peccatis, semper_discentes et numquam ad segpc
veriats pervenientes. 1.'s thought finds natural exprssion o
language of scripture (2 Tim. 3.6€) ex his enim sunt qui penap
domos et capiivas ducunt mulierculas oneratas peccatis quae fuur
variis desideriis (7) semper discentes et numquam ad sciongy
veritatis pervenientes. 1. is very partial 1o this text, which he citeg
dozen times besides.

1. again notes at epist. 50,3,3 that monks frequent the households of
noble ladies. His disciple Asterius of Ansedunum also describes the
practice (ad Renat. . 423; ib. [1. 432] 2 Tim. 3,6); the diffuseness of his
depiction highlights the skill and economy which characterize 1. own
Monkish impostors are likewise said to dupe naive and tender-hearted
women in the Ps.-Chrysostomic op. imperf. in Matth. 44 p. 880. Anill.
wisher would of course have described J.'s own behaviour in precisely
the same terms. Vogiié (1991), 1, p. 269, refers to Codex Theodosianus
16,220 (of July 370) qui continentium se volunt nomine muncupari
viduarum ac pupillarum domos non adeant.
tristitiam simulant. ). uses the same phrase again later at in Maith
6,161.801 (on M. 6,16 [nolite fieri sicut hypocritae tristes]) demolitur
... hypochrita faciem suam ul tristitiam simulet. In epist. 5822 he
observes that it is child’s play to simulate fasting with a sad and ashen
countenance. Ambrose also disapproves at Hel. 10,35 of faces that
feign sadness: ur (sc. vultus) neque tristitiam praetexat (ib. M. 6,16; cf.
also Hel. 10.36).
quasi longa ieiunia furtivis moctium cibis protrahunt. The charge
was made with some frequency. J. himself has just mentioned sham
fasts at 27,6 above. At in eccles. 9,12 1. 293 he alleges that the
abstinence of heretics is simulated. J.'s translation of a letter of
Theophilus (epist. 100,6,4) speaks of people who during Lent cat meat
in their bedrooms, while with sad countenance they make an outward
show of fasting, Already Origen had noted how on the sly some
individuals consume food which they have given up publicly (comm.
ser. in Mi. 10 p. 18,9). Likewise Ps.-Cyprian had asked in singul. cler.
7 quid per hypocrisin vult ab hominibus abstinens dici et in secreto

in 2 Tim. 3,71 that fat Manicheans boast of fasting (on 2 Tim. 3,6; i
perhaps significant that the same text has just been cited by J. in . 6=
8). Basil employs the word ABpodyo (renunt. 6).

pudet reliqua dicere, ne videar invehi potius quam monere. ~Some
months earlier in virg. Mar. 21 J. had been more outspoken: ego fibi
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lus dico .. monachos impudicos. The '
’;Noq.,y and admonition (invehi potius .ﬁj"&:ﬂ'ﬁ}"ﬁ‘i bm:r"
epist- 52.17.2 and 130,19 1 had occurred recently in g
virginit. 846 cogroscat non obirectandi me locutum Hla stugy )
monendi. " sec
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de mei ordinis hominibus. 3. means the priesthood: i

priest (cf. epist. $1,1.5 [Epiphanius] Jnncyl'rnprubyle::el';(:o?;:‘::‘";
Vincentius). It was in fact customary (0 spesk of ). as Hieommpuris
presbyter: Sulpicius Severus, dial. 18,2; Augustine, eiv. 18,41
321,28; 2023 p. 465,6; 22.29 p. 6266; doctr. christ. 448; enchiy
87,23; epist. 197.5: gest. Pelag. 35.66; c. lulian. 2.103%; 210,36, nar
et grat. 6,78; quaest. hept. 1265 retract. 2,11.1; Paulinus of Mitan
vita Ambr. 1. On the clergy as an ordo cf. epist. 51,16 and 5454
(nostri ordinis); also TLL1X.2, 963,311F. and 964 49T (s.v. ordo).
presbyterium.  Editions before Hilberg’s read presbyteratum instead.
However J. uses presbyterium in the sense of ‘office of a priest again
at . loh. 41 si sic presbyterium tribuis, ut monachum nobis ron
auferas. This sense of the word is in fact quite well atested: Cyprian,
epist. 39,5.2; 45.4.1; Pontius, vita Cypr. 3,3 (vel sacerdotium); Hilary,
coll. antiar. p. 119,3 (ib. p. 119,13 presbyterarum); Council of Valence
(a. 374) can. 4 (ib. diaconatus); Collectio Avellana 402; Siicius, epis.
1,9,13; Council of Toledo (a. 400) can. 1; Gaudentius, serm. 19,26;
Aurelivs of Carthage, cpist. 2 (p. 157,31 Munier); 4 (p. 169,14
Munier); Augustine, epist. 126,2; Theodore of Mopsuesta, in 1 Tim.
.8 in Ti. 2,3; Gelasius, epist frg. (Thief) 10 (ib. presbyreratum)
ut mulieres licentius videant. Here ). asserts that the priesthood was
attractive to womanizers because it gave them beer access. On the
other hand he points out at epist. 52,15,1 that it was part of the priest’s
duty to know matrons and their houses. The consequent risks gave rise
to some concer elsewhere: Theodore of Mopsuestia notes that such
intercourse is an occasion for malicious attack (in I Tim. 5,19), while
Ambrose accordingly stipulates at of. 1,20,87. that instead the young
clergyman should wait for widows and virgins to come and visit him.

Even so J.'s allegations in the present passage made Rufinus

ashamed to repeat them (apol. adv. Hier. 2.5). Sulpicius Severus on the
other hand says that J. told the truth, which made him unpopular (dial.
1,9,1). 1 himself had assured his readers at epist. 14,8,1 that he did not
want 10 say anything disparaging sbout the clergy. In virg. Mar. 21

* When calling & women's houses, a prist must o nirude (Ps -Basil, adfi.71.202)
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however he had asserted that some clerics were caupores, Ay
peaim. 1 p. 187 1. 186 the point is made that Satan has bmy..",:’m”'
priests down. Y
omnis his cura de vestibus. ~ For the priest’s atention 1o dress o
epist. 69.8.7 comant se vestibus et munditis corporis. He shouy «
bother about it according to Statuta ecclesiae antigua p. 171,76 clorce.
. nec vestibus ... decorem quaerat. Sulpicius Severus escribes hyy,
the freshly ordained cleric disdains coarse fabrics and craves sot ey
(dial, 1,21,4). Doignon, p. 94, n. 32, mistakenly posits a link betwegy
1.s description here and Cicero, off. 1,150 (ludum talarium),
si bene oleant. The clergy are again said to wear scent at epi;
125.07,1; cf. 147,83, Heretics use it at in ler. 4,574. Clement of
Alexandria (paed. 2,8,61,1) had laid down that the Christian has no
need of perfume.”
si pes laxa pelle non folleat. Godel, p. 67, compares Ovid, ars 1,516
nec vagus in laxa pes tibi pelle natet. Hagendahl (1974), pp. 219f,
thinks the similarity of wording a coincidence (cf. Brandt ad loc);
however 1. phrase is regarded as an Ovidian echo by Bauer (1975),
pp. 14£. and Nazzaro, pp. 210f. A floppy boot is also described by
Orientius, comm. 1,427 (it is worn by the sick and elderly): qui nunc in
laxa tremuus pes pelle vacillat. Orientius® phraseology is strikingly
close to 1.’s and Ovid's; he may have been thinking specifically of J's
(cf. n. on vix inprimunt summa vestigia below).

In the present passage the clergyman is worried lest his shoes should
flop. The Fathers wamn against such foppish attention to footwear on 3
number of occasions. It should be no concemn of the priest according (o
Statuta.ecclesiae antiqua p. 171,76 clericus ... mec calceamentis
decorem quaerar. Similarly Ps.-Athanasius cautions his reader against
showing off in smart shoes (synrag. 5,5) i 6EAe KATAKEKOOUTEVOLS
“rodfpacty, étaipionod oxipacty, Enawpideabar. Ps.-Basil com-
plains about dissolute individuals who do so at /s. 5,170 uéxpt
ImoBnudtov 1o repiepyov tig mept avtdv (sc. KaAMTIOHGY) B1AO-
wakiag Embekvipievog (sc. & Grohactog).

On the other hand a floppy style of boot appears to have been
favoured by the ascetically-minded. Thus Ferreolus in his rule (32)
recommends a loose fit as a mark of holiness: a preference for mulli
astrictus would be a sign of dandyism. J. tells Eustochium at 34,3
below that the roving monks of htaly wear just such floppy boots
(caligae follicantes): there he disapproves of the practice. A sarcastic
reference to tightly-laced boots is also found at [Ps.)-Jerome, epist. 18

Philo 100 had objected 1o is use (som, 2,59).
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. 56,89 cave, inquam, ut nom siriciae si
.. s formosus fri, sanchs esse oy g, " 0 7on
crines calamistri vestigio rotantur. ilberg ideni

Cicero, p. red. in sen. 16 frons L‘nlami:lngnmal:r::;/lihfuwgne et
Hilberg’s MSS in fact reads notantur i the present passage. Kuns of
184, n. 5, remarks that this verb suits vestigio beter than roruns,
which is more appropriate o the actual curling-tongs: notaniar should
accordingly be restored here. It may be observed that J. has again made
a slight improvement by replacing Cicero’s frons with the allterative
crines. Kunst notes further that J. tends to use Ciceronian language in
the vicinity of passages where Cicero himself is mentioned (p. 183, n.
5); in the next two chs, Cicero’s name occurs thrice (29.8; 30,1: 30,4
cf. Kunst, p. 184, n. 6). There would seem to be a further echo of
Cicero at 28,6 below (cf. n. on aucfor aut exaggerator). In the present
ch. however these Ciceronian imitations are quite out of place: when .
speaks of Cicero in this section of the Libellus, it is in order to
condemn those who read him and to describe the indictment passed
upon himself a decade earlier in his dream: Ciceronianus es, non
Christianus. J. could never resist a flashy phrase: such inconcinnities
are often the consequence.

‘At epist. 52,5,6 J. says that churchmen should not rizz their hir. He
notes that Jovinian and his fellows did (adv. fovin. 2,21 and 2,36). The
habit s also criticized by Ps.-Basil, contub. 6 (1t facaviteig 0ov g
pixag;) and Ambrose, epist. 4,15,6 (cf. ib. 7).
digiti de anulis radiant. At epist, 14782 the deacon Sabinian also
loads his fingers with rings. For this use of de cf. TLL V.1, 6545,
esp. 66,43
Vix inprimunt summa vestigia, ). makes two further references to
such mincing gait: the first occurs at adv. fovin. 2,14 (formosuli nostri
et torosuli et vix summis pedibus adumbrantes vestigia; this passage
would seem to be a self-imitation of the Libellus), while the second is
found at in Is, 13,47,1 1. 39 (ut terrae plantas vix imprimeret [io. mollis
et tenera et deliciis afffuens); here J. would also appear to be echoing
Deut. 28,56 [LXX: f Gmakh év 9utv kai i 1pogepa oooBpa. i otz
meipav EAaev 6 modg avrig Paivew em tig yig @ v
pugepoTia xol B Thv dmardTsal). Foppish tiptoing is later
described in the same terms by Orientius, comm. 1,428 vix dederat
tenui signa notata solo. Here Orientius probably had in mind the
present passage of the Libellus, since the poem’s antecedent line (qui
nunc in laxa tremulus pes pelle vacilla) closely cchoes 1.s s pes laxa
pelle non foleat (1. 14), As in the Libellus, i i inorder notto bespater
his shoes that a dandy goes on tiptoe at Chrysostom, hom. in M. 45,
axpoatiy émi <7 Gyopdi Ka Avmag Kol GBupiag Eveetbey ey
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£outp mEPLTLAG, W) HOADVY 0 TIAD XEWBVOS Svtog (sc, 15
Sfuaral: ¢ .’ ne plantas unidior via spargat (1. 15, where
(193], p. 177, suggests an echo of Vergil, den. 7.810F fluct sy
(umenti . celers nec tingeret aegquore plantas sc. Camila) pere®
15 comment would seem like Chrysostom’s 10 be due e’
Simple observation of everyday life). ©
sponsos magis aestimato quam clericos. ~The monk Jovinian i gy
1o go about quasi sponsus in adv. lovin. 1.40.
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quidam in hoc omne studium vitamque posuerunt, ut matronaruy
nomina, domos moresque cognoscant. ). introduces those whoge
object s intimacy with women as if they were distinct from the foppish
individuals just described in 1L 13-17. However these lines were
themselves a description of people Whose purpose was ut mulieres
licentius videant (Il 12F). There is accordingly a certain inconsistency
in 1.'s presentation.

The very impressive description which follows of the wnus, gui
huius artis est princeps (1. 20) is largely J.’s own.
breviter strictimque. ). had used this phrase at epist. 20,6. The two
words are reversed in hom, Orig. in Luc. 23 p. 144,15. The expression
was something of a cliché; cf. TLL I1, 2185,1 and 29 (add Ps.-Origen =
Gregory of Elvira), fract. 2,17; Paulinus of Milan, vita Ambr. |
[describam, as here]: the comparative [brevius strictiusque] is found in
Vincent of Lérins, comm. 16,1).
magistro cognito discipulos recognoscas. The derivatio is striking.
235
inportunus ingreditur. The alliteration that caps this sentence is
noted by Harendza, p. 15.
sf pulvillum viderie. At epist. 45,22 J. insists that he himself has
always spuned presents, whether large or small. They are said to be
incompatible with pastoral care in epist. 52.5.7. Sulpicius Severus
echoes the present passage at dial. 1,21,4, where he also says that the
priest gts his female parihioners to manufacture artiles of clotirg
or him.
 This impressive sentence contains two instances of tricolon crescens
in immediate succession: si pulvillum ..., si mantele elegans, si aliquid
domesticae supelleciils / laudat, miratur, adirectar. It is further €0
hanced by anaphora and ouvaBpoiapds,

On the veredarius cf, Audollent, esp. pp. 273£. At

inAbd. 171.575 J. identifies veredarii with the agentes o ebus:eds -
quos. mincagentes in rebus vel veredarios appellant veteres
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frumentarios nominabant. The agentes in repy 8
{mperial secret service; cf. (¢.£) Jones, pp. 57";‘;":&':‘; spies o]rdme
This explains wh the matrons are afraid; here s v fs parpeu e
mordant. He NOtes at in Mich. 2 1. 325 that cleics run i v ar,
.gu::’. ﬁ\tyﬂl‘;‘/'nm\,lz: :enr‘ﬂ'ackl according to in eccles. 10,191, 334,
inimica casttas, inimica ieunia. This would
self-imitation: J. had employed a similarly a,:gps'::.,: T,.:;,,:,;“,f,if,f
inimicus. T “‘f pmv;onrsL Zc‘z/r a epist. 219 inimica deo, inimica
virtutibus (sc. huzuria) 11, 162319 ~
offers no parallel. 163428 (5. inimicus)
prandium nidoribus probat. The prandium was sually very simple;
of.Janini Cuesta, p. 17. The presence of nidores accordingly indicates
just what a gourmet the priest in question is For the habit of siffing
them cf. Ammianus Marcellinus 28,434 praeeunte nidoris indagine.

1. repeatedly accuses people he does not like of being gluttons. The
taunt would seem 1o be unique to him. At epist. 52,63 J. again deplores
how the modern priest parades his gastronomical expertse, He declares
(epist. 69,8,7) that some in the priesthood are gourmands. In episr.
69.9,3 the Apostle’s requirement of a bishop that he "ruleth well his
own house’ (1 Tim. 3,4) is strangely interpreted to mean that he should
not serve sumptuous feasts or be partial to pheasant: non u regias pare
epulas, non ul .. Phasides aves lentis vaporibus coquai, qui ad ossa
perveniant et superficiem carnium non dissolvant  arifici tem-
peramento. §. calls his detractors gluttons at epist. 27,1,3. He makes the
same gibe at his contemporaries as a whole in epist. 33,3 (... Paxamus
et Apicius semper in manibus ...). The only other person to make the
same reproach would appear to be Asterius of Ansedunum in ad Renat.
1.555; he was J.'s disciple. Since Asterius’ taunt takes the specific form
of attention to culinary smells, he perhaps has the present passage in
mind. For J.’s obsession with gluttony cf. also n. on quod his diffcilius
est, consuetudine lautioris cibi at 30,1 below.

“alilis’, “pépav’ vulgo ‘ommiCwy’ nominar. worwilov is Hik-
berg’s emendation for pappizo (or something similar) of the MSS. It
would scem however that the correct reading is simply ‘allis yépuv
~nominatur, The words vulgo pappizo should accordingly be omitted as
a gloss on yépuv (cf. marTidtov, pappus etc., the latier of which is in
fact attested as a gloss [TLL X,1, 257,16 its own meaning is given as
senex ib. 257,5}; for vlgo before such glosses cf. Sofer, p. 229). The
resulting collocation alrilis yépav is a characteristically striking l';d
economical expression. For the extremely forceful application of alilis
10 a human being cf. 7LL I, 1763,55T., where only two instances ;.‘
cited, one of which is Terullan, spect. 18 p. 20,6 alles homines s
text may have influenced J.’s wording in the present passage. J-
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formulation represents an improvement over Tertullian's; e ¢,
term yépov adds an exotic touch, while italso enables 1. 10 ingygre
penchant for snobbery.* J. uses the word again in the form g oré s
% adv. Rufin. 1,17 and 3,6. On 1.’ partialty for blending Gregy """
Latin clements in combinations of noun and epithet cf. Bicke| -
11411, For a more detailed discussion of the present passage ang
partcular for an attempt (0 rebut other endeavours 10 solve the toxyy
difficulty cf. Adkin (1993g).

286

os barbarum. ). taxes his adversaries with linguistic *barbarism y
adv. lovin. 1,1 (scriptorum tanta barbaries) and adv. Rufin. 35
(soloecistam ac barbarum). He repeatedly faults his opponents
diction: examples are given by Hagendahl (1958), p. 311, n. 4 (adq
epist. 613,4; 133.5,3); cf. also Opelt (1973), pp. 175; 178. J. would
appear to be alone in his proclivity for making this kind of stricture:
questions of style were enormously important to such a consummate
stylist as himself. In the present passage the taunt comes immediately
after J. has signalled his own mastery of Greek with the phrase alilis
yépav. It may also be noted that in this ch. he has scrupulously
eschewed the colloquialism which is otherwise characteristic of this
work. After os barbarum ). adds et procax et in comvicia semper
armatum (1. 10): the reproach is eminently applicable to himself.
auctor aut exaggerator. ). repeats this very striking collocation
eleven years later at epist. 54,5,2; according to TLL it occurs nowhere
else. It would seem to have been inspired by Cicero, Catil. 4,19
cogitate, quantis laboribus fundatum  imperium, quanta  virtute
stabilitam  libertatem, ~ quanta  deorum  benignitate  aucias
exaggeratasque fortunas una nox paene delerit. This sentence siands
prominently at the very end of Cicero’s final speech against Catiline;
the climax of its grandiosely anaphoric tricolon crescens is the phrase
{’"“’““ exaggeratasque. TLL V2, 1148,84ff. gives three further
instances in which these two verbs occur together in the same passage:
in cach case however they are being used as technical terms of
thetoric.* Clearly none of these passages has any bearing at all on J.'s

* On the knowledge of Greek in J.° - on his
" “:ﬁf foreck s exclusive circle cf. Bady (1939, pp 4
‘Quinclian.decl 329.8 (u cutulibe impucdentiae +accusatores- sic quogue opus €S
auge exaggerare conenrur), Fronto p 14122 (auger in quantum potest
xaggeral. proemunit, Weral, differ, recurrit, interrogar. describii, divid, personas
Jingi. cratonem suam ali accommodaly Schal. Cic. Gron. A p. 344,19 (niilomins

TLL ib. 1147631 siso cites Augustine, in euang, Toh, 25,6 augentur in fsto mundo
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arresting phrase. Only the Ciceronian formulation i

Words directly and is exceptionally mf'k";'.ii"ﬂé“,?i’;’," e
employed the perfect partciple: the forme he fesro has
lexically the same as the nominal ones found in J.¢ Thi
Cicero would accordingly appear 10 have been the source f s .
aut exaggerator. Finally it may be noted that by substituting nominat
forms in -for 1. has “improved his source: the effect 1 fuh
enhanced by homoeoteleuton.’ er
equi per horarum momenta mutantur tam nitidi,

picius Severus likewise notes that afer ordination ,I‘I':::umn‘:ws o
his donkey and rides high-spirited horses (dial. 121.4; b, $ refers 1y
1 description in the present passage). 1. classes metlsorme porics sy
a mark of luxury (epist. 66,8,3) or as an indication of rank (1 eccfes
10,5 1. 104), while at epist. 27,3,3 he bids his enemies enjoy their Gallc
geldings. Hilary had made owning thoroughbred horses the apex of
human ambition (i psalm. 146,13) quae maxima est humance
opinionis ambitio, habere equos nobiles; cf. also Julianus Pomerius
3,17,1 potentibus equis ad pompam.

3. uses the phrase per horarum momenta again at 40,2 below and in
Abd, 12 1. 438; in Matth. 17,16 1. 358; cf. TLL V1,3, 295535 (add
Ps.-Cyprian, laud. mart, 21; Lucifer of Cagliari, non parc. 18 1. 38). It
would seem to be a rather elevated expression.

ut illum Thracii regis putes esse germanum. The hyperbaton is
noted by Hritzu, p. 79. With the immediately preceding anaphora (tam
nitidi, tam feroces) and the classical antonomasia (Thracii regis) it
forms an impressive conclusion to this ch. The ‘Thracian king’ is of
course Diomede; cf. (e.g,) Lucretius 5,301, (Diomedis equi spirantes
naribus ignem | Thracis .. propter); Vergil, den. 1,152 (quales
‘Diomedis equi). Again J. has sacrificed consistency in the interests of a
striking phrase: in the following ch. (29,7) he condemns the pagan
poets he here evokes.

ribulationes, augentur mala, augentur coniriiones. exdggerantu haec omia

© uctor was o couse. recogioe s coming o the perect pricil of uge: ¢
(e.8) Schol. Verg. Bern.gearg. 1,21 auctoren

7 A few examples of the combination of guctor ith some of
tecorded by TLL I, 1201, (5. uctor, 1V dd Lacnius, st 132 evctr o
confirmaton, Julin of Eclanue, epit. in psalm. 14119 (@ . el moderaor) Pest
Pt 15 . 38.7 (@ et perfecton), Caesaris of Ares, serm. 11.2 (@ . ! ecaoor)

er the device is nowhere used as cffctively ss it s a 1 he
Tater inthe Libellus at 3, huius vitae auctor Pauls nlstrator Antonhs



Chapter 29

“The ch. consist of an assortment of miscellaneous precepts on geney
conduct, The virgin must avoid extremes of both squalor gy
cleanliness. Queries about scripture should be addressed exclusivel g
men of impeccable moral standing. Servants who are fellow-asceqe,
ought not 1o be treated condescendingly.' The weaker among the
need to be supported; however shammers should be told to
Worldly virgins and widows must be scrupulously shunned. Finally e
virgin should avoid eloquence, poetry and affectations of speech; these
concluding admonitions lead up to the account of J.’s dream in the nex
ch.

29,

variis callidus hostis pugnat insidiis. _Hritzu notes the hyperbaton (p
79) and the antonomasia (p. 83). Both are instances of self-imitation,
“This particular hyperbaton comes from his translation of Origen, fom.
in Ezech. 7,3 p. 393,13 diversis diabolus pugnat insidis. ). now im-
proves this phraseology by introducing the antonomasia caflidus hostis
from his Vita Pauli (2), where it had been used to designate the Devil
TLL V1,3, 306455 (s.v. hostis; de diabolo) registers only three other
instances of the collocation callidus hostis; all are considerably late (t
is also absent from the survey of names for the Devil in Bartelink
[1987)). In the present passage callidus fits Gen. 3,1 (sapientior; cf.
next n.) admirably. The combination of both these striking elements
within a short sentence of only five words creates a very impressive
opening to the ch.

saplentior erat coluber omnibus bestiis. 1. again combines scripture
with an arresting second-hand formulation (cf. previous n.). He cites
Gen. 3,1 another six times.

non, inquit, ignoramus eius astutias. J. had a certain partialty for 2
Cor. 2,11, which he adduces on four other occasions.

nec affectatae sordes mec exquisitae munditiae convemiunt Chris:
tlanis. " “Christian’ is here synonymous with ‘ascetic’; cf. epist. 54,52
ubicumque viderint Christianum, statim illud e trivio: 6 Tpaikds, 0
£mBémg. The same precept as J. gives here has just been issued by him
2127,3 above: vestis nec satis munda nec sordida,

" This section is discussed by Vogaé (1991, 1, pp. 25711
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si quid de scripturls dubitas, interroga eum,

o g e v e e o, o o et
concern to J., who at this period was conducting his Bible.cluser
the Aventine. He will accordingly have intended his erigiy of
suitability 10 be understood as applying to himsel. I the previous o)
3. has depicted the Sort of man Eustochium should avaid (he was
reproached for it; ef. epist. 27.2.2): the exhibitionist monks and the
foppish priests he described there were pushy individuals who tiked 1
intrude themselves (cf. p. 1856: p. 18630). At epist. 12836 )
counsels the virgin 10 ask in public, if sh has a query about srigre.
The topic had already been addressed before the appearance of 1.+
Libellus by Ambrose, virginit. 8.47: he had thought it hazardous o seck
clucidation in the homes of men who sibi fulso doctorum nomen
adsumunt. 1.'s clegant twofold chiasmus in the present passage is
recorded by Hritzu, p. 96.

desponsavi enim vos uni viro, virginem castam exhibere Christo, 2
Cor. 11,2 was used at the consecration of virgins according to pist
1302,3. J. is extremely fond of the text, which he quotes on no fewer
than fourteen occasions elsewhere. On it cf. also Hesbert

293

memento quoniam in medio laqueorum ambulas. Hilberg should
have printed the whole text as a direct citation of scripture, since it
exactly reproduces the Septuagint version of Sirach 9.20 (= 9,13 LXX).
“The text had occurred in Origen, hom. in Cant. 2,12 p. 582, which J.
had just translated. J. uses it again at adv. Pelag. 2,23. As i the present
passage, the verse is given a sexual reference by Nilus of Ancyra, ep.
4,1. The same point had been made recently by Gregory Nazianzen,
carm. 122,370 xpuriv rayidev aiel xabinepbev dbeveig; cf.
123,72, J. characteristically chooses to express the same idea by
means of direct biblical quotation; here it fits the context perfectly. On
1.5 attitude to Sirach cf. Vattioni.

veteranae virgines. 1. has taken this striking phrase from Ambrose,
virg. 3,4,16. He repeats it sixteen years later in epist. 107,9,3. Ambrose
himself is fond of using the adjective veferanus in such a context. He
applies it to continentia at in psalm. 118 serm. 19,19, he uses it of 8
widow in vid, 4,22. The martial metaphor is explicit at exc. Sat. 1,67
(veterana emeritis stipendiis pudicitia) and vid. 14,85 (vidua velut
emeritis veterana_stipendiis castitatis). Vaﬂéa}n‘m;zw;:fl:m p
simply mean ‘old; cf. Ambrose, epist 63112 WO, FUCC

adulescens, iuvenis, vir, veteranus, senex (where

maturity).
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castitatis indubitatam in ipso mortis limine coronam perg
People are again said to lapse after long continence at in Ezech,

i 2
146 and 26,15 1. 615; cf. ract. in psalm. 1 p. 193 1. 35 (twenty yivz's i
Similar statements had occurred at Origen, hom. in Is. 8,2 p. 27

hom. in Ezech. 8,3 p. 404,28 (a decade); hom. in Le. 38 p. 21424 (|
translation adds “ater some years"). Basil had noted that afer tweny
thirty years some lost the chastity they had kept from youth (hop
12,16) *Crown of chastity’ is a phrase used also by Ambrose, j
psalm. 118 serm. 15,11,4. J. has characteristically embellished a ratpe
commonplace observation with some striking phraseology (cf. alg
previousn.).

si quae ancillae sunt comites proposit tui. ). reports at epist. 130,62
that Demetrias’ maids followed her example. Augustine likewise
encourages servants to copy their celibate mistress in epist. 150, while
Basil had told how a girl found a good mistress and was brought up to
be a virgin (hom. in Ps. 32.5).

ne erigaris adversus eas. According to Gregory of Nyssa Macrina
treated those of her servants who were virgins as if they were equals
petd 1By mapBevoy ... Soag elxe ped’ Eavriic éx SovAiduv xat imo-
Xetpiov Gberode xal Gpotiovg rouncauévn (v. Macr. 7). Respect for
Servants was in fact a precept of patristic morality: it was also expected
when the servants in question were not virgins. J. reports that Paula
tumed the slaves of her household into brethren (epist. 108,2,1), while
he tells a widow not to despise her servants, but to feel bashful because
they are men (epist. 79,8,1). Already Ignatius had stipulated that slaves
should not be scomed; neither however should they be supercilious
(Polyc. 4,3); cf. Ps.-lgnatius, Ant. 10. Ambrose remarks laconically:
noli despicere servum (in psalm. 118 serm. 20,17,2). The attitude was
not of course exclusively Christian: Seneca had given the same advice
in epist. 4. 1.s own egalitarianism was limited: he notes at epist. 332
that Hylas *expunged the stain of servitude by his purity of character'.
;;n; sponsum habere coepsts. - Maste and slave have one Lord in

simul corpus accipitis, cur mensa diversa sit? Here the table where
meals are caten is the same one at which the sacrament is received. J.
records that in Rome communion was taken at home (epist. 49,156
cf. Dublanchy, pp. SS51. For the sacrament at meal-time cf. Cyprian,

* On the other hand Eusebius of Emesa had stted that ™
s E sion is ot an embamassme
| solsence erm 612, 7.15) .
olence from servants was an excuse for © &
SE1S an g VIS Was an excse for geing mamied according to J.; cf. ¢pis-
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epis. 63.16.1. Mactina also ‘shared the same table' accord;
ding to
Gregory of Nyssa, v. Macr. 1. The same re jon h
Gy o s e commendation had been
honor virginum it invitatio ceterarum, - For tis kind of incen:
Seneca, epist. 47,15 (quidam cenent ecum quiq s e °F

sin Terence, 4d. 968 (rodess aequomst il mefgrr ryc " '
294

quodsi aliquam senseris infirmiorem in fide, suscipe, .
o' note that the words ccho Kom. 14,1 Toeco e oberg fils
Augustine tells the abbess that she 100 should suscipiar infirmas (opi
211,15; 50 Regula Tarnatensis 23,8). Pt
pudicitiam illius fac lucrum taum. 3. uses a similar ph

years later at epist. 130,153 mullarumque casstatom Layany 1o
Jacies; cf. 58,51 (aliorum salutem fac lucrum anime tuae). It is
perhaps influenced by 1 Cor. 9,19 (ut plures lucri facerem),

si qua simulat fu In the middle of the century canon
3 of the Council of Gangra had anathematized insubordination by
servants in the name of religion.

huic aperte apostolum lege. The unlettered asks the literate to read
out God's law for him at Caesarius of Arles, serm. 6,8.

melius est enim nubere quam uri. 1. quotes 1 Cor. 79 another ten
times. The widow is told to ignore it at epist. 79,10.2. Tt was Jovinian's
teaching according to adv. Jovin. 2,36. In Ps.-Ambrose, laps. virg. 21
the words are said to be meant for those not yet consecrated.

otiosae et curiosae domus circumeunt matronarum. ~Schade (1936),
P. 99, n. 2, identifies 1.'s source as | Tim. $,13 simul autem ef otiosae
discunt circumire domos: non solum otiosae, sed et verbosae et
curiosae, loquentes quae non oportet. It i typical that J. should choose
to express his meaning through a text of scripture; here the biblical
verse is so well integrated that Hilberg and his reviewers all failed to
notice it. The cue for employing this text in the present passage would
seem however to have come from Tertullian, who at uror. 1,8 1.23 had
remarked: loquaces, otiosae, vinosae, curiosae contubernales vel
maxime proposito viduitatis officiunt. The influence exercised by the
end of the first book of the Ad wxorem on this section of 1.s Libellus
was noted in passing by Micaelli (1979), p. 426; however he did not
enter into any particulars (for specific debts cf. an. on nulla ills nisi
ventris cura ... and quidbis mali insimuant &t 29.5 below) 1 again cies
1 Tim. 5,13 in epist. 123,17,2 and 128,44 Augustine also cchoes g is
text when speal consecrated virgins at bon. coniug. 233‘?::{ in
Ppsalm. 99,13, Virgins and widows had been told not to go gadding
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about from house to house at Apostolic Constitutions 3.6 4
hemoecteluton i his passage of the Libelus (otiosae et curipeg
noted by Harendza. p. 16. *
rubore fronis adsrito. The phrase significs shamelossness.' §.
adiritafrons in this sense at epist. 52,58, 528,15 in Ezech, 3.7 | g1
2336 1. 1197 in Zach lib. 3 praef. 1. 24; cf. also TLL I, 1127 s7q¢
(o attero): V1,1, 135823fT. (5. rons). 1t may however be note g
besides the present passage the only other instance of the collocaion of
attritus, frons and rubor to be supplied by TLL is Juvenal 132y
quando recepit | eiectum semel atirita de fronte ruborem? Possibly )
had the striking Juvenalian phrase in mind here.

parasitos vicere mimorum. _ On the attitude of the Fathers to the mime
of. Reich, pp. 1091 744fF; Weismann, passim; Jurgens, pp. 80fF;
230fF. For the theatrical comparison cf. Chrysostom, fem, reg. 10 o3 5
kai TaG év T OKNVii Rapatpéyels yuvoikag Th wWv ipatiev
neprepyie.

quasi quasdam pestes abice. 1. redeploys this striking expression at
epist. 52,53 (quasi quandam pestem fuge) and 130,191 (quasi
quasdam pestes ... virgo deviter). It recurs later in Ps.-Paulinus of Nola,
epist. app. 2,17 (velut quasdam pestes animae fuge). Tertullian had
said: omnem afflatum eius vice pestis etiam de longinguo vitemus (idol.
12,5). There is nothing in Otto or Haussler. Since J. imitates a directly
adjacent passage of the De idololatria (12,2) i the next ch. but one
(31,3f; cf. n. on at dices: puella sum delicata) as well as at 21,81
above (cf. n. on tunc lacobus et lohannes ...), it is perhaps possible that
here 100 Tertullian’s powerful formulation has supplied a cue for the
wording of the Libellus. Cf. also 35,1 below (his igitur quasi
quibusdam pestibus exterminatis).

corrumpunt mores bonos confabulationes pessimae. J. quotes 1 Cor.
15,33 another five times. It had occurred in Cyprian, festim. 3,95 (boris
convivendum, malos autem vitandos). However J.'s use of the text in
the present passage has evidently been inspired by Tertullian, uxor. 18
1.23 (cf. nextn.).
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nulla Ulis nisi ventris cura est et quae ventri proxima. Wiesen, p-
125, takes this statement to be the spontaneous ebullition of &
outraged moralist: *The last remark illustrates how in the heat of his

* Reich, p. 766, misinterprets: ‘Dicse Jun dicke,
gfrauen und Matronen sich s0
:Tm ﬂfw“:k dass ihre Stime noch roter ist wie die der Parasiten it
might aso co
o o o campare Cheysostom, pan. Bab. 2, Genpulpiaokéves
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m
indignation ). feels justified in employi
Eharecteristic of pagan satire, even when e b 1oy, ETOSESS S0

he wording of this passage. Once again it can pe o1
own
ing a picce of second-hand cleverness, Th i
Which he uses hre has been aken from Terulla, or 1 po s
enim il .. venter est. i@ et quae ventri propingua. On e oo ooy

that J. is

what is under it': b0
It is in this
in ventre sunt et sub ventre), 141,3,6; adv. lovin. 2,11 1
1. 1912; in Gal. 5,19 p. 415, in Is. lib. 18 pracf. 1.';i.”fi527.‘£1f.§
Micaelli (1985), p. 125 and n. 48 (for ‘p. 754" read *p. 741, this ast
passage from 1.'s commentary on Isaiah (post ... ventrs ingluviem ea
juae sub ventre sunt quaerant) is suggested by the sentence from
Tertullian’s Ad uxorem cited above. Pefitmengin (1986, sect. 4; for
“Ez." read *Es.”) rightly rejects this assertion;® however he himself finds
the source for the wording of J’s Isaizh commentary in the report of
Cerinthus' views given by Dionysius of Alexandria and preserved
Eusebius, 4. 28,5 and 7,253 yaotpds xai tiv md yaore
mAnopovalc. This is certainly the appropriate formulation of the idea
However in this form it enjoyed very wide circulation. Before J. wrote
his Libellus it had already been used in the following passages:
Sentences of Sextus 428; 588; Clement of Alexandria, paed. 2,10.90,1;
str. 1,5,30.2; Origen, fr. in Le. 124; Basil, hex. 92; hom. 35; leg. lib.
gent.9 Basil, Is. 1,31; struct. hom. (Smets-Van Esbroeck) 2,15;
Gregory Nazianzen, or. 14,17; 27,3. It s therefore clear that in Greck
the idea was a cliché.® Instead of ¥R it may be noted that Philo had
used peté: Cher. 93 (yaowpi Kol 101G peta yaotépa); congr. 80; det.
pot. ins. 15T; fug. 35 etc. The same formulation is preferred by Gregory
of Nyssa: beat. 4 p. 1244%; Pss. titt. B 12; virg. 4,5. In Latin the cliché
is used by Rufinus of Aquileia at apol. adv. Hier. 1,5 and 1,8: however
in both cases he is merely echoing J. (epist. 84,5,3).

: J.of
wor 181,
18 pracf ). 34 :
1 penchant for the verbatim appropeition of othr peopl’s kg
Sommon.

: G cuphemism for “sexual nPs.-Athasius. . yncl. 29:
e e B il of Ay, ¢p 244 33 e ;S5 Magn

49; Ps Chrysostom, puer. 2; Ni scgant
5. Ps-Nilos narr 3.1 1t had s b used n his sers by Phl; cf. Lei
sv.

i,

phrascology is
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Since the ciché was hardly ever used in Latn, it suppled .y
excellent opportunity to impress. The frequency with which j, h..n,ﬂ,
employs it shows how strongly the phrase appealed to him it fy .
flashy s it is prurient. There would scem in fact 10 be a tende
among more discriminating writers 0 avoid i, Chrysostom says ingegy
Yootpt 8 xai fiSovi) Sovkevovies (hom. in Rom. 13,7). When g
phrase oceurs in Eusebius, A . 7,25,3, Rufinus’ translation has in j
place ventris et voluptatis.

‘A final point may be made. Tertullian uses the phrase in Ad urorey
after he has quoted | Cor. 15,33 (1,8 1. 23). This is the same collocation
which is found in J.'s Libellus (cf. previous n.). In Tertullian however
the text of | Cor. is separated by three substantial sentences from the
striking phrase which caught J.'s fancy. J. on the other hand places the
two elements directly alongside each other. Here then we have a large.
scale example of 1's propensity 10 streamline his source in the interess
of thetorical force.” At the same time this is of course a palmary case of
the juxtaposition of scripture with an arresting formulation that has
been borrowed from eisewhere.” J.’s words angered Rufinus; cf. apol,
ady. Hier. 2.5.

mi catella. ). again employs the vivacious figure of sermocinatio. For
catellus as aterm of endearment cf. TLL 111, 603,35fF. (read '2,3,259').
rebus tuis utere. Otto and Haussler supply no evidence that this
maxim was in any way ‘proverbial’.”” On the other hand Tertulian,
cult. fem. 2.91.25 contains the following dramatic sermocinatio: ‘Non

inguits, ‘utemur nostris?".) Terrllian put these words into the mouths
of materialistic and camally-minded women; the context is therefore
the same as in J. A further case of sermocinatio which occurs in the De
cultu four chs. afier this one has evidently inspired J.'s first example of

actantius” veniri et ¥eners (inst. 3.8.6). When Rufinus renders
the q.fm o Somerces of S e g0¢s out of his way o avoid the repetition
venter 4

ttmay that ). has also streamlined on a smaller scalcas well. In Tertullian te
ol e nl(m e o 1 s borame e (ollowing: des eim i, 21
apostoh

513 G dos e o e e second o Tetn's s e
o o et osumentcd

A rlited formalation wes juxaposed wih Exod. 32,6 at 84 above: prius e €
st cere Vit enim populus et bibi, et surrexerunt ludere. Agsin ). hes
P the first sentence straight from Tertullian; the source this time is fetwn. | P
2745, n o loc ). Finally it may be menioned that J. makes the ey of gastric

s comespond 10 the position of the relevant members at epist. 5523
. Zm" T 17 S5 e s Lo o rom Tl s 133748
erow-Lawer, p._ 164, oddly render rebus as “charms'. 1.'s phrase means of course
. eniessc doch deinen Reichuuny (Schade 19261p.55)
©.180,or Turcan,p. )
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r: 13,3 above). Ap-

Tertullian, cult. fem. 2,9 1. 25 is also the mm":::mcm" o
virg. 7 (sed sunt aliquae divites et facultatum ubergy /ucuyp';ntm‘ -
opes suas pracferani e se bonis suis i dobre conpeprs %t
(locupletem te dicis et divitem et utendum putas his quae "," 1
deus voluit); cf. Keenan, pp. 16 and 19. ). characteritently orcr
Tertullian's arresting sermocinatio. eally retaing

vive, 4;:‘ :'t‘v?ex‘lr,t:;s : ,,f“""*f exhortation to rebus ruis utere; the
juxtap 1y impressive. As regards vive, dum vivis, Otto,
p. 376, merely adduced in a footmote Terence, Hec, 461 vixt, duy
ene; here however the additon of bene sets the expresion apa oy
the pregnant use of vivere found in the present passage. Sutphen, p. 389
(5. vivere 6), then proceeded 10 identify a new -proverbial
application of vivere. The evidence he adduced was the following:
Martal 1,15,12 (sera nimis vita es crastina; vive hodie), CIL I 39
(vivite victuri moneo; mors omnibus instat), Inscr. Orelli-Henzen, 4807
(dum vivimus, vivamus); 4806 (vive in dies et horas); Peter Damian,
epist. 2,13.76 (a quibus [sc. blandientibus] scilicet haec sacpe
dicuntur: “vive dum vivis"). Only the second, third and fifth passages
are relevant to what J. says here. Of these only the last one presents the
same wording as eleventh century text i clearly itself an echo of
the Libellus."

There is however one passage which does provide an exact parallc.
‘Again it comes from Tertullian. Near the beginning of De resurrectione
mortuorum he had remarked: utar et conscientia populi contestantis
deum deorum; utar et reliquis communibus sensibus, qui deum iudicem
praedicant: “deus videt" el ‘deo commendo'. at cum aiunt: ‘mortuum
quod mortuum’ et ‘vive dum vivis' et 'post mortem omnia finiuntur,
etiam ipsa’, tunc meminero et cor vlgi cinerem a deo deputatum
(3,2£). We accordingly have Tertullian's own testimony that in his day
the sentiment to which J. gives expression in his sermocinatio had been
a *widely held attitude’, His statement is evidently bome out by the
passages cited above. While however i these other cases the idea s the
same, its formulation is not. Tertullian alone exhibits precisely the
same form of words as recurs later in J. The De resurrectione Wes
already well known to J. when he wrote his Libellus; cf. Petitmengin
(1988), p. S5. It can morcover be shown that when 1. uses a
“proverbial’ expression elsewhere, he specifically selects the particular

" Very similar wording i found at Inscr. chist Diekl 00 dm vibes. homo wibe, nor

ancient
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wording which had been used by a canonical author with w
deeply s{amilian“ It would therefore appear that the smdh:;:,\:‘ as
in this sermocinatio has, just like the first (cf. previous “j:"
inspired by a passage of Tertullian. - been
numquid fillis tui servas? ). proceeds 10 add a third elemen; 1 g,
sermocinatio. This last idea does not seem to have been taken from g
literary source. That it was current in this period is perhaps indicateg ,,i
an undatable sermon of Augustine, which expresses the opposite viey,
quod dicunt homines, filis meis servo’ (921; Cf. 920" flis ey
Servo": magna excusatio, filiis meis servo). 1.'s Words are of couge
quite inappropriate to Eustochium: as someone who had devoted hey
life to virginity, she could not ‘save for her children’’® Ty,
inconcinnity is characteristic. Finally it may be noted that the present
sermocinatio accordingly involves the same combination of literary
imitation and independent observation of life as characterized the two
earlier ones in which J. presented contemporary Roman mores (133
and 24,1).

quidvis mall insinuant. 1. has lifted this impressive phrase straight
from Tertullian, wxor. 1,8 1. 27. For a further borrowing from ths
section of the Ad uxorem cf. n. on mulla ills nisi ventris cura ... sbove.
Jferreas ... mentes. This amesting phrase would seem to have been
1’s own creation; TLL VLI, 574,49 records no other instance. J
typically repeats it some twenty years later at epist. 117,64

 Ate. loh. 37 ). says: in portu, ut dicitur, naufragium. Otto, p. 284, s.v. portus 1, and
Huussler. pp. 78, 115, 202, 284, list various other instances of this particular proverbial
expression, Of all thesc examples only Ps.-Quintilian, decl. 12,23 has the same
wording: im portu naufragtum. This work is also the only one of those cited which )
knows well, cf. Lucbeck, pp. 2181. It would seem thercfore that even though
qualifies his phrase with ut dicitur, i is rightly regarded as an ccho of decl. 12,23 by
uebeck, p. 219, and Hagendahl (1958), p. 168. One further instance of this featore of
1’ compositional be cited. J. says at . Lucif. 13 uno, ut aiunt, digitilo
\gain several more cases of this *proverbial locution arc adduced by Oto, p. 115,
ss.vv. digutus, digitulus 4, and Haussler, p. 156. However only the wording of Terence.
Eun. 284 1s identical. ). quotes from this same scenc of the Eunuch al 24,1 and 32.2 0f
the Libellus and again at epist. 5044 Accordingly Lucbeck, p. 112, is evidently

! enifing the from c. Lucy. 13 as another ccho of tis Terntan

Petitmengn (1988). pp. 49f., obscrves that ). uses scveral ‘proverbial’ expressions
Zr;-:r h:nli lll,'lﬂ’y occurred in Tertullian; none of the passages cited i tmlm the
5. In this comnection Petiumengin asks: *Y a--i 14 influcnce, ou simple 1%
contre? ance h “The evidenst
“influence’. !
" Asthe

stands, uis efers perforce to Eustochium, to whom J. has just given
the followingspeificadvice in regard (0 women who sy such things: guasi 7
pestes abice (29,4). 1. als0 29,7 referam i meae infelicitats histortam.
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s
cum luxuriatae fuerint in  Christo,
imperceptibly into direct citation of seript
5,111, which recurs nine times in his wor
in Cyprian’s collection of testimonia (3,74). The sompi. i
relcively short sentence of biblcal quoiaton, sricig Sirscolony
from Tertulian and an impressive formulation of 15 ows (of oo,
two nn.) is characteristic. -previous

296
mec tibi diserta multum velis videri. ). repeats the wami,
delecteris. Similarly Pelagius requires & virgin's speech to. be
embellished by modesty rather than cloquence (epist. ad Demer, 19
sil .. sermo virginis prudens, modestus e rarus, nec tam elogueniia

retiosus quam pudore.'* The topic had already occurred in Juvenal
(6.379f; 6,4341F).

Use of multum with the positive is colloquial (cf. Hofrmann, p. 77).
The effect would appear to be accentuated by the anastrophe (cf. [e.g.)
Vetus Latina, eccles. 7,17 [Jerome, adv. [ovin, 1,14] ustus mulum;
only verse examples are given in TLL VILL, 1617,57; 64; 72). Since J. is
warning against over-eloquence, he has accordingly made the language
in which he expresses himself fit his own precept. It is however
characteristic that he should straight away belie his own prescription by
quoting Persius (cf. n. on delumbem matronarum salivam below).
iyricis festiva carminibus. According to Fontaine (1988b), p. 185, .
29, “it s"agit sans doute de vers 4 la maniére des Odes d"Horace ou des
Bucoligues de Virgile, puisque ces deux podtes sont mis sur la sellette
quelques lignes plus loin’. This view would appear to receive
corroboration from epist. 21,13,9 at munc etiam sacerdotes dei .
videmus comoedias legere, amatoria bucolicorum versuum verba
cantare, tenere Vergilium. Furthermore J. uses the phrase lyricum
carmen with specific reference to Horace at epist. 130,1,3; in Ezech.
1,8°1.320; i Eph. 5,20 p. 529." At the same time it might be felt that
1. could also have more popular forms of composition in mind here. His
later reference to Horace and Vergil is no obstacle t0 this assumption:
J. was notoriously inconsistent. Goree (1925), p. 223, parap :
“chanter & ‘musique des pices de
vers de leur composition”.

nubere volunt. ). passes
ure. He is very fond of | Tim.
rks. The text had been adduced

s
 Gorce (1925), p. 223, would accordingly scem to be mistaken in parsphrasing.
puvage of the Libel a5 ~decumer st Foncie (1988), p. 333 0. 22 eux

ato
1 i usts f ofthe Paams ot n fer 2.96; .32 n sech. 29171944 30201141
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Such verse performances are often condemned in 1's wop,
calls carmina poetarum the food of demons at epist, 21 13 ¢
Vidow Fuia is old t0 Kick out her cantor, fdicinae and pog "
(epist. 54.13.1). A cantor makes bad company according tq gy
759, similarly a gifted songstress s unsaitable as a companion (o
1079,3). A virgin should have no knowledge of cantica mungi o
107,415 cf. 107,83 surda sit ad rgan ibia, Iy et cithara gy
st nesciat). Al adv. fovin. 2.8 1. states that poetry debilites .
mind; f. trac.in psalm. 1 p. 302 1. 47 (si lira aut organum au calam,
quasi dissolvat me). CF. further Antin (1963a).

The same opinions are frequently expressed by the Fathers iy
general; however no one puts them forward as insistently as . The
point that music and song have a debilitating effect is also made
Cyprian, zel. 2 and Evagrius Ponticus, sen, virg. 48; both identify them
as the work of devils. The objection is partly that much poetry is
licentious: Cyprian accordingly argues that God did not create the voice
to recite erotic and obscene verse (hab. virg. 11); nor according to
Prudentius (ham. 316ff) did he make cars to listen to iyricae
‘modulamina vana puellae ... et convivale calentis carmen nequitae
Such aioxpai ¢3ai should therefore be left alone in the view of
Chrysostom, educ. /ib. 35. Ambrose notes how cithara, psalteria and
tympana are employed at banquets to accompany song: the effect is to
provoke lust (Hel. 15,54). Chrysostom commends a strict husband for
not permitting undignified songs at hom. in Eph. 20,7; however
Gaudentius of Brescia stipulates that feasts where the lyre and flute are
played should be avoided altogether (serm. 8,17). It is wrong for a
woman to sing according to Ps.-Cyprian, singul. cler. 10. Virgins in
particular are urged to desist: the same Ps.-Cyprian disapproves of
virgins who sing in chorus (singul. cler. 26), while at sobr. 2 p. 1109
Ps.-Augustine orders the virgin to shut her ears and heart contra omnes
sonos musica arte prolatos, contra cuncta cantica saecularia, contra
omnia quae dulciter delectentur audire. Finally Origen observes thet
Ps. 102,9 (1 have caten ashes like bread") s an apt waming to those
‘who enjoy music and song over their cups (sel. in Ps. 101,10); likewise
Ps.Basil (Is. 5,157) recommends Is. 5,11 (‘woe unto them ...") for
people who keep lyres instead of Gospels i their homes.
metro ludere. For ludere with reference to *carmina levioris gzne!LY'
of. TLL VIL2, 1775,10fF, where no example with metro is given. J-
:'r::':‘vef uses the phrase metro ludere again when he is describing the

s of the fiery fumace in pracf. Vulg. Dan. p. 8.35.

el delumbem matronarum salivam delicata secteris. ). 7O¥
(Blesses as he proceeds 10 deal with affectations of speech. He refurms
10 the topic of literary pursuits in 1. 16 below. On delumbem ... salivam
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uebeck, p. 196, compared Persius 1,/
;L,.,;; ‘on 1.’s quotations from this nnh\xl g"uﬁﬁﬁf"‘,‘;”" saliva |
e present borowing is discussed by Burzacehin, . oy 22"
Kissel, p- 250, n. 460, observes that ‘nu in der Wortesy nic:.r{" ‘m;
o unerer Sl et
\whereas 1.'s concem is with mnuncimx)‘:m;':.m:pf{? poemy,
incongruity of citing a classical author in the very passage tha the
sganst eading the classc. Homever ). coud ever s s swiking
s Hore non o . somehit iy g f. o,
stices demtibus.  TLL records no ather instan i
labiis dissolutis; cf. next n.). 1. an the mnerﬁ?ﬁﬂ’lﬁﬁ“ﬁg
elsewhere in contexts that would seem (o reveal his keen powers of
abservation. For the sense of siictis denibus cf. OLD s syingere 4
(‘to bare, unsheathe”), esp. Calpumius Siculus, cl. 5,92 non strngere
dentes ulla (sc. serpens) potest uncos. J. vividly describes the sound
produced at epist. 20,5, (quando silentium volumus imperare, strctis
dentibus spiritum coartamus et cogimus in sonandum 's1) and in fs.
411,11, 28 (et .. stridulus (sc. sonus sade) et stricts dentibus vis
linguae impressione profertur). Cf. further Antin (19633).
labiis dissolutis.  The same words describe the laughter of a bishop in
his cups at in Tit. 17 p. 566 while the collocation solutis labis is
used in connection with the pronunciation of Hebrew (ib. 3,9 p. 595%).
“The phrase dissoluis labiis again refers o laughter in Ps.-Basil, ad fi.
171, 465. In the present passage the mention of “lps’ may possibly
have been prompted by Persius 1,104, summa delube saliva | hoc
natat in labris, the firs half of which J. has echocd inthe previousline.
1’5 own formulation nunc strictis dentibus, munc labis dissoluts
evinces an clegant chiasmus which follows Behaghel's law and
generates a choice dichoree clausula.
in dimidiata verba, Infants should not be taught dimidiata verba
according 1o epist. 107,4,6. They marked litle Paula’s enunciation
(epist. 108,26,5). CF. also TLL V.1, 1202.77F.
rusticum putantes omne, quod nascitur. _Sneyders de Vogel argued
that nasci could also have the meaning of ‘éue naturel: his sense is
not recorded by Forcellini or OLD s.v. (the TLL aricle has not yet

dersprochlichkeit';howevershe expains

" Dt Psychogramimdes Hieonymus

" Feichtinger (1991). p. 67, also notes 1.'s “Wi
N e ). not 1o hs method of

teference to his ‘Psyc P
2eichnet cinen Menschen mit unierentwickeltem
compositon.
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subject 10 signify “be by nature’ cf. n. on serva, guod naia &5 & 194.

@0 (s adultcriom etlam linguac places.  Feichtinge: (1991),p. 5%,
oaakes this stmement the nub of J."s case against the pagan classics mi
the reason for the ensuing acooust of s dream: ‘D fir fim die Lkt
eidaiacher Liseratur eine emsie Gefihrdmg der Keuschbeit darselt
weil sie 2 verbalen Unkeusaliheit verflibre, adeo ilis aduberiee
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m
been employed shortly before the composition of 1 -
E‘f:s Nazianzen, or. 4347 15 ,mpf“"':p‘ﬁ s Libellus by
Methodius had spoken of the tongue’s “chasity g g (e
dveia .. €1vat Kal YAGSONS:cf. Basil o Ayt i a0 s
" i 7hdogay (where the tanlation by Cougens vy %Y
garde sa langue ... pure’], again fails (0 give adequate “‘1 el, p. 38
ths very striking phrase). Ambrose had recently aved g pe o
adulterium vultus (virg. 1,628); cf. ib, 2425 (aemmaltm?‘ m
e otirt 7o e e vocem e, e
Such an idea was naturally attractive to J.: it '
prarence as well 3 (0 his partalty for arestyg Japenns o !
accordingly appropriated it here in order to provide a very mpressive
conclusion to his portrayal of enunciative affectation i cenain women
“This depiction is tself a digession which enables 1. o show off: e b
spatchcocked it in characteristic fashion into his discussion of fells
lettres. Feichtinger is evidently wrong therefore to tum the phrase
adulterium linguae into the justifcation for 1s attack on the classics
and for the corroborative account ofthe dream: it has nothi
to.do with them. The whole of this final section of the ch, i in fact an
entirly typical congeries of striking conceits and scriptural ciation;the
attempt to impose on it 2 coherent line of argument ignores 1.'s
compositional method.
quae enim communicatio luci ad tenebras. 1. reverts o the theme of
secular literature which was introduced and then abandoned in Il. 11£
Hagendahl (1958), p. 319, remarks that the transiton is made ‘rather
abruptly’; he offers no reason for this ‘abruptess’, which is of course
due 1o J."s mosaic technique of composition. Typically it is a verse of
the Bible (2 Cor. 6,14f) that marks the change of subject; here we
accordingly have a further instance of J.’s tendency to combine
scripture with a striking second-hand formulation (cf. previous n.). The
precise reference of this biblical citation, which dispenses with any
form of introduction, is only made clear in the following sentence (p-
189,26 it t00 i a commonplace). The result is a crtain incoherence.
2 Cor, 6,14f. is a text of which J. s extremely fond: he quotes it
another eighteen times. The verse refers to marriage With a pagan at
epist. 123,53 and adv, [ovin. 1,10; to good and bad a adv. [ovin. 2.2
and in Gal. 5,19 p. 418° (cf. iract. in psalm. 1l p. 445 1. 164); to x
admission of Arian bishops at ¢, Luci, 5 As n the present passage, th
text had been linked to 1 Cor. 8,10 at Tertullian, coron. 10.7. 1. sgain
combines it with | Cor. 1020 at in /5. 9.28,161.76.
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quid facit cum psalterio Horatius? cum evangellls Maro? cum
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apostolo Cicero? ). now deals specifically with classca) |

The kind o aniithesis which he uses here was 3 commonplge M
[1960]. p. 61, n. 5, sees it instead as simply exemplifying | 'y u(s::“m
juxtaposing pagan and Christian elements). J.'s formulaion s
clché is as usual especially striking; Harendea, p. 43, recerg, \*
parison. Hagendahl (1958). p. 110, n. 2, states that ‘the popy ¢
quesion seems to have been taken over from Tertulan, pragey 7
33 quid ergo Athenis et Hierosolymis? quid academiae et ecelsiy;
quid haereticis et christianis?" It may however be noted that Tery
also asks in apol. 46,18 adeo quid simile philosophus et chrisiany,
Graeciae discipulus et caeli? (these two Tertullianic passages ore
discussed by Fredouille [1972], pp. 317ff). There is an even clogy
parallel at Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. in Jo. 1,1 2 tig 1ov Mgt
Rrpoetiunoe v evayyeriov; According to Zellinger, pp. 37, this
homily was delivered by Severian of Gabala at Constantinople in 380-
15 ). was there at the time. A similar statement occurs in Ps.
Epiphanius, hom. | p. 432 (of the church) oVkén tuGoa tov
IMhdtova, GA4 TV ravioxparopa BdV AV, ... OVKETL TPOCKUNET;
“ApioToréhy cogicavra, GAAG Bedv Tov €ig TEAN 1@V aibvav o
ooavea. 1. himself repeats the antithesis at adv. Pelag. 1,15 (quid
Aristoteli et Paulo? quid Platoni e Petro?); cf. in Gal. lib. 3 pracf p.
400° (ecclesia Christi non de Academia ef Lyceo sed de vili plebecula
congregata est).

It may be noted further that already the Didascalia Apastolorum had
forbidden the reading of pagan books (3,2); its author is confident that
the Bible caters for all tastes and can cqual the range of secular
literature (3,7-16; cf. Apostolic Constitutions 1,64, where there is
some expansion). The classics are likewise condemned in Homiliae
Clementine 4,19,3. A monk should not collect such works according
to Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 2,73 (cf. 4,1). Finally Statuta ecclesiae antiqua
P. 167,12 forbids a bishop to read them.”

1£ 15 antithesis i this passage is traditional, the classical authors he
mentions by name are his own choice: he singles out Horace, Vergil
and Cicero. Hagendahl (1958), p. 110, n. 2, remarks that these writers
are the ones ‘whom J. himself admired and quoted most of all’. Later
Rufinus used this passage to trap J.; cf. apol. adv. Hier. 2,7E. si une
operis eius pagina est ... ubi non dicat: ‘sed Tullius noster, sed Flaccus
naster, et Maro". Horace is compared to the Psalter because J. ‘sent e
sait bien que le lyrisme, et méme le lyrisme religieux, est & I'évidence
commun aux Psqumes et aux Odes® (Fontaine [1988a], p. 333). In

Caes. Arel. 19);f. further Antn (19635), pp. 365,
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epist. 538,17 . makes David the Chrstian Horace
Paltr is writen in Horace's mannerat chron, piy
Vulg. fob p- 723 The antithesis of Vergil and e G,
on Joencs ceording 1 severs schola: St
Smolsk, p. 14, n. 5 (‘Die Evangelien und V. I
Fontaine (1988). p. 333. The suppositon is perhaps v\
Vergil had 1o be included as the most important L atn p‘:n- he Gospen
were the most obvious biblical equivalent to epi, Citero fy coorerey
1o Paul because of the former’s ltters and philosophical wayer Lor
than Paul’s speeches in Acts (Smolak, p. 14, n, Sy, according 1
Fontaine (19884), pp. 3331, each of the two “ait offir des modies 3
qui veut parler “de maniére appropriée & la persuasion. Famsin:
(1988b), p. 185, n. 29, sees in this final antthesis 2 counterpart © e
iibi diserta multum velis videri (29.6); he thinks that ‘cette demire
allus dains de

e notes that the
93,19 and praef.
05pels is an attack
a7, p. 372, n. 29;

.. fait
déclamation en prose’ (cf. however footn. 16 to the comm. on ths ch..
Fontaine (1974), p. 337 and n. 1 (cf. id. (1977), p. 448 and n. 2),
suggests that all three antitheses e directed against Ambrose: the first
alludes to Ambrose’s Hyms, the second to the hexameter inscriptions
on his churches and the third to his De officis. This view is rejected by
Testard (1988), pp. 232f.

nonne scandalizatur frater, si te viderit in idolio recumbentem?

again uses scripture as a substitute for argument. Here he has conflated
and abbreviated | Cor. 8,10 (si enim quis viderit eum qui habet
scientiam in idolio recumbentem. nonne conscientia eius, cun sit
infirma, aedificabitur ad manducandum idolothyta?) and 1 Cor. 8,13
(quapropter i esca scandalizat fratrem meum, non manducabo carnem
in aeternum, ne fratrem meum scandalizem). Fontaine (19882), p. 333,
n. 22, affims that J.'s statement ‘apporte quelque nuance aux
apparentes condamnations précédentes’. It might however be thought
inappropriate to look for such ‘nuances’ from a method of composition
that is as patchwork and plagiaristic as J.'s in the Libellus. Evidently
1.5 point is simply that, while reading pagan literature may be harmless
in iself (cf. next n.), it sets a bad example. Some months carlie J.had
quoted the same section of | Cor. 8 with the following gloss: nome tbi
videtur sub aliis verbis dicere, ne legas philosophos. oratores, poetas,

sunt scripta, non credimus,
putemur pprobarz, quae, dum legimus, non n:‘r::am‘:t“ (JfPfh:"!
21,13,76). In the present passage it may be noted further e B
again combined scriptural citation with an arestng cOmECAP LT
Previous n.). 1 Cor. 8,10 had moreover aiready been
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6,15 (cited i the preceding line) by Tertullian, coron, 10,7
licet omnia munda mundis et nihil reiciendum sir, quod
larum actione_percipitur. 1. combines Tit. 115 (ompg i1
mandi) and 1 Tim. 4.4 (bl reiciendum quod cum ratiapum mend
percipitur). The former has already been employed at 13,3 apoye o
Tater recurs in epist. 79,7,6 and 121,10.23, the second of whch 5
combines it with Tit. 1,15 (cf. also in Tit. 1,15 p. 576*). o
simul bibere non debemus calicem Chrisi et calicem daemonionyy,
1. typically concludes his argument with a quotation of scripture (1 G
10:20 non potstis calicem domini bibere et calicem daemoniorum),
shows a certain partialty for the text, which recurs five times in jy
oeuvre. J. again combines it with 2 Cor. 6,14f. (cf. p. 188,16,
9.28,16 1. 76 and with Tit. 1,15 (cf. 1. 5) at in Tit. 1,15 p. 576",
referam tibi meae infelicitatis historiam. The word referam is again
used shortly afterwards to introduce the account of the avaricious monk
in ch. 33 (p. 195,14). Thiemry (1963), p. 37, argues that this sentnce
should open ch. 30.

atinls,

" H these aindy
touched upon': J. is ith the
*w"m o u deﬂy mz‘vu;ngyw men::( of hvx M“m m

ndemine by 1 xnszonheunwwnvd w,wmmmwuumuwm‘"
ase be ‘revertng to someting he has lrcady touched upon'.




Chapter 30

1. tells the story of his famous “dream’. His staring.
previous ch. had been & Waming 1o o be ‘overcloqecst ot 1o
point had then been elaborated in characteisic ashion by means
Tavish scriptural citation interspersed with a fl of
188,16T): the result was to broaden the issue 4
Lnsence tothe proprity of eading he ey °'€" <M With

‘The personal anecdote which J. now proceeds to relate also stats
from the question of literary refincment: J, was repelled by the une
couthness of the Bible’s language and preferred to read cl
literature instead. During an iliness he then had his “dream’ this
encounter with a judge who asks his condicio and orders him o be
scourged is inspired by similar accounts in the acts of the martyrs. To
escape from this extremity, J. was more than happy to promise that if
e ever ‘read or possessed’ secular texts, such action would constitute a
“denial of the judge. At this point J. awoke. The ch. then concludes
with an emphatic affirmation that the effect of this experience was a
new and intensive study of scripture; ).'s aversion to is stylistic crudity
had evidently been overcome. J. thereby returns to the beginning of the
account and at the same time to the theme of ‘cloquence’, which was
his point of departure in the previous ch.

Seventeen years after the publication of the Libellus, when the
Origenist controversy was at its height and J. accused Origen's
followers of deliberate dishonesty, Rufinus tried to answer the charge
by accusing J. himself of acting dishonestly in breaking his ‘vow
(apol. adv. Hier. 2,6fF.); to this J. replied quite reasonably that it was.
only a dream (adv. Rufin. 1,31). Rufinus’ attack has diverted scholar-
ship from the real significance of the dream, which is |M
momentous. However it does not lie, as is commonly supposed. in J's
“renunciation of the classics,” but rather in the assiduous study of the
Bible which he undertook from that moment onwards. The fnal words
of his account, which unlike the vow'li outside the dream izef md
are therefore clearly to be taken seriously as a deseription of reality

sttty e e S Tl
and the ereussa (epist. i
SR L T

(1977a). p. 81; Kech, pp. 134fT. . " .

CF (e'gy Tilemont, i, p. 24 (il to . 1X) S, Jétme rnonce lecture

auiewrs profunes': Covllers, L1, p 31 ‘renoncemenk bl
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Jaim resonantly that this was its consequence: ranto dehin
divina legisse (30,6). There is no mention whatever of ‘at
classics. Hence J. will have f;li o ‘compunction in read;
subsequently; evidence for such reading is reviewed by Ha
”95:{ pp. 320fF. (cf. also Adkin [1999b]). For evidenz of ﬁ"’,jﬂ
preoccupation with scripture, once the dream enabled him to overcoe
his disaste for it, cf. Adkin (1995b). 1's problem was not with g
classics, but with the Bible.

It may be noted further that the details of the dream narrative itself
do not suggest that J. took this “vow" very seriously. In the first place i
s only the bystanders who make the suggestion about reading no more
profane authors (p. 191,1fF). J. goes out of his way to stress that in the
circumstances he would have been happy to make ‘even bigger:
promises (IL. 4f). Finally the initial stipulation ‘not to read" works of
secular literature any more is transformed in 1.'s mouth into a promise
not to possess them at all (Il. 4 and 6). Since his account i
characterized by such indications of apparent insouciance, it is no
surprise that in epist. 21,136, which was written just a few months
before the Libellus, J. should speak airily in the first person of reading
philosophers and books of worldly wisdom.

Since the dream is generally associated with ‘renunciation’ of the
classics rather than with the start of an intensive study of the Bible, itis
understandable that J.'s remarkable decision to leam Hebrew has not
been linked to it” In a letter written towards the end of his life
(125,12,1) J. describes how he set about this task while in the desert;
the motive he gives is repression of prurient imaginings. Modem
scholarship customarily adds intellectual curiosity (e.g. Kelly, p. 50,
referring to Barr, pp. 285). Perhaps it is also possible to see in 1S
decision a determination to come to grips with the linguistic problem of
the OId Testament: it was the sermo of the propheta that put him off
(30.2)." There is in fact a clear picce of evidence for connecting the
decision to leam Hebrew with J.'s dream. When at in Gal. lib. 3 pracf.
P _399‘ J. speaks of not having read the classics ‘for over fifteen years’,
it is customary to regard the statement as confirmation that J. has kept

his ‘vow' (cf. [e.g) Grltzmacher, 1, p. 154). Perhaps it is more

€ stugiy
oning’ the
ing they,

Broglie, VI, p. 264, had placed the study of Hebrew after the dream ('forcé de
umer ses regards de Virgile, il aborda David dans Ie texte’). On the other hand

. Labourt, 1, p. xi, assumes that ). began Hebrew before he had his dream.
CI. als0 chron.epist. p. 3,12 (earlist of the works J. produced in Constantinople; ¢f:
Kelly, p. 72): the scriptures seem minus ‘et sonantes becausc diserti homines
imterprlatas as de Hebraco nescienes, dum superficiem, non medullam inspictnl
rerum

corpus inventans,
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sgnificant that J. makes the remark in he ¢
Siebrew: reading Hebrew has spoiled his Loy oo™t
et this activity is lso what ha prevent

&

of his study of
i style. The implication is
him from reading the

‘Some final remarks may be made on the function of g
within the Libellus itself. Firstly of course nf::;;m:‘:h s narmative
ilusration of the traditional warming against eloquence, iy
fesson is 2 masterpiece of namative skill, in which 1. uses o
devices of thetorical Seivao to marvellous effct, The aceouy ah.
serves the PUrpOSe of variatio it providesrlef o theseres of s
cepts and prohibitions which make up the bulk of the work. In audiney
this autobiographical Sufmya: creates a pendant to the similar accouns
of 15 desert tribulations in ch. 7 J. thereby achieves  very effective
diptych spanning both halves of the work. Finally and perhaps most
importantly this ch. offers a ationale for what i by fr the mos. safient
and significant feature of the Libellus: is ubiquitous ciation of
scripture.

On the dream cf. Pease, pp. 1541T; Labrille (1920); Antin (1951), pp.
SIFE; id. (1959) pp. XXIIE; id. (1963b) Rapisard; Eiswirh, pp. 10fT;
Hagendahl (1958), pp. 318fF; Thiemry (1963); id. (1967), pp. 1256
Memoliy pp. 124fF; Schwarz; Siniscalco, pp. 7158; Ciccarese, pp. 84fF:
Feichtinger (1991 cad. (1997); Voglé (1991), 1, pp 281f; Lardet (1993),
pp. 123fE Zelzer; Millr (1994), pp. 20Sf; Aller; Conring,pp. 233fC.

301

ante annos plurimos. ). begins his account by settng it a far back in
the past as he can.” His purpose is evidently to emphasize his youth and
immaturity at the time. Similarly those who intercede on his behalf are
represented as entreating the judge to grant him pardon in view of his
youthfulness (adulescentia; 30,5). The date and place of the dream
cannot be determined with certainty; cf. Adkin (1993h); id. (19930
According to some scholars it took place at Antioch around 374: 59
(¢£) Gritzmacher, 1, pp. 152f; Cavallera, 1,2, p. 153; Penna, pP-

' et soe the
.y Rugin, 1.31 (1. docs not cven have time o e he scrprrs

dasics). ursc mentioned i e
* CF aso prac. Vulg, Dan. p. 6,12. Leaming Hebrow i not of coursc Ahiiet P
dreg itself, since brevi

l6o), waricious monk is stid 10
" On the other hand the anecdote in ch. 33 concenng he VRO
have taken place ante non plures annos.
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and 439: Kelly,p. 41, It is locaed at Antioch, but in 369 1,
(1981),p. 258 and in 372 by Nautin (1988), . 39, On the gipey 2o
is assigned to the desert around 376 by Rapisada; Thiamy (s
Antin (19636), pp. . I the last date were comeet,the aveg o
1.is now describing would have occurred barely eight years e
domo, parenibus, sorore, cognats. 1. describes how he sbandoneg
home, parents, sister and kin. In the Libellus he has already
Eustochium not 1o let her family impede her ascetic resolve (243
has also told her how James and John left their father behind (21 g 1,
the present passage J.'s mention of this detail from his own past is o
surprising, for the monk leaving his family is a theme of which he
remarkably fond." In his partiality for it he is cxceptional among e
Fathers. One of his earliest letters (3.4,2) tells how his friend Bonosys
spumed mother, sisters and brother to become a hermit. Heliodorus i
reminded that he has pledged never to spare either mother or father
(epist. 142,2; the same letter mentions J.'s own leave-taking at 32).
Paula too renounced motherhood to prove herself Christs servant
according to epist. 108.6.3; J. commends her for it on her tomb (cf. b
33,3). He had already admonished her when her daughter Blesilla died
that ‘monk’ and *mother’ were ireconcilable terms (epist. 39,52). At
in Agg. 1.21. 171 attachment to family is disparaged; at in eccles. 381
131 the martyr is said to hate his own. This kind of cruelty s repeatedly
described as kindness: epist. 14,2,3; 38,5,1; 125,7,6. Piety towards the
members of one's family is impiety to God in epist. 39,6,1; on the other
hand hatred of them is piety towards God at in Matth. 10,37 1. 1791.
‘The same commentary gives a novel interpretation of Christ's dictum
“Ifthy right eye offend thee, pluck it out’: according to J. he is referring
1o love for wife, children and kin (in Matth. 5,29 1. 627).

J. might have pointed to a number of New Testament texts 1o
support his extreme view. At Mt. 10,37 Christ says that whoever loves
father or mother more is unworthy of him. In LK. 14,26 whoever does
not hate his father, mother, wife and children, cannot be Chrisi's
disciple. Finally Mk. 10,29 promises a rich reward to those who
abandon their families. J. appears to echo these texts at epist. 644.1; ¢
loh. 7; in Matth. 188 1. 544. He would seem to be virtually alone in his
preoccupation with the sentiments they inculcate: elsewhere in the
Fathers the subject is much rarer. Ambrose speaks at fug. saec. 26 of
leaving family behind when he interprets the Levite as the fugitive
from the world whose duty this is. A similar requirement is also found
several times in (Ps.)-Macarius of Egypt: hom. typ. | (Berthold) 1521

* The seakerat Ps-Nilus of Ancyra, nar. 1,3 records tha he was obligd 10 0 0%
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504,115 54,12 544,5; hom. . If (Damies
45,17 St Antony had shared the same Wm‘?’:’f"“;";'hklgegen
Anton. 3 (he wished to avoid distraction). » €l Athanasius, .

Cavallera, 12, p. 9. states that s sister was bom about 361, white

1950), p. 184 and n. 3, implausibly iden
590, p. aend plausibly identifies the sister mentioned here
quod his difficilius est, consuetudine lautioris cibi i
than abandonment of parents was abstinence from .u";i.,.fﬁ‘??o:"o":,“!l
(1949b), pp. 126f., supposed that J. required a careful diet because of
his delicate health. Antin (1963t), p. 351, assered that the priority
which J. gives to food here is meant o be ‘ironical". The assumpion is
perhaps unnecessary. In the Libellus J. places the dangers of over.
eating first (chs. 8fT.). The prominence and urgency of his wamings
ainst it are exceptional: they evidently reflect the writers private
obsession. It is also significant tha the taunt of gluttony in an enemy is
unique (o J. (cf. n. on prandium nidoribus probat at 28,5). 1.'s relations
with his parents are discussed by Kelly, p. 6, who notes a certin
reticence.

For the phrase lautior cibus cf. TLL VII,2, 105482, esp. 1055,12
and 18F. J. uses it again at tract. in psalm. 1 p. 201 1. 174 and hom.
Orig. in Is. 3,1 p. 253,9. He says lautioris ... mensae at 9.2 above; cf.
epist. 69,8,7. For the gastronomic practice to which these phrases refer
of. Janini Cuesta, pp. 6ff.
propter caclorum me regna castrassem. Hilberg fails to note that
these words come from Mt 19,12 sunt eunuchi, qui se ipsos
castraverunt propter regmum caelorum. J. refers to the same text at
19,2 above. TLL Ill, 547,71fT. gives examples of castrare with the
preposition a; here it is omitted.

Hierosolymam. 1. says he left his parents to go to Jerusalem. Schone,
P. 239, compared epist. 5.1 (reaccensus est animus_ Hierasolymam
proficiscendi). However ). never reached Jerusalem. For this reason
Rapisarda, pp. 10f¥., suggested that in the present passage J. had instead
the heavenly city in mind. There is however an objection (o this
assumption. Here J. uses the form Hw;o;ol}"'l':";: Jgﬁ‘;;’y;:
Hierusalem). In Hilberg’s first volume of 1.'s

denotes the celstial Jorusalem anly twice on th ather hand the same

' ©
Keeping in touch with family should not be allowed to distract the monk according
Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 266, 3290
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form is used twenty-four times in the t0pographical sene
disproportion makes Rapisarda's view unlikely. Lausberg, . |75, 15
the suiabilty of a brief evocation of a locality as g mege®
introducing a namative. Here J. also wishes (0 stress the g,
berween Jerusalem and Rome (cf. Romae in the next line). Eighy |1
atier he had asked quid fact cum psalterio Horatis? ... ongof 1o
sources had been Terwllian, praescr. 7 1. 33 quid ergo Athenis o
Hierosolymis? These words of Tertullian would also seem to have gy
in his mind in the present passage: Rome has merely replaced Athens
order to fit J.'s biography.
Romae. ). was in Rome for his education between 359-67 according
1o Cavallera, 1.2, p. 153.
summo studio ac labore. At the time of writing J. was partial to s
phrase, which he had employed recently at both epist. 21,134 and hom
Orig. in cant. 1.6 p. 38.5. It s evidently a hitherto unidentified echo of
Cicero, de orat. 2,363, which had also been copied by Lactantius, ns.
2. Monceaux (1930). p. 145, notes that J. will have copied the texis
himself.
itaque miser ego lecturus Tullium leiunabam. During his
mortifications J. stil preferred the classics o scripture. For his estimate
of Cicero's style cf. Hagendahl (1958), pp. 289f. J.'s statement here is
by Quadlbauer, p. 190, n. 6: *Die Starke dieses Reizes (s
the vemustas_eloquii of pagan literature) demonstriert besonders
deutlich das Bekenntnis des Hieronymus, er habe scines unbandigen
Verlangens nach der Lektire Ciceros nicht einmal durch intensives
Fasten Herr werden konen (ep. 22,30,1)". This interpretation i
misconceived: J.'s purpose in fasting was not to conquer his passion for
Cicero. J. merely intends to signify that mortification and reading of the
classics were at that time his two main activities. Here the particular
wording is determined by stylistic considerations. The whole sentence
is printed by Hilberg as follows: itaque miser ego lecturus Tullium
ieiunabam. post noctium crebras vigilias, post lacrimas. quas mihi
praeteritorum recordatio peccatorum ex imis visceribus eruebal,
Plautus sumebatur in manibus. Hilberg’s full stop after ieiunabam
(which is further accentuated by the paragraph-break that he chooses 10
insert here) should be replaced with a semicolon. This modification
brings out the elegantly chiastic structure of the whole: lecturss
Tullium | ieiunabam : post noctium crebras vigilias ../ Plauss
sumebatur in manibus. At the same time the sentence is marked bY
subtle variatio: the future participle fecturus is succeeded by e
preposition post, while the accusative Tullium altemates with the
Tominative Plaurus. Within the second half itself there is agait
iasmus (noctium | vigilias : lacrimas / quas ... recordatio ... eruebal)
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and variatio (the nominal form noctium vis-avis e reac
s the rela
quas ...). The whole sentence follows Behaghel's . |~ ¢ 25

302
Plautus.  Hilberg’s MSS are equall
Plautus and Plato. 1t would seem that
afull discussion cf. Adkin (1994c),

'y divided between the readings
the latter should be preferred; for

35,8 below. J.'s taste for vaunting his expertise iy pni

Rufinus, apol. adv. Hier. 2,7 and 29) was N ereat 35 ﬁt‘;lmﬂ’iﬁ
the subject was small.

sermo horrebat incultus. 1. was put off reading scripture by it want
of elegance; to someone whose rhetoricalsensibility was as exquisicc a5
3. the crudity of the OId Latin versions will cerainly have seemed
intolerable.'® On the uncouthness of scripture cf, Fuchs, pp. 3511, The
‘material et out by him can however be supplemented. He cites four
passages from 1; to them can be added four more. At in fon. 3,6 1. 227
D. those outside the church are said to despise the Bible's language; .
also tract. in psalm. 1 p. 130 1. 118. J. himself admits to Marcella that
the Latin translations from the Hebrew sound odd (epist. 29,1.3); he
atempts a vindication in epist. 4843, where he stipulates that a
translation for the church must even try to hide such grace as it does
possess. Augustine too observes in doctr. christ. 4,50 that the prophets
are thought unlettered; he demonstrates in the following paragraphs the
finesse of Am. 6, ff. Similarly Ambrose is concerned in epist. 8.55 to
show how the Bible conforms to the precepts of rhetoric.

The Greek as well as the Latin versions of the scriptures were
criticized: though the evidence for attitudes regarding the Greck text is
not inconsiderable, Fuchs fails to give it any attention at ail. Origen
records at Jo. 4,2 that the diction of the Greek Bible was despised (ib. 2
Cor. 4,7 *we have this treasure in earthen vessels'). Two centuries later
Proclus of Constantinople also notes that God's word is in carthen
vessels (hom. 2,1); a similar view is expressed by Nilus of Ancyra, ep.
2,141, Scripture appears to dispense with grammar according to
Origen, Cant. 3 p. 240,5 and hom. in Num. 9.6 p. 62:23. Origen
however gainsays the general view about it at hom. in Gen. 15.1p.
127,10, while in Ps. 118,172 he points out its neatness. Eusebius of
Caesarea too thinks Hebrew achieves a euphony of its own (p. e

w " (horrebat inculnus) 1o
Duval (1972), p. 569, notes the similasity of 1’s wording o
Chtero’s desaimion o e soneroraies. it fo L st of Greek

eripta deleris (in.

incidermt i inculta quaedam et horrida de malis groecs latne
)
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11.52). s simplicity had won Tatian over; cf. orat. 29, I the reag;
Ploto 15 adoped in 1. 16 (f. previous n), J. may be refeming e 1%
present passage to the LXX as well as to the Old Latin. o

Hagendahl (1958), p. 313, 1. 6. s wiong 0 complain of
“inconsisency” between the atitude expressed here and 1.'s satemn
in epist. $3,10,1 (nolo offendaris in scripturs sanciis simpiciat v
quasi vilitate verborum ). J. overcame his initial aversion to e
Janguage of the Bible as a result of his dream: the lavish scripnyay
quotation of the Libellus shows how thoroughly he did so. Accordingly
it entails no inconsistency for J. to describe his earlier repugnance iy
the present work and to deprecate the same attitude later.

lumen caecis oculis non videbam. ~For this proverbial locution cf
Otto, p. 326, s.v. sol 3, and Hawssler, p. 321 (no. 1663). Their evidence
can be supplemented with two further passages from J. besides the
present one: in Os. 14,10 1. 223; in Zach. 4,1 1. 10. At 30,3 below on the
other hand the judgment seat is bathed in light.

non oculorum putabam culpam esse, sed solis. The same analogy
occurs in Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 4,19.

303

antiquus serpens inluderet. Klostermann (1911), p. 194, compares
Apoc. 202 serpentem antiquum qui est diabolus; cf. also 12,9. Of 1’s
twelve other references to these words four have instead coluber. Here
the ‘mocking’ is perhaps an echo of Ps. 103,26 (iuxta LXX) draco iste
quem formasti ad inludendum ei.

medullis infusa febris. It was customary to represent fever as
anacking the marrow; cf. TLL VIII, 600,32ff. (add Paulinus of
Périgueux, Mart. 1320 and 4,100). The fever-stricken Blesilla also
feared judgment (epist. 38,2,2). At epist. 3,3,2 J. had complained of
always being ill: ego semper infirmus. The nature of his illness here is
discussed by Janini Cuesta, pp. 26ff.

infelicia membra depasta est. Thierry (1963), p. 33, compares
Vergil, den. 2,215 miseros morsu depascitur artus.

ossibus vix haererem. Cf. Vergil, ecl. 3,102 (vix ossibus haerenl);
also Otto, p. 260, s.v. os (*0ssa ac. pellis .. est"), with Hiussler, p. 316
(no. 1314), to which should be added Palladius, h. Laus. 42 and
Oribasius, syn. 6,21,11. Typically J. chooses to echo Vergil in giving
expression to this ‘proverbial’ idea; he repeats the same striking
formulation at epist. 117,7,1; vita Hilar. 3,7; in ler. 3,37,1. Cf. also 7.1
above (vix ossa haerentia).

Interim parabantur exsequie. ). is near to death: preparations arc
already under way for his funeral. Antin (1963b), p. 352, n. 2, SUgEests
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m

a practical reason for the hurry: he thinks the
corpse decomposing in the heat

is a more likely explanati

idea was 10 stop the
It seems however that literary

lon. Paulinus of Périgueux's life of

vitalis animae calor. Warmth about the he
body is cold also appears to be something of ;lxi:e;::;"m‘xm::‘ by
recurs in J.° obituary of Paula at pist, 108,28, there warmh of soul
alone remains in Paula’s breast after her other limbs have gone cold
Again Paulinus of Périguewx supplics a paralie: he records twice how
faint breath comes from a chest that is n this case itelf already cold
(Mart. 2,489F. and 2,521). In Augustine, cur. mort. 12,15 itis a feeble
exhalation from the nostrils that prevents burial.

1. describes a different kind of warmth in a cold body at 7,2 above
(mens desideriis aestuabat in frigido corpore).
in solo tantum tepente pectusculo. That solo tantum belong together
in this passage was recognized by Hagendahl (1922), pp. 74 The
collocation had been identified a litle earlier by Liftedt (1918), pp.
376 he gave several examples of it including a single instance in the
Vulgar Latin translations of Oribasius, viz. syn. 1,74 Aa. However
neither he nor Hagendahl noticed that there is 2 second occurrence of
the locution in these translations. Given the vulgarity of their language,
this is significant, for it underlines the colloquial nature of the phrase.
The passage in question is eup. 2,1 1 | non suptiles tantum solos. Here
the Greek has simply u6vov. Two further instances can be added to
those assembled by Lbfstedt and Hagendahl. The first is Julian of
Eclanum, in Os. 1,8. The second occurs in Isidore, reg. monach. 9,3. In
the preface of the same work (1) Isidore had said that he would use
sermone plebeio vel rustico this is more than the ‘modesty fopos'. It
would appear therefore that in the present passage J. has chosen to
employ an emphatic colloquialism. The emotional effect is further
enhanced by the use of the pathetic diminutive pectusculum and by the
striking twofold alliteration: tantum tepente pectusculo palpitabat.
raptus in spiritu. For this sort of translocation cf. 2 Cor. 12,2 and 4
Acts 8,39; Apoc. 12.5. g b
ad tribunal iudicis pertrahor. J. does not identify the judge; he is
addressed merely as domine on p. 191,6 and again in a citation from Ps.
56,2 on p. 190,17, It is Rufinus who names the participants in a{:l
‘adv. Hier. 2,7 and 2,8; cf. 2,46. According to him the judge is Christ
and the bystanders angels.
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Two New Testament texts say that we shall al stand before

Chrigy,
judgment seat (ante tribunal Christ: Rom. 14,10 and 2 Co,.h;",‘ﬂ‘
“Thiery (1963),p- 3, preferred to think that 1. had instead a my

judgment in mind: he did not observe that the parallel between the v
had struck Tertulian on a number of occasions (apol. 23,13; 47,12, me.
1,19,5; spect. 30 p. 29,5; of. also Tatian, orat. 6 25). In view of why;
follows however (cf. n. on interrogatus condicionem at 30,4) it may g
more significant that J. makes the persecuted Christian stand befory
tribunal fudicis at epist. 42,1,4 and 120,9,10; cf. also in Dan.
and hom. Orig. in ler. 11 p. 675° (1.'s translation). The Chri
brought before it at Rufinus, hist. mon. 19 and Passio Pontiani 2. It i
interesting that Augustine records how, just like J, a certain bishop hag
a nightmare and also found himself before rribunal iudicis (epist. Di,
11,15,3).
tantum luminis ef tantum erat ex circumstantium claritate fulgoris, ut
in terram sursum aspicere non auderem. ~ For the light cf
(eg) Lk. 2,9 (the angel to the shepherds); Mt. 17,2 (the trans.
figuration); Acts 9,3 (the road to Damascus); Ps. 103,2 (of God: “who
coverest thyself with light as with a garment’). Schwarz, p. 373, n. 34,
compares Apocalypse of Peter A (Preuschen) 6fF. (p. 84,19fF.). For J.s
reaction cf. (e.g) Ezek. 1,28f. hic erar aspectus splendoris (LXX
9é¥Y0u5) per gyrum. haec visio similitudinis gloriae domini; et vidi et
cecidi in faciem meam
304
interrogatus condicionem. 1t was customary for the persecuting
judge to ask the martyr his condicio in order to establish his religion.
‘This use of the word is most clearly demonstrated in Passio Caeciliae
28. There the judge enquires cuius conditionis es? Caecilia however is
awkward and instead gives her pedigree: she is ingenua, mobilis,
clarissima. Hereupon the judge retorts: ego te de religione interrogo.
His reply s a neat and indubitable proof that in this context the term
conicio has a more o less technical sense. There are further examples
of it at Passio Saturnini, Dativi ete. 5,1 and Passio Symphoriani 4 (here
the judge asks conditionem ... designa; the martyr replies Christianis
sum). Though not rare, this usage is not recorded in 7LL: its omission is
the more regrettable, inasmuch as it provides clear-cut confirmation
N

:\falu;‘. is describing his experience in the language of martyrdom. None
feature.

e numerous earlier treatments of J.'s dream has recognized this

Christlanum me esse respondi. |. answers that he is a Christian-
Christianus sum was the martyr’s standard reply. There is an instance
of it in Passio Symphoriani 4 (quoted in the previous n.). Others are



(COMMENTARY ON CHAPTER 30

m

given by Holstenius, pp. 128£.; Mayor,

refers to this formula himself at epist.

The structure of the present sentence i

condicionem _Christiamum me esse respond;
C..-.

PP- 159€; Bremmer, pp. 15¢. )
4221 and in Eph. 5,16 p. 5275
s elegantly chiastic: interrogarus

. The chiasmus is

Ciceronianus es, non Christlanus. . makes
indirect to direct speech. This would seem to

{1963], p. 34, n. 22); on its appropriateness cf. Kunst p. 177

Cicero has been mentioned at 29,7 and 301 sbove. po e rortizs
between Christanity and the clasicscf. (.g) Fuchs, p. 3531

ubi thesaurus tuus, ibi e cor tuum. 3. again combines an arestn
formulation (£ previous .) with scripture. He quotes M, 6,21 on ju
three other occasions: in Ezech. 28,11 1. 321; in Eph. 1,3 p. 445°; 2,6 p.
169 o

caedi me iusserat. After his interrogation the judge orders J. to be
beaten. The same thing happens to the martyr in the following
accounts: Acta Felicis et Fortunati 3; Acta Maximi 2; Passio Pontiani
3; Passio Quirini 2; Passio Saturnini, Dativi etc. 52 Passio
Symphoriani 1. This was the quaestio; <f. n. on quaestionem at 30,6
below.

conscientiae .. igne torquebar. ). had a certain fondness for the
striking expression ‘fire of conscience’. Elsewhere the phrase is rather
rare. In the present passage . is evidently imitating his translation of
hom, Orig. in Ezech. 105 p. 423,7 perpetuo conscientiae meae igne
discrucior, the earlier formulation has undergone some streamlining.
‘The wording he uses in the Libellus is repeated in the same year at
epist. 36,2,4 conscientiae tuae igne forqueberis. In epist. 124,7,1 he has
conscientiae ardor. TLL V11, 29627f. cites this passage of the Libellus
and Victor of Vita 3,37 to this evidence can be added Rufinus, Orig. in
psalm. 38 hom. 1,7; Cassian, conl. 20,1,1; Epist. Migne suppl. 1,1704.
For an isolated instance of the *fire of conscience’ metaphor in Greek
of. Chrysostom, hom. in Is. 6,1 1,5 mb 100 Guve86tog ég kb Tupds
Kotexaieto.

The conscience pangs at death of which J. speaks here are not a
common theme; for a further example cf. Rufinus’ translation of Basil
hom. 7 p. 1789%. J. says here that the pangs are worse than the
forturer's blows. They had been more excruciating than prison chains
in'the Acts of the Martyrs of Lyons (ap. Rufinus, hist. -
n inferno autem quis confitebitar bi? 1t s Ps. 66 which comes &
mind in J.'s extremity. He is especially fond of citing this verse.

1,34).
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occurs thirteen times in all. The ‘confession® of which it 5
be interpreted in two_different ways. Several texts poj
according 10 ecclesiastical usage confession can be cither of siy or oy
prase: Hilry, n psalm. 137.1: Augustine, in psalm, 94,4 serm, 305
cf. Chrysastom, exp. in Ps. 9,1. As to the particular inerpretaion of
his term in Ps. 6.6, two Hieronymian passages maintain that here
denotes ‘praise’: in Is. 11,38,15" 1. 39 and in psalm. 6. More frequently
however J. thinks that the word refers to sin in this verse, which hy
accordingly takes to mean that there is no place for repentance aftey
death: in Is. 6,139 1. 7; in Matth. 25,10 1. 778; tract. p. 510 1. jo3,
tract. in psalm. 1 p. 192 1. 15 (the last passage is directed against thog
who say there is). This is the sense which he gives the words here,
While it would appear that the first interpretation of the text (in terms
of praise) is extremely rare, this second one was well-established. It
had already been given in Cyprian’s collection of proof texts (restim
3,114; the writer concludes that confession should therefore be made
during life), in the Apostolic Constitutions (2,13,2), and somewhat later
by Hilary, in psalm. 51,23 Among J.’s contemporaries it recurs in two
letters of Paulinus of Nola (25*,2; 40,11) and in Chrysostom, om. in
Eph. 24,5 (with the gloss ‘in that place is judgment and no longer time
for repentance”); according to Theodore of Mopsuestia, M. 57 the text
should not be cited, since repentance is possible."’ Later the same
interpretation is repeated by Epiphanius Latinus, in euang. 56 p. 152,5;
Ammonius of Alexandria, / Petr. 3,19-20; Caesarius of Arles, serm.
68,2. The text was a useful one when given this sense, inasmuch as the
Fathers repeatedly declare (apparently in allusion to it) that in the world
below there is no scope for confession or amendment. Statements to
this effect occur in Cyprian, epist. 55,17,3; 55,29,2; Ps.-Ambrose, laps.
virg. 49; 51 Pacian, paraen. 12,1; Gregory Nazianzen, or. 16T
Gregory of Nyssa, Ps. 6 p. 613*; (Ps.)-Macarius of Egypt, hom. typ. |
(Berthold) 40,3,3; Ps.-Basil, ad fil. 19 1. 540."%

). discusses the concept of *infernus’ at in Eph. 6,12 p. 548°.
clamare tamen coepi. 1. begs for mercy. Cyprian too had begged the
judge for a reprieve in his vision before martyrdom (Pontius, vita Cypr-
12,6). This is not the only correspondence between the two accounts
(cf. n. on oculos aperio ... at 30,5 below).

It may be noted that J.’s wording in the present passage (clamare
tamen coepi et heiulans dicere) finds an exact parallel six lines later (p-
191.55): deiurare coepi et nomen eius obtestans dicere. Both clauses

peaks coylg
int out thy

" The reference is also to

nitence n 1 tof
S peritence a Julian of Eclanum, in psalm. 6.6; Theodore
%)

Isidore, synon. 151
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s
share an identical Structure: in particular coepi and  dicere i
" e a
allteration (clamare

LXX ;
extremely rare. (Cavallera, 11, p. 30, and Fremanle. p";; :‘oii’::,lp;j

do not mark the words as a quotation.) This vers;

istically takes the form of a citation of sripture. Y charactr-
305

qui_adstiterant, precabantur. The pardon is due 10 the judge's
attendants, who intervene on 1.'s behalf. Such intercession may have
been something of a stereotype, for Rufinus’ translation of Basil, hom.
3,5 reports as something unusual that among the host of saints who
surround God's judgment seat there is none (o say: ‘Lord, he deserves
forgiveness’.

locum paenitentiae. Souter (1912), p. 150, compares Heb. 12,17,
where the same phrase occurs. It is also found in 4 Esd. 9,12, J. has
combined the biblical reminiscence with an elegant chiasmus in two
asyndetically anaphoric clauses: ur veniam tribueret adulescentiae, ut
errori locum paenitentiae commodaret.

tanto constrictus articulo. _J. repeats the phrase at adv. Rufin. 111
(tali constrictus articulo). TLL 1, 694,24f. adds Gaudentivs, serm. 16,3
(conclusus).

si umquam habuero codices saeculares, si legero. ). accepts the
attendants’ stipulation. For the combination of verbs used here cf.
Sulpicius Severus, dial. 16,1 ne quis Origenis libros legeret aut
haberet.

fe negavi. Lardet (1980), Addenda, p. 100, notes that negatio Christi
is “contraire du martyre’; this observation is however omitted in id.
(1993), p. 124, Schwarz, p. 375, compares Mk. 14,72 priusquam gallus
cante bis, ter me negabis. One might add Mt. 1033 qui autem
negaverit me coram hominibus, negabo el ego eum coram paire meo.
revertor ad superos. ). retums. Thierry (1963). p. 33 (cf. id. 11%71%
Pp. 125f%), argued that J. had been thinking of Vergil's account of
Rhadamanthus sitting in judgment in the underworld. Against this View
Antin (1963b), p. 376, maintained that here superi SImpl{mm:"_" :n:
living: consequently there was no suggestion that . had beeh T T
underworld himself, Antin did not however note that Lactanchs

exacly the same phrase (revert ad superas) of souls retaming from the
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underworld at nst. 7,22,16. Chrst 100 comes back ab infery
Superos in Maximus of Turin 14,1 (cf. 39.4 for the same cop,
cimilar wording is also used of Christ by *Eusebius Gallicangg: 1~
1827 It seems lkely therefore that J. has the same son of pigyer:
mind."*

Schwarz, p. 375 (cf. Thierry (1967, p. 127), observes tht in rgq
in psalm. 1 p. 192 1. 20 (on Ps. 6,6 in inferno autem quis conftebiny,
domino?) . states: ibi sedet udex. It would accordingly appear thy
{his passage of the Libellus 1. is thinking of a divine judgment in gy
underworld. Nazzaro, pp. 21T, sees here a case of ‘agrammaticali:
oculos aperio tanto lacrimarum imbre perfusos. When J. opens his
eyes, they are wet with pain. Similarly when Cyprian awoke from iy
vision, his heart had still throbbed with anxiety (Pontius, vita Cypr
12.9). For the wording here Thierry (1963), p. 33, compares Vergi,
Aen. 12,641 lacrimis Lavinia .../ flagrantis perfusa genas. J. says he
Surprised people by opening his eyes; evidently they had not expected
him to recover. The tears convinced them of the reality of his
experience.

306

nec vero sopor ille fuerat aut vana somnia, quibus saepe deludimur,
Despite his protestation here J. cals it sommus just four lines furtheron,
Thierry (1963), p. 33, compares Vergil, Aen. 3,173 (nec sopor illud
erar) and 10,642 (aut quae sopitos deludunt somnia sensus). Later ).
argued that it was only a dream (ad. Rufin. 131£). In the present
passage .'s asseveration is of course part of the ¢ivaos,

teste est tribunal, ante quod iacui, ludicium teste est, quod timul.
Neue-Wagener, I, p. 906, gives three examples of the masculine fstis
with a neuter noun and one example of feste: Alcimus Avitus, carm.
6,576 (caelum teste vocaf). Kunst, p. 113, n. 3, compares Cicero,
Manil. 301, for the ‘anaphora’ (his term) of reste. The parison is noled
by Harendza, p. 41. It may be added that this very impressive
formulation is also marked by chiasmus, redditio (teste est) and two-
fold allteration, The parallel account of 1. desert ribulations in ch. 7
also ends with a similar invocation: tesis est dominus.

ad
ragy),
he

o 'g:‘s';;t;dng 2pplics to Hercules in Sencca, Herc. /. 48; cf. ib. 318; 568; Phaedr. 626
** Superi s in fact ofen the apposit of nfert in contexts where the two words dendle
{sapectvely thase on earth and those in hell They are so used in connection Wil
Dives u Paslinus of Nola, epist 25° 3 Augustin. in psalm. 36, serm. 2.4 48, serm
-8 serm. 113A.3. They also form a contrasting pair in Maximus of Turin 228.3 a4
33 in Rom. 326,1 inferno.
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”
guaestionem.  This was the beatin
Waldstein. A list of passages where the martyr undy
quaestio is given by Ruinart, index s.v. To it can b mﬁﬁ“ﬁri‘.'ﬁ?...'
scorp. 10 p. 167,22; Cyprian, epist. 102,1; 10,4,4; 66,7,3: ian
Jaud. mart. 14;25.  66,73¢ Ps-Cyprin,
liventes habuisse me scapulas. ~ According to Augustine, serm, 308,
. serm. 308,5
(quoted by Cavallera, 1,2, p. 78) Tutuslymeni also had races of the
scourging on his back when he woke up from his dream. A similar
henomenon is described in Eusebius of Caesarea, A e. 528,12 (quoted
by Labriolle [1920], p. 234). On the medical aspect cf. Janini Cuesta,
pp. 26F.
tanto dehinc studio divina legisse. The conclusion of this account
embodies the real significance of J.'s “dream’. His statement her
customarily ignored: most recently Schwarz, p. 375, has dismissed
with the comment ‘rhetorice’. In these words J. is however signalling
the start of his momentous preoccupation with scripture. At the same
time he is addressing the question of the work's unique style; while
accounting for the pervasive use of scriptural language, J. is implicitly
inviting the reader’s admiration as well. He does so in a context which
attacks eloquence. Not only therefore is J. drawing attention to his
“biblical’ mode of expression; by professing scom for rhetorical finesse
he is simultaneously making his very considerable mastery of the
“classical” style seem all the more impressive.

g described above at 30.4; of,




Chapter 31

. tms to the theme of avarice. Wealth is no concern of the
itis incompatble with fith. The objection that moncy is g
aganstold age or sickness s dismissed by reference 1 varioys ege
cripture. The whole ch. is in fact especially dense i biblical ey
would seem that J. wishes to corroborate his statement at the end of .
preceding ch. that scripture is now his all-consuming passion,
3u1

avaritiae quoque tibi vitandum est malum.  Avarice in the virgn s
theme which receives considerable attention from the Fathery
Augustine was struck by the frequency with which virgins become
misers (bon. viduit. 21,26) intuentes ... hominum conversationem sacpe
experti sumus in quibusdam lascivia compressa_crevisse avaritian
Chrysostom thinks that love of money in a virgin is worse than
concupiscence (poenit. 3,3; cf. also hom. in 2 Cor. 4,13 17). Her
avoidance of it is due to God's mercy according to Ps.-Augustine, sobr.
2. 1109, The entire seventh book of Cassian's Institutes is devoted to
the “spirit of greed” (de spiritu filargyriae). Sulpicius Severus remarks
that in the Libellus J. particularly attacked avarice (dial. 186).

non quo aliena non adpetas. On the popular view only the person
who took another’s property was avaricious, not someone who looked
after his own: Tractatus Pelagianus 3.3 p. 26 (sed ille, inquies, avaris
est, qui aliena diripit, non, qui privata custodit),' cf. Zeno 2,1,18 (sed.
inquies, iustum est ut mea servem, aliena non quaeram); Rufins,
Basil. hom. 3,7 (sed dicis: quid iniustum est, si, cum aliena non
invadam, propria diligentius servo?; the Greek text, which is somewhat
different, is cited in the next n.).

tua, quae sunt aliena. ). perhaps has in mind Tertullian, patient. 75
quod nostrum videtur alienum est (ib. nihil enim nostrum quoniam dei
omnia); TLL |, 1567,8 — 1581,64 (s.v. alienus) offers no parallel (for
another phraseological debt to the first half of the De patientia towards
the end of the Libellus cf. n. on decem mensibus in utero ... 2t 392
below). A similar argument is found later in Basil, hom. 6.7 (5%
{moiv, &Bixd owixay ta énavtod; nota, einé pot, 0avtod; hert
Rufinus, Basil. hom. 3,7 renders: propria dicis?; ib.. 2 in J- P

::'ng 2 Herennium 4.25.35 gves the following example of the figure ;’;;,‘,‘,2’




COMMENTARY ON CHAPTER 31
B

193,851, 1 Tim. 6.7 *we brought nothing into h .
Ancyra, p. 2,177 (@nep ... xxiodar vevw.m‘:,:?:dm"?o" Nitas of
... Buati 0l Gonep olxeiay 1@y dotpion avrry
Erepo peteredoovial tp6owna); Epiphanius Latinus, in euang, 1o
22,19 (quod enim possedit vel concupivi, suum o i ty-or 12 .
aler possedit, post ipsum aler habebi). 1. imslf repeats she e m
epist. S87,1 Giam o sunt . quae possids b, dgpenmnss oo
eredita e50; 130,14,6 (1ua non tua sunty o
st in alieno, inquit, fdeles non fuists, quod vestrum
- ° est,
is? 1. characteristcally initoduces a text of srips e
connected by the Stichwort "alienus' with the sriking phrase they
precedes. Here LK. 16,12 is particularly approprite, since L. 16,11
refers 10 “mammon': si ergo.in iniguo mammona fidels on fusis,
quod verum est, quis credet vobis? J. quotes L. 16,12 nowher else
there is merely an allusion 10 it in epist. 121,6,14, where everything
worldly is said to be alien. e

aliena nobis auri argentique sunt pondera, nostra possessio spiritalis

J. proceeds to gloss the foregoing text (Lk. 16,12). A similar
gloss on this text had occurred at Origen, hom. in Lev. 3,8 p. 3138
(praesentis saeculi divitias non esse nostras proprias sed alienas); cf.
also Ambrose, in Luc. 7,246 (of . 390). It would seem that here J. is in
fact borrowing from this passage of Origen; cf. next n. The sam
antithesis which the Libellus employs between material and spiritual
possessions is also found later at Paulinus of Nola, epist. 40,11 (non .
Ppecuniam tantum et fundos, extraneas facultates, sed etiam animi nostri
internas opes, quae vere nostra substantia esi, possidemus) and Ps.-
Basil, ad fil. 9 1. 265 (alienae sint a nobis huius saeculi facultates,
nostra autem possessio regnum caelorum est). In the present passage
Harendza, p. 60, notes that -que in auri argentique has been chosen for
the sake of the clausula; on the double cretic ef. Herron, pp. 27fF. The
hyperbaton in aliena ... pondera is recorded by Hritzu, p. 79.
redemptio viri propriae divitiae. True riches are salvation. J. sh‘ows a
remarkable fondness for Prov. 13,8, which occurs no fewer than sixte¢n
times in his works. At epist. 71,4,2 he explicitly prefers the ‘spiritual’
interpretation, which is of course the one found in the present passage;
cf. also in Ezech. 40,17 1. 641; in eccles. 9,11 1. ZEI,_ in Gal. ?,lo P
338%, Significantly Origen had already combined this text with L.
16,12 (cf. p. 191,18fF) at hom. in Lev. 38p. 31}3.! and7:J. |sevn@e!|‘!y
following him here. The reflective fullness which had n}nkcd Origen’s
treatment contrasts notably with J.’s amesting compression; at the same
time J. achieves a greater elegance of expression (cf. revious .\
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nemo potest duobus_dominis servire. 1. cites a fuher
seripture (M, 6,24 = LK. 16,13). The preceding verse (LK, I,
been quoted immediately above (. 191,18M1). . is partia o thi sy
about serving two masters'; he repeats it nine times.2 The text hag o+
been used by Tertullian at idol. 12,2 (for J.'s extensive deb to this oy
sage of the De idololatria in the present ch. of the Libellus cf.nn, gy
dices ... (31,3) and si esurieris, beatos audies ... [31,41). Whereas hoy.
ever Tertullian had cited no more than the first five words of the yers,
3. quotes it in its entirety: his citation accordingly ends with map,
monae, which enables him (o introduce a leaned gloss (cf. nextn.),
gentili Syrorum lingua. ). akes a further opportunity to advertise iy
linguistic expertise.” The language to which he refers is Aramaic. A
epist. 17.2,4 1. ironically describes himself as eloguentissimus homo in
Syro sermone. Coptic is also a gentilis lingua at 34,1 below. For this
application of gentilis cf. TLL V1.2, 1868,191.; 281, (for J. add adh,
Pelag. pracf. 1; in 15.7,19,5 1.49).

mammona ‘divitiae’ nuncupantur. ). supplies a similar gloss a
epist. 121,6,13 (iniquus autem mamona non Hebraeorum, sed Syrorum
lingua divitiae nuncupantur) and in Matth. 6,24 1. 828 (mammona
sermone syriaco divitiae muncupantur). On the other hand ‘mammon’
is Hebrew for wealth according to tract. in psalm. 1 p. 96 1. 27 mamona
in lingua hebraea divitiae muncupantur (cf. Morin [1897], p. 86, ad
loc.); the same passage of the Tractate notes that some wrongly think
the word means gold. *Mammon" is used without explanation in epist
52,102; 125,204; in Is. 13,50,1 1. 41 in Os. 14,2 1. 106; in Soph. 3,1 1
97, in Eph. 3,14 p. 487°; 4,28 p. 512°. Hilberg’s punctuation should be
altered to ‘'mammona’ divitiae nuncupantur.

cogitatio victus spinae sunt fidei, radix avaritiae, cura gentilium.  Klos-
termann (1911), p. 194, compares Mt. 13,22 (qui autem est seminatus in
spinis, hic est qui verbum audit, et sollicitudo saeculi istius et fallacia
dwitiarum suffocat verbum;, | Tim. 6,10 (quoted p. 194,7: radix malorum
omnium est avaritia); Mt. 6,32 (haec enim omnia gentes inquirunt, the pre-
ceding passage is cited in Il 13-19 below). It might be added that cogitatio
Victus would seem to be an echo of Mt. 6,25 (quoted IL. 13-16: re cogitetis
in corde vestro, quid manducetis ...). s short sentence is accordingly 2
highly condensed evocation of o fewer than four scriptural texs.

text of
12) hag

: masters are flesh and spiit n ¢ lied 10 06
| e A o o 9203 e e sl
o s caty perod J. was especally partial (0 eamed glosses: . epist. 722 (PUER

Y 8.1 tthe carries of wrtingtablets); 31,3.1 (chey-trees).
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at dices: puella sum delicata,

seem 1o have been suggested by Ternll
o for he e of i s ok D o e
sent ch. . . on i esuriris, beatos audies - 31 g pet
Cyprian t0o had anticipated the reader’ fear of poverty at sisee 5 1oy
vereris et metuis ne si operari plurimum cocperis patrimonio e for
operation inito ad penuriam forte redigaris It s threfore natoens
that J. sholld differ from Cyprian in chaosing to express the same e,
in the form of a vivid sermocinati. It is also significam that s
employing this rhetorical device J. should have had recoure fo
Terullian's De idololatria: despite s appearance of spomaneiy ths
vignette is a plagiarism.

Here Eustochium is first made to argue that she is “delicate’s sum
delicata. Exactly the same argument had been employed in epist
14,104 (delicarus es), where Petitmengin (1988), p. 50, n. S0,
identified these words as a borrowing from Tertullan,spect. 28 p. 27,8
(delicatus es, Christiane, si et in saeculo voluptatem concupiscis).*
Duval (1974¢), p. 213, n. 85, observed that inthis passage of epist. 14
1. had also imitated ch. 12 of the De idololatra, Since s technique of
composition is so derivatively centoistic and self-epefiious, it would
be no surprise if the same combination of sources were involved in the
present passage of the Libellus: perhaps therefore the phrase with
which Eustochium is made to register her initial protest ultimately
comes from the De spectaculis. A similar objection had moreover been
put into Eustochium's mouth carler in the Libelhus at 11,1 quodsi
Volueris respondere te ... semper in delcis. Here too . had also
borrowed from the De. idololatria (cf. mn. on vivere disrictis,
respondebo and vive ergo lege tua ... at 11,1 above). Conceivably
therefore his use of the term deliciae in this passage of ch. 11 also goes
back to the De spectacalis.

“The term delicats is used ss a reproach in two further passages of
epist. 14 (1,1 quasi parvulus delicatus; 2, deicate miles) as wellas o1
two occasions in the later epist. 117 (7,1 quid tu facies, puella sani
corporis, delicata, pinguis, rubens, aesiuans nler carnes, iter vina et
balneas; 8,1 trossulum et insordibus delicatum).

* 1 may be noted thet Terulian has lso influcnced the sermociariones which ). ses

20133 10d 295 (f . adoc). adings
* Petitmengindid not cbseve tht ). hadsgsin mproved s souce by 10 » S5
AnCReScS delcanss e avisime, 51 e hic vis gdere cum saeulo ¢ osted
cum Christo
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meis manibus laborare non possum. ~Manual labour i g g
hieh . reums wih paricular frequency. He nots wih apacic ©
that Asella worked with her hands (epist. 24.4,1; ib. 2 Thess 5 jo "
e commanded you, that if any would not work, ncither gy
ca); 1. himself had followed the same pracice in the desen (e

7:2.4;b. 2 Thess. 3,10). He tipulates in epst. 107,10,1 that e 7"
should leam wool-working, while at epist. 130,154 Demepiut!
informed that there is nothing more precious in ChEIEs sightthay .
he has made with her own hands either for personal use or in arger .
et an example to others. AU epist. 5232 labor mam
recommended as a source of goods that can then be distributed as i
Finally J. reports that work is the criterion of admission in Egypri
‘monasteries (epist. 125,11,5).%

References to manual work are frequent elsewhere; however nobody
deals with the topic as often as J. It is prescribed in the following
passages: Basil, ascet. disc. \; renunt. 9 Ps.-Ambrose, ad virg. dev. 3 p
584% Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 2,135; 3,101; Caesarius of Arles, epis. ad
virg. 271, Virgins are said to carm their livelihood by it at Ambrose
virg, 1,10,60; Augusting, mor. eccl. 31.68; 33,70. Work in wool i
specified by Tertullian, cult. fem. 2,13 1. 42 and Ps.-Augustine, sobr. 2 p
1108, Chrysostom lays down that it should be non-stop and much harder
than for domestic servants (o in Eph. 13,3). CF. also Holzapfel Caner,
p.13,n.41.

Though the theme was a common one, it may nontheless be
possible to suggest a specific source for J.'s mention of it in the present
passage. If Eustochium’s first point (sum delicata) was inspired by
Tertullan (cf. previous n.), her second one (meis manibus laborare ron
passum) would seem to be due fo the Bible. J. has just quoted at very
considerable length the two verses which conclude the Lucan parable
of the unjust steward (viz. Lk, 16,12F; cf, Il 4fF. and p. 191,181F),in
the course of which the Steward says: fodere non valeo (Lk. 163).
These words may accordingly have suggested the point which
Eustochium now makes that she is incapable of manual work.
si ad senectam venero. For the argument cf. (Ps.)-Eusebius of
Alexandria, serm. 21 p. 437° (of the Sth or 6th c.) xakov éon ©
TOElY Ederpooiviv Tig (sic) &AL {owg oupPoiver ot HOKPOV
Yias” nis Exu rotiooy; éav En Sravéuw ta vrdpxovTd pov, Tig O
£Hé Brouxdv; 1o napdv kpatiiow. For the combination of old age and
sickness cf.next n. On old age in J. cf. Antin (1971).

sl aegrotare coepero, quis mei miserebitur? In the event of illness

* In the description of e
statutum et Egyptian monasiicism at 35.6 below J. staes that opus
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assistance is also. recommended by Nilus of
According to (Ps.)Macarius of Egyps, hom
neither illness nor oid age should cause over,
will look after his servans

nis i illness had already bee
age (cf. previous ) by Gregory Nnnmmn had e e o
the same two_coningencies a5 the crawbacks of the vigin s 1o
dhxap mabéwv, 00 Yipacg dBpavéovios  edpuaxoy (carm, 12,1 M;
“These words occur in Gregory's famous comparison between marage
virginity,to which J efers twice adh. ovin 1,13, vir 1. 117, 5 ) e
published shortly before the Libellus (cf. Dubedois,p. 22, who places the
carmina moralia in 382). Perhaps then Gregory's lines have had some
influence on the final section of 1.'s sermocinario.

At 314 below J. suggests a ext of scriptue to read in case of pain.
Sick monks on the other hand are well cared for at 35,7 below. ).
himself of course had poor health (cf. epis. 33,2 ego semper infirmus).
audi ad apostolos loquentem Tesum: ne cogitets in corde vestro, quid
manducetis ... J. now employs another substantal citation of
scripture (ML 6.25F) to answer the objections advanced in the
foregoing sermocinatio. Mt. 626 had been included in Cyprian's
testimonia (3,11 caelestia tantum .. cogitare debere). In J. however
Mt 6,25f. is surprisingly rare: there i an allusion to the second of these
verses a quarter of a century later at epist. 123,134 (cf. also the
paraphrases of it at ract. in psalm. I p. 319 1. 190 and p. 326 1. 100). It
is therefore noteworthy that the first of these verses had occurred in
Tertullian, idol. 12,2, where his short opening sermocinalio (‘egebo)
had been followed by a second one (‘victum non habeo’),to which he
had then replied with a paraphrase of Mt. 625 sed nolite, inquit
cogitare de victu. This passage of the De idololaria is evidently the
source for J.’s own use of the same text here: he has employed
Teruullian's answer to_his second hypothetical objection in order to
answer his own sermacinatio, which was itself inspired by Tertullan's
first use of the figure in this passage (cf. n. on af dices .. sbove
together with next two nn.). J. has subjected the scriptural text he found
in the De idololatria to cmiaenblera’rlnphﬁc_mm,v ;;e l;»M:ff. 2‘}‘-
similarly expands Tertullian’s citation of the previous % - 6,24
o idol. 1 2;;“,1“ the preseat passage 1 also enlivens his source ith &
vivacious imperative (qud); it is redeployed at 32,5 below.

Ancyra, ep. 261,
op. / (Berthold) 62,19
uch concem, since God
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314
si vestls defuerit, llia propomentur. In the interests of ygy,
Sxtensive quotation of Scripture (cf. previous ) is now replaceq.’
hrase. The biblcal original (Mt 6.281F) begins: er de vegrimey,
Guid sollicii esis? considerate lilia_agri quomodo_crescun, s
Taboran neque nent ... In place of this long-windedness ). employs
i vestis defuerit, lla proponentir. Agei &
comes staight from Tertllian, idol. 12.2 et vestius habemyy
exemplum lilia (cf. next n.). Tertullian had placed this senence
immediately after his allusion to Mt. 6.25: the same sequence recurs gy
the Libellus In partcular the Tertullianic term exemplum would seem
o be reflected in J.'s choice of the word proponentur.
Si esurlerts, beatos audies pauperes et esurientes. ). continues wi
further parephrase. The text involved here is Lk. 620f; Hiberg
inaccurately compares Mt 5.3 and 5.6 The same text had been
adduced in similarly paraphrastic form at Tertullian, idol. 12,2 (sed
Jelices egenos dominus appellar); there it had supplied the response to
Terullian's first sermocinatio (‘egebo’). The term egenus was
colloguial (cf. Waszink-Winden, pp. 214£); J. prefers pauper. The
same Terwllianic statement had already been imitated by 1. at epis,
14,103 (paupertatem times? sed beatos pauperes Christus appelar),
where 1. also utilizes idol. 12,4 (fides famem non timet): wheres both
these imitations in epist. 14 were recognized by Duval (1974c), p. 213,
n. 85, the debt of the Libellus 1o idol. 12 has not been identified by
previous commentators.

Since in the present ch. J. has been imitating this passage of the De
idololatria extensively (cf. previous two nn.), it may be cited in full
here: quid enim dicis? ‘egebo’. sed felices egenos domimus appellat
‘victum non habebo': sed nolite, inquit, cogitare de victu. et vestitus
habemus exemplum lilia. 1t may be noted how J. has consistently
chosen to expand his source. He replaces the laconic ‘egebo of the De
idololatria with a substantial sermocinatio that is full of vivid emotion.
Tertullian’s two succeeding references to scripture (sed felices ...; sed
nolite ...) undergo a similar amplification. In the first the De idololarria
had been content with the simple idea “blessed are the poor's the

‘mann
less faled to adduce this passage of the Libellus
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Libellus on the other hand adds Lk, 6,21 (b)

J. has likewise expanded the Qumww: o!‘s ;AT ‘snzie ot hunger ).

statement pater vester caelestis pascit illg; Temylin oo . 2> e

nolite .. cogitare de victu. While 1’ extensiv ciation of rely said
unquestionably impressive, the result of this attempt to guidg ::::mx
e

s also a certain inconcinnity. No sooner u
assured of heavenly provision of food (,,h:csf":“,";;'""h'”‘“ been
informed instead that hunger is blessed (bedtas . esupimmee S’r“ 3
This slight but very characteistc_inconsistency 15 sbuen o
Tertulian; it is typical of the centost (cf. Axclson, p. 70 .. o
ungeschickter Variation bzw. “Ubertrumpfung” einer Vorlage?).
si aliquis adflixerit dolor, legito: propter hoc conplaceo mii in
meis. ). now ans the objecti ised at p. 192,11f,
i aegrotare coepero. The present passage i the only time . quoes this
text, which is the opening of 2 Cor. 12,10, It had however ascurned 1
his translation of Origen, hom. in Jer. 11 p. 673° (PL 25 (18451 The
last part of the same verse (cum enim infirmor, tunc potens sun) is
echoed at 21,2 above. The text which introduces this section of St
Paul’s leter (2 Cor. 12,7) i cited immediately below (cf. next.).
datus est mibi stimulus carnis meae, angelus satamae, qui me
colafizet, ne extollar. - ). quotes 2 Cor. 12,7 another eight times. I was
poputar: Cyprian had cited it at festim. 36 (bonas . plus laborare .
quia probantur),
exultaverunt enim filiae ludae in omnibus iadics tis, domine. s,
96,8 recurs four times in J. As in the present passage, it is combined
with 2 Cor. 12,10 (quando . infirmor ..) st epist. 9,2.7. Ints biblical
context the verse is a celcbration of God's rightcousness; here J. has
converted it into an expression of joyful acquiescence in calamity.

315

nudus exivi de utero matris meae, nudus ef redeam. J.cites Job 1.21
with some frequency; it recurs five times in his works. Cyprian had
quoted the verse at restim. 3.6 (with 2 Cor. 12,7; cf. Il. 2-4). Here .
also links the text to | Tim. 6,7 (cf. next n.). This combination was
traditional; cf. Gregory of Nyssa, mart. 2 p. 768°; Chrysostom, laed. 4;
Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. in Job 33; Gaudentius, serm. 13,34; Cyril of
Alexandria, hom. pasch. 21,3; Orientius, comm. 1,561f. The two texts
are conflated in Ps.-Augustinc, serm. cod. Guelf app. 47 p. 185,130. ,
nihil intulimus in hunc mundum nec auferre quid possumis. i
does not cite 1 Tim. 6,7 again. It had occurred in _(Iyprml,_uxn:;:,:;
(pecuniam non adpetendam). The next verse (1 Tim- 68) ‘;: q-; el by
J.in the following ch. (32,4), while he refers to I Tim. 6,10 8t 31
323,




Chapter 32

1. continues his discussion of avarice. Having used the previ
set out a collection of scriptural evidence condemning it, he oy
proceeds to describe how people ignore such prescriptions i pracie
and indulge freely in this vice. Some of its manifestations g
described; the vivaciously satirical tone of this passage conuasy
notably with the sombre mood of the preceding two chs. The secang
half of the ch. is then made up chiefly of a very impressive array of
further biblical texts that condemn avarice and assure providentiy)
supply: they are interspersed in the author's manner with clever
formulations that have been taken from elsewhere.
321
armaria stipare vestibus. The same idea is found at tract. in psaim, |
p. 326 1. 108 accipe tunicam quae corpus tegat, non quae arcas
impleat.
tineas non posse superare. ). uses this striking notion again nearly
thirty years later at epist. 127.42 qui Croesi divitiis tumet viligue
opertus palliolo pugnat contra tineas vestium sericarum. Hilberg com-
pares Jas. 5,2 vestimenta vestra a tineis comesta sunt. Mt. 6,19 (ubi ..
tinea demolitur) and LK. 12,33 (neque tinea corrumpit) are also per-
tinent. Gregory Nazianzen had made a similar point to 1.'s in or. 14,16
w 8 (sc. bpdopata) Evdov fuilv Groxeicetar ... omdv Sardvn
However J.'s satiric flair gives his own formulation an incomparable
pungency.
plenis arcis pannos trahit. . was extremely fond of this amesting
contrast, which is repeated with various modifications in the following
passages: epist. 52.9,1 (ridiculum et plenum dedecoris referto
marsuppio, quod sudarium orariumque non habeas, gloriar); S8.2.1
(pleno marsuppio gloriosas sordes adperis), 58,2,2 (possessionum
reditibus abundare et vile iactare palliolum); 125,164 (pannis aurum
tegimus), in Is. 49,14 1. 38 (praeferens paupertatem et replens
marsupium); in ler. 2,34,2 (regum quondam opes vile aut certe ron vile
palliolum possider); in Ezech. lib. 8 praef. |. 15 (paupertatem vili
palliolo praeferentes Croesi opibus incubare), in Mich. 3.9 1. 294
er habitus non quaerat dbvitias senatorum ... quid iwvat €sse
Hovoxizavas et pracferre habitu paupertatem cum marsupium nostrum
universa pauperum turba suspiret?). The antithesis is taken over by the
author of Epist. ed. Caspari 7 p. 175, who ascribes it specifically t0 J+

ous ch. 1
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aithough this individual’s formulation is g
sicut sanctus Hieronymus scribi, vilem j
fernam marsupium habere reconditum,
have occurred elsewhere
nfcinar membrana colore purpurn, 1. e
gisparaging references to. bibles of this :
Comrasts elscwhere. with the textually mwt:i}:in:; 4
prferred by himself: epist. 107,12, (divinas cogios por 202l
non aur e plls Babyloniae vermiculata piturg, sed adom e s
emendata el erudita distinctio); praef Vulg. lob p, T3.8 (abeory e
volunt veteres libros vl in membranis purpures auno e
descriptos vel uncialibus, ut vulgo aiun,liteis onara magi eving
quam codices, dum mihi meisque permittan pauperes habee el
et non tam pulchros codices quam emendatos; . interp. 1o pracf, p,
75,5 (dum magis pulchros habere malunt codices quam emendarosy
The same combination of purple, gold and jewels as occurs in the
present passage is also applied to such bibles a in Zack. 86 . 168 ut
divinos libros quos prius. tradebat incendio, munc deauratos ot
purpuratos et gemmarum varietate distinctos in custodiam Romani
veneretur status (sc. regalis potestas). This trio is used in a different
connection at in Zach. 4.8 1. 183 (cum viderimus potentes saeculi
Julgere auro, purpura gemmisque railare). Chrysostom shares 1.
dislike of sumptuous bibles; he notes at hom. i Jo. 32,3 that people are
more interested in calligraphy than content: 0v3evo ... Gov piko-
pouEvoy, 51t olbe & Eykeijieva &’ gpvooig Exet YpouaTY
Erveypapuévov (ib. | mGoa avtoig omovdh Repl TV 1Y évay
Aemomnta koi 1 1@V Ypojuidtoy xdARag). For surviving specimens of
the kind of bible to which J. s referring cf. Gorce (1949),p. 121.
gemmis codices vestiuntur et nudus ante fores earum Christus
emoritur. ). tepeats the paradox at epist. SB1,1 (quae wilias
parietes fulgere gemmis et Christum in papere fame mori?) and
128,51 “(auro parietes, auro laquearia, auro fulgent capita
columnarum et nudus aique esuriens ante fores nasiras in paupere
Christus moritur); cf. 54,12,2 (cave ne mendicante domino two lﬂl;{w}f
divitias augeas). Again it is Chrysostom who provides a wn":a-l;l o
fact is unusually fond of this particular antithesis: hom. in Ps. 48, .
Guiovot Ghoor rakemiloviar, 6 88 v .. € 8108 00 0L
eBpeien wai o Xpiotag A siketau); 22 (1 wkv Ghotov
i - il & Xprotov Mpf Tkopevov pdv
i xpeiav xaddamifov ... v 5 Xp SN
0USé tig dvaykaiag moudy GroA@vELY TPodT); o] v b,
(éxeivov [sc. tov Xprotov v hu-m‘::“ v 7"“& a4
dvayxaiag dmopodvea mepiopdvees, T Bépuata & BT
oD miCavreg o oRonBRg) 504 (5 Yap beekas Grav f el

iffetent from any of )75 owp,
in scapulis iactare pallium of
The contrast would not seem fy

m number of
&
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aing [sc. Xpiow] YEUR xpvodv motmpiwv, airdg se

rompiay .
Qcipman), hom in 2 Cor. 1.3 (6 v Kbav éuméminanst 30
Sovoris Aws Tikeioni 193 GRENOL by vip 1 ape
X Mud wikeson): . Y0 15 oy

: iy paddovory dodte b g g
ipatio Yk tiv 0dpxa 100 Xp1otod, xai Talta yuuvi pav); hom,
in Phil. 10,5 (Ebaxey ipgna .. 0%y VG AVt iy ok Eypm:
pusiov. 5 B Xpr0tes Yupvos GROALUITG): hom. in 1 Tim. 2.3 (inte
To0 pndevdg [sc. clothes] tooavry noteioBar oMoy .. r
nepiopGy 1o Xpiotov mewvivia).' On this passage of the Lipels
Klostermann (1911), p. 194, compares Lk. 16.196F. homo quidam erg
dives et induebatur purpura et bysso et epulabatur cotidie splendigs
(20) et erat quidam mendicus nomine Lazarus qui iacebat ad ianyyy
eius ulceribus plenus ... (22) factum est autem ut moreretur mendicys
On Christ’s nakedness cf. Mt. 25,36 nudus (sc. eram) et operuistis me.
cum manum porrexerint, bucinant. Hilberg compares M. 6,2 cum
ergo facies elemosynam, noli tuba canere ante te. In Ambrose, of.
2,1,2 (qui velut tuba canente vulgare liberalitatem suam quam faciuni
circa pauperes gestiunt) the trumpet is explicitly metaphorical, )
himself speaks of gifts to bucinatores in the context of almsgiving a1
epist. 108,16,1 (solent pleraeque matronarum bucinatoribus suis dona
conferre), both here and in the present passage of the Libellus the
trumpets are also merely metaphorical according to TLL II, 2233491,
and 671F.

Atin Ezech. 18,5 1. 386 J. describes how in church the deacon reads
out the donors' names and the amounts donated: ‘tantum offert illa,ille
tantum pollicitus est’. The point is made at tract. in psalm. | p. 288 1.
15} that some Christians only give before ontookers: si quando pauper
rogat, huc illucque circumspiciunt; et nisi testem viderini, pecuniom
non dant (cf. also p. 307 1. 167). Similarly Ambrose notes that some do
it just for show (paenit. 2,9,84).
cum ad agapen vocaverint, praeco conducitur. ). repeats the phrase
praeco. conducitur in a similar context at adv. Pelag. 2,11 od
largiendum frustum panis et binos nummulos praeco conducitur. Ob
::;h agape cf. (e.g.) Leclercq (1907; esp. p. 820 on the present passage):

ter.

322

vidi nuper. The same phrase is used at epist. 54,133 vidimus muper
ignominiosum per totum orientem volitasse.

! A similar example is also four serm. e raris.
Cosnte iy sy toutd i Augustin, serm. 3220 dona res s bes
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na taceo, ne saturam putes. | :

m at 28,1 above. On the other hand ;‘:d s Zuﬁ':!m Sofroius by
the gadabout pries atirized in 28.4. In the presen pasg from naming
mention of names with satire. Howeverat apir. 1705 1 b, S505es
instead with OId Comedy: ego enim neminem nomrs
comoedio licnt cenes personas elgam aqu prappn 3 e

oc

states that he will name no one at epist, 13
pusculo momen proprie angitury of. in Soph. 34 et in
christianorum et maxime novorum prudeniium, quorum nomtie phi
ne quemquam laedere videar ..). He denies the charge of boin .
it in epist. 402.3 in quodeunque.vitum s g o
contorquetur. te clamitas designari .. et satiricum scriptorem in rove
stulte arguis. Nevertheless he elsewhere associates hipel{ wimP;::
Horace and Lucilius: epist. 50,5,2 (possum remordere, si velim, possam
gemuinum laesus infigere: .. de nobis quoque dici potes: Jaenum
habet in cornu, longe fuge" [Horace, sar. 14,34); 117,12 (‘ubi ila
quondam constantia, in qua multo sale urbem defricans Lucliamun
quippiam retulisti?” [¢f. Horace, sat. 1,103 ‘hoc est’, aio, ‘quod me
fugat et labra dividere non sinit"). Neither J.'s standpoint nor his use of
terms would seem to be entirely consistent, On the present passage of
the Libellus cf. Wiesen, pp. 248{Y; Classen, p. 107.
nobilissimam mulierum Romanarum. J. had used the same phrase to
describe Melania the Elder at chron. a. Abr, 2390.
in basilica beati Petri semiviris antecedentibus propria manu, quo re-
ligiosior putaretur, singulos nummos dispertire pauperibus. Paul-
inus of Nola relates how Pammachius gathered the poor of Rome into
St. Peter’s 1o receive alms (epist. 13,11). Pammachius too made the
distribution in_person; however he was more generous than L.'s
curmudgeon (ib. 13,14 quantum pecuniae gravi dextera geminatis
excipientium palmis hilaris dator et infatigabilis distributor infuderas).
ut usu nosse perfacile est. Nosse perfacile est recurs in adv. lovin.
1,12. The phrase is imitated by Asterius of Ansedunum, ad Renat. 1.
298 ut ... nosse perfacile est. Ambrose has usu ... cognovimus (epist
8568).
anus quaedam annis pannisque obsita. Luebeck. p. 112, noted that
1. has borrowed this phrase from Terence, Eun. 236 panis dnisfel
obsitum. Hagendah! explains the presence of this and other Clasicly
itur n " ibes J.'s “renunciation’ of
reminiscences in the very work which descri £ the Libells: its
the classics (30,5) as due to the stylistic character °m°lL .1t
style is “as refined and rheorica as ever il a1 b o s
may however be doubted whether .'schoic of s PAEVErE (L 0
asign of ‘refinement', Donatus’ commentary on
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makes the following observation: pannis et amnis’ oy

i itica vernilitate xard 16 2 Biae

asitorum s asi Katd 15 Guororg,

icram (Ter. Eun. 236,41). In Terence the phrase occurs at he oer™
the opening speech of Gratho, who is a particularly bumptious pysy.
Donatus is therefore making the point that these words characare.
thei speaker pertetly. It s evident fom adb. Rufin. 1,16 (cf. Lammer
p.7) that J. had read Donatus' commentaries on Terence; he dig y
simply listen o his teacher's exposition in the classroom. J. i
accordingly have been familiar with Donatus’ negative estimae of
these words. Nonetheless “the sort ofsily thing a parasite would ey
has an imesistible appeal for L, who cannot refrain from using (e
phrase again at in Soph. 1,15 1. 674, where he is describing how the
Jews congregate at the site of the Temple on the anniversary of g
destruction: videas in die quo capta est a Romanis ... Hierusalem
confluere decrepitas mulierculas et senes pannis annisque obsitos®
would seem that J. is alone in his partiality for these words: no one clse
appears to use them. J. on the other hand could never resist a flashy and
meretricious phrase: its provenance — whether classical ot otherwise
— was unimportant.

On J.'s reminiscences of Terence before 386 cf. Hagendzhl (1958),
pp. 2731, They were more numerous than he supposed: cf. id. (1974),p.
217, and n. on quidguid dixeris, laudan ... at 24,1 above.
ad quam cum ordine pervenisset, pugnus porrigitur pro denario.
The alliteration is noted by Hritzu, p. 42. Here it underlines J.'s
indignation.
tanti criminis reus sanguis effunditur. For a comparable expression
of. Augustine, epist. 50 innocens effusus est sanguis (on ‘innocent
blood" cf. TLL VIL,1. 1705 3fF.).

13

radix malorum omnium est avaritla ideoque et ab apostolo idolorum

servitus appellatur. ~ Social satire is now followed by a string of

biblical passages. J. quotes 1 Tim. 6,10 (radix ... avaritia) with some
uency: it recurs seven times in his oeuvre. Only here however s it

glossed by Eph. 5.5 (avarus. quod est idolorum servitus: cf. also Col.

3.5). This text of | Tim. has already been echoed at 31,2 sbove (radi

avaritiae). Cyprian had included it in his testimonia (3,61).

quaere primum regnum del et haec omnia adponentur fibl. In its

original context Mt. 6,33 concludes the exhortation to abandon worldly

1 The paronomass i noted by Harendza, p. 17
ey be noted how in the same passuge (1 660) ). streses that bis description 1
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n
cares which 1. had cited at length in 31
Greamiined the text 8 5a fagon: afte regoum passag
s ). had lready employed thisvere e 41y g <L
epist. 123,13, cf. tract. in psalm, 1, 55117 1o s i
s quoted in the same abbreviated forn. 1oe Passages i
nom occidet dominus fame animam lust, Ths s
of a concatenation of three direct quotatons of o
i characteristically impressive fashion. wity

36 In the present passage J. has

ntence is the second
ripture that are cited
out introduction or

a ! 8 10,3 0% Moxrovige:
xip10G YAV Bikaiav (for the variant duxaion cf [e.g] Asterus the

Sophist, hom. [Richard] 5,16). Hilberg’s termir

accordingly be replaced with a full stop. iy quol:sm"m' o
Is. 18,65,13 1. 32, where it is instead given a spiritual interpretation. In
the present passage the text s linked with M 6,33 and Ps, 36,25, The
second combination was traditional; cf. Origen, hom. in Gen. 16,3 p.
139,14: Cyprian, domin. orat. 21; Basil, hom. 2,8; Ps.-Basil, Is. 5,165;
Chromatius, in Matth. 32,1. ). himself repeats it at in Is. 18,65,13 I1. 26
and 32.

iuavenior ful et senui et non vidi iustum derelictum nec semen eius
quaerens panem. J. turns a general assertion of God's righteousness
into an assurance of his continued material support for the voluntarily
impoverished. He cites Ps. 36,25 again at in [s. 25,13 1. 19; 18,65,13 1.
26; in Am. 8,11 1.297 (in the last two passages a spiriual interpretation
is given). 1.'s application of the text in the Libellus finds a paralel in
Cyprian, festim. 3.1 (de bono operis ef misericordiae).

Helias ~ corvis  ministrantibus pasciar. The _words _corvis
ministrantibus pasci were a cliché (at 3 Reg. 17,6 LXX has simply xai
of K6paxeg Egepov avid EpTovg T Apai Xai kpéa 0 Beikrc). The
same formulation had been used by Cyprian at eleem. 11 (Helias
corvis ministrantibus pasciur). It recurs at Rufinus, Orig. in psalm. 36
hom. 3,10; Maximus of Turin 2,1; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 124.1.J.
tefers to Elijah’s ravens again at epist. 78,263 and in Ezech. 49 |
1450, They are identiied with the genilesat iract.inpsaim. 1. 334
160. Gregory Nazianzen had combined them with the widow of
Zarephath (cf. next n.) in a passage that likewise recommended W':‘Y
(carm, 1,2,2,172T; cf. 1,23,85£); the two episodes are of course also
consecutive i the biblical account. e
Vidua Sareptena ipsa cum fills mocte morlura prophetem
wouriens. The sm‘fy‘ ofthe widow of Zarephath hd arady bee (18
as an incentive to almsgiving by Cyprian (eleem. 17: b
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‘ohanius Latinus, in euang. 42 p. 101,5; 51 p. 12821y, 111 .«
D g as in providence at Nilus of Ancyfe ep 1,21;6!' 3 et
Great, serm. 42.2. 1. himself mentions this womian a5 a pages ¢
virtuous widowhood in epist. 54,16.2. where she is describeq g "
mocte moritura cum filio; the words echo 1.5 formulation in the pry’>*
passage (ipsa cum ilis nocte moritura). The saintly Exuperius i jyg
Said 1o follow her example (epist. 125,20,3; old women and widows
1old to do the same in Ps.-Athanasius, par. 8). In addition ). reus
her at in Abd. 20 . 696. CL. also the previous n. and the n, on gy
alendus veneral ... below.
capsace conpleto. _The word capsaces occurs in the Ol Latin version
of this episode (3 Reg. 17.14) cited in Cyprian, eleem. 17; the Vulga
has instead lecyrhus. ). uses capsaces again at epist. 54,162, On e
vessel in question cf. Epiphanius, haer. 30,12 év dyfev, & xauyaxy
gnui. xaxotPiov 5 1050 o Emydptot xarodon.
qui alendus venerat, alit. Once again J. embellishes a biblical
episode with second-hand rhetorical trappings (cf. also n. on Helias
corvis ministrantibus pascitur immediately above). The present conceit
had been used in Ps.Cyprian, singul. cler. 26 qui ... venerat pasci
pastus .. miserias egestatis fecil excludi (sc. Helias). It had also
occurred in Gregory Nazianzen, carm. 1.2,10,530 tpéguv tpedotiong
(sc. 'Hiog). Gregory had employed the conceit in a slightly different
form at or. 26,12 iva ... TEQY Tov TpEdovia (sc. 1 Sapagdia Ty
“Hhiav); 1. will probably have heard this Oration when it was first
delivered (cf. Gallay, p. 252).
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argentum, inquit, ef aurum non habeo. After a series of texts
dealing with divine provision (Il. 813) J. retums to the subject of
avarice (cf. Il. 7£). The present text introduces a further aftack on
contemporary niggardliness (p. 195,1-3; cf. p. 193,16fT.). J. quotes
Acts 3,6 on six further occasions. It had been cited in Cyprian, festim.
3.61 (pecuniam non adpetendam); Cyprian had also referred to this
verse at hab. virg. 10.

licet sermone taceant, re loquuntur.  re is the reading suggesied by
Hilberg in place of the meaningless ore of most MSS; his emendation
would seem to be correct. For the antithesis verbo (-is) . 7e ¢
Lactantius, inst. 5,13,15; Rufinus, apol. adv. Hier. 1,34 (re aique
opere), Cassian, inst. 12,13 (re et opere); c. Nest. 7,3,1; and for the
carlier period ¢f. OLD s.v. verbum 11b and 12b. For the proverbisl
expression res loquitur ¢f, Otto, p. 297, s.v. res 1; Haussler, p. 319 (0.
1522; TLL V112, 1673 256F. [s.v. I f. 1667,35f1.) adds passeges

of Cicero). Parallels for the particular formulation employed in the




(COMMENTARY ON CHAPTER 32
m

(hom. 13 5 aing A

v 5 90VT, UKES) 3 Chrysosto (hop, g o TS,

vy, 0 B& 970V B0d). S oW wording i a5 sl vy S

typically repeats it with slight modificari Ty striking; he

adv. fovin. 2,36 (licet sermone taceans

Libellus can be adduced from Basil
i

of these Hieronymian passages together with

labentes igitur victum et vestitum his conten .

habit of letting biblical texts express his meaning ﬁ;mm: ;;b:;
who erroneously includes the present text (1 Tim. 68)inth foregoing
sermocinatio, in which all three verbs (habeo ... habeo .. doy are
however singular: a plural sumus would accordingly be out of place,

This citation of | Tim. in fact gaes instead with what follows: its
victum et vestitum corresponds exactly to panem ad manducandum et
vestem ad induendum in the immediately succeeding quotation of Gen.
28,20, . again links | Tim. 6,8 and Gen. 2820 at in Ezech. 46,19 1.
847. The same combination is also found in Chrysostom at hom. in 2
Cor. 64 and pan. Bern. 2. In the present passage Hilberg's paragraph
marker [*5°] should accordingly be placed before instead of afer this
quotation of 1 Tim., which J. is in fact using to intoduce the
concluding section of this ch. For the sense of igiur here cf. TLL VIL,1,
270,10fX. (initium vel transitio per ipsum “igitur" significatur ... u post
digressionem quasi resumatur oratio); igitur s atested in the Od Latin
versions of the text (cf. Frede (1975}, p. 600). The preceding verse (1

. Cyprian
already cited | Tim. 6,8 as a waming against avarice in testim. 3,61
(possidendi concupiscentiam et pecuniam non_ adpetendam). J. is
remarkably fond of this verse, which recurs some tweaty-five times in
his works.
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s1 fuerit dominus deus mecum et servaverit me in via hac, per quam
eg0 iter facio, et dederit mihi panem ad manducandu vza;a;)o;
induendum.  Jacob's appeal for bread and raiment (gmw )J»m
mentioned again at epist. 12024 (te bread is Christs bob), ol
Pelag. 3,8 (an anti-Pelagian interpretation); in &leh.l L e
textis regularly cted by easter Fahers s an example of T 0

Basil, reg fus. 203; Gregory Nezianzen. carm ‘ofl i
Chrysostom, hom. in Gen. 54,5 (ib. 0b rho¥rov, OV nepy
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senoey @A Gprov Kl LHGTLOV. TO MEV ig ThY 10D adyay
o, B¢ g POty s XOEIGE: exp in Fs. 140,4; PP
Chys. 12; Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 1,179. It had already been "
way by Philo, som. 1,126.
dives dominus et ditior pater. ). has lifed this impressive phry
traight from Cyprian, who in patient. 18 had applied it to Job: ey 3,
censu dominus e in liberis pater ditior. Once again J. has streamingg
the material he has borrowed: the result is a very ameq
paronomastic _isocolon. He uses the same formulation again oy
twenty years later in epist. 118.3,1 (dives quondam dominus et gy
pater. of Job) and 123,14.4 (dives dominus et pater ditior; of Jacob) |
addition Cyprian’s phrase has evidently influenced the wording of )5
version of Origen at hom. Orig. in Ezech. 4.8 p. 370,17 dives in liberis
pater ... dives in censu dominus (sc. lob): the translation antedates J.'s
arival in Rome. In the Libellus this formulation provides a sparking
climax to the ch. However it is altogether inappropriate here. On the
one hand dives dominus clashes with the immediate context, which is
of course a tirade directed precisely against divitiae (chs. 31-2). On the
other ditior pater is grotesquely out of place in a treatise on the subject
of virginity. Deléani, p. 66, has noticed how J. sometimes inserts ‘une
rapide réminiscence de Cyprien'; she does not record the present
passage. Deléani explains such allusiveness s ‘telle une signature
authentifiant le contenu d’une page’. This is hardly the case here. Once
again J.'s own desire to dazzle at all costs has led him 10 perpetrate a
significant infelicity. 1t is noteworthy that no one else would seem to
have imitated Cyprian's striking phrase.

infinita de scripturis exempla subpeditant, quae et avaritiam doceant
esse fuglendam. On the second half of this sentence (avaritiam ..
fugiendam) Fremantle, p. 37, needlessly compares Lk. 12,15 cavete ab
omni avaritia. ).'s wording here merely picks up avaritiae quoque tibi
vitandum est malum at 31,: accordingly the phrase which rounds off
his treatment of avarice neatly echoes the words that had introduced it.
';;w striking hyperbaton in the present passage is noted by Hritzu, p.

used in hg

The first half of this sentence (infinita de scripturis exempla
subpeditani) s closely paralleled by the words that conclude a similar
list of biblical exempla at 10, above: innumerabilia sunt scripturis
respersa divinis (cf. n. ad loc.). Both statements are followed
immediately (pp. 157,11ff; 195,12f) by a declaration that the
respective topic has only received summary treatment and requires 8
separate work; in each case this excuse is introduced by exactly the
same phrase (verum quia nunc). In both passages J. then proceeds in
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s
ite of his disclaimer to supply addi
Fearly cager for an opportunity s owrivn e oificaton: be iy
‘Neither transition 10 the new  material
motivated: this is especially the case nese, lbﬂ e e
Eustochium that she could discover it fo herself. Such & devies care
however be employed in 33,1, which relates an anecdote from CE."M‘
Here 1. simply allows an affirmaion that he will reserve diseuteroy o
the topic for an independent treatise to be followed d iy by
of further T reneas the
formula verum quia nunc, the second of these satements (.. efiram)
is actualy represented a5 being the "consequence’ o the firt
reservany, sddona s is now fmises b’ e
e s being kept for a separate treatment
in this passage of the Libells bt introduce his d|gm|m
on Egyptian
avarice. In order to do 5o hz has aken over mechanicaly th sequence
of ideas employed in an earlier ch. of the work (10,£), however he has
not troubled to adapt it to the exigencies of the fresh context. A similar
line of argument, which again involves the formula verum quia nunc, is
used to introduce 1.’ third type of monk at 36,1 belows agan t has not
been properly integrated (cf. n. ad loc.). The inconcinnities which resul
from such intellectual inerta are a serious indictment of the author's
compositional method.




Chapter 33

In the preceding two_chs. (31-2) J. has provided a theoretcy
discussion of avarice. Typically this disquisition consisted largely of
biblical citation; it had also contained a lengthy anccdote drawn fron
contemporary Rome (32,2). As a further illustration of the foregoing
discussion J. now relates a second anecdote concemning a monk of
Egypt who on death left behind a sum of money which he hag
accumulated from his handicraft. After debate it was decided to bu
the money with its owner. The account leads in tum to the extensive
description of Egyptian monasticism which occupies the following chs,
(34-6)!
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verum quia nunc.  This phrase as well as the argument of the present
sentence have been taken over from 10,11. above (cf. also 36,1); on the
resultant inconcinnity in referam (1. 14) cf. n. on infinita de scripturis
exempla .. at 32,5 above.

si Christus adnuerit. . is extremely fond of such phrases, which
match his vivacious and sometimes colloguial style; their frequency
‘may also reflect his self-doubt. On the other hand Gorce (1949b), p.
128, sees them as due to J.'s weak health. Antin (1956), p. 16, 0.3,
assembles examples; since however his collection is far from complete,
it will be appropriate 1o set out the material in full here. J. repeats the
phrase si Christus admuerit at in Is. lib. 10 praef. 1. 8 (so too Caesarius
of Arles, epist. ad Ruric. 1. 37); cf. also in Is. lib. S praef. 1. 37 and lib.
6 praef. 1. 2, which both have si ... voluntati nostrae Christus adnuerit.
Elsewhere J. uses a variety of expressions: si Christus iusserit (epist.
1122,5; in Gal. 2,11 p. 341; si concesserit dominus (hom. Orig. in
cant. 1.3 p. 32,25 hom. Orig. in Luc. 7 p. 46,24); si dominus gratiam
dederit (epist. 133,13, si ... vitam dominus dederit (vita Malchi 1 c.
loh. 22 (Christus); adv. Rufin. 2,23 [vitae huius ... spatium)); i
dominus dederit occasionem (ract. p. 514 1. 238); si ... dominus
sanitatem dederit (Victorin. Poetov. in apoc. praef. dominus
dederit commeatum (hom. Orig. in Luc. praef. p. 2,3). Tertullian notes
that even pagans say si deus voluerit (test. anim. 2 p. 136,7; Scholte. -
57 [8d loc.), compares Cyprian, idol. 9 and Minucius Felix 18,11; on¢
might add Jas. 4,15 pro eo ut dicatis 'si dominus voluerit").

" The presen h is discussed by Vogos (1991),1, pp 28811
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n
15 announcement here of a special work )
Christus adnuerit, volumini reservatury m:r:fff ‘:X‘,‘f,‘"me (suo,si
press; however the treatise never appeared (cf. aiso p, ws 7"“ to im-
at 36,2). ON this method of advertising forthoming publcatr’”c
‘Ams, pp. 159€ publicarons cf

parcior magis quam avarior. 1. is sarcasicaly ;

RapaBiaoTok (of. Lausberg, pp. 3731, {no. 749) iy e:.mlg:amb T‘:e
paronomasia; only the ater is noted by Harendz, . 15 v
centum solidos, quos lina texendo quaesierar,

Two parallels may be adduced from moriens dereliquir

ipophthegmata patrum (Nau
fifty coins were
in J.’s anecdote, the abbot says Bayate aitd et miéf’fé :’5}"" =
For the monk selling goods tha he has produced ef. Apop rhegmata
patrum p. 430{ DAGYPLOG fv T1S ... 0IKGY .. év 1] épipo lepo-
oADMY ... xai G {oTato €v T dyopd muhdy 1 Epybyetpov aviod
... J. motes at 34,2 below in connection with the remnuoth that
quidquid vendiderint, maioris est pretii.
in eodem loco circiter quinque milia divisis cellulis habitant
Rufinus reports a similar arrangement: commanent .. per cremum
dispersi et separati cellulis, sed caritate connexi (hist. mon. praf;, cf.
ib. 21 in hoc ... loco [sc. Nitriae] quinquaginta fere aut non multo
minus cernuntur vicina sibi et sub uno posita patre tabernacula, in
quibus aliqui plures simul, aliqui pauci, nonmulli etiam singulares
habitant et mansione quidem aliqui divisi, animo autem et fide et
caritate coniuncti et inseparabiles manent). For J.'s figure of 5,000 cf.
Palladius, h. Laus. 7.
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alli pauperibus distribuendos esse dicebant, alii dandos ecclesiae,
nonnulli- parentibus remittendos. ). achieves a very impressive
sentence combining anaphora, disiunctio, alliteration, parison and
twofold chiasmus (for the last two cf. Harendza, p. 55; Hritzu, p. 96).

Macarius vero et Pambos et Isidorus. ). indulges in a picce of name-
dropping after his manner, Rufinus includes these names among the
eremi magistri (apol. adv. Hier. 2,15). AUhist. 114 he says they lived
in Nitria, while he reports (ib. 11.8) that he himself saw the two
Macarii from the upper and lower desert respectively, Isidore of S'cel’e
and Pambo from Cellia. On the Macarii cf. Rufinus, hist. mon- 2.1

at epist. 58.5,3 and 108,14.2. Melania paid & visit o

i I, pp. 190F).
Pambo according to Palladius, h. Laus. 10 (6t B:‘mm': . . 1900

Palladius also records that an Isidore had become
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of Roman senators by accompanying Athanasius during his exile (ip,
f. Butier, I, p. 185). Another monk of that name received Mg ..
N (b, 46) tis was the “bishop and confessor’ 10 whom J.
refers at epist. 108.14,2. self
quos patres vocant.  The name is used again at 35,2 and 35, bel
The deacon is a parens at 354. J. employs the expression poye;
monasterii in epist. 125,13,1£. and 125,15.2: cf. Boon, index sy, o
might also compare (¢.g.) Apophthegmata patrum 28 (Nau [1907] »
60) eig Exfiny tpds 100G natépas. At in Matth. 23,8 1. 119 1. recorg:
that the name “fathes’ was especially common in Palestinian ang
Egyptian monasteries. He disapproves of it at in Gal. 4,6 p. 374° oy
.. dominus noster in evangelio praccipiat nullum patrem vocandm
nisi deum, nescio qua licentia in monasteriis vel vocemus hoc noming
alios vel vocari nos acquiescamus (cf. iract. p. 555 1.92).

sancto in eis loquente spiritu. . uses this phrase again at in Tir. 18,
568% and 2,15 p. 590*. Gregory of Nyssa, Pss. titt. B 10 has 100 ayioy
RVEaTOG ... £V bt Aahovveos, Cf. Mt. 10,20 spiritus patrs vesri
qui loguitur in vobis.

pecunia tua tecum sit in perditionem. . does not have occasion to
quote Peter’s reply to Simon Magus (Acts 8,20) elsewhere. It had been
included in Cyprian's collection of festimonia (3,100 gratiam dei
‘gratuitam esse debere). It had also occurred in J.'s translation of hom.
Orig. in Ezech. 6.5 p. 383.9.

nec hoc crudeliter quisquam factum putet.  For the argument cf.
Paulinus of Périgueux, Mart. 6.263f. nec quisquam dura ista putel, cum
pauca timorem | signa acuunt, poena exterre, formido medella est.
tantus per totam Aegyptum cunctos terror invasit. J. perhaps has in
mind Acts 5,11 factus est timor magnus in universa ecclesia. These
words conclude the story of Ananias and Sapphira, who were also con-
demned for avarice; the burial motif (cf. II. 5f.) is also present in the
biblical account (Acts 5,6 and 5,9F.). Moreover J. has just quoted Acts
8.20 (I 6£.). .'s actual wording shows a close similarity to Valg. 2 par.
14,14 (grandis .. cunctos terror invaserar) and Esth. 8,17 (grandis -
cunctos .. terror invaserat). The striking hyperbaton in the present
passage (tantus . ferror) is noted by Hritzu, p. 78 (for the cretic
spondee clausula here and for the double cretic in the next line cf
Hemron, pp. 12fF. and 27fT). J.'s sentence supplies a rhetoricelly
effective conclusion to this anecdote, while the mention of Egypt ls0
paves the way for the ensuing excursus on Egyptian monasticism.




Chapter 34

1. begins his long excursus on the monks o
Libellus 1. had no direct experience of Egyptian monastichr:

only spent time as an anchorite in the Syrian aeunﬂ::‘m";:hif.m

ufinus had already visited Egypt with the Eider

f was to do so shortly afterwards in the

f Egypt. At the time of the

1 treatment of the topic in the Libellus is introduced as an
appendix to his discussion of avarice; in the preceding ch. he has
described how an Egyptian monk had been condemned for hoarding
money. While this digression on monasticism does have some rele.
vange to the theme of avariciousness (cf. [e.g.] p. 199, 6fF), more im-
portantly the cenobite and anchorite provide a perfect exemplification
of the life that is devoted to the preservation of virginity. On this
treatment of Egyptian monasticism cf. Voglé (1991), I, pp. 288fF; for
its influence cf. id. (1961), pp. S21T.

i the present ch. J. divides Egyptian monasticism into three classes:
the cenobite, the anchorite and the remnuoth. The last form was also
found in Italy; J. now deseribes it in detail. He represents the conduct
of its adherents as undisciplined and exhibitionis: they are dismissed
with scom.
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quae sancta sunt. ). uses these words again at epist. S244; 1339,5;
reg. Pachom. 60 p. 32,7; Orsies. doctr. 9; 25. They also occur in
Ambrose, of. 1,14,52; Peter Chrysologus, serm. 70,11; Regula
Tarnatensis 8,7; Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg. 2.623: serm. 54.6;
7.5,

aurem paulisper adcommoda. . is fond of the strking phrase aurem
adcommodare, which he also uses at epist. 206, 52,14.2; 125,18.1. TLL
1, 332,63ff. adduces no example from any other author. At ep.
21411 J. had employed a similarly vivacious imperative: adtende
paulisper. )
tria sunt in Acgypio genera monachorum. ~Cassizn uses the same
' s source of information sbout Egyptian
xz‘mﬁ&'&:’»ﬁwx::m’?hlwm.w 18is
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words atcon. 18.4.2. 0n 15 classfcation . Lorenz, . 31 ang g
Cocne it 1 -
obium, quod illi sauhes gentili lingua vocant, nos i
e possumus appellare. . Coernobium occurs here o prane
ime in tatinzed form: i Sainio. pp. 661 I i distinguiheg
monasterium in Cassian, conl. 18,10 monasterium nomen es divergory
" coenabium ... etiam professions psius qualitiem diciplng.
designat. On the form sauhes <f. Vogaé (1991, I, pp. 2921 For o
{echnical term from the Coptic cf. Cassian, conl. 18,154 plocy.
palmarum, quas il siras vocant. The explanation coenobium s
Eommune viventes is taken over by Gloss. V 412,54 and by lsidore of
Seville, eccl. of. 2.16,2: orig. 7.13.2.
anachorelae ... ab eo, quod procul ab hominibus recesserini, muncu.
pantar, - So isidore of Sevill, orig. 7,13.3: <f. Gloss. I} 169,24 marg
{anachorita: recessor); Cassian, conl. 18,6,2 (secessores). This is tus
firs occurence of the word anachoreta in Latin according to TLL I
13.421T (cf. also Vogué [1991], 1, p. 322, n. 264).
remnuoth. On the form cf. Vogdé (1991), 1, pp. 292f. with n. 114
(and addendum in id., [1991], V, p. 349).
deterrimum atque neglectum. A similar statement about the sara-
baitae is found in Cassian, conl. 18.7.1; Regula Magistri 1.6; Isidore of
Seville, eccl. off. 2,169 (sarabaitae sive remobothitae). Some of 1's
MSS read teterrimum in place of deterrimunm; cf. Weyman (1910), p.
1006 (it may be added that the passage of Isidore cited above has
teterrimum atque neglectum).
in nostra provincia. Antin (1947b), p. 94, n. 125, as well as Gordini
(1953). p. 48, and (1956), pp. 2471, rightly assume that here J. is
referring to Rome; cf. most recently Vogaé (1991), I, p. 271. On the
other hand Dolger (1950), pp. 65F., thinks the reference is to llyria.
Martianay ad loc. had affirmed that J. meant Syria or Palestine. On this
form of manasticism in the West cf. Lorenz, p. 8. Cassian reports that
outside Egypt sarabaitac were virtually the only sort of monk (conl.
18,7,8). For the presence of such monks in Constantinople cf. Dagron.
PP, 35T
aut solum aut primum. _For the phrase cf. Lactantius, opif, 10,24 (vel
solus vel praecipue); Donatus, gramm. mai. 2,5 p. 619,13 (vel
Pprincipalia vel sola).
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bint vel terni. The sarabaitac are said to live in twos and threes by
Cassian, conl. 18,7,4; Benedict, reg. 1,8; Regula Magistri 1,8; 7,25

slmul habltant suo arbitratu ac dicione viventes. Cassian notes that
sarabaitae do not follow the cenobite's discipline but please themselves




COMMENTARY ON CHAPTER 34
2

(conl. 18,73); f. Isidore of Seville, cccl,
arule according to Benedict, reg. 1.6 and ;]Z;:]a‘s;' They live withour

3. uses habitani again two lincs latr (1 8, et L6
describes these monks as y

instances are found at 11,3 (facere); 19,3, (nasery gy co's; Further
(vestigium); 39,3 (tacere). {nasci), 21,7F. (facies); 28,3

alicui suppetit, non est; et st communy, '
exsecrabilis torpor. quod defici: ideo cunciis
in urbibus et castellis. At epist. 58.5,1 these words denote the
opposite of the true monk's habitat: vive in urbibus et casels . g1y
autem cupis esse ... monachus, id est solus ...
quidquid vendiderint, maiorls st preti. In epist. 125,163 ). again
reports that certain monks eam more than the profane. The cenobie on
the other hand sold at slightly less than the market price; f. Leclercq
(1914), pp. 2387F. Sarabaitae are said by Cassian to hoard their
eamings (conl. 18,7,5). Abba Isaiah tlls his audience not to hagele
over the price like the worldly (or. 11,52). The present passage of the
Libellus is quoted by sidore of Sevill, eccl. off 2,161,
343
certare ielunils. Gordini (1956), p. 250, compares Augusine, mor
eccl. 33,70 ieiunia ... prorsus incredibilia multos exercere didic (sc.
Romae). Here J. disapproves. At 35,8 cenabitic fasting is sid to avoid
excess. J. has condemned long fasts at 17,2 and 282, ostentaious ones
were denounced at 27,3 and 21.7.
laxae manica, callgae follicantes. J. slone would seem to have been
struck by baggy slceves. Here they are wom by men, At 13.5 tight-
fitting sleeves had been a sign of the loose virgin. Floppy boots were
carefully eschewed by the dandified priest described at 283

In this cuvaBpotauds Harendza, p. 58, notes the very striking three-
fold parison with chiasmus; the asyndeton is registered by Hritzu,p. 47.
vstis grassior.  The asceic wears  coars it at av. Lovin 2 ;o
also Chrysostom, oppugn. 2.6. J. had stipulated that dress should t
unobtrusive at 27,3. In place of grassior Harendza, p. 58, eads crassior
for the sake of the resultant allteration (crassior, mm:‘d .

- et ..

crebra suspiria. Cf. Pelagius, epist. ad Demerr. 20 perfacils &= -
suspirare crebrius. The sighs of the cenobite are said to be moderate
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35.3 below.
Visitatlo virginum. A monkish detractor is said 1o enjoy visi;
cels of virgins at ¢pst. 50.3.2. 1fa clergyman has to call o "\s,?,':ii'?:
is advised not to do it alone (epist. 52,5.6). )
detractatio clercorum. 1. himself decries the clergy a 253, |
contradiction is characteritic. The ascetic is told to malign nobogy 5
37.2. AU epis. 54,54 1. insists that the monk ought 10 respeg
clergy.

saturantur ad vomitum. _Regula Mogisiri 121 ikewise siates g
gyrovagi cat and drink until they are sick. J. bserves at epis, 3143
that it s silly to commemorate a martyr by over-cating, Weyny
(1910), p. 1006. notes the reference to the present passage at Sulpiciys
Severus, dial. 18,5, where 1’5 words are said 10 have caused grea
offence; the speaker expresses the view that oriental monks wer
meant.



Chapter 35

Having dismissed the undisciplined remnuoth i

d ith Contempr, 1. pro.
ceeds to deal with the strietly regulateq oo o J. pro
Egypt. They are described at consianapys E.'g:".':f:’,";‘“"“"’ of
enthusiasi, On 1.'s (rament cf. Byme. J. had not yer sy mre™
imself, for his possible sources of information of Byme & 8",
deals i turn with the organization of the monks, ther sy s
the general running of the monasteris; his account s mareg oy
vividness. There is a further contemporary insance of the iy
depiction of monastic lfein Chrysostom, hom. in 1 Tim. 14 371
351
is igitur quasi quibusdam pestibus exterminats veniamus ad cos,
qui plares in_commune habitant, id est, quos vocari comobrum
diximus. At he beginning of ch. 15 ). had aleady emplayed s closely
parallel semence structure with similar vocabulary in order o make the
same transition from bad to good examples: exploss fgir o
exterminatis his, quac nolunt esse virgines, sed vider, munc ad te mihi
omnis dirigitur oratio ....
prima apud eos confoederatio est oboedire maioribus, Obedience is
the monk’s obligation according to epist. 125,15.2 and 130,173, cf.
reg. Pachom. 39 p. 22,12: 157 p. 57,16, Itis discussed by Frank (1976),
pp. 41811, In addition to the passages collected there the following
stress its importance: Apophthegmata Patrum 290 (Nau (1909}, p.
376); 292 (ib. p. 377); Basil, ascer. 1,3; Cassian, conl. 18,7; 24.26.14;
Augustine, epist. 211,15; Ps.-Augustine, reg. Ill 7,1; Cacsarius of
Atles, reg virg. 18,1; Benedict, reg. 4,61. According to Basi, ascer
22 perfect obedience precludes even meritorious acts, if done without
the ‘superior's consent, while the reward for it is greater than for
chastity itself. As in the present passage, obedience is again said to be
the most important principle of cenobic if at Sulpicius Severus, dial.
1101 1,17.8 1,19,1. )
The term confoederatio occurs here for the first time according to
TiLsy. .
decem praepositos sub se centesimus habeat. On the praepositus cf.
Boon, iﬁdef(p:.f/. “This man has forty brothers under him at reg. Pachom.
pracf. 2 p. 5,13. The number is ten in Regula Magistri 1,.27.
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quasi iustitium. ). had a certain partiality for

this word; of. TLL VH2,
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quas decanos diximus. For the term cf TLL v 1y,
117.266T). * IO g
i colationibus forte quis fluctua, lus consoteur aiog
concem with the problem of tempration runs through this seqpe < A
ch. cf. p. 199.6 (si infirmum viderint, consolantur), p. 199 10"1%’
wardiorem deprehenderini ..). The same problem had figyreq "
prominently in the early chs. of the Libellus (3-7). Similar yongpt”
10 that of the preseat passage was used al 6,5 cum paululum )
homo inter vlia aique virutes coeperit lucuare. The difioy
resisting temptation was ilustrated in particularly horrfic tem by g
description of J's own experience as an anchorite i ch. 7. n conot
communities on the other hand J. repeatedly points out tha the suppoy
of others is always available 10 help in combarting temptation.
post horam nonam in commune concurritur. On the ninth bour 5
the start of communal activity cf. Voglé (1991), I, pp. 298f. The
allteration in the last two words is noted by Harendza, p. 15.
psalmi resonant, scripturae ex more recitantur. ~Cassian reports tia
throughout Egypt twelve psalms are followed by two readings from the
Old and New Testaments respectively (inst. 2.4). On the Sabbath bot
readings come from the New Testament (ib. 2.6).
conpletis orationibus. The prayers are discussed by Cassian at in.
2,7
cunctisque residentibus. Cf. Cassian, inst. 2,5,5 sedentibus cunci,
ut est moris nunc usque in Aegypti partibus.
medius, quem patrem vocant, incipit disputare. A talk should be
given by the heads of houses three times a week according to reg
Pachom. 21 p. 184 (people went to sleep during it, ib. 22 p. 188
Augustine records that at least three thousand monks in
evening 1o hear the abbot's discourse (mor. eccl. 31,67). CF. furthet
VOgUé (1991), I, pp. 2991, J. had used a similar phrase at 33,2 above:
quos patres vocant,
tantum silentium fit.  From the context it is not evident why J. should
want to single out this minutia, whose mention here might scem (0 b
something of a red herring. However consideration of a number of
other texts from various writers reveals that J. had good reason for
laying special emphasis on the silence that accompanied the sermor
Though he does not refer to the marter again himself, complaints 850
noisy congregations are quite commonplace in the Fathers. In the light
orsich protest it becomesclea tht hereJ. means this partculas Gety
o imitation: the churchgoer is being encouraged to copy the silence ©
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ns
the monk. J. is not the only one to th
egard. Augustine 100 draws oo mork exemplry n i
concentration with which monks hear the abbos st S 24
31,67) he is followed later by Isidore of Sevile (cory™s 7" 4L
Conversation in the assembly s forbidden by Abt -, 2 21614

Noise in church was in fact a serious prablem, ’}',',m ©r.87).
Fathers make only occasional reference to  the evigur o 170" idue!
when taken together. Ambrose for example doplores the affu ceoc
needed to silence a church congregation (7 pssim 1 945 oo 1S
author of Epist. Migne suppl. 11701 complain tht s e the
reading the deacon s unable to hush mutterers, e 0" 4

‘The most serious cause of distur
Athanasius had warned that God's nm?m::»? hecome s hMMy
chatter (Letter o virgins [Lebon, p. 193.14). Lier Nilue of Anaps s
ep. 2294 admonishes priests not o tolerate conversation o even
whispering during the service. Women in particular were blamed for
the problem. Such an accusation had been directed against hem by
Origen al hom. in Ex. 133 p. 212,27 praccipue mulieres ... tantum
garriunt, tantum fabulis obstrepunt, ut non sinant esse slertium, At 3
later date the same complaint is repeated by Caesarius of Ales n serm.
50,3 and 55,4, where women are said to talk so much tht they neither
hear God's word themselves nor allow others to do so. Finally there is
one piece of evidence from the same period as the Libellus.
Chrysostom asserts that the hubbub women make in church is worse
than anywhere clse: mop® avrais (sc. ywvaiEiv) mokic & B6puboc,
ROARR 1 KpaUY, MoKk 7 SGhEE, 0vBaod dAayod tooim, Gon
éviaiba. noag iakeyoévas ido Tig dv, Sou ote év dyopd ovre
&v Paaveiong (hom. in 1 Tim. 9,1). Chrysostor took as histext ! Tim.
2,11 (“let the woman learn in silence’). In this homily he has given it 2
rather different sense, for the apostle is merely forbidding a woman to
teach.

In'view of the foregoing evidence it is understandable that parstic
injunctions to silence should be frequent;this i especially the case for
the lesson. Such precepts are found in Athanasius, virg. 23; Ambrose,
virg. 33,11, Cacsarius of Ares, serm. 133; 193. Similarly the
Apostolic Constitutions had enjoined silence at 2578; they quoted in
support Deut. 27,9 ouia xai Gxove lopaiih. For a general discussion
of silence in J. alone cf. Antin (1964).
nemo ad alium respicere. Glances are ot to be exchanged cither at
prayer or during rope-making (reg. Pachom. 7 p. 13.1). Cassian notes
(inst. 4,17) that the Egyptian monk at dinner pulls ‘down his hood
stares at the table.

memo audeat excreare, Violent clearing of the thost ought 10 b¢
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avoided according 1o Clement of Alexandri, paed. 27,69,
paricular a virgn is told 10 refrain from clearing her thron gy
Givine service at Ambrose, virg. 33,13 (a quotation of Terenge. 8
373 screatus ... abstine; Ambrose is reproducing Liberius' gey "
Cassian (inst. 2.10,1) records how in assembly and especially a prg )
o one spits, hawks, coughs or yawns. However the same auther (.
12.27,3) also complains of clearing the throat even when there is o,
tickling. Abba Isaiah (or. 10.17) thinks that 8 monk should legve gy
foom before expectorating.

353

dicentls lous in fletu est audientum. 1. repeats the conceit in epis,
5281 dicente te in ecclesia ... lacrimae auditorum laudes tuae sini, 1y
the Libellus he achieves a very striking chiasmus; two
panticiples in the genitive enclose the sentence (for the spondec
dichoree clausula cf. Herron, pp. 23fF.). J. would seem to have taken a
cue from his recent translation of hom. Orig. in Ezech. 3,3 p. 351,16
cum aliquis docueri ea, quae .. strepitum potius laudatorum quam
gemitum moveant. When Augustine describes how monks listen to the
abbot's homily at mor. eccl. 31,67, he makes the same point without
the conceit: affectiones animorum suorum, prout eas pepuleri
disserentis oratio, vel gemitu vel fletu vel modesto et omni clamore
vacuo gaudio significantes.

votvantur per ora lacrimae.  This s evidently an echo of Vergil, den.
10,790 lacrimaeque per ora volutae. J. had aiready used the phrase at
epist. 13,3 (volutis per ora lacrimis). The present passage of the
Libellus is accordingly a further Selbstzirat in which the wording has
come initially from another writer. J. redeploys the same formulation
later at epist. 60,13,3 (volvuntur per ora lacrimae). TLL V112, 839,15f.
gives no other example. This Vergilian echo would hitherto seem to
have escaped notice.

e in singultus quidem erumpit dolor. ). uses exactly the same words
at in Nah. 2,3 1. 148 ne in singultus quidem ... erumpat dolor. ). has
chosen to stress this particular point in the Libellus because he again
‘wishes to supply an example for imitation by church congregations. It
was not only conversation that disrupted church services (cf. n. o0
tantum silentium fit at 35,2 above), nor was inattentiveness the only
reason for complaint. It sometimes happened that exactly the opposite
was the case, since the fervour of an over-zealous congregation might
also give occasion for annoyance. This problem was apparenty
considered less serious. Hence the evidence for it is correspondingly
smaller; it does however exist. The pilgrim Actheria repeatedly
describes how on her ravels moans and wailing had accompanied the
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lesson: 24,10 (quod [sc. evangelium) cuy
m
et mugitus it omnium hominum of :,3,, Coeperit legi ’ﬂﬂlm_';lugihu
ere is

uae lacr v
also one passage where a churchman pmlesls:;‘:y‘:ms ::;‘. :
when . el was writing Bishop Niet of Rempeg e,

es an
son through obsire

cum vero de regno Christ, de futura beatitudine,
adnunilare ventura.  The concluding sentence of J. 4 dpurs

the assembly opens with a very impressive tricolon crescens wr;\p‘?lnf
includes triply asyndetic anaphora, twofold chiasmus and mfl oo
hyperbaton enfolding the final limb, which aiso evinces & ¢coup.
spondee clausula equivalent 1o the cursus plamus with coineidene of
ictus and accent. Futura beatitudo was a common expression: of. 711
1L, 1795,76fT. At in eccles. 10,19 1. 326 1. notes that tis topic was a
favourite for homiletic purple patches.

moderato suspirio. ~Cassian records approvingly at inst. 2,10,1 that in
the assembly there are no groans or sighs to annoy even neighbours; in
fact there is no sound at all save intermittent gasps of uncontrollable
spiritual fervour. J. charges the remnuoth with crebra suspiria at 34,3
above,

oculis ad caelum levatls. Cf. Kitting (1954); Severus, pp. 1230F J.
himself had stared into heaven as an anchorite at 7,4 above.

quis dabit mihi pinnas sicut columbae, et volabo et requiescam?
The climax of J.'s description of the assembly typically consists of a
citation of scripture. Here the biblical quotation is all the more
effective, since it is the only one in the whole of this very long ch. J.is
highly partial to Ps. 54,7, which he cites on fourteen other occasions. In
its scriptural context the verse is an appeal for relief from affliction;
here it becomes an expression of the yeaming for heaven. On the
subject of spiritual ‘wings® cf. Courcelle (1972), pp. 40ff. (I is
discussed on p. $6); on “flying’ in J. cf. Antin (19619.

354

mensas, quibus per singulas ebdomadas vicissim ministrant. On the
seven-day rota cf. reg. Pachom. praef. 2 p. 6.1 (ul .. in ebdomadarum
ministeio sibi succedant per ordinem ib. p. 512 cbdomadarios:
Benedict, reg. 35 i (de septimanariis coquinae); Regula "’"";‘; .
23 (quomodo debeant eudomadarii inservire mensis); 18,2 (qui vy
Jratres in cocinae servitio vicibus conbinati septenos cwleé-':vst n -
Cassian distinguishes between Egypt and he est of e Bot o0
4,19,1 (per cunctam ... Mesopotamiam, Palaestinam et

de gloria coeperit
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ac toum Orientem singulis ebdomadibus vicissim fratres “
.,[m sibi reddenda succeduniy; 4,22 (ceterum apud Ae hm
ot ebdomadarum mutua vicissitudo ... sed uni probaissime s
cellarii vel coquine cura commititur, qui perpetuo
istud exercear). CF. further Vogté (1991), 1, pp. 301f.
nallus in cibo strepitus, nemo comedens loguitur. This Sateney
about monastic table-manners receives only a single sentence in vom
(1991), 1, p. 302, who compares just four other passages.' Numeroyg
additional texts might have been cited which concem the nbmules:g,,,
messing of mm\ks while prescriptions to this effect are common iy
monastic rules it is more significant for J.'s own formulation here thy
Such statements are also to be found in authors with pretensions 1o
stylistic refinement. Vogilé himself mentions Palladius (h. Laus. 3
ouk éom Aakfioo €oBiovta)’ together with Cassian, who makes the
point twice: tantum silentium ab omnibus exhibetur, ut, cum in umum
lanta mumerositas fratrum refectionis obtentu consederit, mullus ne
muttire quidem audeat ... tantaque vescentibus eis lent
disciplina servatur . (inst. 4,17). Reference might also have been
made to Basil (ascet, disc. | 86l Tov povaxdv ... hetd fiovyias
£oBiew),* 1o Sozomen (h. e. 3,14 oy e éoBiewv) and to lsidore of
Seville (eccl. off. 2,16,14 corpus deinde cum silentio magno reficiuni)’
Voghé fails to say anything whatsoever about the lar language in
which J. has chosen to express this commonplace. It is however

ﬁmm.,
iugiter

Ve e Pocon 319 203 v s s locus et v et
paenuter Greek fib. p. 173.1] reads ei 8¢ nig .. Aakfoe
|t~ w ﬁn. I!kumﬂu‘( add rec B] émnpiav Adfn (Aappdve: rec. E]) Rufinus.

oty ey v sy (Festugr,p. 101 Paladus, b L. 32: Casin
st 4,

So Repa P | ec. € 342 (el Lioque i e ) et lous :..‘a‘:

e ad refectione
Mcars 18 (uh of e tree
Regula

mensam tacean), reg.
mensom dum manducan. loguatur), Benedic, reg. o 58 (et summum
mmm. b 381 -ummﬁ-ﬂmm y cr also Ps -Basil, poen. mon 28, where the

terbox shouid be
nec. edi st mon. |

19).
The last three words are omited from the Latin version (Basil, ad mon 1. 8). The
1l p. 157 (0

2850,

Isdore imse(makes e sae siulation ot reg. monach 9.1 fempore come

Fratrum " e hed o
s dacioce rran e, 105 s oo T Pachomt
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£
noteworthy that in literary terms hi on
e of il the other witors e h".'if,"u";‘ii‘;”:u‘i oo Supeio to
in which J. couches this chestnut evinces the e pr .., "0
Faboration. ultra of stylistic
The two halves of 1.’s mullus in cibo
loguiir eince an exact pralcism of both
nullus matches nemo, in cibo and sirepiy :
e e e o et S
rhetorical figure of /n.lerpremlm.’ whose effect here is funhuc;hn .
isocolon" as well as by an anaphoric disiunctio® that :ﬁ:
graced by asyndeton, homoeoprophoron" and derivario,'! At the sy
time this symmetry is also tempered by an elegant variaio, wpe.
the anteriorclause employs exclusively nominal forms st srepiy
the next s instead marked by verbal ones (comedens loguitur) Whi
moreover a homocoteleutic hyperbaton (mullus .. srepitus) encloses
the first half, which is also tautened by omission of the verb, the seco
displays normal word-order without ellipse. Throughout the entire
sentence J. has avoided the types of structura classified by rhetoricians
as aspera and hiulca."” He has also invested both halves with a graceful
cretic tribrach clausula,” which corresponds accentually to the cursus

repitus, nemo comedens
form and content: while

© For cibus signifying "sctio edendi’ cf TLL I, 1041.36fT. (the present pasage of the

Lubellusis adduced in I 601 forstrepius used of ‘wlking’ cf OLD p. 1821 (sect.2)
" CF. Lausberg, p. 374 (no. 751). citing Rhet. Her. 428,38 interpretato est. quae non
verbun, alio verbo, quod.

item
qui aud, animum commovers, cum gravias priors dicti renovanur iterprtatione
by

1dem valeat, hoc modo: *rem publicam radicius everust, civitaiem funditus detectsu’;
“patrem :

ver
* Both clauses cxhibit  syllabic atio of 2:3. (mulus / nemo - i cibo / comedens

strepitus loguitar)

* il nemo . For the figure cf. Lausberg, pp. 36817 (nas, 7391T), quoting inter
alios Quintilian, mst, 93,45 aliquardo . initia quoque ef clzusloe sementiarim
alus, sed non ali sendentibus verbis ite se consonants i hoc modo: ‘dedderim
pertculis ommibus. obnderim msidis. obiecerim mvdice’ .. hoe . disunctionem

"

mullus incibo { nemo comedens .

For mulls / nemo 15 n cxample of “ctymologisetnde Summwiedeholig (59

Laushry's defintonofdervaro, p. 21 00 648 f, Donkts. Te

est ‘neminem mulhum homine s Ls .

## CF_ Lausberg,pp. 78T (vos. 68 Forthe mporance which ) hinsefstacied
such avoidance cf. ady. Rfin. |17 asperitem viare consoraieam hean.

dictionem.

‘could be trested as long.cf. 7LL 11, 1763.37.
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tardus.* The outcome of all these refinements is a. formylg
distinguished by a rhetorical claboration that is simply sans parei;

“The foregoing analysis of this sentence’s oratorical polish hag
bearing on both textual citiism and on the interpretations offeed by
translators. 1.'s elegantly balanced concision has proved too heady for
many scribes: half of Hilberg's MSS insert an est at the end of the iry
clause and thereby wreck the symmetry of the whole."® Translators
the other hand fail to understand ).'s use of the figure of interpretario
His asteful parallelism is accordingly ruined by Moricca, who attempis
10 introduce a wholly unwarranted variatio: “durante il pasto, non s
ode alcun rumore, € fra i commensali regna assoluto silenzio* (p, 78),
The most recent English translation is likewise mistaken in its anxi
t0 avoid an overlap of meaning between loguitur and strepitus, which i
therefore mistenders as ‘confusion’ (Mierow-Lawler, p. 171), The
latest German version instead debases comedens 10 a mere ‘dabei’,”
while Bareille (I, p. 105) eliminates the word entirely: ‘personne ne
parle’. Finally J.'s parallelism is destroyed altogether by Carroll (p. 58),
who telescopes this elegant pair of formulations into a single pedestrian
clause: “silence is maintained during meals’.

‘The rhetorical glamour of J.'s wording is skilfully highlighted by the
absence of such refinement in each of the immediately adjacent
sentences. The antecedent one reads simply post hoc concilium solvitur
et unaquaeque decuria cum suo parente pergit ad mensas. quibus per
singulas ebdomadas vicissim ministrant, while the one following the
‘words currently at issue is equally plain: vivirur pane, leguminibus et
olere. quae sale et oleo condiuntur. On such stylistic chiaroscuro cf.
Cicero, de orat. 3,101 sed habeat tamen illa in dicendo admiratio ac
summa laus umbram aliguam et recessum. quo magis id, quod erit
inluminatum, exstare atque eminere videatur. On the other hand both of
the sentences which in tum frame these specimens of down-to-carth
prose have again been subjected to considerable stylistic adomment; cf.
n. on cum vero de regno Christi ... at 35,3 above and on ut aliorum
fessa sustentetur aetas below.

4 in s linked proclitcally (o the succeeding cibo.
The prescnt passage of the Libellus is imitated by Fructuosus of Braga, who signi-

. loquanur (reg. monach. 5
b

Vallars, 1, p. 120, which
8 reprntod in PL 22 (1845), p, 420. Hilberg’s own edition rightly omits the est. For &
simils casc of scrbal cxpansion of such concinnously succinct phrescology in

4 above.

T
imilat
o ».76. y Leipelt. 1, p. 245, had translated comedens 33 simply
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m
leguminibus et olere. At epist, 54,
Christian there is nothing mere m;%m:;n 2t fo the young
107,10.1. The heavier sort causing fatulence shoujq oo S <
avoided (epist. 54,10,2); moreaver some peple e e o <1 B¢
moderate. consumption is_harmless (54,10,4), At gw I'"any, though
make a humble eveningmeak in epir. 194, they go e ;:,s,| they
here s some evidence that the stricter et s
fare. Bread and vegetables arc abandoned for beans. hick rore i
and figs in Chrysostom, hom. in Eph. 13,3. Peeled bl ‘le' Sives
at Theodoret of Cyrthus, h. rel. 13 p. 140148 1y j5 :;Z ::.;m them
who eals greens in Chrysostom, hom. in 1 Tim, 14.4; of aijpe or
Ancyra, ep. 2,160. On the other hand the speaker eats th us of
ApophthegmataPairum 162 (Nau [1908), p. $3), while Catsiny
observes at inst. 5.5.2 that not everyone can 4 i
Vegetables and bread. s menage a fugal diet of
oleo. il is a necessity of life according to Basl, reg. fus, 19,
Monks use it during Whitsuntide in Theodoret of Cyrius. . 7. 5 p.
1357" However it was a luxury at 9,1 above. Cf. in addition
Arbesmann (1969a). pp. 498f.
vinum tantum senes aceipiunt. Wine should not be used outside the
infirmary according to reg. Pachom. 45 p. 24,10. Even the sick drank
water at 7,2 above.
quibus et parvulis saepe fit prandium. ). mentions a special meal for
young, old and ill at reg. Pachom. praef. 5 p. 1,6 f. Regula Magistr
2826 (perinfantuli et senio pervicti .. aequali debent refectionum
iudicio relaxari). The children were there to be educated; cf. Rufinus,
apol. adv. Hier.2,11.
ut aliorum fessa sustentetur aetas, aliorum non frangatur incipiens.
This very soigné formulation, whose two paralel sections display an
exact syllabic parity, is also characterized by anaphora together with a
chisstically circumambient antithesis (fessa ... incipiens)” and an
clement of disiunctio (sustentetur ... non frangatur), which is further
embellished by homoeoteleuton; the spondee dichoree and cretic
tribrach clausulae are also particularly choice. The elegant economy of
15 languge s convenienly undersored by comparsan W'jm‘j;‘f;
of Seville, reg. monach. 11,3 ne aut senesce 3
moriatur, deficiat; aut crescens, priusquam proficiat, cadat et ante

" Abraam up bread and cooked vegsisbles while archbishop (b 17 p 1424
, They are eaten raw in Ps-Nilus of Ancyrm arr. 3 o e

el
st clus, while s bscne from e second poduces an ntance of s
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ntereat quam borum facere discat; or Isidore’s likely debt here 1
« pessage of the Libellus cf. Vogué-Neufville, VI, p. 1115 pgy:
1 himself has adroitly brought the literary finesse of his formulagy
into relief through the contrasting artlessness of the immedige)
succeeding sentence: dehinc consurgunt pariter et hymno dicto g
praesepia redeunt.
hymno dicto.  Cf. Mt. 26,30 (hymno dicto).
praesepia.  Cf. Nonius Marcellus p. 49,27 praesepia non tantum
quibus aut cantheri aut iumenta cetera aut veterina animaliy
pabulantur; sed et omnia loca clausa et tuta dicta praesepia. TLL gives
no other example of the particular sense which the word has in the
present passage.
cum suis loquitur.  Monks ged to discuss the
sermon at reg. Pachom. 20 p. 18,1; 122 p. 46,4; 138 p. 49.9. They used
1o sit together of an evening and have devout conversations according
to Vita Pachomii ® 34 (they searched the scriptures ib. 125). Abba
Isaiah forbids the practice (or. 8.16fT.). Vogté (1961, p. 52, n. 1, and
(1991), 1, p. 303, thinks that the unusquisque of the present passage
refers only to deans.
quanta in ipso sit gratia. Here gratia means ‘charme’ according to
Voghé (1991), 1, p. 304. However the word would seem rather to have
a theological sense; cf. TLL V1.2, 2227,70fF.
quantum silentium. ). records with approbation that Asella and
Nepotian seldom spoke (epist. 24,5.2; 52,54). As in the present
passage, silence and gait are again linked at epist. 24,5,2; 52,15.2; in
Tir. 2,3 p. 580°. Basil says that silence is good for the novice (reg. fus.
13). It befits the monk according to Apophthegmata Patrum p. 136°
Cf. in addition Ingenkamp, pp. 832fF.
quam moderatus incessus. ). deals with the matter of gait on two
further occasions: in a letter of the same period (24,5,2) he reports with
admiration that the virgin Asella’s step was neither quick nor slow,
while in an old woman he thinks it should show a holy dignity (in Tit.
23 p. 580%). J. was not alone in his concer the very time that he
wrote the Libellus people in Rome were criticizing the way he himself
walked (cf. epist. 45,2,2).

The subject was in fact one that preoccupied the Fathers a good deal.
Both Ambrose (off 1,18,71) and Chrysostom (/s. interp. 3.8) assert that
movement is a reflection of character; to support his argument
Chrysostom quotes Sirach 19.30 Piua nodog avayyeret ta mepi
avtod. Basil gives an example (ep. 2,6): in his view sluggishness and
haste betray slackness and impetuosity respectively.
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Origen had stipulated at hom, in Ny,
fit calling. This was especially the case
possess a distinctive dignity in Rufinus
Chrysostom, virg. 63,3. It is specifi

- 2,1 . 10,19 that gaj
; . gait should
with the virgin. Hers i
o B is said to

sﬂ*ﬂﬂy of gait in virg,
Letter 10 virgins (Lebon), p. 196,1; cf. p. ];,“f“:;:'e‘ © A’llhanmus,
(carm. 1.2,281£) thinks a haughty gaitincompatible wiy srar ™"

Monks 100 have a walk which marks them out, ol
it in the present passage of the Libellus He w
e s o 0 b
Babiopa evotabés, which Rufinus, Greg. Naz. orar, 723 renders as
incessus ordinatus), cf. Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 441 (t eboraes xey
anéprepov). It owes its steadiness to fusting acconding to- both
Ambrose (Hel. 10,35) and Basil (hom. 19). The question is aiso
addressed in one of the monastic ules; the author of Regule
Tarnatensis (17,4) specifies that a monk’s gat hs to b one that avoids
unseemliness. In the view of (Ps.-Macarius of Egypt, om yp.
(Berthold) 62,IfF. it should be neither hasty nor hesitan and should
eschew an overweening daintiness. According to Nilus of Ancyra, ep.
3,134 it must be rpdg evtéreLay foxTEvov.

Ordinary Christians as well are expected to take trouble in the
matter. Already Clement of Alexandria had wanted them to have a
carriage that was stately and unhurried, not a wild and indecisive one
(paed. 3.11,73,4). In Chrysostom’s opinion their deportment should
achieve such poise that the eye is caught (catech. [Wenger] 426); in
particular the feet must not shamble. Again Chrysostom quotes Sifach
19,30 in support. For Gaudentius of Brescia (serm. 4,18) ‘placidit’ (he
says mitis) is the quality which should characteize gait
355
si infirmum viderint. 1. is speaking of spirtual weakness; of. 294
Ginfirmiorem in fide) and TLL VIL1, 1441348 The passage is
mistranslated by Labourt , p. 151 (‘un malade); Mierow-Lawle, .
171 (‘unwell'): Bauer (1983), p. 77 (‘krank'). However illness is deal
with in 35,7 below. e Casion
extra orationes publicas in suo cubili unusquisque vigilat
reports at inst. Lo et private vigils are added to the canonical ones;
the same passage also gives the reasons.
clrcumeunt cellulas. This practice i aid t0
in psaim. | p. 252 1. 185 (grande vitium est .

draws attention to

be a serious vice at rract.
circumire cellas): there
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however J. is talking about malicious gossip. Theodoret of
how a monk calied Publius was accustomed to pay surpri
rebuke the sleepy (k. rel. S p. 1353%). Vogté (1961),
(1991), 1, p. 303, thinks that it is only the deans who
this and the other activities described in 35.5.
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ad oeconomum. _Here the goods which the monk produces are giyey

to the dean, who in tum hands them over to the oeconomus. J. Speaks of

cach monastery’s dispensator at reg. Pachom. praef. 2 p. 511,

wpeafinng organizes the work at Basil. ascet. 1,3. In Cassian the

oeconomus is in charge of clothing (inst. 4.6) and food (ib. 4,18); it js

also to him that the monk hands over his day's work (ib. 1.0)

Similarly in Vita Pachomii ® 83 an oixovoyog collects the anifacts.

qui et ipse per singulos menses patri omnium cum magno reddis
ratlonem.  Having received the goods from the deans, the

oeconomus presents the accounts 1o the abbot every month. At reg

Pachom. praef. 6 p. 8.4 J. says that the praepositi render a weekly

account to the abbot. It is the deans who do this in Augustine, mor.

eccl. 31.67. Isidore of Seville inserts a praepositus between the deans

and the abbot (eccl. of. 2,16,13). In Vita Pachomii ® 83 it is the péyas,

oixovéyiog who receives the accounts.

a quo etiam cibl, cum facti fuerint, degustantur. Only the

*hebdomadarius' is allowed io do this according to Isidore of Seville,

reg. monach.9,7.

non licet dicere cuiquam. The monk is similarly forbidden to ask for

anything at Vita Fulgentii Ruspensis p. 115.

sagum. Monks wear this instead of a chlamys in Paulinus of Nols,

epist. 222 Itis slept on (ib. 29,13).

textaque iuncis strata. They were for sleeping on; cf. Consultationes

Zacchaei et Apollonii 3,3 p. 1029 iuncea . lectulis strata. At reg.

Pachom. 88 p. 39,4 the monk sleeps on a psiathium, id est maita.

Ua universa moderatur. At reg. Pachom. 25 p. 196 the

ebdomadarius goes round the houses on the abbot’s instructions and is

briefed on everyone's needs. In Basil, ascet. 1,5 the Guevos has

authority to supply individual wants from the common stock.

dehabeat. Nota literary word; cf. TLL s.v.

387

{anto senum ministerio confovetur. The sick are moved to the

infirmary in reg. Pachom. 42 p. 23,14. J. observes at reg. Pachom.
praef. 5 p. 7.1 that the care shown them is amazing; there is also food

Cymhus e
ise visits ang
P-52,n. 1 g
are involyeg j
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ns
galore. Even pillows should be provided acoo:
p. 90.4. ‘The titulus of Regula Magiseri ?m?: epist. Pachom, 5
circa aegrotos. : de caritate fratrum
ut nec delicias urbium nec matrls quaeray
anchorite J. had seemed Romarnis intorespe de{mv meomesed
in the present passage is Sriing; it is enhanced by (e o 1c. TS
clausula (cf. Herron, pp. 12fF),  the cretic spondee

dominicis diebus orationi tantum et lecy vacant;

et omni tempore conpletis opusculis facigmy Sum;yms: Juidem
reserved for study according to Benedict, reg, 4822, Auayoner ol
thatin well-organized monasteies prayerand esding s S
when not at work (op. monach. 29.37). Study takes I‘v:ye‘re i
hours of the day in Caesarius of Arles, reg virg, 19,1, while s e
the firt three at Ferreolus. reg. 26: the monk reads from the s e
ninth hour in Ps.-Augustine, reg. 11 3 and in Regula Tarpaonn o+
Monks are said to be keen readers at Ambrose, epist. exta ool 14,83
and Augustine. op. monach. 12 Praer while t work is disussed by
Cassian, ins. 3.2. Cf. further Vogaé (1991), . pp. 3087
cotidie de scripturis aliquid disciur, The observation is approprite
to.a treatise that is packed with scriptural citation and allusion.

358

quadragesima, in qua sola conceditur restrictius vivere. The ascetic
really “goes to town” in Lent according to epist. 24,42 and 107,10,3; cf.
Arbesmann (1969b), pp. S1S1T.; Vacandard.

pentecoste cenae mutantur in prandia. Cssian records how in
‘Whitsuntide tradition is kept up and over-cating avoided by having the
‘meal at the sixth instead of the ninth hour (conl. 21,23,2). .'s satement
in the present passage is repeated at Regula Magistri 27,36 and 28,38.
The word quinguagesima does not occur in ).

tales Philo, Platonici sermonis imitator, tales losephus, Graecus
Livius. ). concludes his impressive description of Egyptian ceno-
bitism with a very striking display of erudition. In the present work
however the references to Plato and Livy are somewhat out of place,
since J. has just pronounced the classics and scripture to be
incompatible (29,7). Both authors moreover are adduced here as
models of stylistic refinement;?® however it was preciscly in the context

* 3 It would
This i stted explicitly n the case of th fist (. Pltorc rmort) 1 ov
3% estcem o Livy's e G epia 113 i Lt Lo clontee fmt

‘manantem (the phrase s borrowed from Quitilian. ins. 10,
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of an amack on eloquence (29.6) that L had pronounce
condemnation of the classics ™' The inconsistency is typical:
resist a further opportunity to impress.
¢ may also be noted that . has taken over the comparison ofpy

o Plato second-hand: cf. vir. il 11 vulgo apud Graccos digqy ™
agrav piiaviGe: 7| Gidav mazaviCen id esi, Aut Plato Phioyg|
squitur aut Platonem Philo’ tanta est similtudo sensuum o sioqr
n the Libelus J. evidently wishes to dazzle his Latin audience w5
Jierary judgment that is meant to reflect an intimate acquaintance wiy,
Plato; on the limitations of his knowledge cf. however Courcelle
(1948), pp. S3fT. On J.'s probable familiarity with the works of P,
of. ib. pp. 70f: however Lampe (1950), p. 60, points out thar Jg
Knowledge of Philo’s treatment of the Essenes may simply come from
Eusebius of Caesarea (. next .. Philo is again said to b the "Jewish
Plato’ at epist. 70,3.3.” This judgment is repeated later by Augustine
(c. Faust. 12,39): while however in the Libellus J. had implied in
characteristically braggart fashion that the verdict was his own,
Augustine merely ascribes it to the Greeks.

On J.'s penchant for this kind of comparison with classical authors

of. Pease, p. 164, n. 105. Here J. also compares Josephus to Livy; the
parallel s reproduced by Cassiodorus, inst. 1,17,1. On J.’s familiarty
with Josephus cf. Courcelle (1948), pp. 7IfF; for his knowledge of
Livy cf. Luebeck, pp. 201{T. While J.'s chief object in the present
passage is to parade his knowledge of both Jewish and classical
literature, there would also seem to be some concern on his part to
enhance the former by association with the latter.
Essenos refert. ). would seem 10 be the first to compare the Essene
and the monk. His principal reason for introducing the comparison here
would appear to have been the opportunity it offers for a display of
Tearning (cf. previous n.).

Here J. refers specifically to Josephus® discussion of the Essenes in
BJ 28.2-13 (in secunda ludaicae captivitatis historia). For Philo's
treatment however J. gives no reference. Hilberg compares omn. prob.
1. 75-91 (it is quoted by Eusebius of Caesarea, p. e. 8,12,1ff). Philo
had also dealt with the Essenes in his lost Defence of the Jews: the
Passage in question is again cited by Eusebius of Caesarea, p. €

eed g
I canng

that n episs 29,7,1 Philo and Josephus are commended for theis

feamning, not for their sryle. I wrt L of ¢
o o for thei sl losephus ac Phio. v docssm ludocorum, <. Pt

™ Hagendahl (1958) p. 110,

, PRA0 thor is mentioned

Pl 14 described s duertsnmus ldoeorum at m Esech. 16,10%1 1160 i Am. 291
(Hebrasorum); nom. hebr. proef. p. 1.2: . 1l. 8,

15 WIONg 10 say in connection with 1's “dream’ that ‘10
ibelhur
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g,11,Mf. Lampe (1950), p. 60, accordingly suggests that J. may have
 own of Philo’s account of the Essenes only through Eusebius. At
o ovin. 2,14 3. rfers 0.2 olumen proprium of Pilo on the subjct
G ame passage also mentions Josephus” reatmet,
“The hyperbaton in fales ... Essenos is noted by Hritu, p. T8
Together with the anaphora offales it gives an effctive ending 0 this
o ch. For the spondee cretc clausula cf. Herron,pp. 3611



Chapter 36

1. concludes his treatment of Egypian monasticism with a descrpioy
of the anchorite. I is much shorter than the preceding treatmen o
cenobitism. This disproportion might seem all the more remarkay,
since J. had been an anchaorite himself. On the other hand J. has alesdy
described his experiences in the Syrian desert in ch. 7. The picture ny
drew there was a predominantly negative one;' J. evidently prefers thy
cenobitic form of monasticism.

Here J. devotes no more than a single line to the anchorite’s way of
life (p. 200,12f). He then proceeds to trace its historical origins, A
fuller treatment of the anchoritic life is promised elsewhere. )
concludes by returning to the theme of avarice, which was the starting.
point for his treatment of monasticism. The final words of the ch. are a
Very effective quotation of scripture: biblical citation also occupies the
centre.

361

verum quia nunc de virginibus scribens paene superflue de monachis
disputavi, ad tertium genus veniam. ). repeats the same formula
(verum quia nunc) that was used at the beginning of his excursus on
monasticism (33,1; cf. also 10,1). He also reproduces the same
argument: further exemplification is justified on the ground that his
treatment of the matter at issue is really an intrusion. The reasoning is
of course a non sequitur. On J.'s motive for introducing it cf. n. on
infinita de scripturis ... at 32,5.

anachoretas ... de coenoblis exeuntes. The hermit undergoes a long
probation in the monastery according to Benedict, reg. 1,3. Cf. further
Vogué (1991), 1, pp. 31711,

excepto pane et sale amplius ad deserta nil perferunt. Bread and salt
is regularly described as the anchorite’s fare. Antony had subsisted on
it according to Athanasius, v. Amton. 7 fiv avti 1 tpodi Gprog ki
@ag, So did the monks of Scete (4pophthegmata Patrum p. 213° ég-
Biovees oi matépeg T Ixiteng Gptov kai dhag; cf. p. 169 173%
Theodoret of Cyrthus, k. rel. 11 p. 1393% 20 p. 1429°). A monk is said
10 have made do with it for forty-five years at Apophthegmata Patrum

! o oolesst expennces with his quaelsome fellow-anchories we deseribed 8
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23 (Nau [1907). p. 8). Palamo boasts of such g gie; -
© 6 0vBEV £08K0 .. €0 ) dptov K :ﬁ‘":“"l{?;a Pachomi
present passage. the monk carriesbread and sl o s sy 1
he goes ou into the desert at Theodoretof Cympus o 05 e
£oepov 8 Enl 1BV Gluv xal v Gvayraiay 1 ot W’: . 2p. 1316
xai odg éhag” 1. reports that Asella tog i N i
243.1). et on bread and sal (i
huius vitae auctor Paulus, inlustrator Antonius,
had insisted that Paul of Thebes was the first hery
this view by Sulpicius Severus, dial. 1,17,]
contradicted the popular belief that it

At vita Pauli | ),
hemit (he is followed in
). In the same passage J. had
Was Antony who founded the

Paulus, inlustrator Antonius. Antony was of cou

thanks to Athanasius’ biography and its two Latin vr:ﬂ::::)sy‘ :rm
epist. 127,5.1 and Kelly, p. 92 with n_ 9. Paul nd Anony re zgain
named together at epist. 58,5.3; cf. Cassian, conl. 18,6,1.

For the homocoteleuton in auctor ... inlustrator <f. foomn. 7 to
comm. on ch. 28. TLL s.v. inlustrator wrongly says that this word is
first used by Lactantius. It occurs already in Cyprian, festim. 2,7 it
princeps Iohannes baptista.  J. had noted in vita Pauli | that John
and Elijah were regarded by some as the first practitioners of
anchoritism: quidam enim altius repetentes a beato Elia et loanne
sumpsere principium: quorum et Elias plus nobis videtur fuisse quam
monachus, et foannes ante prophetare coepisse quam natus si. )
himself identifies John as the first monk at ad. lovin. 2,15 rract in
Mare. p. 321,26 (monachorum princeps lohannes Baptista esi); tract.
Pp. 517 1. 24. The same view had been expressed by Serapion of Thmuis
at ep. mon. 11 Twgvvny tov Baxtiotiy ... ov Tig tetépas doxioeas
evpertiv. John is mentioned together with Elijah as a founder of
monasticism in Ammonas, ep. | p. 433 and Sozomen, h e.1,12. Elisha
is added by Cassian, conl. 18,6,2; inst. 1,1,2 (with hmq\q Plll ; ef.
Isidore of Seville, eccl. off. 2,16,1. At Vita Pachomii ® 2 it is said that
Antony lived like Elijah, Elisha and John. The perfect monk is urged to
imitate these three in Ps.-Athanasius, par. 7. Htwl_tylr mld“@::
Asterius of Ansedunum, ad Renat. I. 111 monasticism stared Wi
Adam.

362
Lam.
bonum est viro, cum portaverit lugum ab adulescentla sud. Lt

dial, 1102;

y
of tsidore of Seville eccl. off 2.163.
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3271, is again made to denote the monk at epis, 504,
application is suggested chiefly by sedebit solus (v. 28); cf. ,;,;ebm
solus at 7.1 above. In its biblical context the passage is sy
Geseription of affiction.J. is very prtial 10 the text, which recury s’
times in his oeuvre. Here he has followed the LXX in omiting y 39
(ponet in pulvere os suum. si forte sit spes). Cassian also applics
ext o the anchorite in conl 18,6, and 19,8.4. 1t had been adduceq
Orsiesius, doctr. 52 and Pachomius, epist. 3 . 85,15; it was used ag
argument for a celibate clergy in Ps.-Cyprian, singul. cler. 9.

in cane, mon carnis. This is a conceit of which J. is extremely fong.
He repeats it at epist. 54,93 (in carne non carnaliter vivere,! where the
reference is to the ascetic); 60,34 (in carne non secundum carnem),
107.13.2 (in carne sine carne; here again the words are a description of
the ascetic regimen); in Eph. 4,2 p. 494" (in carne non carnaliter). The
antilogy is especially striking in the present instance owing to the
asyndetic polyptoton.

Further evidence for the antithesis can be found outside 1. it was not
his own creation. Ultimately the idea itself goes back to the New
Testament, At 2 Cor. 10,2ff. Paul had made the following response toa
charge of “worldliness': arbitrantur nos tamquam secundum carnem
ambulemus. (3) in carne enim ambulantes, non secundum carnem
militamus. (4) nam arma militiae nostrae non carnalia, sed potentia
deo ad destructionem munitionum. One might also compare Rom. 8,12
ergo, fratres, debitores sumus non carni, ut secundum carnem vivamis.
However it would seem to have been Gregory Nazianzen who first
gave the idea the same terse and striking formulation which is found in
J

The

Ator. 62 Gregory rounds off a description of the monastic life with
an impressive series of paradoxes: monks enjoy riches in poverty,
residence in absence, esteem in disesteem, strength in weakness,
offspring in celibacy; in their austerity they are voluptuous, in their
humility they aspire to heaven, in their unworldliness they transcend
the world. Gregory then adds the following paradox: oi copkdg 50
xai év oapki. The wording of this very aresting phrase is close 10 1.5
in tvpl'.vl.‘ 107: in carne sine carne. It also recalls J.'s earliest use of the
antithesis in the present passage of the Libellus: in carne, non carnis.
Perhaps it is significant that here J., like Gregory, is refeming
specifically to monks.

|zm concet is destroyed hy the punctuation of Hilberg and Labourt {superare.
guod nahus 115 in came. non carnalier vvere), which accordingly TCQUIES

superare. quod natus sis (sc are by nature’; of n. quod nata
50ve) in came non camalier vivere
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Gregory also employs the parados .
is an exposition of M. 19,1-12: t therefury Scasionsn 1. 3, wich
virginity. While he is evoking the sublimity of he vy, 226500 of
exclaims: Ridc YGp 0UK dyyEMxdv 16 capki Ms‘g:' state, Gregory
adpra Civ, 37,11)* A little further on Gregopy 1o, 1 K0T
chasity which is voluntary deserves prai 0ry insists that only
series of paradoxes, whose climax i i
s QUWBEDELG intp oo o 3 {f;;).folbwlng statement: &Gy

Gregory and J. resembled cach other in their predilect
phraseology. It is therefore chu:cmmicl::all’ :'::l:cr"f.',',,':' Rashy
employ this antithesis on several occasions. Gregory's sixth g":’"‘d
had been written in 364 (cf. Bemardi, p. 103). His thiry-seveny
Oration was delivered in Constantinople between the end of 180 oy
the middle of 381 (cf. Moreschini [1985], p. 48). At tis time J,
himself in Constantinople as Gregory's ‘student. It would therefops
seem to be a legitimate inference that J. has taken this arreti
straight from Gregory. en thisaresting paradox

This conclusion is bome out by the infrequency with which the
antithesis occurs elsewhere. In Greek there is an isolated instance at
Chrysostom, hom. in Mt. 69,3 (it belongs to 390; f. Meyer, p. xxxi)
GvBpTOY ... Ev GapKi GOpKdS Urepopivea. Here again the reference
is o a monk. Among Latin authors the evidence is similarly sparse
Around 401 Augustine speaks of the celibate n the following terms at
virg. 13,12: habent aliquid iam non carnis in carne. Here the wording
is evidently modelled on that of the present passage of J.'s Libellus: in
carne, non carnis.® Later in the fifth century the paradox is repeated by
Peter Chrysologus, who once again applis it (o virginity: in carne
practer carnem vivere (serm. 143,3). The extreme rarity of a phrase
‘Which appealed 5o strongly to J. is significant: he is unique in his zeal
for flashy formulations.
allo tempore, si volueris, explicabo, Like the separate treatise on
avarice announced at 33,1 (cf. n. on si Christus adnueri there), this
special treatment of anchoritism never materialized. Accordingly &n
unfulfilled promise of forthcoming publications snds both at the
beginning and the end of 1.'s digression on monasticism. The same
appeal to the reader's willingness as J. makes here (si volueris) occurs
also at in Is. lib. S praef. 1. 37 si .. tu volueris; cf.also Chiysostom.

withthe
* 1t may be noted that the comparison with angels slso occurs it conpuncton
. conceitin .5 epist. 107,132

e
st embods il
Martin, p. 448. No indication is given cither there ot in the 10K¢ b s
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hom.in 2 Thess. 1.2 Gwyvodi. ei Boskex; ib. ebpioxess, ei oy
T URodeiyuata. "
363

nunc ad propositum redeam, quia de avaritia disserens ad
veneram. ). teturns with & cerain_awkwardness 10 the thme o
avarice, which was the stating-point for his excursus on the monje of
Egypt. Accordingly the treatment of monasticism is in formal tems 5
parcnthesis within 1's discussion of avariciousness; however (hg
parenthesis i three times as long as the main subject that encompagsey
it.

‘The form redeam evidently embarrasses the most recent translator of
this sentence (Vogaé [1991], 1, p. 316), who renders it ambiguously s
“je reviens'; somewhat earlier (ib.. p. 245, n. 88) he significantly mis.
Cites the word as an unambiguously subjunctive plural: munc ag
propositum  redeamus. The immediately antecedent first-person
singular future explicabo (1. 4) would however scem to indicate thar
here redea is in fact a similar future. Moreover J. has just quoted (31,
5) the OId Latin version of Job 1, 21 (udus exivi de utero matris meae,
nudus et redeam). in which redeam is indubitably future (LXX
Gmehevoouan). Both of these foregoing futures would naturally lead
the reader to take the redeam of the present passage as another one.

The discussion of this much rarer form of the future of o and its
compounds in Neue-Wagener, Ill, pp. 326fF., fails to adduce any
instance whatsoever of such a first-person singular in eam; all their
examples belong instead to the second and third persons (-ies, -iel).
‘They do however cite (ib., p. 326) Pompeius’ commentary on Donatus'
Ars: si autem i non habeat ante o, sed ¢ habeat, futurum tempus in bo
ittt exeo exibo: exiam (exeam: pars codd.) non dicimus, soloecismis
est; e0 eam non dicimus (Gramm. V 225,13)." The article on o in TLL

monacho;

* Inthe whole of s vast lterary output there s only one other case of  redéam Wh
could be » fisure indicaive rather than  present subjunctve (ad A 1"7

oo of ths et evince  tellingly St crbMTASTR 0 Vogoes whe

Barie 1 p 100, gives the same equivocal rendering ‘je reviens', the
unvarined venfombion il s evenone'y found . LA (198, .
129, senbesalso succumbed 10 il temptation. since redeams s 8 v et

rse in
e vy o e the Libellus (mnc_ad propasitum redeam) bO%
Mn 1.’ intention of mul\m' 10 his m 1t would scem therefore that 1n e
\ ddwrns 2 well redeam

o Nete-Wagenes migh e it it Pompeis repess hispot on two subsct
occasions. Gramm 2SI 530 Tt ha hoen uggeri o

presence
e rare type of future un . s due merch m.nm:mutuwn-am of
Packerp W9 st Hieronymianae it

auﬂﬂl
“sswl.)aulnv'zﬂ(;empunip-ﬂ"«“
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(V.2, 626385 Rubenbaver) adds
countenances such future forms of this n:: "

in am mutata fit futuri temporis eiusdem mog; ne . - O Munis)
muniam. excepio ibo, et siquid inde nasciu. g prime person, u
eam ne_nunc quidem’ et 'redeam’ (Sacerdos, gm;m";m'" ‘non
Rubenbauer points out tha these Terentian forms {5 z::d%"“;
f . o

in fact deliberative subjunctives). 7LL ought however o have cited

p these futures i
terms: Cledonius, gramm. V' 57,11 (ibo, non eam, e g '2252'331".,

temporis praesentis similis, cum eam), Charis "
Serbis> quarti ordints futuum o ",3'2","5&%”.""7" Z}zzlg -
quotiens est ex ¢o quod est eo mopevoua et quae ex ipso dosir

-.); Gramm. suppl. 153,30 (si i autem non habeat primy mm"x
. idest ante o, futurum tempus in bo tantum mitis, ut puta 2o o, ‘,.2,
exibo: exeam non possumus dicere). It might therefor be though
1. use of the future redeam here is a solecism,

On the olhcf hand grammatical texts can also be adduced which
appear o sanction such future forms of eo, Again Rubenbauer quotes
the views of just tWo grammarians in this regard (TLL V,2, 626,377),
Once again he fails (o cite the most significant texts: the doyen of
‘grammatici himself, Donatus, takes eam for granted as a normal future
of eo on no fewer than two occasions. In his Ars minor he asks: quando
tertia coniugatio futurum tempus non in am tantum sed etiam in bo
mittit? interdum, cum i litteram non correpiam habuerit sed
productam, ut eo is ibo, queo quis quibo, eam vel queam (4). Similarly
the Ars maior observes that quidam ... negant in bo et in bor rite exire
posse tertiam coniugationem, nisi in o verbo quod in prima persona
indicativi modi temporis praesentis numeri singularis ¢ anie o habuerl,
ut eo queo eam queam ibo quibo (2,12 p. 635,1). Since the eminent and
authoritative Donatus was J.’s own mentor, employment of the future
redeam here might accordingly be supposed to have appeared to its
author as wholly free from the taint of solecism.

Evidence can nonetheless be adduced from J. himself toindicate that
such was not in fact his attitude to these future forms of eo: his Vulgate
shows a tendency to liminate Old Latin readings of this type. Here the
Libellusiself provides two convenient llsratios. I wasnoted shove
that ch. 31,5 cites the OId Latin wording of Job 121 ndus exh de
utero maris meae, nudus et redeam. However J.s Vulgate version of
the same passage significantly replaces redeam with revertar

) vt
¢ 4 S Jérdme des formes comme deperiel view
o e e ot ST L o e
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second OId Latin text is Isaiah 111, which the Libellus
194 exiet virga de radice lesse. This time the Vulgate ‘Substi
et fo xir Th foegoing evidence would accordingly s
{o warrant the canclusion that such futures of ¢o were markeg g
cerin colloquial flavour.” .
non dicam aurum et argentum et ceteras opes, sed lpsam terpam

B e despices, T words in which 1. here endeavoury 1y
establish the relevance of his monastic digression to the overall theme
of avrice are  further example of self-imitation. He has adapted ty.
{rom his recent translation of Origen, hom. in Cant. 1.2 p. 31,11
omnia corporalia_despexisti, non dico carnem et sanguinem, sog
argentum et possessiones el ipsam terram ipsumque caclum — hase
quippe ‘pertransibunt’ —, si sta omnia contempsist ... potes amoren
capere spiritalem.

J.again improves the stylisti level of his source by streamlining s
rather Giffuse aring of sccusatives: the frst hlf of the incrementues
question (cf. Lausberg, pp. 221f) now evinces an elegant tricolon
crescens (aurum et argentum et ceteras opes), while the second
eliminates a_battological ipse (ipsam terram ipsumque caelum is
tautened 10 ipsam terram caelumque). Despite its formal refinement
However J.s imitation again entails an inconcinity. It was appropriate
for Origen to speak of “contempt for heaven', since he here refers
explicily to Mt. 24,35 caelum et terra transibunt. In J.’s Libellus on
the other hand such language is quite out of place, for in this work
heaven is repeatedly described as the obect of the virgin's aspirations:
19,1 (uum agmen in caelis est), 24,6 (electa genetrici suae, caelesi
idelicet Hierusalem); 40,5 (nsi vim Jeceris. caclorum regna non

uotes in

1 aurum et argentum (Otigen has only argentum) picks up the
formulation which opened his discussion of avarice at 31,1: auri
argentique. What J. says next (Christo copulata) would seem to have
been suggested by Origen’s reference in this passage to ‘spiritual love’
(potes amorem capere spiritalem).

Christo copulata.  For the probable source of this idea cf. preceding n-

. oum.»em..pmnu(-mnm.m-mumuum
(-uu»mun::.:gmv sgam replaces this reading with

nthe.
* The other nqe..m.m
bl .m i nw-hsmmmmymtwm
Wlhmm 0d ended his excursus on monasticism with 41

instance of selfi
225 ey aion which i in each case bosched (c. . on infinia de 57!
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s
s usual, J. invests it with a very striking .
.’:\mrom alliteration (Christo copulata mnn‘zbm ::g.:.dxm,,d’;;"g The
'42. Copulari was used of sexual union at 21,3 above, cf 711 1y,
52,20 Here J. employs it i a spiritual sense (cf. b, 23,61,
pars mea dominus. _ Once again 1. ends a ch. very effctively with a
itation of scripture. Moreover this final sentence is a further example
of 1.'s predilection for combining biblical quotation with an arrestin
ormulation that has been appropriated from elsewhere (cf. n. on og
dicam aurum ... above). Hilberg identifies the present citation as Ps,
7226 pars mea deus (LXX BeSc) in aeternum. It would seem however
that Fremantle, p. 38, was right to point instead to Lam. 3,24 pars mea
dominus (LXX jepig pov xipog). Not only is there an exact
correspondence i the wording; J. has just quoted the succeeding verses
(Lam. 327fF.) in 36,2. (The versc in question is however omited in
most MSS of the LXX). One might also compare Ps. 118,57 iuxta LXX:
portio mea dominus (LXX piepic pov xipte). Whatever its exact
B ource, the text is one of 1.s favoutites; he cites it on fourteen further
occasions. According to Ambrose, exhort. virg. 640 only the
unmarried can quote it.




Chapter 37

After concluding his treatment of avarice in the previous ch. J oy
proceeds (o issue instructions on a variety of topics. Prescriptiony
conceming prayer occupy the first half of the ch..' among them j

hcocked a precept on the noctumal recitation of scripture, They
are followed by an admonition to make the sign of the cross at ev
juncture. 1. then counsels against criticism of others. The faul i
illustrated by the pridefulness which results from fasting. The choice of
this particular example leads in tum to a lengthy attack on excessive
fasts and the cantankerousness they entail. The second half of the ch is
‘marked by extensive citation of scripture.

371

quamquam apostolus semper orare nos lubeat. The ch. opens witha
reference to scripture; here Souter (1912), p. 150, compares | Thess,
5.17 sine intermissione orate. This is a difficult text; with regard to it
Origen speaks of 1 %apa 1 GmooTOMy Gropovpeva (sel in Ps. 12).
Elsewhere Origen struggles at some length to make sense of the
apostle’s prescription (or. 12.2). Similarly Tertullian had devoted the
whole of ch. 24 of his De oratione 10 the elucidation of this injunction;
for J's indebtedness in the present ch. to this section of Tertullian's
treatise cf. n. on nec prius corpusculum ... at 37.2 below. J. would
accordingly appear to have taken his cue for the citation of | Thess.
5,17 from the De oratione. It is therefore noteworthy that in marked
contrast to the reflectiveness of his source J. avoids all discussion of
this problematical text; he is content simply o cite it and to tack on 8
striking second-hand bon mot (cf. next n.).

sanctis etiam ipse somnus oratlo sit. ). again combines scripture (cf.
previous n.) with a clever conceit that has been taken over from
elsewhere. [n a commentary on Ps. 1.2 (“in his law doth he meditaie
day and night') Origen had already put forward the view that sleep t00
could be a time of prayer (sel. in Ps. 1,2; ib. | Thess. 5,17).? Similarly

+ This section i discussed by Vogoé (19911, 1, pp. 25411
y or 12, he sunt
e ome contimaous prayer (1b_1 Thess .17): hre Hamman, p 46, . 12, comments
. 40, intée. cs”. The same
i i aux philosophes s
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w
Basil had required sleep 10 be a pehérnua o pins
e explains that this is possible because ey trt, oL CSBELGS (hom, 5,4

. thou il
B o e T
it inl’s

5 2 hymn with the
apore (cath, 61515, s

tamen_ divises orandi horas habere debemus, u, si fore alquo
Juerimus opere detenti, ipsum nos ad officium tempus admoneat,
Though the canonical hours are said in the very next words of the
Libellus to be common knowledge (I. 12-14), it would seem that in hs
treatment of them here J. has found himself obliged to depend on
Tertullian’s De oratione. Previous scholarship has failed to identify a
debt 1o this treatise anywhere in 1.'s oeuvre, However in a passage
which is conspicuous because it stands very near the end of the work
Tertullian had made the following statement conceming these hours:
bonum tamen sit aliquam constituere praesumptionem, quae et orandi
admonitionem constringat et quasi lege ad tale muns extorqueat a
negotiis interdum (orat. 25 p. 197,23). These words would appear to
have been the source of J.'s own; his dependency would seem to be
confirmed by his imitation six lines later of Tertullian's next sentence
but one (cf. n. on nec prius corpusculum ... at 372). I is all the more
remarkable that J. should borrow other people’s formulations even
when he is dealing with material that is entirely conventional (cf. also
n.on ad omnem actum ... 8t37,2). . .
‘Again J. has increased the stylistic refinement of his source. There is
perhaps an echo of Tenullian’s admonitionem in J.'s admoneat, o the
rest however J. has smoothed out the tortuosiies of )‘mrllw:
language. On the other hand J.'s imitation once again involves

ugusie’s mind
The notion of 'lecp as praer” would aso s 0 v bt n Mg 2
‘when he asks inserm. 0. quando dormiatara. <L MK (B0 Lol oy
hend J. gainsays the ides & mact. in psaim. 19 Jstion from Origen). CI. fother
dormia orare possum? (the work is possibly 8 Tansl

Gain.pp. 1037
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"
inconcinniy. In the De oratione this argument hag g
enumeration of three biblical episodes that occurred aq m.".',‘,‘i',‘;_“,'n
2nd inth hours respectively, but which Tertullian docs ey 1 X
baving prescriptive value for Christian prayer; the immﬁ;
habe 3.

preceding concessive clause runs quae etsi simpliciter se
ulius observationis praccepto. In its original context therefore
argument for canonical hours had been entirely appropriat, Iy -

Libellus however this is no longer the case. J. has been unable to ,.g.;
inserting directly in front of it the second-hand conceit tha siep ey
is a prayer (cf. preceding n.): J.'s own preceding concessive clayse
accordingly runs quamquam .. sanctis etiam ipse sommus oraio
This interposition means however that it is no longer quite & propos 17
adduce Tertullian’s argument that canonical hours are necessary 1o
ensure that we cease work in order to pray: if we can pray ‘even when
asleep’, there should be no problem in doing so while at work.

The present passage of the Libellus would seem to be imitated in
tum at Epist. ed. Caspari 7 p. 177 licet apostolus sine intermissione nas
orare praecipial, tamen ... vel statutis horis .. iam dominum exorare
... non desistamus. It is therefore highly significant that the author of
this tract has omitted J.'s statement that sleep is prayer. The slight
inconcinnity which marks the Libellus is wholly in character: it
due to J.'s second-hand and scissors-and-paste method of composition.
The same inconcinnity is also convenient verification that here J. has
borrowed from Tertullian.*

‘horam tertiam, sextam, nonam, diluculum quoque et vesperam. The
same five times are stipulated at epist. 107,9,3. Midnight is added to
them in epist. 108,20,2; 130,15,1; cf. tract. in psalm. | p. 257 1. 321.
Only Terce, Sext and None are mentioned at in Dan. 6,10 1. 302 (on
Dan. 6,10 “three times a day"). CF. further Severus, pp. 1213fF; 1219fF.
mec clbus a te sumatur nisi oratione praemissa mec recedatur @
mensa, nisi referantur gratiae creatorl. ). does not repeat this
injunction to say grace at meal-times. Examples from other authors are
assembled by Baudot; Jungmann; Lumpe (1966a), pp. 6311.; Mayor,
PP- 397MT.; Scudamore (1875a). To their evidence may be added Basil,
ascet. 1.4; hom. 5,3; Chrysostom, Anna 2,5; Laz. 1.8f. In the present

Itis instructive to compare Origen, or, 12.2. Here a number of points are made which

ot gin ). Origen's ing 5
ins by noting that the injunction fo ‘PrE)
contmeous. makes scnse if a person’s enre ife is regarded 85 & SMBIC
f this *continuous. identifes prayers at set times throughout the day s5 & PirL
Py s s o oo bt owions st £
way of appendix that Cassian also finds set prayer
neceasary for busy people (nst. 3.3.8)

by contrast entirely consistent. Origen bey
without ceming’ only
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passage J. Would appear 0 have taken hi ¢
p- 198.2 sed et cibum non prius sumepe '
fideles dece; both the sentences enciogi h
imitated in this section of th Lisel (og . :mﬂ,""
horas .. above and on nec prius corpusculum “'; 7"'2"ua: orandi
particular_Tertullian's ablative absolute iy, 372 below). In
evidently inspired J.'s oratione praemigsg s atione
However J. has also expanded his souce o

) in
meal a5 well a5 before it here he may haye g 11,
virg. 34,18 orationes . sunt defepenpg

U from Terpyjap,

grace afer the
€3¢ on Ambroge,

clegant parallelism (for a similar procedure f o

hospitium. . at 312 below): styistcally 1. again i Er
Tertullianic source.® The parison is noted by Hrits D-87. It s further
enhanced by an elaborate chistic amangement (cibys - e
recedatur .. mensa; oratione praemisa  referantr grafos)

2

noctibus bis lerque surgendum, revolvenda de scripturi, quce
memoriter fenemus. The insiructon 10 get up during the night and
recite passages of the Bible by heart interupts the sequence of Jos
prescriptions on prayer.” The virgin had also been told ‘1o learm as
much of scripture as she could at 17,2 above; there the precept had
been inserted into a discussion of fasting. The fact thatin both

the exhortation to occupy oneself with the Bible s something of an

045,67 However cibum copere wes the expresion <f TLL i

* Cibum sumere also occurs in both passges The losution i ot ncommon; . TLL
. 1 H
1084330

cited above. Nauroy. p. 179, has speculated on theresson for the eative infroquency
of s bomowings of phascolog from Amibvos;in i e s sk by e
ot with Tetlan n his espet. Ny conldes 0t sk of sprl
iy i he Gase. it excepiomnel aon rexconte s o, s
b typiques d'Ambroise sous I lume du docteu de Beheem,

demicr n'avait P

P d'asimilation ini -

donc ni imiatio

e that Ambros. unlike Tertulian,had lnle i o coining impressive formuatons.

of 15 own verdict: mibil dmk«u;nm/mﬁwwm

Slaccidum. mlle __ (Didym.spi. procf . - which ). has
7 1t may also be observed that the clever concet sbout ‘slecp 8 praye !

scripture superfluous,
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intrusion evidently reflects its peculiar importance for J *
AU epist. S4.11,1 the widow Furia is likewise advised (o ..
eiections from the Bible before going 10 sleep. In Rufines o=
2,161, the spesker had described how he 100 woke up every e
order to go over scripture he had leamed by heart Later op (or,®
also encoursges noctumal reflection on scripture; here however ;|
recommended as an aid to understanding (nocturna meditations g
revolventes clarius intuemurs conl. 14.104). Finally it may be ges
that ecittion of biblcal passages leamed by heart had been prescrib
in Pachomius, reg. 122 p. 46,5 referant ... quae memoriter tenean;.
occasions J. stipulates that the virgin should memorize e
whole Bible (epist. 107.12.2 and 128.4.2). He notes admiringly iy
Paula did 5o scripturas tenebat memoriter (epist. 108,26,1). The feat s
mentioned with some frequency in monastic circles; cf. Reitzenstein
(1916). pp. 162fF; Klauser, pp. 10372 It would seem however thar ),
was the first to recommend the practice outside such a milieu; this
atitude is not surprising in a biblical scholar of his distinction, The
evidence adduced by Reitzenstein and Klauser can be supplemented
Monks also boast of having the Bible by heart at Apophthegmaa
Patrum 222 (Nau [1909), p. 359): 385 (Nau [1913], p. 143). A monk is
told 1o commit the Gospels to memory and ponder the rest at Vitae
Pairum 5,18.9. Another's knowledge of scripture is a topic of general
conversation in Basil, ep. 44.1
egredientes hospitium armet oratio, regredientibus de platea orati
occurrat ante, quam sessio. Ambrose's parallel treatment of the
subject had likewise recommended prayer before going out: sollemes
orationes ... sunt deferendae .. cum prodimus (virg. 34.18). The
precept would not scem to have occurred elsewhere. J. may accordingly
have had the Ambrosian passage in mind here once again; cf. previous

* When Ambrose dealt with times of prayer at virg 34,19, he had included the
following prcscripuion sed efiam in 1p30 cubil volo psaimos cum orarione dominia
Jrequentscontesas vice Hetethe combination of salms with the Lord's Payer mies
sttemen cnirely appropriat 10 such a precalory context. It s perhaps poss
that thesc words of Ambrose have also inspired ) s precep! i the Libellus; however )
has modified them 10 reflect his own preoccupation with scrpture. The result is
ly 8 certain imtrusiveness At the same time J. may aiso be offering &
comecuve to Ambrose by stipulating a more rigorous regimen: while Ambrose had
merely prescribed such recation on waking up and before flling asicep (vel cum
evigilavers. vel antequam corpus sopor mriger). ). requires it throughout the NI
erque surgendum_ For further possibl influcnce of virg. .4.181.on tis
scction of the Libllus cf nn on nec cibus a te sumarur 37,1 sbove and on €87
diomes howptum

AxootriGewy is the tenn used to describe it in Palladius, b Laus 11 (sodav 3
’m\ oy ypamy ammamplonsy. 18, 32; 37, Historia monachorum 2.5 850
(Ex008iCovees v 1pawcs, Sk h viwea), 0.7
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»
two nn. I that case J has again expanded
fast sentence but ane (cf. n. on nes eips o e 4 e
these passages . enjoins prayer bath before s .ﬁn"ln)' In cch of
aivity described: 2 coresponing balnc i s sy S

oratio |
cssio. The sentence. accordingy prsens 11 e o
complesio; cf. Lausberg, p. 321 (nos. 633¢). Finally i may be noted

nec prius_corpusculum  requiescat quam anima pascaur, The
amesting antithesis with which J. now rounds off his prescriptions on
prayer has been borrowed from Terullan, orar. 25 p. 198.4 priora
enim_habenda sunt spiritus refrigeria et pabula quam carnis (for
additional debts to this section of the De oratione in the present ch. cf.
nn. on quamquam apostolus .., tamen divisas orand horas ... and nec
cibus ate ... at 37,1 above), As in the Libellus, the antithesis is used by
Tertullian in order to conclude the discussion on times of prayer. Again
J. has refined Tertullian's striking but rather rugged formulation:

particular refrigerium is not a literary word (cf. Janssen, p. 237). In
place of his source’s heavy reliance on nominal forms J. introduces an
elegantly parallel sequence in which each noun is immediately
followed by its own verb. The two words which make up the first unit
(corpusculum requiescat) each have four syllables, while those forming.
the second (anima pascatur) each contain three; here Behaghel’s law is
accordingly inverted. For the fourth peon and spondee clausula cf.
Herron, pp. S7f. It is no less typical that J. should also have omilwddl_z
theoretical justification which Tertullian had appended to his
formulation: quia priora caelestia quam terrena. »

It is also significant that J. would seem to be alone in ang
Tertullian's striking antithesis. The only passage which is ""'“,'ﬁ"
similar would appear to be Ps.-Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,18 o
Ppotius quaere cibos, quibus anima magis quam corpus reficiatur. i
tract often betrays the influence of the Libellus; cf. (¢.£) n. |°rn ‘tk.;" e
labor, sed grande praemium in the vy next ch. (8. I en the
particular antithesis which Tertullian has employed '*'; tood for he
Seem to be imitated by J., it may be noted that the idea o "
soul", which forms part of it is on ;
the Fathers (for pagan antecedents cf. Perrin, p. 108).
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the soul s fed just like the body" are found at Chrysostom, exp
110.5 . M. 44 “man shall notlive by bread lone'), hom fy 1
4.1 (@omep ... pégeTan & obuara. obT pégetan xai  yuyh, mu,i
v odua Gpe. i 8¢ yuxh Adya): (Ps.)-Macarius of Egypr o
op. 1 (Berthold) 23,14 Caesarius of Arles. serm. 5,3 . Sentencg
Sextus 413.J. himself speaks of the *food of the soul” in epis. §5,
15.1,1: 35,1,3: Cf. tract. in psalm. | p. 264 1. 105. Origen had ey,
referred to the *kitchen table of the soul’ (30 €A£oV T v sel.
Ps. 16.15), while Ambrose uses the expression animae ... venter
mort. 521). The verb pasci is frequently employed with animg:
Ambrose, bon. mort. 941 epist. 8.55.7; lob 3,4.11; Jsaac 4,11; parqg
3,18: in psalm. 118 serm. 7.7.2; 12,33 (arhleticis epulis); virgini,
17.110; Paulinus of Nola, epist. 26,3: Rufinus, Orig. in gen. 103 p.
96,7; Orig. in lev. 16,5 p. 500.16: Orig. in num. 5,3 p.29.9:9,7 p. 643,
Orig. in psalm. 36 hom. 4,3: Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 7,13; 8,1; 8,10;
Pelagius, epist. ad Demeir. 23; Augustine, bea. vit. 8; in euang. loh,
15.1; gen. c. Manich. 29,12; Faustinus, trin praef. (velut divinis
epulis) ctc. Ambrose uses epulari with anima in Hel. 3,5; he is
particularly fond of applying this verb 10 animus (o Cain et Ab. 2,6,19;
loseph 4,19; in Luc. 7,113; Noe 15,53; off. 1,31,163; in psalm. 359.2;
in psalm. 118 serm. 1.29.2). Finally it may be noted that prayer is food
according to Ambrose, in psalm. 118 serm. 6,13.3.

omnem actum, ad omnem incessum manus pingat crucem. ).
now follows his prescriptions on prayer with a somewhat abrupt
injunction to make the sign of the cross in every situation. Tertullizn
had made a similar statement at coron. 3.4 ad omnem progressum
atque promotum, ad omnem aditum et exitum, ad vestitum, ad
calciatum, ad lavacra, ad mensas. ad lumina, ad cubilia, ad sedilia,
quacumque nos conversatio exercel, frontem signaculo terimus. This
sentence occupies a prominent position near the beginning of the
treatise; it concludes the third ch. Tertullian's striking formulation has
evidently inspired .'s own: ad omnem actum, ad omnem incessum
manus pingat crucem."* Having just borrowed a phrase from the De

" TiLsv. 1's formulation.
other examples of ad acrum (TLL 1, 451491, 1b. 453,71). The first of them is oot

idol. 104). The second occurs in Ps.-Paulinus of Nols, epist. app. 2,15 ad omnen
g e 1

Libeltus. Like )'s a b
of direcion 0 8 virgin It very next ch. opens with th injunction ml . deIha
Exactly the same precept (il detrahas) follows immedintely ater the senience
cliewhere according m ikt s o

10 TLL s.v. detraho (1's wsc of it in epist. 125181 18
Selbcin, TLU 3" mes s el To o eesaum
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i
oratione (cf. previous n), 1. now
corona: he has therefore directly j::;::;d":"‘" one from the pe
different. works of Tertullan. This coneaaree
formalations is a good ilustration of 1 pughngy e e
magpie mind; it also shows his intimate acquaintance techni r
and his phenomenal memory. with Tertullian
Tertullian’s sentence i extremely impressi
676, (whose very  substantial w.{....,m":;,;"",,';'f (196), pp.
Hieronymian echo), notes Tertullian’s use of nominal fnnn':iAnN: e
temporal clauses (ad omnem progressum = qutiseunqge eyl .0
tc); e aplly_comments tha “cene sére prachyogian b

figare daccumulation” J. however has again improved is soupn. -

telescoped into J.'s succinct ad omnem incessum," while the second
half of Tertullian's lst (ad vestitum ... ad sedilia)is summed up in .'s
initial phrase (ad omnem actum).” The result is a very sti ing
concision which is far more forceful than the long-windedness of the
original. J. has also replaced Tertullian's rather inelegant terere with
the picturesque pingere (for this sense of the word OLD [section 4] lsts
only examples from the poets); similarly the graphic term cruz is
substituted for signaculum. On the resulting spondee cretic clausula cf.
Herron, pp. 36fT.

It is all the more noteworthy that J. should have utilized this
formulation of Tertullian, since the precept he issues here is again
traditional (cf. n. on famen divisas orandi horas at 31,1 above). Cyrilof
Jerusalem had already prescribed frequent employment of the sign of
the cross at carech. 13,36 éxi petinov uz;gm nappnoias m i

ig ol éri ndviay 6 otaupds ywvéodu. Ext Gprav fufpooxo:
it ‘motmpiav mvopévay Ev £ig0B0ig, &v E56B01g” 1pd 1T
§mvou- kottalopEvols Kai SLaVIGTaHEvOLS: & fpegolon.
Similarly Gaudentius of Brescia stipulates: sif .. signum Christi in
corde, in ore, in fronte, inter cibos, inter pocula, inter colloquia, in
lavacris, in cubilibus, in ingressu in egresu in laei, in e
(serm. 8,18). 1. himself instruct his reader o cross the for wd
epist. 14,6,3 (crux antemnae figatur in frontibus) and 1309} (ut ..

. A s ety
L e bty s e it e D ol

12 3 everses Terulan's onder fo te sake of Behaghls law: of omne
omnem incessum.
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erebro signaculo munias froniem fuam). HE again refers to the cosg
of e forchead a in Ezech. 94 1. 26; t i the fuce and stomach wat
are crossed in epist. 108.21.4 and the lips in 108,282, The eyeq -
crossed at Canones Hippolyti 78.28. CF. further Severus, pp. 12351
Dolger (1958). pp. SE.; (1965/6). pp. 28¢T." 5
nulli detrahas nec adversus filium matris tuae ponas scandatup,
3.5 point is made in the first two words: nuli detrahas. His injuncrigy
to eschew detraction then passes imperceptibly into  cifation of py
49,20 sedens adversus frairem fuum loquebaris et adversus filiy
matris tuae ponebas scandalum. In the present passage therefore we
have a further case of J.'s tendency to combine scripture with a srikin
formulation that has been lifted from elsewhere; this time however itis
atotal of two borrowed phrases that are involved (cf. previous two nn.,

J. repeats the wamning against detraction at epist. 52,14, and
125,18,1. In both passages Ps. 49.20 is again quoted (cf. 125,19,1) and
the subject receives extended treatment; the second passage also
reproduces the wording of the Libellus: nulli detrahas. The same
admonition to avoid slander occurs in two other treatises addressed to
virgins: Pelagius, epist. ad Demetr. 19 (numquam detractio ex ore
virginis procedat); Ps.-Paulinus of Nota, epist. app. 2,16 (nulli umquam
omnino detrahas; here the language resembles J.'s, cf. previous n).
Both of these writers likewise employ scriptural texts in connection
with the precept. However in these works the texts are adduced simply
to corroborate the point: J. on the other hand uses scripture in order to
formulate the injunction itself. Moreover the texts at issue in thesc
other two treatises are commandments from the legal or sapiential
books of the Old Testament (viz. Prov. 20.13; Lev. 19,16f; Sirach
28.28); they are accordingly somewhat dull and insipid. J. by contrast
employs a picturesque verse from the Psalms. He shows a certain
fondness for this text (Ps. 49,20, which occurs altogether eight times in
his oewvre. The verse had been included in Cyprian’s testimonia st

3,107 (non detrahendum). J. himself was of course peculiarly prone to
the vice of detraction,

" On 928 of his second aicle Dolger mentions this passage of the Libellur
‘conpcion with Terullan's sttement at coron. notes only the

34

sy of mises the verbal debi: such indiference to 1.’ cusio of

ppropriting impressive phrascology from clsewhere is typical. Dolger

sislement wi » and sccordingly assumes that here ). is refemng

specifially 10 e b o making the g of the cross before and il
o« ie verschiedenen Gebetszziten genannt hate, scheint €

diesem Text hauptsdchlich darmn gedacht zu haben. dass das

Kreuzzeichen begonnen und de. auch das Tischgebet' (0. )

However in view of the oentoistc. technique of composition which has
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1u quae es, ut alienum servam ludices?

49.20 10 Rom. 14.4: two verses. oﬁ;ai;igm:v s straight from ps,
juxtaposed with two borrowings from Ternllign (or o 0IN8lY been
has six further rferences to Rom. 144, whigh 1 0% 3 ). ).
Coprian, testim. 321 (non temere de alierg fugigugr 0% &
partal (o this verse than 1. is Augustine, wh cee , £1C1 MOTC
occasions; elsewhere however the text is infrequeny. n s, "
passage J. adapts the interrogative pronoun of the ori l"| he presec
his female recipient (quae). The scripural comext i 3 g1 Mt
food 1aboos: qui non manducar, manducantem non ees on <
When J. resumes in propria persona, he too deals with ro;: g
biduo ieiunaveri ... Here a text ofscripture has accordingly been ooy
10 effect a transition in the argument. It must however be said o |
has failed o supply the reader with any kind of explcit clue, Whie
therefore the sequence of thought was quite clear to himeelf. hiy
audience may find it rather abrupt, i
nec, si biduo ielunaveris, putes fe a non leiunante esse meliorem.
For the connection with the foregoing cf. previous n. Pride that results
from fasting is a problem which occupies J. no less than other Fathers:
at epist. 46,104 he notes that in Jerusalem fasting makes nol
conceited, while in tract. p. 554 1. 59 he wams that ass begetprid. .
had censored the competitive fasting of the remnuoth at 34,3 above; he
also condemns ostentatious fasts in 27,3 and 27,6.

Similarly Ps.-Athanasius cautions against the pridefulness which
comes from fasting at syniag. 2.16 vnotevay ... BAéRe ih puanodiic;
ef. also v. Syncl. 53. The faster must not think himself alrcady a saint
according to Ps.-Paulinus of Nola, epist. app. 2,22. He is told not to
look down on non-fasters by (Ps.)-Eusebius of Alexandria, serm. 1 p.
321¢ (ib. Rom. 14,3); cf. Ps.-Basil, ad fil. 15 1. 432. Finally Nilus of
,46) that immoderate fasting is encouraged by the
demons because it induces a sense of superiorty.

Hritzu, p. 32, cites the threefold use of ieiunare in ths passage (cf. L
7) as an example of paronomasia. However the repetition would seem
rather to indicate that here the writing is not particularly carcful. The
impression is perhaps confirmed by the use of a after the comparative
(@ non ieiunanie .. meliorem: hre he pesence of ron adnitedy hss
a mitigating effect) f. Pompeius.gramm. V 157,25 doctior o de
dicere, non .. docior ab illo); Lofsied (1942), 1 - 9% Hotare.
Szantyr, pp. 1111, Hofann-Santyr'ssatement that . has s B0
the comparative thrice i the lettrs is wrong; there arc sever "; e
It occurs some twenty times in the commentarics, eleven time
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racuate and seven in the translatons from Origen. AL 16,1 gy
had said ili ... meliorem. !
o lefunas e irasceris. - Here the apostrophe has a general applicg;
(contrast u quae es in 1. 3 with n. ad loc.). Similarly i a lever g
ascetic Asella J. declares: ru attagenam ructuas (45,5,1), Neporig
stingy while J. sarves at epist. 52.16,3. Finally 15 frend Oceanug
doglike in his promiscuity (epist. 69.4.2). ). states explicity thg
means his advice for a larger audience in epist. 79.7.4 and 123175
(non tam tibi quam sub tuo nomine aliis sum locutus).

‘A number of passages in the Fathers censure the cantank
which is often the consequence of fasting, In J. the subject would sety
to recur only once: si ... ieiunavero, .. quid mihi prodest, si rizosys
sum, si iracundus sum, si detractor sum, si invidiosus sum (iract. i
psalm. 1 p. 250 L. 114; the work may be a translation from Origen
Eating s said to be better than spite in Apophthegmata Patrum p. 425';
Isidore of Pelusium, ep. 1,446; (Ps.)-Eusebius of Alexandria, serm. | p.
320*. Chrysostom asserts (hom. in Mr. 77,6) that the faster withou
mercy is actually worse than the glutton. Fasting and rancour are alsy
juxtaposed in Tractatus Pelagianus 4,111 p. 86 (abstinemus a
carnibus, sed non a malitia; vinum non bibimus, sed ira inebriamur);
of. Ps.-Paulinus of Nola, epist. app. 2.22. Finally Martin of Braga (sen.
patr. 17) mentions a faster of unusual irritability.
tu vexationem mentis et ventris esuriem rixando digeris. It may be
noted that rixae occurs in the version of Is. 58,4 cited by Ambrose, Hel.
10,34; this verse is quoted by J. himself immediately below (. 13fT).
where lites is used (LXX pdau). The chiasmus with twofold
homoeateleuton in vexationem mentis et ventris esuriem is striking.
le moderatlus alitur et deo gratias refert. Fremantle, p. 39, (but not
Hilberg) notes that these words echo Rom. 14,6 qui manducat, domino
manducat: gratias enim agit deo. J. has just quoted Rom. 14,4 in 1. 3
The stress on moderate fare tallies with J.'s teaching at 17.2 sbove:
moderatus cibus.
374

non tale ielunium elegi, dicit dominus. Hilberg wrongly identifies
these words as a combination of ls. 58,5 and (e.g.) 54.1. They are it
fact a citation of Is. 58,6. J. refers to the text again at adv. Jovin. 2,17
in foel 1,13 1. 426; in Zach. 7,1 1. 81. It was used by opponents of
fasting according to Tertullian, ieiun. 2 p. 276,12; cf. 15 p. 294,18. The
text is employed in the same way as in the present passage at (PS)
Basil, jej. 2 (ib. é4v yap 1 otéua vnotetn, ai 8¢ xeipes 1 MW

v, dxotets ...). The entire first half of this ch. of Isaish had
been quoted in Cyprian, restim. 3,1,
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%7
in diebus enim leiuniorum inveniung
Is. 58,31. again in adb. lovin. 2,17, 'n.m' .ov:“i'.'v",'»“ vestrae, J. cites
wt quid (1. 14) cf. Hofmann-Szantyr, p. agp, Go:z:lw to1s, 58,6, On
cuius iram, non dicam nox occupar, sed una inegy P

Here Hilberg records an allusion 1o Eph. 4,26
iracundiam vestram; however the Bible woulq

‘Athanasius’ Vita Antonii 55 Y o N glossed in
wirte tov fikiov nepi W:sﬁéolmfn:m"’? el Gvayxaioy
VOKTEpLYIS GHOPTIas i Gk, Ebunoni v T MY e
translation of J's friend Evagrius had tumed tis simepe oo Lo 17
a very amesting formulation: ne peccatorum unguam megy "0
nocte luna aut in die sol tests abscedere (uita Amon. g5 oo
Evagius' impressive antithesis has evidently inspired the mf&-””

" S ing of
the Libellus; however J. has improved his source by combining it i
scripture. In Athanasius Antony had stated that Eph, 426 shoult po
epaprens ey e ey s S

. i ndong ¢ i

vouiletv (sc. ouvePoireve), iva iy :: u-iv:_:‘ m:?:f.‘mifm
1ndé Eni GAAY Gaptia AUV 6 fikiog émbiv. The striking phrase of
Evagrius which J. borrows accordingly refers in general terms to
peccatorum. On this formulation J. grafs a scriptura allusion the ira
of Eph. 4,26 is substituted for Evagrius’ unspecified reference. J. also
replaces the Evagrian disjunction (auf ... au) with a forceful in-
crementum (non ... sed; cf. Lausberg, pp. 2211). The result is a con-
clusion to J.'s sentence that is very impressive and close-packed
indeed.

J. had already imitated this phrase from Evagrius’ translation shortly
after its appearance at epist. 13,2 (super quorum ira non unius diei, sed
tantorum annorum sol testis occubuit), where sol tesis has been taken
straight from Evagrius: in both authors this striking collocation is
directly followed by a verb signifying ‘departure’. Here J. has also
introduced the incrementum that is repeated in the Libellus, whose
Pauline ira is likewise anticipated; however in epist. 13 a verbatim
citation of Eph. 4,26 had immediately preceded.

‘The Evagrian antithesis which J. borrows in the Libellus would not
seem 1o oceur elsewhere. The only passages that are at all similar
would appear to be two couplets fiom Orientius' Commonilorium,
which belongs to the first half of the fifth century. Here however the
parallel is no more than pertil and imperfect ut te sof .. s4naeR
vincula pacis | deserat abscedens, inveniat rediens (161 2,)’.3 s
Christ in lege paratas | excipiunt noctes imeriunique dies (33350
Neither of these passages contains the picturesque reference
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which s found i both Evagrius and Jerome. A rather diffrent gy,
Eph. 426 is found at Chrysostom, hom. in Eph. 14,1 Gy yip o
émAGPmaL. OUK GPKECEL i HETA TadTa MUEP 10 CUVAXBEY Kai ¢y 1t
‘octh ofiécan xaxdv. It may be noted finally that Cassian (e
5,11,7) disinguishes a type of anger which lasts for days: fertum (u
rac genus) quod non i illa effervens ad horam digeritur, sed per gy
et tempora reservatur, quod wivig dicitur.

“The identification of 1's debt 10 Evagrius in the Libellus shows sy
Hilberg is wrong to read integra (iram .. luna integra derelinguiy i,
preference to integram, which is found in some MSS: in Evagrius i
our sins that are stil intact when the moon departs. It may be noted thy
the collocation luna integra is in any case not attested elsewhere (cf.
TLL s.v. luna). Fo the phrase integrum relinguere on the other hand cf
TLL VIL1. 207183f; one might add adv. Rufin. 3,14 quare
haereticorum mala tuleris et Origenis integra dereliqueris.
te ipsam considerans noll in alterius ruina, sed in tuo opere gloriari,
No commentator would scem to have noted that here J. alludes to Gal
6.1 (considerans te ipsum, ne ef fu tempteris) and 6,4 (opus autem suum
probel unusquisque. et sic in seme! ipso tantum gloriam habebit, et non
in altero). There may also be an echo of Prov. 1.5 qui in ruina
laetatur alterius, non erit inpunitus (Vulg.; the LXX has 6 8
émyaipuv noAAwséva, for which Sabatier, I, p. 323, fails to supply
an OId Latin version). J. accordingly rounds off the ch. with an
effective evoeation of scripture. At the same time these words also
break off the excursus on the ifl-temper that accompanies excessive
fasting and return to the topic which opens the second half of this ch.
mulli detrahas .. (1. 21 esp. tu quae es, ut aliemum servum
iudices?). An admonition similar to the present one is found in ract. in
psalm. 1 p. 252 1. 187 (teipsum considera, ne cadas. quid in alterius
ruina exultas?); cf. also Basil, renunt. 4 (uh yivou dAdotpiov
oGty Sukacti).




Chapter 38

become *mother of the Lord". This tradition it
characteristically whimsical fashion by me::lsw:f“ v s of
scripture. The ch. concludes with a virulent attack on heretica) vnr]:i'll\:
381
nec illarum tibi exempla proponas, quae camnis curam fucientes
possessionum reditus et cotidianas domus inpensas subputant. Here
J. has been inspired by Athanasius, Letter 0 Virgins (Lefort [1955]), p.
71, 1. 11 *ni non plus, si vous entendez parler de celui dont les soucis
gravitent autour de propriétés, argent, affaires commerciales dans la
vie, et si vous apprenez que d'autres sont devenues négligentes et
déchues, que votre virginité ne ressemble pas 4 la leur’ (cf. next two
nn.). J. typically incorporates a biblical allusion: carnis curam ne
Seceritis (Rom. 13,14; there are further references to the same text at
epist. 38,3,2 and adv. Jovin. 2,6). It is also significant that J. should
have substituted a vividly concrete and specific detai for Athanasius”
generalized description of worldliness: the chore of computing revenue
and expenditure would not seem to have been noticed by anyone else.
Only (Ps.)-Ex s of Alexandria records much later i..ow the
‘materialistically-minded calculate their interest (serm. 4 p. 336°). ln‘r.he
present passage J. is in fact imitating himself as well as Athanasius.
Several months earlier at virg. Mar. 20 he had observed: computantur
sumptus, impendia praeparantur. J. refers to the same activity again in
epist. 43.2.2 (ratiocinia subputamus).
neque enim undecim apostoli Iudae proditione g
Bomowed the idea from Adhanesius, Leter 10 Virgins (Leort 1955,
P. 71, 133 "De fait, lorsque Judss tahi, es discpls ne prirnt poirt
attention 4 lui, mais veillaient sur eux-mémes, en demeurant aup

i N ‘Athanasius the example of
Seigneur' (cf. also next n.). In both J. and rorbiy
Judas serves as a warning against copying the wordly (e P
However J.'s actual phrascology has come fromt & CLLICE Sy
Athanasius was otoriously indifferent to thetori FL S g
[1928), 111, pp. 128fF). The striking formulation
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boen taken from his ‘mentor” Gregory Nazianzen, who shows g ¢
fondness for it carm. 1.2,1L6821. (5 v [1o5dag] dea / ¢5 gpgper
hoydbov. 0 § Evbexa uiwvov Gpiotoy 12348 (lotgeg %
RpoBiTI, o § EvBexa AGuTTpEc); 126.226; 2.2 (epigr), 223
would seem to be alone in his imiltion of this favourite formulargy
Gregory's. He uses it again at c. Vigil. 9.

In the present passage however J.'s cagemess to dazzle the reage;
with his stylistc brilliance has again produced a slight inconcinnity: py
has negected t0 establish a clear connection with the theme of money.
mindedness addressed in the previous sentence. None of Gregorys
sententious phrases s concerned with this subject. Athanasius on the
other hand had taken care o point out earlier that Judas fell because of
greed (p. 65, 1. 20): ‘C'est ainsi qu'agit le traitre Judas; en effe, |
accepta la parole comme en étant capable; devenu négligent e
caressant I'avarice, il tomba sur sa face et creva par son miliey’
Scripture itself is not explicit that avarice was the cause of Judas' fal
'A number of patristic texts state that this was the reason: Rufinus, Orig
in cant. 3 p. 236,20 (Iudas initium mali habuit in amore pecunie),
Acta Archelai 37,1\ (primum quidem fuit ei semen pecuniae cupiditas,
incrementum vero furtum): Basil, reg. br. 75; Gregory of Nyssa, paup.
1 p. 456*; Chrysostom, hom. in Mt. 83.2; Lawrence of Novae, paen. p.
96°; (Ps.)-Eusebius of Alexandria, serm. 14 p. 528% Ps.-Basil, adfil.9
1. 281. The relative frequency of these statements would seem o
indicate that money-mindedness could not be taken for granted as the
reason why Judas fell: J. should have made his meaning clear (cf. also
nextn.).
nec Phygelo et Alexandro faciente naufragium ceteri a cursu fided
substiterunt. ). has again appropriated this idea from Athanasius’
Letter to Virgins (Lefort (1955]). At p. 71, 1. 35 Athanasius had said:
‘Quand Hyménée ct Alexandre sombrérent, les autres voguaient encore
bien avec Paul dans le sillage de la vérite'. Lefort (1929), p. 255, had
rendered the final words as ‘avec Paul sur le vaisseau de la foi'; this
matches J.'s fidei. Athanasius’ statement comes immediately afier
mention of Judas (cf. previous n.); the same collocation would not
seem 10 be attested in any other of J.'s predecessors. Again J. has im-
proved his source: an clegant chiasmus s created by the alternation of
nominative and ablatival phrases (undecim apostoli / ludae proditione;

\anasius, samé
ume improving the rather artess langusge of his source, for Gregory's familiarity with
Athanssus’ works on virginity cf Aubincau (1955), p. 143 ).'s sisiement in B¢
second half of this sentence (cT n. on nec Phygelo . ) shows that here he is ulizi
‘both At nd Gregory.
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Phygelo et Alexandro / ceteri).
At p. 65, 1. 20 (quoted in the

established that love of money was ghe e " ") Ahanasius had

the R;mn for Judas® fall. He hag

e dicas: “illa et illa suis rebus fruitar’. The monk Rusticus is
urged not (o make the same excuse at eist. 125,17,1 negue vero pec.
cantium ducaris multitudine ... ut tacitus cogites: .. ecce illi fruuntur
suis rebus.

honoratur ab omnibus; fratres ad cam conveniunt et
Frequent visits are a mark of esteem ai Ambrose, epis. 856,12
visebatur frequenter a virginibus et mulieribus; in honore enim semper
erat. J. has wamed against similar sociability at 24,1 above.

382

primum dubium, an virgo sit talis. In this section J. constructs a ela-
borate three-tier argument that is clearly meant to imress by its logical
progression (primum ... dehinc ... ad extremum; l. 6-13): firstly sucha
person may not be a virgin, secondly she may not be a virgin in spiit
and thirdly she is in any case not to be imitated. J.'s stating-point
‘would appear (0 have been the simple statement of Athanasius quoted
in the next n. J.'s argumentation is however marred by a characteristic
inconsistency which results from his ‘mosaic" technique of composition
(cf. n. on dehinc, etiam si corpore virgo est ..).

non enim, quomodo videt homo, videbit deus. homo videt in facie,
deus videt in corde. ~1.’s argument predictably takes the form of scrip-
tural citation. | Reg. 16,7 is quoted by J. on eight further occasions; it
had also been included in Cyprian’s festimonia (3,56 deun nitl laere).
In the present passage the text has possibly becn suggesied by
Athanasius' use of ‘reconnaisse’ in Letter to Virgins (Lefort [,‘955])'1:’;
71, 1. 30 *pour que. comme il est écrit (sc. | Cor. 7.34), le '.S_ﬂx"’?':m
reconnaisse pures dans leur corps et dans leur esprit. ). birsell U
this text of | Cor. (ur sit sancta et corpore et spiritu) in the fo
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ver these words of Athanasius occur immediatel

:::e:e:?fwx Judas which is copied by 1. at II. 2-4. It ...iy“if",,‘m";;
hat the final words of | Reg. 16,7 (deus videt in corde) are out of e
with what . says next: dehinc. efiam si corpore virgo et (cf. next.,
dehinc, etiam si corpore virgo est, an spiritu virgo sit, megcj,
Between two impressive citations of scripture probably suggested by
Athanasius (cf. previous and next nn.) J. inserts a striking seniency
which would appear to have been inspired once again by G
Nazianzen; again J. has evidently followed his habit of juxtaposing
scripture and an arresting formulation that has been borrowed from
someone else. At carm. 12.9.48 Gregory had uttered the following
memorable verse: odpxeot RopBEvog Ei. Kat €l dpeaiv. ob odgq
olsa.’ Unfortunately J. has failed to integrate the statement fully ino
its new context. It is not quite consistent with the immediately
preceding biblical text (dews videt in corde), which has already taken J.
beyond the merely physical aspect to the spiritual (corde): hence the
impressive antithesis between body and spirit which he now transposes
from Gregory is no longer quite & propos.
ut sit sancta et corpore et spiritu. J.'s use of 1 Cor. 7.34 in the

e has apparently been suggested by Athanasius, Letter 1o
Virgins (Lefort [1955]), p. 71, 1. 31; J. appropriates Il. 33 in Il 21
above. J. has some twenty references to the verse, which had also
occurred at 21,9 above.
ad extremum habeat sibi gloriam suam. vincat Paull sewtentiam,
deliciis fruatur et vivat. ). concludes his tripartite argument against
worldly virgins. The first of the points he makes here (habeat sibi
gloriam suam) had also rounded off an attack on the same kind of
virgins at 13,5 above: habeant istiusmodi laudatores suos. The
sententia Pauli in the second half is | Tim. 5,6 quae in deliciis st
vivens mortua est. J. has quoted it already in 8,1, where it was prect
by the same contrast between mind and body as in the present passage.
383

propone tbi beatam Mariam, quae tantae exiitit puritatis, ut maler
esse domini mereretur.  Propone picks up proponas in the first words
of the ch. (nec illarum tibi exempla proponas; 38,1). In the present
passage J. would seem to be imitating Athanasius, Letter fo Virgin

w©
Dubcdus. pp. 201. They could very quickly have reached J. in Rome via an of NS
contact. In fact there would already seem o be an 9 s
fomulation t the ¢nd of vrg. Mar., which was writien
quod scio. spi
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Lefort [1955]), p. 62, 1. 19 “Voila 1'j
Vare el e cell, qui g e o i, e s iy
4 cause de pareils faits que Jo Verbe I3 a.ﬁ;i; considere; car c'egy
cete chair, et se faire homme pou oy s Six liney auyrenre dele
refers (0 Mary with the phrase dans Iy g e Som entengen nanasius
O PPES 0 have been he sure of )3T, iy
o s model for the virgi i e o P
absent from Tertullan, Cyprian and Noyagay -, C/C10Pment it is

Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. | p. 12 gy Goxnmpiong

v MpLo WOWIEVDY. Mary's lfe g pesy mi i

according to Athanasius, ls.eller 10 Virgins (Lefort [w;’S’; ;’sv:%mzl;y-

€6 P-72.1.5: p. 76,113 Th same exemplag. PUpOSe recurs in A

brose, virg. 226 (si .. obis tamquam in magipe descripta virginitas
that

8,56,16; cf. off. 1,18,69), i 1a es illa quod
Maria (bon. vidit. 16,20). The virgin imitates Mary s e 4 Joeph
and wives Susanna accordi 202 Mary is a

model for virgins as Susanna s for wives and A for widows 1
following passages: Augusine, serm. 196.2; 391.6; Quodwigen
catacl. 6,22; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 6,7,

ad quam cum angelus Gabriel in viri specie descendiset, Here ).
inserts a description of Gabriel's visit to Mary (1. 15-19) she was s
unused to male company that his appearance in the form of a man
alarmed her. Again J. s imitating Athanasius' Lettr to Virgins (Lefort
(1955, p. 61,1 34 ): ‘Cest I'évangile qui témoigne de cette
affirmation (sc. that Mary avoided the company of men; en e,
Jorsque Parchange Gabriel ui fut envoyé, — atendu quelle était un
étre humain auprés duquel il venait, il avaitpris la forme humaine, — il
lui parla en ces termes: “Salut, Mari, toi qui as troué grice, le
Seigneur est avec toi". La jeune fille, en entendant qu'on lui parait

! Db
A .. 6410271t aloNisen. . 08 i
becn inspired ere by Ambrose, g, 2..7 quid obis det mare? qud spledns

‘am i v g e ot capis, e
<2 quam splenir digt oo con 1 coprs g
eneran> owever h b g psents skl 0

o Tocne
:d with the injunction to follow her example. e
A vl o e e of Al v G 372 n

"
: ""Wwdspmm:lﬂo;nudummﬂw)mmwmnnmmma
o e o 3 model of virginal seclusion
Brakke, p. 7O, argus the Athansius” s of May 58 modl of
Bk,
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avec une voix masculine, aussiot se troubla fort, parce quiele
pas habitude & une voix masculine; et Marie, dans la purei ¢4
entendement,songe & fuir, ou plutbt & mourir, jusqu'd ce que coy
i parlait enleva d'elle Ia crainte en lui révélant son nom en ces o
“Ne crans pas, Mari, je suis Gabriel". Alors apres cela ele deme:
eut confiance en lui répondant, sachant que les paroles des arep"
adressées aux vierges sont vraies'.* 1. has streamlined his sous
considerably. Ambrose later repeats.the idea of Mary's dismay
Gabriel's male appearance in exhort. virg. 10.71 and off 1,189,
also recurs in Ps.-Jerome, epist. 42 p. 2915, At Ps.Chrysostom, anmyn,
p. 756 Mary tells Gabriel o begone, for her old man (npeofirmg) is
jealous.

consternata  [perterrita]  respondere nom  pomit. 3. follows
Athanasius, Lelter to Virgins (Lefort {1955]), p. 62, 1. 1 *La jeune file
... se troubla fort ... Alors aprés cela elle demeura et cut confiance en
lui répondant’. Cf. also Ambrose, virg. 2.2, (salutata obmutuil), of.
1,18,69 (salutata ab angelo tacer).

Here Vallarsi, I, p. 122° (= PL 22 [1845), p. 422) read consternata
et perterrita. The second term (perterrita) is found in all eight MSS
used by Hilberg for this passage. Three of them however omit the
preceding et. Hilberg accordingly brackets perterrita; no comment is
made in his apparatus criticus. In the most recent edition of the text
Labourt, I, p. 154, accordingly proceeds to restore the reading of the
majority of MSS: consternata et perterrita.’

* Duval (19748), p 65. n. 271, idemtifies J's source in this section of the Libelhs &
Ambrose, virg 22,11 Gabriel eam ubi rewsere solebal tnvenit et angelum Maria
quast viram specie mota trepidavi, quast non incognitum awdito nomine
o peregrinata est in vro quae non esi peregrinala in angelo
‘obmutu et appellata respondit. sed quae primo turbaverai adjectum posiea promisi

obsequium. Duval in that ) was unfamiliar with Athanasius Lerier when b

wrote his Libellus (p. 65 nd n. 271), It s true that J. has i the striking

of vr and from

recognovit
denique saluidia

in viro quae non &4
peregrinaia in angelo: cf . on quae hominem Jormdaral  below) For the e

thanasius. His /n virs specie (1 15) b8
dently been suggesied by Athanasius il (sc. Gabricl) avait pris 1 forme humain
L) h)4mmwywlmmrwqm1m‘wﬂtmmﬂ_’

saluation are quoted by both Athanasius (p. 61, 1. 37) and by J. (1. 16); in Ambrose
however there s no direct lly it 15 Gabricl's masculme voice thel
disconcerts Mary n both | and Athanssius; cf “(Mane) s troubla fort, parce au'ele

' (p.62.1.2) md o
‘potuit; munquam enim a viro fuerat salutata (I} 161F). in Ambrose on the ather hand
Mary i upset by Gabrel's male Lwy“ummmm“’

Valero, . p. 254, of. p 63,077

n addition # is cncountered in the translations of (¢.5,) Schade (1936),p. 111: BAET
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385
In this section of the Libellus J, is anyi
deal'e vicit ic ¢ - 1S anxi i
account of Gabriel's visit is in fact a slrikir::‘ mslr':s:::” i
W
£ 0. on pores er gy

s T whoke
ich intery
belowy

surprising that J. should have allowed fi ). 1 s therefore
and inclegant as consternata et pe,,,,,,,h,"i',‘f;"‘;:"':‘l‘:,:“m 2 pointles

The verb consternare is a relatively rare one, The. Tr- uni
devoted 10 it occupies only twenty-fou lines: 5 quany "“ anicle
taken up by grammarians’ glosses. One of thuge chr "%
perterritus. in this connection it is pertinent o adduce spies. 107
where J. again describes Mary's reaction to the lppe:nn:f of the an Ji
Gabriel. Here t00 J. is setting out the manner of ffe which befi
virgin: imitetur Mariam, quam Gabriel solam in cubiculo suo repperit
et ideo forsitan imore perterrita est, quia virum, quem non safybar
aspexi. This section of epist. 107 is also characterized by considerable
stylistic polish. It is therefore proper that J. should not disfigure i with
two exactly synonymous participles: perterrita alone suffices,

J. no doubt avoided a similar blemish in the matching passage from
his Libellus. There perterrita will have been introduced s a gloss: it
was very probably taken from the analogous passage in epist. 107. In
the present passage of the Libellus therefore what J. wrote was
consternata.respondere non potuit. The term perterrita should be
eliminated from the text altogether.

‘numquam enim a viro fuerat salutata. _This explanation comes from
Athanasius, Letter 1o Virgins (Lefort [1955]), p. 62, . 3 ‘parce qu'elle
n'éait pas habituée & une voix masculine’.’ It is also found in (Ps.)Leo
the Great, serm. app. 15,2 (incognitum habens virle alloguium) and
Antipater of Bostra, annunt. 4 (GG ... d tpos Gvdpdv Gomacpov;
here she is also said to have been surprised to see a denizen of heaven);
of. Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus, anmunt. 2 p. 157" (G167 ... %05
ndoag tig SiaAékerg Tdv GvBpamy). At epist. 107,7.2 on the other
hand J. suggests that it was the mere sight of a man which ed
Mary's fright: ideo forsitan timore perterrita e, quia virum. '7"': ;: "
solebat, aspei. The same reason is given by Ambrose Wi S
(angelum Maria quasi virum specie mota trepidavi); of. ) 184
virilis sexus speciem peregrinam turbatur aspectis VIrgink).
nuntium discis, TLL V), 1334811, comectly states that here

untius

198: 80 and most recently Cola,1. p 235.
3 oty th s e ve poken o el it 24411
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denotes the person. In the Gospel Gabriel does not introduce hi,
Here however ). is following Athanasius, Letter 1o Virging (Lse.-
(1955]). . 62, 1. 6 "en Iui révélant 5on NOM en ces termes: “Ne gy
pas. Marie, je suis Gabriel™. Ambrose had also imitated gy
‘Adhanasian passage at virg. 2.2,11 quasi non incognitum audito nomiy,
recognovit.

quae hominem formidarat, cum angelo fabulatur intrepidg,
Scholars are correct t0 say that J. has taken the antithesis of ‘man- gng
“angel” from Ambrose” it is absent from the passage of Athanasiy
Leter t0 Virgins which J. is imitating in this section (cf. previous nn,
Atvirg. 2.2,11 Ambrose had declared: ita peregrinata est in viro qug
non est peregrinata in angelo. J. has been unable to resist inserting this
very striking formulation into a passage which otherwise depends on
Athanasius. While Ps.-Jerome (epist. 42 p. 291°) and (Ps.)}-Leo the
Great (serm. app. 15.2) also reproduce the idea of Mary's dismay at
Gabriel's appearance in the form of a man, it is significant that
alone in borrawing the clever antithesis between ‘man’ and ‘angel’.

Here J. has used the Ambrosian antithesis to achieve a very effective
climax to his treatment of the meeting with Gabriel: in Ambrose on the
other hand the contrast stands in the middle of the account. At the same
time J. has taken considerable care to improve the stylistic finesse of
the material he has borrowed. Whereas Ambrose had been content with
a rather bald parallelism (peregrinata est_in viro quae non est
peregrinata in angelo), ). substitutes two different verbs with very
elegant homoeoprophoron (formidarat ... fabulatur). They occur in two
clauses of increasing length that are marked by subtle variatio'® and
conclude with a choice clausula (for the cretic tribrach cf. Herron, pp.

With marvellous economy J. has contrived to present
picturesque vignette of very great charm.

Mary’s ‘conversation’ with the angel consisted of Lk. 1,34 and 1,38.
Ambrose wrote later in of. 1,18,69 that Mary wanted information
about her mode of conception, not a chat (uf qualitatem effectus
discerer, non ut sermonem referrer); here the wording is
intended as a criticism of the present passage of J.'s Libellus. Mary’s
succinctness struck (Ps.)-Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg. 3,5.2 cum
angelo paucissimis conlocuta verbis. On the other hand Hesychius of

Lis

f Bardenhewer (1905). p. 104, n. 1. Ni 176, Duval
Rty P.104.n 1. Niessen, p. 108, n. 2; Simon, 1, p.
wo

plinAebions \’h»:f-/ouudamm I occn o

0 fts clause. While it

R et le the first verb has u direct obyect, & prepos!
Cf Ertamus, | fo. 61° *“Cum angelo fabulatur”: venusie usus est verbo familiai




COMMENTARY ON CHAPTER 38
e
Jerusalem,

serm. (Aubineau [1978)) ¢
conversation. while Proclus of Conganiyr
theological stichomythia. e
potes et tu esse mater domini, i
opening_observation about M
Athanasius: (antae extiit puriatis ut
14). Since the two statements clearly be
inevitably shows up the itervening limg.::!g::{e:wsf
clever intrusion they are. ¢ Vit a5 the
“The assertion that Eustochium herself
taken by Gritzmacher, I, p. 256,
contributions to the debate about virginity

pictures 2 longer
(or. 6.11) invenss

th this assurance J.
i retums to the
Wwhich he had derived from
mater esse domini mereretur ()

can be mother ofthe Lard was
be one of 175 few original
“The idea can however be

formulation as we find in J.: yuvai veiete, iva 5
yévnobe untépeg (or. 38,1)." This o;mw seem to hﬁlm
delivered on Christmas day 380 (cf. Bemardi, p. 204). Since J. was in
Constantinople at the time, he will have heard it in person.

At Mt. 1249 Christ points to his disciples and says: *Behold my
mother ...." (J. quotes the text in 1. 7 below). In the next verse Christ
explains that his mother is anyone who does the wil of his father,
Already Origen had referred this text to every virgin soul (f. in M.
281). while at comm. in Rom. 4,6 p. 983° he had made 2 sufficient
purity of mind, body and action the qualification for ths begettng of
Christ; there he had cited not only M. 12,49 butalso Gal. 4,19 (‘whom
1 travail in birth again until Christ be formed in you'). In 401 Augustine:
applies the Mt. text to the virgin herself (virg. 5.5).”

‘The idea of giving birth to Christ could also exist independently of
this Mt. passage. Methodius had already affirmed Christ's conceptual
birth in everyone at symp. 88,191. At the end of the fourth century
Bachiarius reserves the begetting of Christ to the virgin (epist. 2 p-
298,5 solis Christum parere virginibus licet, ib. Gal. 4,19). According
1o (Ps.)-Macarius of Egypt, hom. yp. [l (Klostermann-Berthold) 26,2
(CR) the virgin should carry Christ in her heart as Mary did in "‘;
‘womb; like J. (11, 4fF) this writer also cites Is. 26,18. In 371 Gregory o
Nyssa had said that what happened physically to Mary recurs “;;';‘""
virgin soul (virg. 2.2), while Ambrose declares at v, JC0
such souls give birth to Christ spiritually. Finally *Eusebius

" aptly s
amesing <ot by Norden, p. 661 Such Kdpuatm e of couse et Iy
e s o ouseles u Augustine, e TR
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(hom. 1.8) urges his hearers to conceive Christ by faith ang beger
by confession. ) im
J. himself repeats this idea on a number of occasions, A¢
1249 1. 647 he states that Christ identifies as his mother thoge
daiy beget him in the minds of believers. On the other hand iy gy
65,13 it is the virgin who is said to beget the godhead, Mﬂ:e
surprisingly Pammachius is told to give Jesus his breasts to sucy s
epis. 66,102 (in allusion 1o Cant. 7,12). Tropologically the divig
word is bom of the virgin soul atin Am. 9,6 . 191, while at in Gl 415
p. 3817 it s said 0 be reared as well. According o ract. in psaim, {
108 1. 192 we t0o can give birth to Christ; cf. p. 155 L 164 (in the heay;
both passages may be translations from Origen). g
384
accipe 1ibi tomum magnum, novum et scribe in eo stilo hominis
velociter spolia detrahentls. ). again combines scripture (Is. 8,1) with
a striking second-hand formulation (cf. previous n.). The inital
imperative (accipe ...) is particularly arresting; J. begins the Libellus
with the same technique (audi, filia ..; Ps. 44,11). Here the text
introduces an extravagant passage in which J. proceeds to describe how
the virgin can in fact become ‘mother of the Lord’; in characterisic
fashion the account consists largely of biblical citation. At in /s. 33,1 1
refers this text to the virgin birth (1. 24) and tropologically to the virgin
soul's conception of God's word, which takes spoil from hostile
powers (I 67). Shortly before the appearance of the Libellus
Epiphanius of Salamis had identified the fomus as the Virgin's womb
(haer. 30,30,6T). According to Epiphanius it was so called to signify
severance (téuvewv) from intercourse; for the same reason it is also
described as ‘new’. Epiphanius explained further that ‘a man's pen’ i
used because Christ himself was a man. J. cites the verse again at episl
6513 (on Ps. 44,2 calamus scribae velociter scribentis) and in Is.
17.624 1. 21. Elsewhere it is rather rare; cf. Allenbach. At the
annunciation Mary is greeted as 6 xauvdg xata ‘Hoaiav 16H05
Véas ovrypasys in Theodotus of Ancyra, hom. BVM ef Sym. 3. In the
present passage J. appears to have made his own modification to the
end of the quotation (detrahentis; LXX ypagidt avBpurov Tob 06éas
TpovouR notfioan ...). The change is perhaps due to the influence of
Ps.44.2 (quoted above); the two texts are combined in epis. 65.,7-
cum accesseris ad prophetissam et conceperis in utero et pepereris
flllum. 3. continues his description of Ih:’\,«?rgin's ..mm.oﬁé’im N
paraphrase of Is. 8,3 xal rpooTiMBov mpdc thv mpodfmy, X0 £V TAOTPL
iz;zv xoi étexev vidv. Fremantle, p. 39, complains that here the
accesseris ad issam are ‘meaningless’ (J. should have

in Ma
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0
substituted “prophet” for “prophetess

identifies the prophetissa ofthis tet e e s 1 1 380 L a2 1

s the Holy Spirit; he also notes (1.

mﬂn\l; 78,16,5; 79,
(both of these passages apply the text 1o 1 78,165 79,62
Alexandria, hom. pasch. 17,3, Ps.Bag, l;,(;_?o:'(l’nmL Cyril of
her through knowledge). approaches.
In the present passage J. may conceivably have Elizabet i

The annunciation has just been described (p. 303 15 ind.
account it is followed immediately by‘pMir;‘I:vw o Ei
Moreover J. has just used the phrase mater domini (1, 1; Elpgber,

applies the same words to Mary in Lk, 1,43, Origen had tw

to Elizabeth as rpogiiai in connection with the im.":‘.;i',iﬁff,'fm
Le. 1,46 and Jo. 649255); cf. 1 own comment at epis. 65,1.5
(Helisabet utero prophetat et voce). Such an allusion here would
certainly suit J.'s vivacious imagination. On the other hand it is rue
that J. does take over portions of scripture which do not ftthe context,
ef. n. on posita base ... at 6,3.

a timore tuo, domine, concepimus et doluimus et peperims; spiritum
salvationis tuae feclmus super terram. 1s. 26,18 had occumed in
Athanasius, Letter 1o Virgins (Lefort [1955]), p. 56, |. 8: there the
reference it had been given was to virginity. Duval (1975) pp. 4I0L.
detects an_elliptical application of the same exegesis i i

in Methodius,
Symp. 7,4,158¢. and suggests that it could go back to Origen. One might
add that the text is again put into the mouth of the virgin at (Ps)-
Macarius of Egypt, hom. typ. I (Klostermann-Berthold) 28.2 (CR)."
‘The wording in Athanasius differs somewhat from J's in the present
passage. Nonetheless since in this ch. J. s heavily dependent on the
Letter 1o Virgins, it is not unlikely that Athanasius has had some
influence on 1. use of Is. 26,18 here. Whereas however in Athanasius
the offspring of this pregnancy had been simply ‘des pensées justes’ (p-
6. 1. 12). J. applies the text with typical extravagance o the virgin's
own metaphorical begetting of Christ

3. himself quolesslhis verse on no fewer than fourten subsequent
occasions. At in Is. 8.26.17 1. 12 J. makes the offring ot 6%t 7
flesh but spirit: it is God's word tha is conceived (1 31 cf. Orgery
hom. in Ex, 103 p. 248,10; comm. ser. in Mi. 43 p- 872). At B
4,19 p. 386" J. adds Mt. 12,50 (cf. I. 7). The text denotes

* 1t also occurs in Augustne, v, 3839
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procreation of the saviour attract. in psalm. 1p. 117 1, 254 (et o
hom. in Lev. 12.7 p. 46624 and 28). On the other hand it is gor S
following gloss at in eccles. 3,2 1. 13: perfecto viro partus o -2
(imore natus est, cum deum amare coeperit, moritur. qui e

ecce mater mea et fratres mel. Christ’s statement in Mt 12,49

a very effective climax to 1.'s description of the virgin's bezen":.:‘:,}
Christ: in paricular it echoes the semtence which introduced oy,

account (potes ef u esse mater domini; p. 203,19). However the secon
half of the text (et fratres mei) is srictly irrelevant here.

quem in latisudine pectoris wi paulo ante descripseras. Waying
shown how Eustochium can be Christ's mother, J. now describes how
she then becomes his bride; again the description consists chiefly of
scripture. At the same time J. achieves a high level of literary antistry in
this sentence, which is marked by a twofold asyndetic anaphora (guem

quem; postquam ... postquam), by parison (in latitudine pectoris ..
in novitate cordis) with lexical variatio (pectoris / cordis), and by an
cpiphoric disiunctio with homoeoteleuton (descripseras ... signa-
veras),"* which in conjunction with the anaphora of quem generates s
form of complexio.

1. had opened his account of the virgin's motherhood with . 81
(accipe tibi tomum mognum, novum et scribe in eo stilo hominis
velociter spolia detrahentis): J. now exploits this image in his own
bizarre and picturesque fashion by making the virgin inscribe Christ in
her heart. For J.'s wording Hilberg compared 3 Reg. 4,29 dedit quoque
deus sapientiam Salomoni el prudentiam multam nimis et latitudinem
cordis (LXX 59 yina xopdiag). However Fremantle, p. 39, had
already identified the source correctly as Prov. 7,3 (so Vaccari {1920}
p. 389) éxiypayov 8 éni 1 rhdtog Tig xapbiag dov; cf. also 33 (in
parte codd) and 22,20, For the idea itself J. would seem to be indebted
to Origen, who had rephrased Mary's words after the annunciation
(‘Behold the handmaid of the Lord") as miva eipi ypagouevos (f. in
Le. 28). Origen’s very striking formulation appears in fact to have

larity;

enjoyed a certain popularity; it is also copied in the fifth century by

Antipater of Bostra (anmunt, 11).
quem In novitate cordis stilo volante signaveras. In novitate cordis
perhaps echoes Rom. 6,4 in novilate vitae. Stilo volante would seem 10
be due to Is. 8,1 (cited in the form stilo hominis velociter spolid
detrahentis in 1. 2) and Ps. 44,2 (calamus scribae velociter scribentis):

" There 8 uther homoeseleutcclement i the phrses o anie d il Yoo
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m
the two texts are combined in ¢

ist
stlus was used particularly in ucﬁ;g,.f,hs‘; AmS, p. 33, notes that the

postquam spolia ex hostibus ceperit,
allusion 1o 1s. 8,3, xitecoy 16 gurag 1, OIS & evidently an

. " rra Aauaoxol xai @ oxi)
Eapopeias évavni faoiréus ‘Asoupi ot W oxlla
quoted in L. 3. above. At n 5, 3411 30 Pv:lflpmm o83
puting a stop to the Devi's . In it 03 e
sequence employed here: the baby Jesus whom pany.

grows up quickly and lootsthe enemy in him, Puonachivs b g
postquam denudaverit principatus et potestates et adf

. inverts the order of Col. 2,14-15 inarder (0 sceomenn e Lok
the foregoing (cf. previous n). e
conceptus adolescit, This compendious  phvase s repea
Ambrose, /saac 6,53. prrse s repated by
sponsam te incipit habere de matre. 1t s noted at Ps-Epiphaniv
hom. S p. 489° that the Virgin Mary was viyign opod w?ﬂ.ms
Here J. puts the idea in a very striking form. A parallel conceit had
occurred already in Origen, Ps. 18,6 1| dyia 7apévos ... vuudiov
Eoyev ... Tov Tuktduevov. It is repeated by Ps.-Chrysostom, anmunt. et
Ar. p. 766 £Xpeg vipsiov ... vidv.

A similar transformation to the one described in the present passage
had concluded the opening ch.: nigra ... dealbata, It is noteworthy that
both are introduced by the phrase mirum in modum (1. 8 above and p.
145,13). With the mention of sponsa J. now retums after & very
picturesque digression to the theme of the virgin.

386
grandis labor, sed grande praemium. ). rounds off the ch. with a
plethora of impressive topoi, The argument employed here is

in epist. 125,20,5 durum, grande, diffcile, sed magna sunt praemia.
1.°s wording in the present passage would seem to be imitated by Ps.-
Sulpicius Severus, epist. 2,2 magnus quidem est pudicitiae labor, sed
maius.est praemium. Hritz, p. 88, notes the striking parison which
marks the second half of J.'s sentence (esse, quod martyras, esse qul:d
apostolos, esse, quod Christus est); he might -_ltso a:'" n:l::;rcd“:
equally impressive aveeicayri (cf. [¢.8.] Aquila Romenus, ket 14,
zz.la) which distinguishes the firt half (grandis labor, sed grande
praemium).

esse, quod martyras. It is 8
‘martyrdom. J. does so explicit

iy and
t is & commonplace to equate ViTginiy
plicitly in viia Malchi § habet ei servata
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A

lcita suum martyrium; he employs exactly the same form.
‘.’:.,. in epis. 130.53. The idea is also found in Methodigg. "
751156 (he virgin's martyrdom lasts a ifetme): s.Cyprign, oo
(carnem peccatirevincens martyrium celebrare non desiit, Aty
inpsalm. 118 serm. 2047 (temerandam mentis et corporis d

" <astimonigy,
non putasti:_martyr es Christ; Ps.-Chrysostom, Thecl. p, 145
Caesarius of Arles, serm. 41,1 (ibidinem fugere ... pars magy.

i e 214,1 2152, Monks are manyrs a iract. in psaim. 1 .
245 1. 164; cf. Ps.-Athanasius, doct. mon. p. 1424, Similarly the desey
s said to be full of virgins, monks and martyrs at Chrysostom, hom iy
Mr. 8.4 and hom. in Rom. 13.7. J. makes the Egyptian confessors
“martyrs by intent” in epist. 32,1 (cf. Basil, hom. 19,1 péprg i
‘poaiptoey). Martyrdom of conscience is described at Athanasius, v,
Anton. 47 and Rufinus, Basil. hom. praef. (adversum libidinem per
virginitatem ... indesinenti conscientiae suae martyrio coronatus). J,
asserts that the ascetic endures daily martyrdom in epist. 3,53; cf.
14,4,1; 108,31,1 (non solum effusio sanguinis in confessione reputatur,
sed devotae quogue mentis servitus cotidianum martyrium est). A
correspondent’s household is said to abound in martyrs at epist. 7.6,2.
For the ending -as cf. TLL VIl 41640fF. The language of
martyrdom recurs in 39,3 (sanguis sanguine compensatur ..., it was
also used to describe J.’s dream in ch. 30. On the themes of virginity
and martyrdom in J.'s epist. 24 cf. Recchia.
esse, quod apostolos. ). speaks of “being like the apostles’ with
unusual frequency. He asserts at epist. 119,7,11 that those who live in
Christ resemble them. In particular this is the case with the monk:
monachi_apostolorum imitatores sunt (tract. p. 505 1. 83). At epist
57,12,4 J. insists that people who say they copy the apostles must show
it; according to in Mich. 2.9 1. 316 not only the apostles® words but also
their virtue and self-control should be our model. J. goes out of his way
10 add imitation of the apostles to his source at hom. Orig. in Luc. 37p.
212,6 (Origen himself had required it at hom. in Jer. 14,14 [GCS 6}; ¢t
hom. in Is. 6,1 p. 270,7). Such imitation forms part of a tricolon similar
o the present one at epist. 66,8,2 (cf. next n.).
1f . evinces an uncommon enthusiasm for imitatio apostolorum, the
an be shown to occur sporadically in other Fathers as well. Again
it is the monk who emulates apostolic zeal in Chrysostom, hom. in M-
:3‘ ;:a exp. mdi" Ps. 1402 the same author says the apostles should be
enemies not cursed). Those who become monks imitate
them closely according to Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 1232 (cf. 2,49; 2.57).
while Historia monachorum (1,20) notes that the apostles are read in
church and ought to be copied. Ps.-Augustine, reg, Il 4 makes an
apostolic life our aim: in his view it is achieved through communist.
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m

‘The ascetic Syncletica is said to haye Jeg i

] such
5. Symel. 20, Ascetics also load - Epi‘p::::;‘!ﬁ;:lhnmms,
(rorakuenot Kl dmootokkoy fiow pros . haer. 61,43
called “mirror of the apostics’ by tony himself iy
(Aubineau (1978]) 8,1. For the oriui s
of, Frank (1971). erigins ofthe idea of the ‘apostlic e+

quae quidem universa tunc prosunt, ci
proceeds o stress the mportance of mho:ox‘; :;‘ﬁ"vh’;ﬁ"ﬁ
present sentence is imitaled by Ps-lerome, eps. 149 p. 206 quiy
tunc omnia prosunt cum in unitat ecclesae . peragunt, iy paq
already pointed out that chastity and fusing do not advance hojmecs
except in Christ (in psalm. 14,8); he had also pronounced the heretics
austerity futile (ib. 64,3). The same view is expressed later
Augustine. in euang. Ioh. 13,15 nikil prodes ists (sc. haereticisy
servare virginitatem, habere continentiam ... omnia ila quae laudantur
in ecclesia, nihil ills prosunt. On the present passage Deléani,p. 76, n.
49, compares Cyprian, unit. eccl, 14 esse martyr non potest qui in
ecclesia non est;there is an echo of this work below (cF. n. on Christum
mentitur antichristus at 38,7),
in una domo pascha celebramus. Having made his point quite
clearly in the opening words of this sentence (cf. previous n.), J. now
festates it thrice by employing three commonplaces of scriptural
exegesis. This characteristic display of second-hand erudition is highly
impressive. The effect is further enhanced by the formal artisry of the
sentence: two clauses introduced by cum are matched by two that begin
with si, while both pairs follow Behaghel's law. ]
In the present passage Hilberg fails to identify Exod. 12,46 a5 1's
source, although the text had already been adduced by Fremantle, p. 39.
J. again makes the “one house”ofte Pasover ymbolize he chuch at
epist. 15,1 (ib. Noah's ark) and fract. . $36 1. 16 (. Rahaband the
ark). The same interpretation had been given by Origen, sel in Ex.
12.46; Cyprian, epist. 69,4,1; unit. eccl. 8; cf. also PsChrysostom,
pasch. 4p. T31.
1 arcam Ingredimur cum Noe. 15 use of thewk 8 a synbol of be
™ i i, p. 69 (add epist. 15,2,1; adv lovin. 222
church is discussed by Bodin, p. <!

: in poalm. 11 p. 433 1. 114). Bodin, ib, n.
iract.p. 545 1.21; f. rac, i pealm. 1 p. 4331 o, pit.
refers to Hurter; to the latter’s examples can b 2.5, in Matth
74,11,3; 75,15.2; Hilary, myst. 1,13; Chromatus, serm. 2.5

7,
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A.10; Gregory Nazianzen, or. 18,17; Paulinus of Nols, epigr.
ot in Lt 292 off. 1,18,78; Gregory of Elvira, de e ff",,&;
Origen (= Gregory of Elvira), rract. 12.22; Ps.-Epiphanius, hom 3.
525 Augustine, ¢. adv. leg. 1.2145; divers. quaest. 58.2, el
Toh, 6.19: pece. mer. 210,12; ¢. Secundin. 23; Nilus of Anc
1.84; Collectio Ariana, c. lud. 1,3; Eucherius, form. 9 p. 51,20, ¢f, d’;
the literature cited by Clarke, IV. p. 180,n. I1.
5 pereunte Hiericho Rasb iustificata nos continet. For 15 yse
Rahab as 8 type of the church cf. Bodin, pp. 841T. who also refers
84, n. 77) to Hummelauer, pp. | 18, and Daniclou (1949). In addiiy
1o the passages which they adduce cf. Ps.-Chrysostom (= Hesychius of
Jerusalem), hom. in Ps. 86,4 (Pad 81 Thv nopveiav § g éovin
éxxhngia); op. imperf. in Matth. 1 p. 618 (a detailed interpretatony
Evagrius Gallicus, alterc. p. 35,6; Theodoret of Cyrrhus, qu. in Jos. 2.
For ustficata Fremantle, p. 39, compares Jas. 225 (so Souer
(1912], p. 150) Rahab meretrix nonne ex operibus ustficaia est. 15
continet i aptly chosen: cf. Origen, om. in Jos. 3.4 p. 304,27 (Raab
nterpretatur latitudo. quae ... est latitudo, nisi ecclesia haec Chrisi?
sta ergo est latitudo, quae suscepil exploratores fesu); sel. in Jos
2.1; Ps.-Chrysostom, op. imperf. in Matth. 1 p. 618.
387
quales apud diversas hereses et quales apud inpurissimum
Manicheum esse dicuntur. ). now begins an atiack on herctcal
virgins. In connection with such virgins Chrysostom refers specifically
at virg. 3 to Marcion, Valentinus and Manes. J.'s phrascology in the
present passage would seem to reflect a general tendency to distinguish
Manicheans from other heretics in this period; cf. Adkin (1993]). The
is discussed by Opelt (1980), pp. 144f. and 239, where
is alone in calling the Manicheans “filthy and tha
his choice of language s due to the unique virulence of his polemical
styl. It can however be shown that here J. is merely availing himselfof
a cliché: the Manichean was regularly characterized as “flthy'; <f.
Adkin (1992¢). For the collective singular (Manicheum) which J
employs here cf. Mohrmann (1946), p. 953.
scorta suni_aestimanda, non virgines. Chrysostom had recently
opened his De virginilale by denying that there was such a thing a &
heretical “virgin' (1,1; cf. exp. in Ps. 4d,12): such people are unfuithfl
to their divine spouse and think marriage bad. Later in the same trestise
(virg. 5.1) he had pronounced the chastity of heretics ‘worse than any
wantonness’: the latter involved only men, whereas the heretics
conduct was an affont to God himself. Elsewhere (hom. in Phl. 23)
rysostom asserts that heretical virgins should be punished ‘like
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s
fomicators’, because they def
e God's crea
worthlessness of heretical virgini iod's creation,

The ide
Iy is also found in oﬂ:e:.r:;::

virgin who subsequently marries,
It would seem that J.'s atack il virgi
oteen by e 0 Pl i b s e
Chrysostom's De virginitate (chs. 1-8) there sno exame e
passage in any earlier treatise on virginity. It is nmewo:h nu.. “;mh'
abridged Chrysostom’s treatment considerably (for a1 e
instance of Hieronymian ‘compression’ . . on span """
at 253 above); unlike Chrysostom, 1. has s packed o
discussion of the subject with aresing formalationsthat have boen ap.
propriated from a variety of other writers (cf. nn. on guomodo possup
honorare ... to turpitudinem vitae .. below). It is also significant that
neither Chrysostom nor anyone else matches the grossness with which
1. opens the attack: scoria sunt aestimanda. A more vitiolic anithesis
10 the adjacent virgines is inconceivable.
si enim corporis earum auctor est diabolus. The Manichean thought
his body the work of the Devil; f. Filaster 61,3 (Manichei .. corpus
a diabolo factum arbirrantur; the soul on the other hand is from God
ib. 61,2]); Ambrose, fid. 2,13,119; off 1.25,117 (qui dici diabolo, ut
Manichaeus: auctor meus es tw). In Augustine, c. Faust. 20,15 the
Manichean reproaches the Catholic for describing the artifact of
demons as God's temple.
quomodo possunt honorare plasticam hostis sul. The sentence
provides a good example of 1.’ rather asthmatic ‘dialectic”.' The same
point had already been made by Basil in a work against the Manicheans
that has not survived; the fragment in question is however peserved by
Augustine at c. fulian. 1,5,17. Here Basil expresses himself with 2
fullness and subtlety which contrast markedly with the compression of
1.'s superficial but striking treatment, It is therefore instructive to cite
Basil’s argument in its entirety: si castitas virtus esi, corpus vero
substantialiter malum essel, impossibil eral castim corpus inveni
quia corpus turpitudinis virtutis non fieret corpus; cum atem
sanctificatur, virtutis eficitur, et ita communical virtus corpori

ikl virle
1 CL.Js crtiism of Ambrose n Dicy. i proef. bl b dlcicm vl

e ey 15 wareness of thshorcomingsof s own detc] .
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corpusque viruti, per quam et templum efficitur dei. unge ;
m,,, fornicationis _essel, impossibile utique erar cn.rmm.,

orporibus inveniri: tumque demum naturae  corporum pesmy "
roofum substantiale deputare. si vero usque e cory poris mo

erunt tantoque. horore.decoratum et ac tale ingumpey

pudicitae suscepit. ut domus sui factoris esse merererur e o
thalamus /i de, ut venientes pater et filius habitationem corpoy.
eligere dignarentur, quomodo non exsecrabilis et ridendus Manichgy
sermo convincitur?

). argues at adv. lovin. 2,6 that Catholic ascetics honour the
creator, who accordingly approves of their chastity and fasting: on thy
other hand this is e case with Marcion, Tatian and the ohey
heretics whose asceticism constitutes an atack on the creatar’s work
(ib. 2,16). Similarly Origen had maintained at comm. in 1 Cor. 37 thy
Marcionites practise continence in ofder 1o thwart their maker, whereas.
in the church it is done to please him.

Plastica had been used to denote God's creation in Tertullan,
fem. 221,43, 2.5 1. 8; spect. 18 p. 20,5; Cyprian, hab. virg. 15. The
form plastice goes back to Pliny, nat. 34.35. Cf. Hoppe, p. 44.
sciunt virginale vocabulum gloriosum. On the ‘glorious name of
virgin' cf. Basil of Ancyra, virg. 28: Gregory of Nyssa, virg. | (éxe1
[sc. h mapBevia] tov npénovia Enaivov and tig mpoomyopios Ty
‘avvovouaCopévig avr). CF. also 13,5 (sub virginali nomine) and 38,2
(habeat sibi gloriam suam) above. ).'s vocabulum was perhaps
suggested by Cyprian, unit. eccl. 3 (cited in next n. but one); in
conjunction with virginale it creates an impressive allteration.
sub ovium pellibus lupos tegunt. Here commentators (¢.g. Mierow-
Lawler, p. 246, n. 346; Baer [1983), p. 82, n. 2) merely compare ML
7,15 adiendite a falsis prophetis. qui veniunt ad vos i vestimentis
ovium: intrinsecus autem sunt lupi rapaces. However exactly the same
sikingly concise formulation which J. uses here had already occured

in Lactantius, inst. 5323 voluit lupum sub ovis pelle celare. The
closeness of the phraseology might seem to suggest direct

on 3.'s pan." Similar wording is found later in Chrysostom, hom. in

1 may b noted futher th friend be,
G A o ey Nscn (. 14 cals s by 8 ek

the nstiunones AN

same sect

ence <f Dl o b 3559 e s
sty cxalbed ok e 0
Cacintio, 1 M::y‘:’n:- was substantall W

verbatio debs

pur WJ‘I (or wdditional meen
«
Pemn'y ,
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m

Gen. 2.3 (xpimroveuy év .

Gen. 74 of. the P:.-cr.ryg;:,':f 708 mpoBaton Ty hixov); serm,
’ \C 0p- imperf. in Matth. 19 p, 739 “
it 147,113 1. has sy pons

Vestitu ovium lupus latiat, ' Is copying Cyprian, ze. 12 su

Christum mentitur antichrists, Tris v

seem 10 be an adaptation of Cyprian

vofcabrula Christi (mentiuntur occurs th

reference is to heretics. J. imi o' - Asin 1,

o 33 1285 D. s prsons ot metarise more ey o i

haeretici)® On the other hand at in Am 5.5 1 gge s (6

slight modifiation the wording of the Ll Chrer

antichristus ™ Significamly J. would  appear .h";:"" e

;zpr:wizing d'hfs flashy Cyprianic phrase; it is also :hlncu:l;':: i

should redeploy it on a number of i
Libellus this phrase merely makes pr:c.z:fy“ ::s;uMn:mva“ e
immediately antecedent phrase: it is therefore noteworthy .m' ; ":;
have felt obliged to plagiaize from two iffernt auhors n order (0
make the not very remarkable point in question (cf. previous )

In the present passage J. has improved his source stylsially:
Cyprian's rather diffuse formulation (adserentes .. antichristum sub
vocabulo Christi) is condensed o a very taut three-word unit
(Christum mentitur antichristus). Here the participe of th original has
been replaced by a finite verb, which s in tum enclosed by a subject
and object that reproduce the Cyprianic adnominario, while at the same
time heightening the effect considerably through their unclutered
concision. J. has also reversed the order of Cyprian's antithesis,so that
amichristus now comes after Christus. This arangement produces 2
tricolon crescens in which each component has one syllable more than
the preceding; in addition the clement which creates the adrominatio
(christu-) now occupies the very beginning and end of the clause (o
generate a polyplotic reddiio. The result of all these modificaions is
an extremely impressive formulation indeed.

ery amesting phrase would
uniteccl. 3 antichristum sub

" Recogaison of the Cyprinic origin of thesc words makes it posiblc
rancion of them by Duval (1985). pp. 267 “pour prte  Chrt e propts e
¥ Antichrist pretaion marks his commertary on s pEsege
34,0 7).

o “}'s commentary on Jonsh: herc
meaning i the S s seme of entrt . 7LL VIL 7I917T)
by citstion

e g . oo o1 Cor Il o
et

ansfigurat
the antithesisin Cyprisn.
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pitudinem vitae falso mominls honore convestiunt. 3, o

:‘ same point for the third consecutive time; as on the nw::,f,'f““
occasions. he again has recourse (0 second-hand phrascology in grge
t0.d0 50 (cf. preceding 2 nn.). Exactly the same antithesis between
Manicheans’ veneer of sanctity and their disgusting manner of i pgg
opened Ambrosiaster's recent excursus on the Sect at i 2 Tim, 39,1
sanctimonium defendunt (sc. Manichei) et .. turpiter vivunt ¢f
addition Ps.-Augustine (= Ambrosiaster), quaest. test. 127,18 (sane;
monium enim profitentes latenter inmunditiae studetis; also of thy
Manicheans). Again J. achieves a more striking formulation: instead of
the two clauses of Ambrosiaster's commentary the Libellus employs
just one, while it also prefers the concision of a nominal form of
expression (wrpitudinem vitae) to Ambrosiaster’s verb and adverh
(turpiter vivunt). Finally J.'s falso nominis honore picks up virginale
vocabulum gloriosum in II. 3€.

‘gaude, soror, gaude, filia, gaude, mi virgo. The isocolon is noted by
Hritzu, p. 86, who fails to add that Behaghel's law is also observed. J's
asyndetically anaphoric injunction forms an impressive conclusion to
the ch., while at the same time enabling it to end on a personal note
after the virulent attack on heretics. J. employs a similar formulation at
wract. in Marc. p. 357,12 gaude monache, gaude qui in deserto
versaris: quod in templo non invenitur, invenitur foras (cf. quod aliae
simulant, tu vere esse coepisti. which forms the sequel in the present

passage).

For the string of titles cf. 26.1. Soror is again used in address at
epist. 114 117,213 117,8,1. Tertullian had employed it in cult. fem.
L1L5; 2.1 1 2; monog. 10,3; virg. vel. 16,4 (oro te, sive mater, sive
soror, sive filia virgo, secundum annorum nomina dixerim). Soror is
again combined with filia by Ps.-Paulinus of Nola, epist. app. 12
(venerabilis soror et benedicta filia), Ruricius, epist. 2,15; (Ps)
Caesarius of Arles, epist. ad virg. 3,2,1 (o virgo Christi, soror ac filia).
quod allae simulant. ). repeatedly asserts that the heretic's chastity
is a sham: epist. 49,8,2 (simulatae pudicitiae); in Os. 7,13 1. 354;9,101.
270 (difficile est .. haereticum reperire, qui diligat castitatem; non
quod eam praeferre desistat in labiis, sed quod non servet in

 For ). larity
» O the Libelhus of Vogels, pp. 16(F
Here defendere has the

Of ‘vindicare, mserere” (for this meaning of the verd ¢
adyacent ‘Ambros

o I, o s
quos consiat colere ei alrud ert, alud intus gerere o fors
Lo On Manichen oo cf o Fiter 61 (nfarae oM
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conscientia aliud foquens e alud faciensy, n Am. !
8,111.3215in Matth. 7,15 1. 948; 19,12 1, 812; cf. :ifn‘ :ln.l:lz;l:flnlh}
1"'595. Outside J. the same assrtion is found only occasionally:
ambrose, Noe 14,49 (multi sunt haeretcorum, qui practendere voluni
Zorporis continentiam, ut adsertioni suae fidem testimonio sobriae
Cormis adquirant). Augustine, mor. eccl. 1.2 (vitae castae et memo-
Cabilis continentiae imaginem pracferunt {sc. Manichaeil) cf. con.
612 (amans in Manichatis ostenitionem conineniae (sc. Alypius]
erat autem illa ... adumbratae simulataeque virtutis). In the Libeltus
1. has denounced imposture at 13,5; 14,2; 15,1, 28,2, 29.4.
1w vere esse coepisti. ). adroitly inserts an ing compliment
before he proceeds to stress the difficulty of the virgi's caling in the
next ch.




Chapter 39

1. stars o round offthe Libellus. He acknowledges that the regimen b
has described is not easy. The difficulties it entails can however by
overcome if the virgin really loves Christ. Since morcover Chry
Suffered for us, it is appropriate that we should endure tribulation iy
retum. Scriptural evidence is then adduced to show that the saints haye
always had o bear ordeals. J. concludes by observing that such brief
suffering is amply compensated by the perpetuity of the reward.

391

haec omnia, quae digessimus, dura videbuntur i, qui non amat
Christum. The theme of the love of Christ is dealt with almost
exclusively by means of scriptural citation. It is picked up again at the
beginning of the next ch.; it also concludes the work (p. 211,2fF). Here
the reference to hardness (dura) is apt, since Eustochium has twice
been described as accustomed to a life of ease (11,1 31.3).

qui autem omnem saeculi pompam pro purgamento habuerit
Klostermann (1911), p. 194, compares Phil. 3,8 omnia detrimentum feci
et arbitror ut stercora. J. quotes the verse a further eight times. In four
of them he uses stercus, while purgamentum recurs in three. The verse
continues with the clause ur Christum lucri faciam; J. reproduces these
words in Il. 10f. (u Christum lucrifaciat).' The phrase saeculi pompa is
repeated at in eccles. 1,1 1.24.

vana duxerit universa sub sole. Klostermann (1911), p. 194, refers 1o
Eccles. 1,14 vidi quae fiunt cuncta sub sole et ecce universa vanitas (cf.
als0 2,17 videntem mala esse universa sub sole et cuncta vanitatem).
qui conmortuus est domino suo et conresurrexit.  Hilberg compares
2 Tim. 2,11 (nam si conmortui sumus, et convivemus) and Col. 3.1
igitur i conresurrexistis Christo, quae sursum sunt quaerite).
However neither of these texts comes at all close to what J. actuslly
says. A passage of Ambrose’s De virginitate on the other hand provides
an exact parallel: commoriare cum Christo et cum Christo resurgas
(13,82). The wording is made especially memorable by the very
striking chiastic anadiplosis. The context is the same as in J.: here
Ambrose s referring to love of Christ and hatred of the world:

" On pro purgamento Klostermann (1911), p. 194, also compares | Cor. 4,13 tamquam
iowever J.'s u Ch aciat shows !

70 purgamento comes from Pl 3.8
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ELl)

Moreover the Ambrosian passage occurs immed:
the Stichwrter *door” and “window s v::':::"“ly after the play on
26 ch. It would seem therefore that J. s indebgeg 1o, NPiTd L's
for his amesting phraseology here as well, While o, 2 "VBinie
mannered anadiplosis, he inserts a discree assonayer " 1 AT
uses the same fommulation again some cightyegs jug o ) -
Luc. 14 p. 83,15 commortui sums ey Aom. Orig.in
resurreximus resurgenti. Here 3. has supplemented
a twofold derivatio (commortui - oy
surgent). Significanly 1. has added this vry s mrerim

wgonth. Snifcantly . b i ing formulaion 1o
his original: Origen de o mention at all of ‘resuection’ b
had simply said cuvareBdvopev aie anodvioxovt o
crucifixit carnem cum viiis et centis. . cite
only one further occasion (adb: fovin, | 38) s Gal. 32400
libere proclamabit. ). repeats the phrase at in Eph. 2,10 p. 471* and
inZach. prol. 1. 11.
quis nos separabit a caritate Christi? ). tums Paul's subjective
genitive into an objecive one. He cites Rom. 8.35 anothr haf dozen
times, on three of which it is linked, as here, to v. 38. This combination
was common; cf. Origen, hom. in Num. 26,2 p. 245,19; comm. in Mt
13,29 p. 260,23; 14,17 p. 326,31; comm. ser. in Mt. 4 p. 8,27, comm. in
Rom. 5,10 p. 1053° Tertullian, scorp. 13 p. 175.5; Hilary, in psalm.
65,24; Eusebius of Cacsarea, Ps. 65,14; 90,3; Augustine, in palm.
7,14; Chrysostom, compunct. 1,8; Mark the Hermit, opusc. 4 p. 1005
Rom. 8,35 had been included in Cyprian's restimonia (3,18 dilectioni

Christi nibil pracponendumy, cf. For. .

re-
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dei fillus pro nostra salute hominis factus est ilius. The description
of divine love in Rom. 8,39 (... a caritate dei, quae est in Christo lesu
domino nostro; Il. 2f) leads to an extended account of Christ's
suffering on behalf of humankind. Such graphic catalogues of the
tages of Christ's abasement at his incarmation are found on 8 number
of occasions in Tertullian, who employs them as part of‘huw pol ;::c
against heretical views of an inc Chrs carn ¢ b M
421 p. 49024; patient. 26T (the final pasage is  deriorsntls B
the divine patientia). They had also oczcuned in M:lm? uds v
. (Hall) 116 and Hilary, trin. 2,24 Examples are founc

* While there is no evidence that any fisthand. wma“;f l»:;l.l» .:ul
Sychowski, p. 116). J. wlsvnyl-h-:.vznmsbtmn!.wm Clegl et
$3.32: i ill. 86); 6 slorementioned ciniogy

Priscillio, ract, 479 6,104; Cassien, . Nest.
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Chrysostom, hom. in Gen. 236; Augustine, serm. 14, p
Chrysologus serm. 158.1; Cacsarius of Arles, serm. 102 7, oo
picturesque enumerations appealed strongly 10 1., who introduces tepy
again at epist. 21,2,5; virg. Mar. 18; tract. in psalm. 1 p.3131.7), 1
410 1. 163. In the present passage J. has produced a catalogye whicpi;
achieves greater concision than its models in Tertullian and K
while also evincing a gracefully chiastic structure (... cruentus egeriy
involsitur pannis, blanditiis deridetur ...). At the same time he hag gleg
Jifted several phrases straight from these earlier treatments (cf. nn, g
decem mensibus in utero ... blanditiis deridetur; taceo, quod
below).

In the opening clause of the present catalogue homo alone would
have sufficed: instead J. says hominis .. filius, since he cannot resist
availing himself of a striking antithesis which would seem to o back to

163 (SC 211; filius dei hominis filius factus); 3,167,
+ 3,18.3. 1t had also been widely used by Hilary: in psaim. 53,5
542; trin. 3,16; 10,15; 12,48.” Augustine too employs it with
icular frequency in his sermons. where he is addressing a popular
audience: serm. 119,5; 186,2; 191.1; 194,3: 342,5 (cf. also cons. euang.
236; epist. 14012 23821 ¢ Faust. S4). There are further
contemporary instances at Ambrose, in Luc. 10,63; Chromatius, in
Matth. S1A,1; Gregory of Elvira, fid. 8 1. 118; Gaudentius, serm. 19.4;
Maximus of Turin 90,1. The antithesis had also occurred in Gregory
Nazianzen, or. 38,2 and 39,13. Somewhat later it is found in Hesychius
of Jerusalem (serm. [Aubineau 1978) 9,24) and Quodvultdeus (haer.
56;c lud pag. Ar. 10,1).

On occasion the idea underwent expansion: the son of God became
the son of man in order to tum us from sons of man into sons of God-
This formulation is found at Augustine, civ. 21,15 p. 518,11; epist.
140,10; in psalm. 52,6, Collectio Ariana, serm. f. Irenact
3,19.1 (SC211). The simple form of the antithesis whi
Libellus had already been used by . in epist. 21,2,5; he repeats it later
at epist. 66,13.1. In the present passage J. has enhanced the effect of
this cliché with a very legant hyperbaton, which in tum generates 8
double cretic clausula (cf. Herron, pp. 27fT.).
decem mensibus in utero, ut nascatur, expectat. Deléani, p. 77,
observes that here J. has borrowed from Tertullian, patient. 3,2 nasci s
deus patitur: in utero mairis expectat. 1t may be noted further that J.'s
plagiarism confutes the emendation of this passage of De patientia bY
Kroymann (1906), p. 3,10f., who deleted expectar and connected in
utero matris with the preceding, Fredouille (1984), p. 133, attempts 10

refute Kroymann's emendation, but without adducing the decisive
evidence of 1.'s imitation
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m

In the present passage J. staies i

at Christ was in thy

months; Rere he has Vergl ecl. 461 o ming e (0T o ten
tulerunt ostidia memses; . next 1), Desie th pgen, 251
amation thEre was never any unformiy 1 s rCnE Of he
Fathers concerning the number of ons s vhich oo e
womb: s sojour thee is sometimes s o have Joere' ¢
months and at other times for e r
montrs and o Tine. For dsgusin of the evidence cf.

Jastidia sustinet. Fremante, p. 40, compared v

longa decem tulerunt fastidia menses. Hagend:lzlg‘:l;?s)‘:;e: -

recognize J.'s words as an echo of Vergil. It can however be showp tho

Fremantle was right. Hagendahi (wsl),p m does see an allusion to

this line of the Eclogues in epist. 212,5 ur il dei hominis fis
as witten

nasceretur, decem mensum fastidia sustineret This letier

just before the Libellus. The passage in question f. e beginning of an
enumeration of Christ's humiliations exactly analogous to the pnc in
the Libellus: both open with the antithesis filius det .. flius hominis
which is immediatly followed in each by a efcenc t “ten mont'
and by the expression fastidia sustinere.t Between these two final
clements however J. has interposed i th ltr st a borowing from
Tertullian's De patientia (cf. previous n.).* Apart from this nsertion the
parallelism is exact. It is accordingly cvident that the words fastidia
sustinere in the present passage are just as much inspired by Vegits
Eclogue as are the same words in epist. 21. At the same
passage of the Libellus provides a very good example of selF-imi o
It may be noted that ec, 4,61 is also applied to Mary in Volusianus,
Aug. epist. 135,2. . speaks of fasidia conceptuum a adb. Iovin. 141
involvitur pannis. Hilberg fails to note that these words come from
LK. 2,12 invenietis infantem pannis involutum et positun in praesepio.
In the space of a dozen words J. has accordingly borrowed from one
Church Father (cf. n. on decem mensibus .., one pagan poet (cf
previous n.), and scripture. The combination is characterisic: m
thetorical effect is certainly dazzling. J. then immedi
appropriate a phrase from  diffeent work of the same Father (cf, mx:
n.). The passage in question (carn. 4 1. 12) may also have served as

' Accordi ing o Cafin 16,3, quotes he Ecloges ineps 21 15 one sl moving
ey Funrsly cn
e bt

s Ve v
Sapparssong wih th ‘apesse” when 13 lsion s
e o g sl o il e

With his phrase J. i in both passages
o o (H..mtmlllvﬂ] v il o

Typically J. ey nproves his

que merely 10 his
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cue for mention of Christ's swaddiing clothes; unlike Tertulligy
ever J. characteristically expresses himself in the language ormim"‘::'
blandiis deridetur. This vivid phrase has been lifted straighy ,m‘"
Tertullian, carn. 4 1. 13 quod pannis dirigitur, quod unctionibgy
Jormatu, quod blanditis deridetur. Neither blanditis deridetur oy e
phrase from De patientia which J. borrowed in the previous ine woul;
seem to be copied by any other Father.

ille cuius pugillo mundus includitur, praesepis continetur angusi;
The impressive paradox with which J. concludes his description of
Christs incamation can be shown to have been nothing more than 3
cliché that appealed particularly 10 the more popular, second-re
writer; for the evidence cf. Adkin (1984€). The cue for J.'s introduction
of it here has perhaps come from Hilary, trin. 2,25, where it likewise
forms part of a catalogue of Christ's humiliations: qui omnia contine,
et intra quem et per quem cuncta sunt, humani partus lege profernur,
The present passage of the Libellus couches this banality in charac.
teristically elegant language: the structure is subtly chiastic (pugillo
includitur ... continetur angustiis; on the double cretic clausula cf.
Herron, pp. 27fF). It is also noteworthy that unlike Hilary J. has
recourse to biblical phraseology: the first half of his own formulation
echoes ls. 40,12, which in the Old Latin version runs quis mensus est
manu aquam et caelum palmo et omnem terram pugillo? (so Sabatier,
11, p. 580).

This is the third cliché that it has been possible to identify in this
four-line sentence, which tums out to be a mere string of chestnuts: the
first was the antithesis dei filius / hominis filius and the second the
catalogue of Christ's humiliations. This whole passage accordingly
provides a fine example of 1.s technique of ‘tesselation’. Weyman
(1910), p. 1006, notes that it is quoted by Cassian, c. Nest. 726,
Hieronymus ... in libro ad Eustochium “dei". inquit, filius pro nosira
salute hominis factus est filius, decem mensibus in utero ul nascafur
expectat, et ille, cuius pugillo mundus includitur, praesepis continetur
angustiis”. Here Cassian has conveniently reduced the passage t0 itS
three constituent clichés. At the same time it is evident that Cassian
was enomously impressed by the rhetorical glamour of these lines:
immediately before making his abridged quotation he aptly remarks

that J's writings per universum mundum quasi divinge lampades
rutilant*

‘o

"

the patics-
- he with the i n:‘:
certamly the cane:

e o first mithor Cassian adduces (ib. 7.24.2): Hilartut
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taceo, quod usque ad ftricesi

pasperate contents est Vo, A" Jabils paren
practerio. ). has Ifed it from Teman, oo,

Jigiar. . Wimself has cruciin i ng fyjong sy 2 9404
appropriated another phrase from an earer sepg 1,1 124
(patient. 32) in the previous sentence (cf, . o gunee, 1, M
Further wording from this same section of the Dy pacre. ;)
adultus non geslit agnosci) would seem 1o have inspirey o - 0
sricesimum annum ignobilis in the hred 1's usque ad

additional echoes cf. next n.).
Christ's poverty is not mentioned in this ch, -

Fathers than might be expected. ). refersto Chrits indigence again in
epist. 52102 cum paupertatem domus suae (c. ecclesioe) pauper
dominus dedicarit. Several references 102 Car. 89 (ropter vos egems
Jactus est. cum esset dives, ut illus inopia vos divites esseris) ocens 1
tract. in psalm.: 1 p. 18 1. 234; p. 74 1 1; p. 320 1. 209 et. Hilary had
also noted that Christ was poor: nasci inops voluit ex virgine: non
pecuniam. non agrum, non pecus caelorum dominus elegit (in psalm.
139.16): as in the present passage of the Libellus (and unlike 2 Cor. 89,
where the reference is quite genera), Hilary is here thinking
specifically of the poverty of Christ’s parents. Their impecuniosit s
also mentioned by the following castern Fathers: Basil, reg. br. 262;
Ps.-Epiphanius, hom. 4 p. 480* (xtayiv pmiépa); Chrysostom, Jud et
gent. 3 (Ev oixig txtovog Exéxdn. v oixiq dofs Kol eveerel;
Chrysostom, hom. in Jo. $3,3; hom. div. 84; hom. (Bickersteth) 6
(Mary could not even afford a lamb).
verberatur et tacet. 1.'s verberarur would seem to be an echo of
Tertullian's arresting despuitur verberatur deridetur at patient. 3.9 (cf.
previous n.;the Gospel accouns do not employ verberar), Likewse
the detail conceming Christ’s silence (ace) i not bilcal; i 100 bas
evidently been taken by J.from this passage of Tetullan: or . apet
05 (patient. 3,7; & paraphrase of Is. 537). 1's reversal of Behaghel

: Christ says
law (verberatur et tacer) effectively underlines the sense:
nothing.
crucifigitur et pro crucifigentibus deprecanur.

impressively parallel structure,
figitur / crucifigentibus; of. Lausberg, pp- 3281)
ff.-’,:f'f/"‘.'ﬁl,f:ﬁ'ﬂfmmw of Behaghel's law in contrast

antccedent clause (cf. previous n.)-
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¢ retribuam domino pro omnibus, quae
calicem salutarls acciplam et nomen domini ;memm iz
domini mors sanclorum elus. 1. cites verses 3, 4 ang "
Ps. 115. Here the text is being used as a substitute for argumeny 3"
noteworthy that Hilary had anticipated J. by concluding g oy
catalogue of Christ's humiliations with exactly the same quesger
which s found in no other instance of these cnumerations: quid tanguy
dignum a nobis tantae dignationis affectui rependetur? (irn. 2,
These words may have given J. his cue; unlike Hilary howevey by
characteristcally uses a text of scripture to formulate. the. sam
question. The present passage is of course a further example of )y
habit of combining scriptural quotation with material borrowed fron
elsewhere (cf. nn. on Il. 3-9).

1. again cites these three verses at in Mich. 6,6 1. 218 and in Ma,
2022 1. 1063. The same combination of vv. 3, 4 and 6 had already
occurred in Cyprian, epist. 76,4.1,” where the reference had been 1o
martyrdom, as in the Libellus (the biblical context is simply a thank-
offering for recovery). However v. 5 is regularly omitted from the Old
Latin version (cf. Sabatier. I1. p. 228), while v. 6 is commonly applied
to martyrdom (cf. fe.g.] Cyprian, testim. 3.16; Fort. 12); J. himself
again gives it the same reference at epist. 109.2,3 and in Ezech. 40,35 |
1010; f. tract. in psalm. i1 p. 446 1. 186.

haec est sola digna retributio, cum sanguis sanguine conpensatur et
redempti cruore Christl pro redemptore libenter obcumbimus. The
foregoing citation of scripture had been used in place of argument (cf.
previous n.). J. now appends an explanatory gloss in order to make the
meaning completely explicit. J. s notably fond of stressing that death is
the only fit recompense: epist. 121,7.6; in Mich. 6.6 1. 215 (ib. Ps.
VIS,36F); tract. in psalm. 1 p. 243 1. 91 (on Ps. 115,3; here the wording
echoes that of the Libellus: haec est sola retributio digna, pro sanguint
sanguinem retribuere ut liberati a salvatore pro salvatore libenter
sanguinem fundamus), cf. in Matth. 16,26 1. 183 (ib. Ps. 115,3£). The
same point had been made in Basil, hom. in Ps. 33,8.

If the Tractatus in psalmos are in fact a reworking of Origen, J-
would here be indebted o the text just cited. On the other hand its
particular wording is evidently a self-imitation of the present pessage:
while Origen was notoriously indifferent to stylistic ornament,

of the Tractare marks an improvement even over that of the
Libellus, since the second clause is now characterized by an laborately
chiastic paronomasia (liberati  salvatore pro salvatore libenter). 1t 8

ch

imitated by J 103
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perhaps possible that in the Libellus J

iself have been suggested by Amp o 4R conpersaur
solvit, sanguinem debes at virginit 15,137 T M.,,hm!d’""g""""
echo of this work in the present ch. (¢t o o 2 1¢8dY been one
39,1), while the Ambrosian content is gain 1 2"OS €St . at
100 iS refeming 0 Christ's sacrifce ang .
175 formulation is stylitically superies oot
undoubtedly impressive, the mf‘p.?.‘llﬁ!ﬁ,ﬂé‘”ﬁ i

redemptore).
394

quis sanctorum sine certamine coronatus est?

p. 194, compares 2 Tim. 2,5 qui m‘lf."fn‘f.'gm“?;‘l";'““""”%
legitime certaverit. The point which J. makes hre had already oceumed
in Orsiesius, doctr. 42 (quis enim sanctorum non in luctu aque st
per mundi huius_transivit viam?; here 100 the question had been
followed by two examples) and Ambrose, Cain et Ab. 1517 (non ..
poterat corona esse sine certamine); cf. shortly afterwards the latter's
in psalm. 118 serm. 18,53 (nemo sine certamine coronatur). At Ps.-
Basil. cons. p. 1690° the same question (quis enim aliquando
sanctorum a_periculis saeculi potuit esse immunis ac liber?) is
combined with the fate of Abraham’s wife in Egypt (p. 1690°; . 1. 16
below); the passage is evidently dependent on the Libellus.

Abel iustus occiditur.  Hilberg compares Gen. 4.8 dvéom Kdv éni
“ABek ov GBEAGOV aiod Kal améxtewvev (Vulg. interfecit) aviov. In
addition Weyman (1910), p. 1007, refers to M. 23,35 a sanguine Abel
iusti (cf. also Heb. 114 festimonium consecutus est esse iustus [sc.
Abel). Exactly the same wording which J. uses here had occurred in
Cyprian, epist. 6,2, Abel iustus occiditur; cf. also Fort. 11 (Abel iustus
a fratre primus occiditur), where Abel's decease had been adduced to
show that ab initio mundi boni laboraverint.

Abraham wxorem periclitatur amittere. Abraham’s tribulations are
mentioned in Judith 8,22 quomodo pater noster Abraham .. per multas
tribulationes probatus dei amicus effectus est. They are uw}"{
exemplified by the sacrifice of Isaac. This is the case in cpv::l»l "h‘h :!;
(¢.8.) Cyprian, epist. 58,5, patien. 10 (ke the Liblls, cach of e
Cyprianic passages aso efes 1o Abel):festm. 3,15; Ps-Cypran, el
mart. 18. On the other hand Sarah’s plight had already been
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illustration by Hilary at in psalm. 127,7 and 138,4;* in boty pas;

her peril was asociated with lsaac’s sacrifie (for the s
combination cf. also [Ps.]-Macarius of Egypt, hom. typ. I [Berthq)
484,12 and Ambrose, in psalm. 118 serm. 17,23 the first of these ux.!
is probebly and the second certainly later than the Libellus). Sara 4
again linked with Abel by Philip, in lob rec. long. 4 p. 627°, who iy
evidently following the Libellus. Carysostom notes that God refiaineg
from instant punishment o let Abraham’s patience be seen: hom, jn
Gen. 45,2 (iva xai o9 B1xaiov | MOHOVA ... EXAGUY); p. redir 2,

).

Sarah is a model of chastity at 41,3 below (cf. n. ad loc.

quaere et invemies. This lively phrase recurs at in Tir. 12 p. 561%
tract. in psalm. 1 p. 274 \. 54 hom. Orig. in cant. 1,8 p. 40.2; hom
Orig. in Luc. 6 p. 35,30 (reperies). At Origen, hom. in Jer. 2.6 (GCS
33; 1.'s translation) the reader is told twice (pp. 295.20 and 296,7) thar
if he looks for examples, he will find them.

solus in deliciis Salomon fuit et forsitan ideo corrult. This particular
point would not seem fo be made elsewhere. J. had refemred to
Solomon’s womanizing at 12.2 above.

quem enim diligit dominus, corripit. ). is inordinately partial to Heb.
12,6 (= LXX Prov. 3,12), which he quotes on no fewer than twenty-six
further occasions. It had occurred in Cyprian, festim. 3.6 (disciplinam
dei in ecclesiasticis praeceptis observandam). In the present passage
the text acquires a certain piquancy from J.'s immediately antecedent
mention of its putative author's downfall (Salomon ... corruif).

nonne melius est brevi tempore dimicare, ferre vallum, arma, cibaris,
lassescere sub lorica et postea gaudere victorem, quam inpatlenta
unius horae servire perpetuo? The argument which rounds off this
ch i In typical fashion J. has enlivened it by means of
an claborate military metaphor. On inpatientia unius horae Fremantle,
p. 40, compares Mt. 26,40 non potuistis una hora vigilare?

Short toil wins lasting glory according to 2 Cor. 4,17. J. repeats the
idea in epist. 23,3,1; 100,10,1 (Theophilus): 120,1,10. I s also found
Origen, comm. in Rom. 7,11 p. 1132%; Athanasius, virg. 24; Ambrose,
in Luc. praef. 6, vid. 635; Chrysostom, hom. div. 3,1; Thdr. 1,10;
Pelagius, epist. ud Demetr. 28; Augustine, in psalm. 118 serm. 23.T:
serm. 299C,3 coll. Morin p. 524,24; Ps.-Paulinus of Nols, carm. app-
1.44; Commonitiones s. patrum 1.4. This is better than brief felicity and
then long woe according to Lactantius, inst. 6.4, 14; (Ps.)-Macarius 0f
Egypt hom. typ. 1 (Berthold) 60,3,2; Chrysostom, hom. in 2 Cor. 93

473 coped out Hilary's commentary on the Psalms with his own hand cf ep
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Caesarius of Arles, serm. 208,1. Short-lived gratification is sai

e Carment in-Pa-Cyprian, i et 100 P e

s Basil, hom, 138 (= Nius of Ancyr,ep. 14 188 Cyr of

Jerusalem, catech. 1334. ,14); 1838; Cyril of
Deléan, pp. 76T, argues ha in ch. 3924 ofth Libells ). i

epitomizing Cyprian's De bono patientiae. Such 2 view would "

o be untenable; cf. Adkin (1997a), pp. 163(T. sppear



Chapter 40

1. continues to urge perseverance. Love of Christ will enable the vigiy
o overcome every difficulty. The example of St. Paul is also offered g
an incentive. There is a brief and rather incongruous castigation of
over-nicety in food and drink before the ch. ends with a ringing appea]
for violent exertion in order to achieve the virgin’s goal.

401
nihil amantibus durum est, nullus difficilis cupienti labor. ). now
picks up the theme of the love of Christ which was developed at some
length at the beginning of the previous ch. With J.'s words here
Luebeck, p. 133, compared Cicero, orat. 33 sed nihil diffcile amani
puto.’ However Hagendahl (1958) discounted the alleged reminiscence.
The idea in question was certainly a commonplace; cf. Otto, p. 17 sy.
amare 1, and Haussler, p. 300 (no. 74). To their material can be added
Origen, schol. in Cant. 8,6 (ndvia ... otéyer, mévta dropéver [sc. §
aydrn]; in allusion to 1 Cor. 13,7); Rufinus, Orig. in cant. praef. p.
44 (nihil .. est, quod non toleret, qui perfecte diligit; ib. p. 7330
Jacob and Rachel, as in the present passage); Gregory Nazianzen, or.
262 (xo%0v 10 Kdpvew por; ib. Gen. 29,20, as here);’ Augustine,
< lulian. op. imperf. 2,142 (laboriosa iustitia nisi amantibus),
Caesarius of Arles, serm. 23,1 (quicquid non amanti grave est, amanii

suave ac leve esi)’

Nonetheless it is perhaps possible to demonstrate that 1.'s particular
formulation is in fact indebted to the Orator. When J. employs &
“proverbial’ expression, he can be shown to utilize the specific wording
of an author he knows well (cf. footn. 13 to comm. on ch. 29). The
phraseology of the Orator and of J.'s Libellus exhibits a noteble
similarity: both share an initial rihil, a present participle of amare in

" Luebeck merely justaposed the two passages without comment, Westman's editon of
e Orator . 10.d o) s suspecied for ") an ccho nthe Libelus
he oration was delivered in Constantinople during the first half of 380 (cf. Gallay. P
2523 ). presumably heaed it in person, since he was thee at the time a5 Gregonys
Attention may also be drawn 10 three pass

sages which make the same poin! & the
Libells, though withowt recourse t0_the afore-mentioned “proverbial” form of
pression Both Athanasius, virg. 24 and Evagius Ponticus, sent. virg, 2 staic el

st
el onard but that notig is more deictale thun the el ridegroon,

(horel 29 1492%,
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»
the dative, and the epithet difficilis
idea hitherto identified presenIAs s..c..’i‘:",;‘,‘n‘;“,;;'“r examples of the
At the same time J. has again improved his soqy
the three elements of Cicero's simple and cegpecien A
(nitil diffcile_amanti), ). has expanded o g A28
interpretatio (cf. Rhet, Her, 4,28,38)10 crete e g TEUE of
at elegance in which cach clement now coprt Solon of
Cicero's difficlis has been relgated o the second et} e
€ > 1as b clause: J. has also
juxtaposed the Ciceronian terms nikil and amant, while
latter into @ plural. Nihil is now matched by miles
accordingly achieves the more suble form of naphors deipeocs
" M lesignated by
the rhetoricians as disiunctio. An initial alliteration (nihil .. mulus) is
also maintained, while the formulation mullus ... labor makes :)Je“
‘graceful hyperbaton that enfolds the whole clause. J. also p-ivsp‘gmv':
amanti and dificile with his own cupienti and durum respectively:
besides lexical variatio the amantibus and cupienti of the Libellus also
present a contrast of number. The result of tis expansion i a wiply
chiastic ‘which is further teration in the
neighbouring epithets durum and dificile: (1) ikl (2) amaniibus (3)
durum ... (3) difficilis (2) cupienti (1) labor. In addition the first two
words of the second clause (nullus difficilis) exactly reproduce the
syllabic pattem of the corresponding phrase in the fist (nihil
amantibus): in each a disyllable is followed by a word containng four
syllables. On the other hand the greater length of th second half of the
latter clause vis & vis the equivalent section of the ‘antecedent one turns
the whole sentence into an elegant exemplification of Behaghels aw.
The terminal phrase in question (cupienti labor) at the same time
replicates the architectonics of the sentence’s opening words (miil
amantibus), though in reverse sequence: each consiss of a four-
syllabled dative participle and a disyllabic nominative noun (the
concinnity s wrecked by the addiion of et ate labor n PL 22. .
124). Ellipse of the verb in the second clause preserves the Wmm
with the et in terms of overall number of words. Finaly both balve
ioe clausula: while the first ends with a cretic
choriamb creti. 15 own formulation of
consummate artstry which far
p. 86, merely notes the

spondee, the second exhibits a cho
this commonplace accordingly evinces &
surpasses its Ciceronian source. i,

isocolon aterantin
e servivit inqult scrptura,Jacobpro Rachel s T s
Conspect lus quasi paucl dies, quia AMEDE T opiace
Jacob's drudgery again in adv. Pelag- 135 ;"; o it anargument
of shortness at in Ezech. 4,81.1378. Jovinian drey uestion here (Gen.
in favour of marrisge (adv. fovin. 1.5). The €11 q
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2920) is discussed by Augustine at quaest. hept. 188 qugereng,
quomodo dictum si, cum magis etiam breve tempus longun ¢ssg sy
amantibus. dictum est ergo propter laborem servitutis, quem faciloy
levem amor faciebat. @
in die rebar aestu ef gelu mocte. Here Jacob’s expostularion 1,
Laban (Gen. 31,40) is strictly irrelevant, though very picturesque
quotes it again at in Ezech. 27,26" . 1352. It had also been paraphraseg
in Origen, Cant. praef. p. 73.30.

amemus et nos Christum. For this homiletic exhortation cf
Chrysostom, hom. in Ac. 44,4 (@AnGopeY 0DV Tov XpLoTov); hom, iy
Rom. 5,7; Augustine, in psalm. 90, serm. 2,13; serm. 130,3; Paulinus of
Nola, epist. 23,42.

Jacile videbitur omne difficile. The paronomasia is noted by
Harendza, p. 18. One might add that the arrangement of the two terms
also generates a species of antithetic redditio. At the same time the use
of an attributive singular (omne difficile) presents an elegant contrast o
the ensuing predicative plural (wniversa, quae longa sunt). These two
adjacent sentences in fact constitute a fine example of parisonic
interpretatio.

402

brevia putabimus universa, quae longa sunt. The same point had
been made by Origen, comm. in Rom. 7,4 p. 1108,

iaculo illius vulnerati. Cupid's dart is canonized. Such baroquely
erotic language naturally had a powerful appeal for J., who again
makes Christ wound with his shaft at epist. 46,13,4; 65,12,1 (ib. Cant.
2,8 vulnerata caritatis ego); 107,7,2. The deceased Nepotian does soin
epist. 60,1, 1. Finally the bride of Canticles is ‘wounded with a shaft’ at
in Abac. 3,101, 746.

‘heu me, quia peregrinatio mea prolongata est. Here the complaint of
Ps. 119, (heu ... prolongata) is not entirely appropriate, since J. has
Just given the assurance that what is long will seem short (1. 10). J. had

a certain fondness for this text, to which he refers on seven further
occasions.

fresent passag (c. . 1417, it had been combined with Rom. 5,31.bY
ertllian, scorp. 13 p. 17425 (ib. . 175,16 2 Cor. 11,23; of. I 185
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393
below)* and Origen, comm. in Rom. 9,11 p,
stom, ep. 207 and Ps.-Paulinus of Nola, epigr,
also been adduced in Cyprian, restim, 3,17
patimur quan ... praemiumy; cf. Fort. 13
quia tribulatio patientiam operatar. . cites Rom s 3
times; cf. Cyprian, festim. 3.6 (bonos . pls laborape
antur) and Fort. 9.

403
Pauli secundam ad Corinthios. ~For the eliipse of ¢ leter'
epist. 52.9.3 (lege Pauli ad Corinthios), ||§”,¢9,4. ﬁ:ﬂ;‘g 'T'zi.’f.‘-
120,11 it 121,11 i s. 13.49,81.29; in Gal. 3,15 p. 364 (od .
dem in secunda); 5.2 p. 394 6,18 p. 435 (ad Corintics . primg
docer); in Eph. 3,13 p. 486 vir. ill. 5. t is found already in Irenacs
37,1 (SC 211); 3,7,2; 4283 (SC 100%*); 4.29,1; 57,1 (SC 153);
5,13,3; 5,25,3; Tertullian, ieiun. 8 p. 284,9 (in secunda Corinthiorum);
praescr. 33 1. 6; pudic. 13 p. 243,2; 14 p. 246,15; 16 p. 252,16; resur.
24,12; 48,12; uxor. 2,2 1. 6; Cyprian, festim. 2,1;2,28; 3,1; 3,3 etc.; of.
Origen, Cels. 2,65 (v 1 rpds KopuvBioug mpotépg); 347: 5,17 exc.
in laboribus plurimis, in carceribus abundantius, in plogis supra
modum, in mortibus frequenter. ). quotes this text (2 Car. 1123(T)
again at in Mich. 5,5 1. 206 and in Gal. 6,17 p. 438", It i cited with
abbreviations by Basil, hom. in Ps. 33,7 and with explanatory comment
by Hesychius of Jerusalem, serm. (Aubineau (1978]) 13,7. Chrysostom
shows a remarkable fondness for quoting the text in full, s J. does in
the present passage: compunct. 1.9; ep. 3.8; hom. in Gen. 11.6; 553
hom. in Phil. 4,1; hom. in 2 Cor. 4,13 3,6. The impact of such extended
citation of Paul's catalogue of tribulations is of course extremely
impressive.
404 ™
quis nostrum saltim minimam portionem de cataiogo hertri £
potest vindicare virtutum? ). asks a similar quesion 5 S
(quotam partem angustiarum perpessus sum ,""ﬁﬁ: e
Matth. 14,31 1. 1370 (quid nobis dicendum es kK J. uses the phrase
ne minimam quidem habemus portincilan’ ). . pelag. 125 "
catalogus virtutum again at epist. 69215 19 2; adv.

Ezech. 18,5 1. 213. CF. TLL 1IL, S9051fT

1220% ¢, tager
2p. 13, Rom, 3 :‘5:4

another ight
quia pro-

corona iusttize,
cursum consummavi, fidem servavi. SHP ﬂj.ndvﬂ“"‘”
quam retribuet mihi dominus. 2 Tim. 4761

13, sbove).
* In addition scorp. 13 p. |75.smmkun.wlrwr’°5
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It had been quoted by Cyprian, festim. 3,16 (de bono martyri,
405

i cibus insulsior fuerit, CoRtrIStamur et putamus nos deo pracy
beneficium. Food and drink occupy the end of the work, as they
the beginning (cf. chs. BF). Here the mention of the subject 3
somewhat incongruous; ils prominence evidently reflects 1's gy
preoccupation. Commentators have failed to observe that the last clayge
of this sentence echoes In. 16,2 ul .. arbitretur obsequium se pracsig
deo.

aguatius.  Sc. vinum. For the ellipse cf. Gloss. 11 567,23.

ir, mensa subvertitur.  Cups serve as missiles at in it
1.7 p. 566° (videas alios pocula in tela vertentes scyphum in faciem
iacere comvivae); cf. Ambrose, Hel. 12,43 de cbrietate ad arma
consurgitur, calicibus tela succedunt (for classical examples cf,
Nisbet-Hubbard, p. 312). As in the Libellus, smashed cups and
uptumed tables are due to temper in Seneca, dial. 3,19.4; cf. Suctonius,
Nero d7,1.

verbera sonant.  Cf. Maximus of Turin 36,3 ut ... non dubitent ...si
forte cum ad reficiendum venitur tardius minister adfuerit, statim eun
verberibus laniare et prius se satiare servuli sanguine quam comvivii
voluptate. On violence at table in general cf. Ambrose, Hel. 8,25 (in ip-
s0 convivio ... gemitus vapulantiumy; Palladius, v. Chrys. 12; Caesarivs
of Arles, serm. 46,3.

aqua tepidior sanguine vindicatur. Cf. Ambrose, Hel. 12,43 provino
sanguis effunditur et ipsum sanguinem vina fuderunt. The aqua tepidior
in the last clause of 1.'s sentence picks up aquatius in the first. This
elegant ring-composition suggests that Vallarsi’s punctuation (followed
by fe.g] Mierow-—Lawler, p. 178) is wrong: they join cum aquafius
bibimus to the preceding.

regnum caelorum vim patitur et violenti diripiunt illud. Once again
atext of the Bible takes the place of argument. Here it also introduces 2
fresh topic. By means of Mt. 11,12 J. moves from the culpable violence
of the fastidious toper to the commendable violence which gets us into
heaven; this particular use of scripture is accordingly related t0 the
technique of the Sricwort. It may be noted that the final section of this
ch. consists of two striking references to biblical texts (p. 20818 =
209.1) and two arresting commonplaces (p. 209,2).

fact o omerpretation which 1. gives to M. 11,12 in this passage i it
“ommon one. At in Matth. 11,12 1. 104 (ad loc.) J. states that
ereat violence is needed to reach heaven from earth and achieve bY
exertion what nature denies; cf. also epist. 121,1,8 (a humen being
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395
wants to be an angel) and ract, in
psalm.
whence they fell; . n. on il ange gl 151 0 mouns
15,564 1. 29 it is the eunuch who below), At in s,

shows ther is @ holy iolence ang dessable e e 1
ling to in

Ezech. 18,5 1. 359. M. 11,12 b i
nine times altogether. 24 3 ceran appea for 1 he quots
The violence of Mt. 11,12 is si )
Irenaeus 4,37,7 (SC 100%+). o,.ge,.,'f,,,:,’ : Loty of vieue at
ser. in Mt. 14.. 27,7 Hilary, in psalm. 2,46, Eussbis - f’EW: comm.
15,17; Ambrose, epist. extra coll. 14.97; Paulins of Nl e e
i Ambr estra coll. 1497; e, epis. 13,26
2331; 24,8 25,5, 34,6; Basil, hom, 12,13; Bas of "
Chrysostom, hom. in 2 Tim. 10.5; Serm. Caspart p. 1858, Exin i
Latinus, in euang. 19 p. 20,14; ¢f. Ps-Athanasis, v, s‘y;df’ES’"#i
violence to which the text rfersis done to the self according to Bai.
renunt. 9 (zhv 100 GGpatos kataréviorw), Cassian, conl, 24.26,12 (e
soul); (Ps.)-Macarius of Egypt, hom. tp. I (Berthold) $6.13:
Hesychius of Jerusalem, serm. (Aubincau [1978]) 8; Apophihegmata
patrum 211 (Nau [1908), p. 262); Vita Melaniae iunioris 44; Vitae
patrum 5,7,43. On the other hand it is wrought on one’s own perdition
in Cassian, conl. 24,26,13.
isi pulsaveris inportune, panem non accipies sacrament. Hilerg
compares Mt. 7,74, However Fremantl, p. 40, was nearerthe mark in
referring to Lk. 11,5 ... (8) dico vobis, eti non dabit il surgens eo
quod amicus. eius sit, propter inprobitatem tamen eis (tis is the
source of J.'s inportune) surget et dabit li quoiguot habet ecessarios
(sc. panes). (9) et ego vobis dico: pelite et dabitur vobis: quaerte et
invenietis; pulsate et aperietur vobis. J. explois this passage in the
same striking way at epist. 30,13,2 nostrae deliciae sint ... pulsare
ianuam non patentem, panes trinitatis accipere. The phras
sacramenti tecurs in Philip, in lob rec. long. 42 p. 199" (sacre-
mentorum), Ambrose has epulae sacrament (of the Eucharis) at in

psalm. 118 serm. 1528,3. .
ind to this idea
cum caro cupit esse, quod deus est. On the backgrou ;
of. Gross; Capanaga. In the present passage it has 1o metphysic]
depth; 1. is merely employing an impressve and wides 5L
rovide the ch. with an emvm:w “ubserved an adroit

pth; 1.
order to pi
been ‘gods’ in 4,4 above: there the idea
collocation of biblical texts. a man (o let men

At in Gal, 4,12 p. 379° 1. says that God BeSATAC UL ¢ . i,

s found at Hilary,
become gods. The same ides is found at ISR, Nazianzen,
133: 2,06, 94k 10,7; Athanssus, /- Lep l'g;?f“‘,"z |22
or. 1,5, 30,14; 3021; 4045 carm. el e Word to be m

2.1,1,16; Maximus of Turin 45,1, A varient’s for
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fesh, 5o that flesh could be made God: Ambrose, vig, |
Gaudentius, serm. 19,37; cf. Tyconius, reg. 1 p. 7,11 e

“The following examples in which a man becomes God can be g4
10 those given by Gross: Origen, kom. in Lc. 29 p. 171,15; Asy
Sophist, hom. (Richard) 16,13; Gregory Nazianzen, or.
722, 123; 17,9 (no effort is required); 25.2; 33,15; 3
1,1248; 1,134 1.2,1.210; 12,14.92; 1,2,33,222; Gregory of Nysg,
bear. 5 p. 1249°% or. dom. 5 p. 11804 cf. also Hilary, in psalm, 347,
Maximus of Turin 81,3, The transformation is due 1o virginy
according to Basil of Ancyra, virg. 2 and Gregory of
s the efflct of the desert at Gregory Nazianzen, or. 3,1

Chrysostom is critical in res. mort. 7: many people imagine they are
godiike and make a fuss about it. When later on J. is polemicizing
against the Pelagians, he considers it downright mad to say a man is the
same as God (adv. Pelag. praef. 2; cf. epist. 133,8,1). The alliteration in
the present passage (cum caro cupit) is noted by Hritzu, p. 42.
illuc, unde angeli corruerunt, angelos iudicatura conscendere. The
climax of the ch. is another commonplace. The same statement is found
at tract. in psalm. 11 p. 438 1. 153 ut unde angeli corruerunt, homines
ascendant. There too it is immediately preceded by citation of Mi.
11,12 (cF. p. 208, 18f. above); if therefore this Tractate is by Origen, it
has evidently been 1. source in the present passage.

At the same time the idea which J. uses here had occurred on a
number of occasions elsewhere. At hom. in Ezech. 132 p. 444,15
Origen had assured his audience that they would take the fallen angels
place: audebo aliquid sacratius dicere: in locum angelorum qui
ruerunt, tu ascensurus es; cf. hom. in Jos. 1,6 p. 294,14 locum Luciferi
accipere merebor in coelis. In Athanasius, v. Arnton. 22 the demons had
been said to hinder us from ascending to heaven iva i 58ev ekéneoov
@btot avéMBupiev fiueic. In particular Ambrose had made the virgin
pass into heaven through chastity just as the angels fell from it through
intemperance (virg. 1,8,53). J. himself says at in Is. 6,14,12 1. 14 thet
people ascend by humility whence Lucifer fell through pride; cf. Ps-
Nilus of Ancyra (= Evagrius Ponticus), spir. mal. 18. According 10
;a.mo Pauli 11 the demons know that human beings will ascend

rough Braee whence thy themselves have fallen through thei pride
194 wf’:‘zl;"n; ﬂ;d(l:calwn in the present passage Klostermann (191 1, p.
Vir!:m Yot boon wuwi\f{z nescitis quoniam angelos mdica{)lmu!-’
on virgiiy (& that she would judge angels at Athanasius, Sermo”
Dy (rascy). p. 1043, 1. does not refer to the text again. The
o there produces a very effective polyptoton to round off the

erius the
222; 27y
9,17, cam.

Nyssa, virg. 1.



Chapter 41

The closing ch. of the Libellus describes
evokes her reception in heaven by Chiist i

host of ather saints. The impact of .n:sh':";";,:p’"‘:?‘y wnd by a
heightened by lavish citation of scripture: the o o5
provides a magnificent climax (o the work. ). then coneluns e
with an_exhortation 1o counter the temptations of worldmer. o
reflection on this future state. ness by
4t

egredere, quaeso, paulisper e corpore. Six years ealier Ambrose had
oncluded his De excessu fratis Satyri i the same way by sayin tht
the mind should ‘leave the body’ (2,132). The idea is bibicals f. 2
Cor. 5,8 audemus ... magis peregrinari a corpore et praesentes esse ad
deum. Elsewhere in J. ‘leaving the body" is a synonym for death: epist.
23,1,1; 393,15 ef. TLL V.2, 284,83, and 136323 It s resommended
as an ascetic exercise by Ambrose, /saac 5,47 and 6,52. Virginity itself
is a quitting of the body according to Gregory Nazianzen, carm.
1.2,34,176 1 napBeveia & Exfaos tob oiatos; cf, Casian, s 65,
Leaving the body had been a prerequiste for discourse on God n Bsil
hom. 15,1 b 8, €l BovAet mepi eob Aéyew T f Gxatewy, aoes 1
o@pa ceavtod. Origen had used the idea at comm. ser. in Mt. 139 p.
2889 1o give a fanciful interpretation of the opening of the graves in
Mt 27,53: corpora . videntur a sipsis exie. On he prese pssage
of the Libellus Simon, 1, p. 171, rightly remarks that ‘man wird es
Jjedoch nicht wagen, dies als eine. AuﬁmMM§ r Ekml B.l
erkldren': it is clear from the foregoing that the idea wes merely
commonplace. \ s
praesentis laboris ante oculos ues pinge merceder. S U

exhortation had occurred in Ps.-Cyprian, ’:’%’: s had ended 85

he g’ fal v,

quogue concurrant ... oblata ... praemi o
follows: pro ... arbitrio mentis humanae a:t:a, of;’::a;‘ m”;‘m“
divinum illud mibi et insigne coneuTiv, BT i irque
of ol d
imilarly 0c
s W i pllc

1).
ationis adbendas, minus est quod labores @1 JEH 5y i3a
imitaed by (P Cacsarus of Als, bt 30 LB ) The
(praesentis iniuriae futuram merc
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hyperbaton of the present passage s noted by Hritzu, p. 7 The
formation is undoubtedly impressive, this injunction to e B
set the reward “before her eyes' involves a slight but gpgye
inconsistency with both the immeditely antecedent commann- T
out of the body' (cf. previous n) and the directly sy
affirmation that ‘eye has not seen it’ (cf. next n.). eeding
quam nec oculus vidit ec auris audivit nec in cor hominis asceg,
1 Cor. 2.9 appealed strongly to J., who cites it fificen times 5
however the text would appear to have been suggested by Teryjn:
spect. 30 p. 29,23; . had already imitated this ch. of the Teruligy,
treatise at epist. 14,11 (cf. next n. and n. on tunc Thecla ... at 41
below). In the present passage there is a slight inconcinnity betwegy
nec oculus vidit and the ante oculos tuos which comes directly before
(. also previous n.).

qualis erit lla dies. Deléani, p. 68, affirms that 1.'s illa dies has been
inspired by Cyprian, mortal. 26 amplectamur diem qui adsigna
singulos domicilio suo. It would seem however that the illa dies of he
Libellus is in fact a case of self-imitation from the similar evocationof
the Day of Judgment which concludes J.'s 14™ letter: veriel, veniet ila
dies (epist. 14,11,1). In both Hieronymian passages the phrase illa dies
opens the description. Its occurrence in the earlier one would appear o
have been suggested in tumn by Tertullian’s evocation of the same scene
at spect. 30 p. 28,17 ille ultimus et perpetuus iudicii dies ().'s debt o
this ch. of the De spectaculis at epist. 14,112 is already noted by
Hilberg ad loc.). The qualis of the Libellus would also seem to have
come from the same Tertullianic text: quale .. quale ... qualis . il
.. dies (spect. 30 p. 28,13).

cum tibi Maria, mater domini, choris occurret comitata virgineis
According to Neumann, pp. 58f., and Duval (1974a), p. 65, n. 271, 1.1
copying Ambrose, virg. 2,2,16f. in his description of the Virgin's
heavenly reception (41,1-3). Ambrose himself is dependent o
Athanasius’ treatment of the same theme in Letter o virgins (e
El"’ﬁl)o: o 1 11-35 (ef. Duval (1974a], pp. 481). Duval sugsess
b proguee ey hand was unfamilia with Athanasius' Lettr Whe)
o e by Libelu (5. 65 and n. 271). It would seem howers
mon both it and Ambrose’s De virginibus in this ch. (¢
0. on tunc et alius castitatis choy Again . &
impoved on iy il chorus .. 8 41,3 below). Agin | By
Wit e tneme. e ere2 Ahanasius and Ambrose had S0
Eustochium. Moreover while mie oo e oy ahe (0P
avsy in the e oyl his predecessors had tuck

thei i it into ®
marvellously effectve =;_Irmr:pecuve works, J. tums i

ghyy
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3%
Mary had welcomed the deceased virgi

2,26 (0 quantis illa [se. Maria) virginpes e ATIROSE, vig,
Letter 10 virgins (Lefort [1955]) p. 64. 1. 11 (. oo Athaasius,
accostera Marie!"). J. follows them in puting hape " % Vierges

ded fe i putting Mary fist; she had been
recommended for emulation at 38,3 above. A eppr, 30
Blesila say she is with Mary in heaven. In he prseptve s "5
.. virgineis WOuld seem o have been suggestd by ohoroy e
Ambrose, virg. 22,17, there the phrase is used ity e e &
Mirjamin a context which J. imitates in the following claus (ef yesy
n). ). repeats his formulation here (choris . comitors myin
twenty years later in epist. 108,31.2. On ‘choirs of virgin' f ﬁ;:f,:,’
Wilpert, pp. 80fF.; Neumann, pp. SIft; 7LL 11l 1025,647.
cum post Rubrum Mare et submersum cum suo exercitu Pha
tympanum tenens praecinet responsuris.  Miriam with her timbrel
had celebrated the virgin's amival in heaven at Ambrose, virg. 22,17
tunc etiam Maria tympanum sumens choros virginales citabit cantantes
domino, quod per mare saeculi sine saecularibus fluctibus transierunt,
In Letter to virgins (Lefort [1955]) p. 64, 1. 26 Athanasius had merely
said that virginity’s triumph recalled Miriam: ‘Alors ensuite, comme
autrefois, sur la mer, Mariham s’avanca devant les femmes munie d'un
tambourin, de méme en sera-t-il dans le royaume des cieux: la virgini
comme chef marchera en avant avec une grande assurance, e toutes
formeront un seul choeur et une seule symphonie dans la foi ...". In the
present passage of the Libellus J. is evidently following Ambrose rather
than Athanasius. However while both his ;I);e,;ttess:rs hl:l kc.‘:l Mm
and Ma ate (cf. previous n.), J. boldly combines the two: i
leellusr{hmd‘s moll':: is described in terms borrowed from her O!d
Testament namesake (Maria). J.’s conflation of these. l\'fn figures is
appropriate, since Miriam was identified as a type of Mary; £ ‘:‘:ﬂi
of Nyssa, virg. 19. ). has no fewer than eght frer reorences o 0
song of Miriam. At epist. 54,135 it s placed -{- e
Eustochium (for this identification cf. Antin [196! ;]‘4 L
Ambrose himself applies it to the virgin at fx"""&:'!' S

Miriam's song celebrates the crossing of

destruction of Pharaoh’s u‘my- “_’;‘M g
o the circumstances (‘sur la mer) and / d e ), .
Higid conceit (per mare saeculi sine sasculoris f

s een it
a1 choris . g
" On the other hand D, p. 68 a5t i
by c;;-m ‘mortal. 26 illic mmww Cf;:’ chorus. ,,",“.f.";;
virgimes. It must hovever be chorus st
e oot s tem i sepied o A gies
ext
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ypically introduces biblical detal that is very vivid and conc
Rubrum Mare ef submersum cum suo exercitu Pharaonem, 1, e
the episode on nine futher occasions. Sometimes the use he majeq oo
is largely picturesque: at in foel prol. 1. 36 J. *crossed the Red sqqr;.
his commentary on Hosea. Marcella is said to cross the Red Se of m’."
world at in Gal. prol. p. 307", The sca is baptism in epis, o6
78.92;adb. Lovin. L11. At tract. in psalm. 1p. 195 1.91 Pharach o .
Devil, his army demons and the sa baptism. Origen had identiiog
Pharaoh with the Devil at 7. in Ezech. 30,25. Pharaoh is the Devi ang
Egypt the world according to Cyprian, Fort. 7; Gregory of Elvira, jy
cant. 2,25; Ps.-Origen (= Gregory of Elvira), rract. 7.3;9,16. He wag
the ungodly and voluptuous temperament in Philo, leg. all. 3212; ¢f
ebr. 111 (the boastful mind). CF. further Wessel, pp. 3761,

cantemus  domino; gloriose enim magnificatus est. equum e
ascensorem proiecit in mare. Unlike Ambrose and Athanasius (cf
previous n.), J. characteristically inserts a direct quotation of scripture
(Exod. 15,21; not 15,1, as Hilberg). Biblical citation in fact permeates
the whole of this passage; in Ambrose and Athanasius on the other
hand it is used very sparingly and reserved to the end. J. is highly
partial to this verse of Exod., which he cites sixteen times elsewhere.
According to Philo, agric. 83 the horses were passions and vices, while
the rider was the mind that hates virtue; cf. ebr. 111.

412

tunc Thecla in tos laeta volabit amplexus. ). now begins a very
impressive sevenfold anaphora of func which runs right through his
description of Eustochium’s heavenly reception (41.2-4). A fourfold
and twofold anaphora of the same word had occurred in the parallel
descriptions at Tertullian, spect. 30 p. 29,6 and Ambrose, virg. 2217
respectively; for J's debt to these two passages in the present section of
the Libellus f. nn. on quam nec oculus ... and cum tibi Maria ... &
41,1 above. J. begins with Thecla: she had been mentioned by Ambrose
in the immediately succeeding passage (virg. 2,3,19).2

Tete: pog

: According to Deléani, - 68,15 use of laeta and in this sentence is due ©©
P il 2 o b conpecr ¢ conpontn e guas f 517082
n Commune latiiaex. The point may however be made that in Cyprian it s only e

tives of the ordinary Chisten who do the grecting, A more likely source or) 5
i the vigin's y
depiction of exactly same event in the afore-

et Lt i g o s e i Achaiondscnpion 0%

e ol the Libells cf . on tunc e altus castatis chorus . t 413 below). 1t

e A oeount one eads i adacent lincs. “Comme cle (sc. M) 5

ok pamiles mges” (efort [1955), p. 64,1, 1.

would seem 10 be Athanasius'
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w
Virgins talked a great deal abou

Nyssa, v. Macr. 2 (Exeivng eékme;b‘;‘:l'.“?"'"g 0 Gregory of
26100 They had been told 1o copy her fn e S Tapéros 5
(Amand-Moons) 100 and Athanasius, Sy ™2 " Tty
045. Isidore of Pelusium refers to her ge oy
ceiov VKBV Kol Tpomaiov } raveign :
Gveios €0T300 (ep. 187). She reprones s Tl v s
Ambrose, aps. virg. 11, while according to b pgras. " & P5-
yncltica was her true discple. J. himset repor sy
the name of Thecla in Jerusalem (chron, g . sppe 2 C4Ted

nt passage, Thela regularly appears in istnguigg 2"
She is mentioned together with Mary and Miriam (ps -Atragsor
7), with Mary and Agnes (Sulpicius Severus, il 2,13.5:pe- gy
laps. virg. 10). with Agnes and Pelagia (Ambrose,epis, 2735, wiy
Susanna (Gregory Nazianzen, or. 24,10; carm. 122,190) an wih
John, Peter, Paul, James, Stcphen, Luke and Anirew. (Gregory
Nazianzen, or. 4,69). Epiphanius associates her with Moss ang fr
daughters of Philip (haer. 78,16,7) and with Elah and St fohn (it
79,5,2). On the other hand J. notes at vir. ill. 7 that the “Wanderings’ of
Paul and Thecla are apocryphal. As in the present passage of the
Libellus, saints again embrace the deceased in Ps-Basi, ad fi. 20 |
552 omne sanctorum agmen in tus miscetur anpleibis.
tunc et ipse sponsus occurret et dicet. Christ had me! the virgin on
her arrival in heaven at both Athanasius, Leter fo virgis (Lefor
[1955]) p. 64, L. 14 (*Corame le Seigneur les recommandera 4 son pére
en les voyant!') and Ambrose, virg. 2,2,16 (quemadmodim ecs ipse
dominus commendabit patri). As well as having Chrs ntoduce the
virgin to God, both had made Mary present her to Chris. J. bandons
this progressive movement and prefers intesd s sting of disinc
encounters which creates a very effective crescendo. Athanasius
Ambrose had also given Christ a short sw;h; ot dira:
ci furent et sont comme Marie qui est mieme & LIy
repetens suum: “‘Pater sancte, istae su Wmﬁﬁﬁﬂvzy pic-
the other hand predictably puts into his ma“Mm"oﬁ " the sponsus s
turesque quotation of scripture (cf. next n.: opening ot he
partcularly appropriate in this fial ft S L L 5 d e
same bridegroom had led Eustochium mw' knocked. 1. follows
middie of the work (26,2) he had oM PR e reapiom
Ambrose and Athanasius in placing Chis
scene,

" For Macrina and Theclaof Albrecht (986
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Chist again runs to meet us after death in epist. 39,32; . ler p;
Sulpicius Severus, epist. 1,3 (where martyrs, prophets, apostes, angels
and archangels also participate) and Hilary of Arles, vita Honora;, 15
12.Inthe finalch. of Pelagius’ epist. ad Demer. (30) the virgin fies .
o meet her spouse in company with her fellows. Similarly Amprors
finishes inst. virg. by pelitioning Jesus to receive the virgin (17,114
egredere itague tu, domine lesu. in die sponsalium tuorum, suscipy
iamdudum devotam tibi spiritu ...
surge, veni, proxima mea, speciosa mea, columba mea, quia ecce
iemps transiit, plavia abiit sibi. This charming text (Cant, 2,107y
recurs eight times in J. At epist. 18B,4,3 the winter of temptation way
meant (in Nilus of Ancyra, ep. 2.282 the reference is 1o incontinence),
The expiring Paula heard Christ calling with this verse (epist,
108.28,3). It is also cited by Ambrose at inst. virg. 1,3. When Christ's
bride reaches heaven at adv. Pelag. 3,13, J. makes him quote Cant, 47
10 he instead: fota pulchra es, amica mea ...
tunc angeli mirabuntur et dicent. Cf. Athanasius, Letter to virgins
(Lefort [19551) p. 64, 1. 12 (*Quelle joie parmi les anges en voyant
Vimage de leur pureté dans les corps des vierges!”) and Ambrose, virg,
22,17 (quanta angelorum laetitia  plaudentium, quod habitare
mereatur in caelo quae caclestem vitam vixit in saeculo). Again ).
replaces Ambrose’s rather insipid conceit with a biblical text that is put
in the mouths of the angels (cf. nextn.).

Already Methodius records the tradition that angels greet and escort
the virgin: Guo ... t xaTakeTyar ToV KGOHOV Tag YXG AdYoS TaiS
mapBévorg bravigviag Gyyéhou petd modkiig EDTIAG ... napa-
népnery (symp. 8,2,175). The scene is described in Vita Melaniae
iunioris 70 yaipovteg 8¢ oi éyior dyyehor avtiv mpocedéfavto.
Chrysostom assures his hearer at hom. in Phil. 12,2 that if he enters
heaven victorious, the angels will pay him honour (ai8ecBiiooviat).
Ambrose again describes (epist. 7,51,8) how the angels are glad o
welcome a newcomer of distinction (in ... sanctorum angelorum
laetitia, qui ad se tantum virum transisse gratulabantur), while they are
also said to rejoice on our entry into heaven at Ps.-Sulpicius Severus,
€pist. 13. 1. makes a band of angels meet the dead in epist. 23,3,1 &nd
393.2; of. also Eucherius, laud. her. 23 and Ps.-Basil, ad fil. 20 1. 551-

Examples of angeli i i i . 546,
vy 'geli psychopompi are given by Waszink (1947), p.

quac est Ista prospiciens quasi diluculum, speciosa ut luna, electa ul
:z" J- quotes Cant. 6,9 (= LXX 6,10) ag:l:‘cmly at in Is. 18,6622 1

videbunt te fllise et loudabunt te re
reginae et concubinae 1€
pracdicabunt. . paraphrases Cant. 6,8 (= LXX 6,9). This appealing
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0
getal i absent from the description of the gy .. -
thanasius and AmbIGSE (c£. . on cum iy e 18 Wekome
isevidently untroubled by the mention of gnr.es” & 411 above) |

of Cant. in this passage (pp. 209,13 21013 i,,"‘,:‘";me Tavish e

lightfully intimate and winsome tone to the conclysi Parts a de.
also pp- 210,19~ 211,4). 1 also balances the aqf.l:ﬁ';:,“::t'“*: work (e,
€ citaion

ofCant. n the opening and centralch. (1 and 1,

J.ctes Cant. 6,8 again in epist. 65203, where (.4
{he “queens’ as those who have ‘gone beyond the s ¢ CETIES
and yeam for the future kingdom, while the .mmm":‘,"'w world'
who already “possess the circumcison of th cght dy b o
yt reached marriage" (for 1's meaning cf,Cofa. 1, p. 3371 e o
Methodius had made the concubines the souls of pophes as s
flood, while the queens were the souls of thase beore i (o
74,159). Epiphanius makes the queens the generations up o 37:;
(exp.fid. 5.1) and the concubines heresies (i 8.4). Fnlly ot donry
quaest. 55 Augustine thinks that the queens are souls which e iy
inteligible and spiritual things, whereas the concubins receie
reward of things earthly.

1.’ quotation of the text at epist. 65,20,3 (viderunt eam filce et
beatificant eam reginae et concubinae et laudans eam) might seem to
suggest that in the present passage of the Libelus an e shoud be
inserted after concubinge; it i i factfound n some MSS,

a3
tunc et alius castitatis chorus occurret: Sarra cum mupts venict
Sarah had also figured in Athanasius’ account of the heavenly recepion
in Letter 1o virgins (Lefort [1955)) p. 64, 1.17 *0 combien de femmes
viendront & leur rencontre! Sara, Rebecca, Rachel, Lis Susmed
Elisabeth; et surtout s femmes qui veilérnt sr o diens
mariage”. Athanasius had inserted this list of mmmt% s
in the preceding section he had been at pains 10 W"”ﬁ Bt . Dol
is a blessed state, Ambrose o the ther hand had kB B oL R0 o
[1974a], pp. 49). It would appear that J. bas 10¥ B 2 oy
item in’ Athanasius’ catalogue; Serah this bec
group of married women who greet Eglﬂ@";w, here would als0
The phrase castitais chorus Whieh - TR Cof pganusis
appear to have been inspired by this ST BT0, hich alio
casttaris evidently echoes the ‘déCEOC %, ) i s connection
speaks shortly aferwards of a ‘choeur’ (> 6%
1 ordig 5 e 450
of

' L ol 26
“There is no warrant for the view of D8 B0y,
the apos ' orusand rmphantes VB
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it may be noted that the Fathers were exercised by the

explaning how Sarah could have escaped defilement whg:.wpl,f,':',:;
ook her as a concubine in the belief that she was Abraham's siger 1
himself has mentioned this episode just two chs. earlier: Abrahgy;
uxorem periclitatur amitere (39.4). At quacst. hebr. in gen. p. 20,20 pe
argues that Sarah was not to blame: corpus sanctarum mulierum oy
vis maculet, sed voluntas; however he also attempts to uphold Sarah'’s
chastity by referring to Esther’s wait of a year. The latter explanation iy
adopted by Augustine at quaest. hept. 1,26; he deals more fully wity
the matter at quaest. Dulc. 7,1-4 (qualiter satisfaciendum sit his qu
dicunt Sarram stuprum non effugisse). Eusebius of Emesa had
dismissed the charge by reference to the similar story conceming
Abimelech (fr. Gen. 12,17). Ambrose goes 50 far as to make Sarah's
adventure a triumph of chastity (spir. 3,642); similarly Chrysostom
says that God deliberately postponed Pharaoh’s chastisement in order
to demonstrate Sarah'’s virtue (p. redir. 2,1). Several passages speak of
Sarah as a paragon of morality: Epiphanius, anc. 109,6; Ps.-Epiphanius,
mum. myst. 3; Chrysostom, hom. in Is. 6,1 4.3; Ps.-Chrysostom, hom. in
Gen. 34, It is nonetheless worthy of note that, while Mary and Anna
are the standard models for virgins and widows respectively, not Sarah
but Susanna is regularly recommended for imitation by married
women: Augustine, serm. 96,10, 196.2; 3916 (the most concise
formulation: muptae Susannam, viduae Annam, virgines Mariam
cogitate); Quodvultdeus, catacl. 6,22; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 6,7. In
Athanasius Sarah had of course been grouped together with five others.
Jilla Phanuelis Anna cum viduis. To Sarah (cf. previous n.) J. adds
Anna at the head of a band of widows. Anna had not figured in
Athanasius or Ambrose: her inclusion is evidently J.’s own innovation.
However it is pethaps possible that J. has taken a hint from Athanasius,
who five lines afler his mention of Sarah's group had remarked:
*Comme Marie les recommandera 4 sa mére!” (Letter fo virgins [Lefort
19551 p. 64, 1. 24). Mary's mother also of course bore the name Anna.
_Anma s with Blesilla in heaven at epist. 39,7,2. The widow is told to
imitate her example in epist. 79,11,3. J. also mentions her at epist
T6.2; 5416,1; 54,18.2; 65,1,5; 123,1,2; 127.2,2; 130,4,2; adv. lovin.
1,32, 2,15, Anna is the type and ideal of widowhood in the following
passages: Augustine, serm. 96,10; 196,2; 391,6; Quodvultdeus, catacl-
622; Caesarius of Arles, serm. 6,7. Anna and Sarzh will be with the

;m on Judgment Day according to Amobius Junior, ad Greg. 2 P-

erunt ut in diversis gregibus,
presence of Sarah and Anna am
heaven (cf. previous two nn.)

carnis et spiritus, matres tuae. The
ong those who welcome Eustochium in
serves a very important purpose: it nOW
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as
cnables J- wl intro::uce (:e W0 women who
i t role in Eustochium’s ingil 7
,‘,’ﬂ',:?'?-h"e second is her spiritual .?.'Z:.me’]‘,‘: (:'{m s her mother
s sc. Marcellae) nurita cubiculo Eustochium), pgt o, 2152 i1
la had lost her husband recently,’ while Maospr Lo "
‘widowed for the last quarter of a century., 2d been
Jn making Eustochium’s spiritual and natural
celestal reception 1. would again seem to be rofi‘;'L'IZ;‘ T e
thanasius. Just five lines aficr the passage daling win Sum
‘thanasius had continued: *Comme i anges pricront pour ks prs.
e celles-la parce que leurs filles marchérent daprés image e
pureté’ (Letter 10 virgins [Lefort 1955] p. 64, I. 24). This semees
found a brief echo in Ambrose, virg. 2,16 haee parentes redimy.
however exploit it to very good effect: while inclusion of Pauly and
Marcella gives a charmingly personal touch to the traditonal theme of
the entry into heaven, association with such august fgures ofthe Bible
as Sarah and Anna s at the same time extremely effective flaery of
these two noble Roman ladies, on whose patronage J. depended. It all
the more telling inasmuch as it occurs at the very climax of the work ¢
J. does not mention Paula and Marcella by name; instead tey are
introduced very strikingly and with great economy by means of the
impressively polar antonomasia carnis et spiritus maires tuae: the
genitive carnis et spiritus is evidently to be construed ad Kowod with
both gregibus and matres. 1. is very fond of applying the anithesis
“flesh / spirit” to domestic relationships. He does so again at epit.
60,7.3;in Os. prol. |. 131; tract. in Marc. p. 3204; tract p. 505 1 108
Elsewhere such usage i rare; for an example cf. Apophibegmata
patrum p. 432* Eywv xai matépa Tov abtov cupkikdv dua xal
vewaTikév. On spiritual parenthood in general cf. Emonds, p. 52 (for
additional examples of the pupil as offspring cf. Origen, el in Ezeck
58 and exp. in Pr. 5,18). Marcella is again called ‘mother' in epist.
46.13,2; of. 46,1,1 (magisram). Cf. alo epist 2322 (mater viginen
[sc. Lea]) and (e.g.) Vita Melaniae iunioris 58 (Rvewiomixilv kTe=pe)s
Chrysostom, catech. (Wenger) 4, ; Amphilochivs of conium P0G
(in the last two passages the ‘spiritual mother s the chrch,
final passage also makes the baptizing priest the father an
Cor.4,15; Gal. 4,19; Heb. 2,13)- —
laetabitur ila, quod genuit; exultabit isto, quod ‘MWM by a biblcal
of Paula and Marcella (cf. previous n.)is further 0

had played the mog

\ L
Paula's husband had died in 381 according W"‘f:;",‘.',’;’ﬁﬁ reatse: il in ho<
*J. thereby belies the affimation he makes &

libello adulatio (2.2)
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reminiscence; cf. Prov. 23.24f. (Vulg.; Sabatier, 11, p. 333, does noq
provide an Old Latin version) exulat gaudio pater iusti: qui sapiemtem
genuit, laetabitur in eo. (25) gaudeat pater tuus et mater tua et exlrgy
quac genuit fe. The ccho has not been registed by previoy
Commentators. The elegant isocolon of J.’s formulation is noted by
both Harendza, p. 42, and Hritzu, p. 86. The theme of the mother's joy
had occurred in the middle of the work (20,1 nonne et laboris sui fruge
laetabitur?); it is now picked up at the end.
tunc vere super asinam dominus ascendet et caelestem ingredietur
Hierusalem. ). now improves on Athanasius and Ambrose (cf. n, on
cum tibi Maria ... at 41,1 above) by associating the virgin's entry into
heaven with Christ's triumphal entry into Jerusalem. On vere cf. n. on
praccessit umbra, nunc veritas est at 23,3. “Truth’ had been placed in
heaven by Origen (hom. in Jos. 17,1 p. 400,18; ib. Heb. 8,5 qui ...
umbrae deserviunt caelestium), while Ambrose (off. 1,48,238) locates
the *shadow” in the law, the ‘image’ in the Gospel and the “truth’ in
heaven.
ecce ego et pueri, quos mihi dedit dominus. J. continues to
intersperse his account with biblical citation. Here he introduces a piece
of largely omamental exegesis on parvuli in the preceding line. Is. 8,18
s put in Christ's mouth at Heb. 2,13. The children’ of this verse are
prophets bom of God according to in /5. 38,18 1. 8 (in ). 38 ). is
surprised that someone thinks them Isaiah's own sons); they are
apostles at in Eph. 4,13 p. 501°. J. quotes the text another half dozen
times. In the present passage it is linked to Mt. 21,9 (osanna ...). The
same combination occurs in Ps.-Basil, /5. 8.217; J. himself repeats it at
tract. p. $511.73 (cf. p. 550 1. 68).

palmas victoriae sublevantes consono ore cantabunt. Cf. In. 12,13
acceperunt ramos palmarum et processerunt obviam ei et clamabant:
‘osanna ...", The parvuli (1. 6) come from M. 21,15 pueros clamantes
intemplo et dicentes: ‘osanna ...",
osanna in excelsis; benedictus, qui venit in nomine domini, osanna in
excelsis. ). cites Mt. 21,9 in this form again at rract. p. 550 1. 68; cf
in Hab. 2.9 1. 343 and in psalm. 117. At the beginning of the verse the
Vulgate reads osanna filio David in place of osanna in excelsis.
a4

tunc centum quadraginta quattuor milia. The style of this passage
of the Libellus is conspicuously unadomed and paratactic: func centum
guadraginta quattuor milia in conspectu throni et seniorum tenebunt
c‘rlham.\‘ =l cantabunt canticum novum et nemo poterit scire canticum
illud, nisi mumerus definitus. This stylistic feature is due only in part to
the circumstance that here J. is paraphrasing Apoc. 14,13, The biblical
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inal runs as follows: centum quadraginta guat
O ius of nomen pairs eius scriptun in ;,.,‘L.WZLZ"(’Z, betes
vocen de caelo lamquam vocem aguarum mullarun ef tamqunm weer
oniirui magni: €1 vocem  quam " audivi, " sicut - citharggdoren
ciarizantium in citharis suis. (3 et cantabant quasi cantioups wor
ante sedem et ante quattuor animalia et seniores: et nemo poryey
{iscere canticum nisi lla centum quadraginta quattuor mili, gy mp
Suntde terra. Though J. has remodelled his source quite subepmrnt
o atiemp at stylistic variation has been made. The solemn simplvciy
{hat results invests the conclusion of the work with a certan digniy.
i sunt, qui se cum mulieribus non colnquinaverunt — virgines enim
p — i sunt gnum, ue vadit. )
now passes to direct citation of Apoc. 14,4, Souter (1912).p. 150, notes
that the whole passage (1L 15~16) should be printed as 2 quotation. For
ermanserunt (Vulg. sunt) cf. (e.g.) Cyprian, festim. 3,32 (de bono
virginitatis); this reading fits J.'s stress on endurance in the next
sentence. Cyprian had also cited the text in hab. virg. 4. It is in fact
regularly adduced in treatises on virginity: the first half occurs at
Methodius, symp. 1,5,26 and Augustine, virg. 27,27, while the second
half is found in Ambrose, inst. virg. 17,113; Ps.-Sulpicius Severus,
epist. 2.2; 2,11; Augustine, virg. 27,27 (et passim). ). applies the
second part to virgins, widows and married women (epist. 77,12), to
Paula (epist. 108,22,1), to the apostles (c. Vigil. 6) and to virgins (in .
1,1,18° 1. 16); he cites it eight times besides.
a5
quotienscumque te vana saeculi delectarit ambiio. A Waming
against worldliness (and not the flesh) concludes the work.
ad paradisum mente transgredere. ). characteristially rounds off
with two commonplaces and two quotations of scripture. The first
commonplace is mental translocation to paradise. J. had alfad
employed this notion at epist. 14,10,3 (tu paradisum mente deambula;
ie illuc cogitatione deris, totiens in heremo non
eris; here he had been indebted to Tertullian, mart, 2 quotiens 527
(sc. viam, quae ad deun ducit) spiritu deambulmers, (I8 1
carcere non eris.); cf. also [Ps.]-lerome, epist 18 P ShEL K
paradisum mente conscendens).’ As in the presert PUSC GG o
combined with being what we shall be (¢f.next 1) in J S TR CEL
Theaphilus at epist. 96,2,1 (caelestibus misceamty (Y i usedin s
iliuc mente transiati, .. simus quod futur sumis):

1 2431
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ion of Theophilus at epist. 100,9,2.
""‘T‘ﬁ";m had nhzady occurred in Cyprian, zel. 18 paradisum cogitg,
1tis also found in Paulinus of Nola, epist. 13.24 (non .. modica animi;
credentium voluptas est ... in paradiso iam animis deambulare), f
Ambrose, Jac. 2.9,38 (cui [sc. lacob) liceret .. superna paradisi mentis
vigore penetrare) and Maximus of Turin 243 Guiil .. detrimensi
patitur in terris, cuius animus demoratur in caelis). The audience hag
been enjoined to scale heaven by Cyril of Jerusalem, carech. 16,23
(@vanfi o T Biavoig: Kai Eig TPETOV OUPAVOY ... Imepavifnde
10 Aoyioois, €i Svvaoat, kai avatépo); cf. Chrysostom, Thar. 1,11
(B16Bndt @ Aoyroud mpog & Ymép Tov olpavév); Theodoret of
Cyrrhus, h. rel. 7 p. 1365°. Finally the Apostle is said by Chrysostom,
catech. (Wenger) 7,20 to have encouraged standing beside the Lord in
thought. In the present passage of the Libellus there is an effective
contrast between paradisus and the mundus of the previous line.
esse incipe, quod futura es.  Deléani, p. 68, maintains that for this
statement J. is indebted to the following passages of Cyprian: servare
quod esse coepistis, servate quod eritis (hab. virg. 22); hoc sis tantum
quod esse coepisti (ad Donat. S); renati imitemur quod futuri sumus
(domin. orat. 36). Only the last of these texts bears any resemblance to
what J. actually says;* moreover only its final section matches J.'s
particular wording. However 1.’s entire formulation finds a parallel in
another passage of Cyprian: quod futuri sumus, iam vos esse coepistis
(hab. virg. 22).
As usual, J. has streamlined his source and enhanced its rhetorical
finesse. In particular the whole is now gracefully enclosed by two
forms of the verb “to be” that are linked by parechesis (esse ... es): J's
sentence accordingly presents an instance of polyptotic redditio. The
same idea is also found in several other writers; significantly however
all their formulations are far less concise than that of the Libellus: Ps.-
Cyprian (= Novatian), pudic. 7,3 (virginitas quid aliud est quam
futurae vitae gloriosa meditatio?); Eusebius of Emesa, serm. 7,5 (quod
€rgo ex promissione in regno caelorum reconditum est, hoc anticipans
quorundam propositum habet et possidet); Asterius of Ansedunum, ad
Renat. 1. 265 (his virtutibus enituntur quod futuri suni esse, dum
vivunt;, Cassian, inst. 6,6 (quod deposita corruptela carnali habituros

sanctos promittitur in futurum, hic iam in carne fragili possidentes [sc.
virgines]).

et is found in P
oo lam i st quod funi sums. The.document i African 04
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s
imself repeats the same idea in epist, 65,1
@ "’0; alii postea in caelis futuri. suni, hoo J.J,;:," @ ',';f: 136
coeperunt); . reg. Pachom. praef. 2 p. 5,5, As in the pregens maes®
g s t e form of an i 1 i, 33 3L
unc incipiamus esse quod nobis in caelestibus repromissup, est) m:im
Gl 615 . 437% .50 eist 62,1 15 i of s
b translocation 10 paradise, as here; . previous n, ths:
‘me sicut signaculum in corde wo. J. again combines scr
P a steiking formulation that has been borrawed m”iﬂi‘w‘ﬂ:"? &
previous n.). He does not quote this charming verse (Cant, $) .g.f..'
Ambrose on the other hand cites the text over a dozen times, he pad
already used it in virg. 1.8,46 and 1,8.48. :
pariter ac mente. . is unique in his fondness for the sriking
atithesis opere ! mente. He uses it agan at epist. 64,20.2: Didym, spiy
57(on 1 Cor. 7,34 [sancta et corpore et spiritu]); in ler. 1,73; in Ezech,
41,13 1. 1474; in Mich. 6,8 1. 245, in Zach. 121, 119, in Matth, .00 1,
622; in Eph. 4,3 p. 4955
oqua multa non poterit extinguere caritatem et flumina non
cooperient eam. _Since the work has been marked throughout by
lavish scriptural citation, it is fitting that a text ofthe Bible should form
the climax. Cant. 8,7 deals with love (caritatem); accordingly it now
aptly picks up the theme which had occupied both the opening and
centre of the work (chs. | and 24-6), where the language of Cant. had
likewise been used to express it. 1. cites Cant. 87 on only three further
occasions. In the biblical context it comes immediately after the verse
just cited (p. 210, 19FF). Ambrose cites the two texts in conjunction at
inst. virg. 17,113 and in psalm. 118 serm. 19.28,1.
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