THE BROTHER I HAVE KNOWN *

HOEVER CAME TO THE SAULCHOIR would
encounter Father Chenu first in his courses. In
philosophy he translated and commented on Aris-

totle’s Peri psychés. In theology, in his courses on the history
of doctrines (a term that he used instead of “the history of
dogmas ™), he treated the subject matter in relation to the
doctrinal courses, while also adding a few classes “extra for-
mam.” Of these latter I particularly recall one on the Faith
and Constitution Movement (the Conference of Lausanne
had just taken place in 1927) and several on Mohler and the
Catholic school of Tiibingen, which opened up one of the
sources from which I subsequently drew much that inspired
my own work. To this may be added the optional courses
given in the afternoon, which were the most interesting.

The course on the history of doctrines was marked by the
strong conviction of a man who believed in ideas with his
whole being. One of the people who was responsible for his
having come under suspicion told me one day that Father
Chenu did not hold for metaphysies and affected an all-em-
bracing relativism. I have encountered few people, however,
who believed as he did in intelligence, in its act and in intel-
lectuality. The history of doctrines, as he taught it to us, was
the history of the search for truth; it was a drama in which
one discovered how the great minds had stumbled in their
quest for the knowledge of the truth, or had added to it—and
what problems were their point of departure and how they

* Bditor’s note: When invited to contribute to this issue of The Thomist
celebrating the 90th birthday of Father Chenu, Congar sent us this essay,
written to honor Chenu in 1964 and never before published. It dates from
the period of the Second Vatican Council when these two great Dominicans
were colleagues in Rome. Translated from the French with minor revisions by
Boniface Ramsey, 0.P.
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construed them, and with what presuppositions, misunder-
standings and perceptions they had approached their task.
One lived the problems in their contexts, as great questions of
truth that had in fact anguished the spirit. Nothing was more
doctrinal than these purely historical courses.

Father Chenu wrote that he had entered the Order of Saint
Dominie for the sake of the contemplative life. Thus, totally
open to his fellow human beings in the world, he was in-
tensely a man of meditation. It is in this context and with
this magnificent resource that he was present to men and
women and to their problems. Reflection of a philosophic
kind assures theology and every response that may be pro-
posed of a depth that, without it, cannot be attained. This
is a reflection on the givens of problems and on the concepts
that are at issue therein. It permits responses to be renewed
by taking the question further. It presupposes a profound in-
tellectual life that is not at the mercy of the superficial flow of
the sensations and of information.

I can picture Father Chenu now, at the Saulchoir in Kain
(Belgium) , coming downstairs every day at about 4:30 in the
afternoon to take a meditative and reflective walk in the park.
I can see him now, always alert and reflective, scribbling in a
little notebook or on the back of an envelope a few words
suggested by what he was listening to. A constant nourish-
ment from within permitted him to make a constant gift of
his heart and mind. It was a kind of intellectual generosity on
the same plane as his extraordinary openness to others, to
every question and to every project upon which he entered,
in a spirit both fraternal and collaborative, as if he had noth-
ing to do but that. Etienne Gilson once said of him: “Father
Chenu pours himself out in participation.” He often sacrificed
what could have been his own work for the sake of pouring
his wealth into the poverty of others. How many texts that
appeared under another name were really by him!

During the very difficult time when the worker priests had
been condemned and Father Chenu himself was the object of
discriminatory measures, two young clerics of the Mission de
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France asked him if he would give them their retreat prepara-
tory to ordination. Shortly after, full of enthusiasm, they told
me: They can’t chop Father Chenu up into little pieces; the
sap flows as full and fresh as it ever did!

In fact, after the condemnation of 1942—which was all the
more painful for him because through him it touched the
Saulchoir that he had wished to serve, and at the precise mo-
ment of the little book program to which he had given him-
self completely—Father Chenu began a new life: after twenty
years of teaching young men at the house of studies, a direct
apostolic service to men and women in the very midst of their
problems. Never was he more himself. His reasons for serv-
ing the faith were stronger than the circumstances in which
he was placed. His interior wealth always went beyond what
he communicated of it. He continued a life of teaching and
research. Far from a decent library, which he had helped to
enrich, dividing his time between Saint-Jacques (Paris),
where he had his books, and Rouen, where two shelves were
more than enough for his papers and a few volumes, he pro-
duced the splendid fruits of his study: Introduction & U'étude
de saint Thomas in 1950 and Théologie au XIlIe siécle in 1957.
But, enjoying an exceptionally broad range of possibilities for
making contact with others and for work, he was in particular
a man with a remarkable ministry among small gatherings of
friends and study groups. Priests, teachers, engineers, soci-
ologists, economists, worker priests and the Mission de France,
groups from the thirteenth arrondissement, families, workers
making the pilgrimage to Chartres, and how many more!
Others have also been able to glimpse behind the veil of this
life that is so authentically one of a {riar preacher, a life
hidden with Christ in God. And in all of this, what constant
resourcefulness, what freedom in the faith!

I have just used, perhaps, the word that is most exact and
most significant. How often we have experienced in ourselves
and in the persons of so many of our brethren the formal
exactness of the Savior’s phrase: “The truth will set you free”!
I shall only evoke some of the dead from among our brethren,
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who are now gathered around Him whom we celebrate as liv-
ing. There are the names, the faces, the work of a Father
Bernardot, a Father Couturier, a Father Maydieu, a Father
Chifflot, a Father Boisselot, a Father Gourbillon. . . . All of
these, friends of Father Chenu and following in his wake, were,
In a magnificent way, free men and men of faith—rocks of
faith and models of freedom, authentic friars preachers. I re-
member how Antoine Martel formulated the impression that
had been left with him after a stay at the Saulchoir: a vibrant
faith. It is true. The Saulchoir at Kain radiated this in the life
of study and the intense liturgical life that were equally and
conjointly cultivated there. But, at the Saulchoir and later at
some distance from it, in every sort of apostolate, Father
Chenu radiated this in a manner entirely his own. Yes, a man
truly free, in faith.

Father Chenu spoke much of the faith and often wrote about
it. He said that he owed to Father Garrigou-Lagrange his vital
perception of the supernatural quality of the faith, just as he
owed to Father Schultes his sense of the development of
dogma. His conception of the faith was that of Saint Thomas,
as was his conception of theology: he saw this latter as the
promotion of the faith in and by the cultivation of a historical
and rational understanding. Who has spoken better than he
of theology as a branch of knowledge subordinated, by faith,
to the knowledge of God and the blessed? He experienced pro-
foundly the movement by which the First Truth communi-
cates to us His certitude which, by way of the believer’s re-
flection and the rational process of a mind seeking to under-
stand what it believes, communicates itself with a reflection
of its supernaturality to theology itself. As a result, with his
irascible and fighting nature, remarkably gifted as Father
Chenu was with that “humble virtue of indignation ” spoken
of by Pastor André Dumas, he joined battle against a certain
“ spirit of faith,” which is experienced as something that needs
to be added on in an extrinsic manner, if one conceives of the
faith solely either as an adherence to a list of propositions of
a metaphysical sort or as an obedience to an authority that is



THE BROTHER I HAVE KNOWN 499

completely external and more or less arbitrary. For him the
supernatural knowledge of God that the faith gives was in-
trinsically and ontologically religious, alive and fervent. There
was no need at all of a “ spirit of faith,” where one would meet
with a rather pale and somewhat moralizing piety, inasmuch
as the faith was radicated in its living supernaturality, indis-
solubly intellectual and motivating Christian behavior. His
reaction in this regard went further still and was as much
linked to his understanding of the history of doctrines as to
his vision of the whole of theology.

These were the things that, as time went on, we used to
speak of. Projects came into being. I had taken on the pub-
lication of the collection Unam Senctam. Along with Father
Feret we had, the three of us, started on the project, which
circumstances would transform for us from then on into some-
thing almost fantastical, of editing a history of theology. Not
of dogmas but of theology. One day, chatting at the entrance
of the old Saulchoir, we found ourselves in profound accord—
at once intellectual, vital and apostolic—on the idea of under-
taking a “liquidation of baroque theology.” This was a mo-
ment of intense and total spiritual union. We elaborated a
plan and distributed the tasks among ourselves. I still have
the dossier that was begun then. The project will never be
realized as such, but it still has at least, in fact, been partially
realized by each one of us according to his own interests and
according to his capabilities, which have largely been condi-
tioned by events and opportunities. It was not a question of
producing something negative: the rejections were only the
reverse of aspects that were more positive. One day the bal-
ance will be drawn up, but already the positive quality can be
sensed. What would a little later be called “ressourcement ”
was then at the heart of our efforts. It was not a matter either
of mechanically replacing some theses by other theses or of
creating a “ revolution ” but of appealing, as Péguy says, from
one tradition less profound to another more profound. When,
in 1938, Father Gillet (the Master of the Order) summoned
me to pass on to me the criticisms that had been made of me,
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he told me: “You are being reproached for recommending a
return to the sources.” Of course that is what I was advocat-
ing and what I was trying to practice. At that time Father
Chenu was greatly esteemed by Father Gillet, who often con-
sulted him. From that time on, however, it was to Father
Chenu as much as to me, and before me, that the reproach
ought to have been addressed. But would it be a reproach
today? Ubi sunt qui te accusabant?

I began these reminiscences by recalling the teaching of
Father Chenu, and I let myself be drawn into speaking of the
interior of his mind as a theologian and as a friar preacher.
I should return to that teaching in order to say better what it
brought to me, but I cannot do this without first speaking a
little about myself. I believe, however, that I have understood
that other lesson that Father Chenu gave us by his living ex-
ample, and I employ his very formulation of it: Objects pre-
cede persons and, in particular, they precede every utility or
tactic, even those that are ordered to the good.

I have always loved history. As a child I used to enjoy
reading Plutarch’s Lives, and I was much taken up with
Napoleonic history. From the moment when, with the instiga-
tion and the guidance of the Abbé D. Lallement, I started on
Saint Thomas (in 1921), I was drawn to a historical study of
his thought. There was a danger there of sacrificing an under-
standing of the essentials to a taste for diffusiveness in cita-
tions and references. At the Saulchoir, while a student, I made
an effort to resist this strong tendency, and in this respect I
was almost scrupulous. When Father Gillet wanted to found
the Institute of History at Santa Sabina (the Dominican
motherhouse in Rome), I was nearly designated shortly after,
along with Father Raymond Jordan, to be assigned there. I
wept over my laxity, over my infidelity, perhaps, to my voca-
tion as a friar preacher and theologian, a doctrinal servant of
the People of God—an infidelity which, in letting me flutter
around the edges of history, had left me open to be designated
for something in which I feared a certain betrayal of my voca-
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tion. This stayed with me. But the teaching and fraternal
friendship of Father Chenu formed in me, little by little and
in depth, the tissue of a theological life where history had its
place, great and beautiful, at the service of doctrine.

Father Chenu taught history with a remarkable mastery of
that discipline, in a way that was completely penetrated by re-
flection on and the search for the truth. With Father Man-
donnet, he disclosed to us the historical conditioning, integral-
ly historic, of that very research itself, pursued with a great
consecration of the mind to the true and to the spread of the
truth, which was a task eminently Dominican. He initiated
us into the perception of the concrete and material character
of the most sublime realities that we are called to live in time.
Gradually, with the course of years, he himself came to see and
to speak more and more of the economic and social condition-
ing of the historical process. It was not despite that, but
rather in that and by that, that the mind would come to a
fuller perception of reality, and thus to the truth. For myself,
I confess it, historical knowledge and, if possible, a knowledge
of history integrally understood (in the sense of Lucien Febvre
and the school of the Annales), has increasingly been a means
of intellectual and theological life, a dimension of the thought
that seeks to seize upon that which is, the path of a perception
of the true in which what is relative, when given its place,
permits the absolute to be honored there where it is truly
found. It was there that we encountered one another and were
joined to one another, that we communed intensely in the same
service to the truth, as if it were to a woman to whom we had
consecrated our love and our life.

To this search Father Chenu brought a resource that we
too rarely have at our disposal and that I myself would like
to make better use of—a certain knowledge of, and in any
event an instinct for and a concern about, philology. He has
recently written a few enlightening pages (an article on the
Consecratio Mundi in Nouvelle revue théologique; July 1964) .
There he shows that, beyond the generic and in some way ma-
terial sense, a verbal expression has a meaning that comes to
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it from the use that people make of it in a particular milieu of
thought and in the context of a particular problematic. One
uses words to say something, the real content of which de-
pends on a certain social and historical milieu, and which seeks
to express certain historically conditioned perceptions that
cannot be imposed on or interchanged with perceptions that,
in another era and another milieu, one would have been able
to use the same word for. All of this, of course, without preju-
dice to the creative power of great minds. Relativism? No:
realism. With the school of Christine Mohrmann we have
come to know better the value of semeiology. Father Chenu
was teaching this to us in the late *20s.

Father Chenu’s recent apostolic intuitions, his activity with
the Abbé Godin and in the mission apostolate (he was the
first to propose the idea of the Church in a state of mission),
flow from his methodological positions first taken in other do-
mains. Everything is consistent. He recognized the reality of
“ milieux ” and of the historical-sociological conditioning of the
apostolate before it was being spoken of everywhere. Perhaps
he has sometimes over-used his discovery. I am not sure that
that is true, however.

We were priests together from ’33 to ’39 at the old Saul-
choir, with the seminarians and priests of the north, with the
jocistes and the Missionnaires du Travail. But I will not bring
up these memories, as dear and comforting as they may be.

I write these few lines at Rome, in the midst of the Counecil,
where the work that I am involved in forces me to put down
my thoughts hastily. Father Chenu is here as well. We see one
another infrequently because Rome is big and we are very
busy. But we have had occasion to say to one another: When
one sees where one is and one realizes how long the road has
been, one can’t turn back! Father Chenu is one of those who,
with much labor, have broken ground for that road. How
many things are ours thanks to him! One day Etienne Gilson,
whom I have already cited, said, alluding to the difficulty of
finding a replacement for Father Chenu at the head of the



THE BROTHER I HAVE KNOWN 503

studium that he had loved over the course of twenty years,
including ten years as regent: “ A Father Chenu—there is only
one such every hundred years!” That was the expression of a
friend, but also of a historian who knows human beings and
who understands how and through whom the fruitful ideas of
the future come into existence.

Yvies M.-J. Congar, C.P.
Rome, October 29, 1964



TWO TRADITIONS ON LYING AND DECEPTION
IN THE ANCIENT CHURCH

HE TEACHING ON LYING and deception that the
Western Church has received comes to it from Augus-
tine, who was himself formed by the Scriptures. Augus-

tine’s position, which is delineated at length in the treatises
De mendacio and Contra mendacium, is relatively well known
and has been analyzed by several writers,® but it bears repeat-
ing here.

The De mendacio, written in 395, is the more generic of the
two treatises. Although the author was not perfectly satisfied
with this work on account of its obscurity, and was minded to
remove it from circulation,® he nonetheless did not do so, nor
did he in fact ever retract any of it. Augustine begins by
acknowledging the complexity of the topic that he is about to
address, and he immediately removes from the discussion the
joke whose obvious untruth is understood and accepted by
all.* He defines the person who lies as one “ who has one thing

1Cf.,, e.g., Louis Thomassin, Traité de la vérité et du mensonge (Paris
1691) pp. 1-74; Franz Schindler, “Die Liige in der patristischen Literatur,”
in Albert Michael Koeniger, ed., Beitrdge zur Geschichte des christlichen
Altertums und der Byzontinischen Literatur: Festgabe Albert Ehrhard zum
60. Geburtstag (Bonn/Leipzig 1922; repr. Amsterdam 1969) pp. 426-433;
Bernard Roland-Gosselin, Lo morale de Saint Augustin (Paris 1925) pp.
127-141; L. Godefroy, in Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholigue 10.1 (1928)
558-560; Thomas Deman, Le traitement scientifique de la morale chrétienne
selon Saint Augustin (Montréal/Paris 1957) pp. 89-40; Anne Marie la
Bonnardiére, “Le dol et le jeu d’aprés Saint Augustin,” in Forme Futuri:
Studi in onore del Cardinale Michele Pellegrino (Turin 1975) pp. 868-883;
Sissela Bok, Lying: Morel Choice in Public and Private Life (New York
1978) pp. 32-46.

2 Cf. Retract. 1.27 (CCSL 57.87-88) .,

3 Cf. De mendacio 2 (CSEL 41.414). On jokes and artistic deceptions, such
ag in literature, painting and sculpture, cf. Soliloquie 2.16f (PL 32.892ff).
Here Augustine distinguishes between the mendar and the fallew; the joke
and the artistic deception fall under the mendax, which does not really have
the intention of deceiving, whereas the fallew does have that intention.

504
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in his mind and expresses something else in words or in any
other way whatever.” * Holding tenaciously to this definition,
Augustine not only says the obvious, namely that one who
mistakenly believes and utters an untruth is not lying (al-
though he may be blameworthy for his ignorance), but he
also finds himself obliged to pass a more difficult judgment, the
first of several. This latter concerns the case of two persons,
neither of whom has a reputation for trustworthiness. One of
them tells an untruth in order to save the life of someone who
would not believe him if he told the truth, while the other tells
the truth with the realization that he will not be believed, so
that his hearer may act in such a way as to place his life in
jeopardy. Augustine concludes by posing the numerous ques-
tions that would naturally be asked in this situation; but his
definition, as he himself almost reluctantly admits, obliges
him to say that the former has lied, whereas the latter, who
told the truth with the intention of doing harm thereby, has
not, whatever his culpability may have been otherwise.®
Following this, Augustine treats the matter of those sections
of the Old Testament that appear to condone lying and that
undoubtedly scandalized many of his contemporaries, besides
giving a handle to the Manicheans, who rejected the Old
Testament. After first citing five passages from both Testa-
ments that speak against falsehood, he remarks that in the Old
Testament “ any event can be accepted in a figurative sense,
even though it really occurred, and whatever is brought about
or said figuratively is not a lie.” * If perhaps a lie is really such
in the Scriptures and not meant to be taken figuratively, it is

4 De mendacio 3 (CSEL 41.415).

5 Cf. ibid. (ibid. 414-415).

6 Cf. tbid. 4 (ibid. 416-419),

7Ibid. 7 (ibid. 421). The principle is elaborated in Quaest. evang. 2.51
(PL 35.1362) : “Not everything that we feign is a lie. But when we feign
something that has no meaning, then it is a lie. When, however, our feign-
ing has some meaning, it is not a lie but a figure of the truth. Otherwise
all those things that have been said in figurative fashion by wise and holy
men and even by the Lord himself are to be considered lies, because accord-
ing to the common understanding there is no truth in such a way of speak-
ing.”
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either mentioned in light of what could have been worse (as
Sodom is said to be justified in comparison with Israel in Ezek.
16.48), which is the case with the midwives’ deception of
Pharaoh in Ex. 1.19 (it is hinted that the midwives could
have been worse liars than they were in fact!) ; or it is simply
reproved, as is the case with Peter’s dissimulation in Gal.
2.11-14.2

Having defined lying and having demonstrated that Scrip-
ture considers it iniquitous,” Augustine then raises the issue of
whether a lie may not in some circumstances be excusable.
May a person lie, for example, to save someone else’s life? To
this he replies that to place one’s own eternal life in danger
for someone else’s temporal life represents an incorrect under-
standing of the evangelical precept of love of neighbor.*® Or
may a person lie to preserve his own purity from a ravisher?
To this the answer is that purity is more especially in the soul
than in the body, and that the ravishing of the body does not
necessarily imply the violation of the soul.” Or may a person
lie to bring others to the faith? But this would undermine that
very faith, which must in all instances be credible.** Or may
a person lie to prevent a greater evil, particularly when it
would seem that by not doing so he becomes responsible for
that greater evil himself? But one is always in a position to
condemn both the greater and the lesser evil, and thus be re-
sponsible for neither; moreover, the possibly greater evil that
befalls one is not a sin, whereas the lesser evil that one con-
sents to and does is a sin.*®

8 Cf. D¢ mendacio 7-8 (CSEL 41.421-424). In O. mendacium 32 (ibid, 512-
514) Augustine writes that the midwives, like Rahab in Josh. 2.1-21 and
6.25, are commended “because they were merciful to the people of God. It
was therefore not for their deception that they were rewarded but for their
benevolence, not for the evil of lying but for graciousness of spirit.” On the
midwives cf. also Enarr. in Ps. 5.7 (CCSL 38.22).

9 Cf. De mendacio 9 (CSEL 41.425-427).

10 Cf. ibid. (ibid.).

11 Cf. ibid. 10 (ibid. 427-429).

12 Cf. ¢bid. 11 (ibid. 429-430).

18 Cf, ibid. 12-14 (ibid. 430-433).
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It is here that Augustine agonizingly poses the question as
to whether a man may lie in order to prevent himself from
being' defiled in the most horrible way—by having excrement
poured over him or forced into his mouth, or by being sexual-
ly violated as if he were a woman. Not even this, however, can
defile a person within, despite the universal loathing that is
felt at such deeds.'* Augustine gives such weight to the oppos-
ing point of view, which would permit lying here, that it is
sometimes difficult to follow him, but it becomes clearer from
further reading that even this lie is prohibited, although it is
most excusable.®

Some chapters later in the De mendacio Augustine presents
the most famous part of his treatise, namely the eight degrees
of lying, which are on a descending scale of gravity. They are:
1) the lie that is introduced into religious teaching, which
under no circumstances must be told; 2) the lie that harms an-
other person and is of no profit to anyone; 8) the lie that is
useful to one person but harmful to another, although it does
not subject the one harmed to bodily uncleanness; 4) the lie
that is told merely for the pleasure of lying and deceiving; and
5) the lie that is told for the sake of being pleasing in speech.
These first five categories are to be utterly rejected. There fol-
low: 6) the lie that is useful to someone from a material point
of view and harmful to no one (as when a person misleads a
thief as to where someone else’s treasure is hidden) ; 7) the lie
that is useful to someone from a spiritual point of view and
harmful to no one (as when a person saves someone even from
a merited death in order to give him a chance to repent) ; and
8) the lie that is not harmful to anyone and that preserves
someone from the bodily defilement spoken of in the previous
paragraph.’®

In succeeding chapters Augustine investigates the New
Testament, demonstrating that although the actions of the
saints occasionally modify the strictures of Jesus himself, there

14 Cf. ibid. 15 (ibid. 434-435).
15 Cf. ibid. 41-42 (4bid. 461-465).
18 Cf. ibid. 25 (ibid. 444-446).
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is no mitigation at all of the prohibition of lying.* The last
great question 1s, again, whether one may not tell a lie in order
to avoid a greater evil. To suggest this possibility, however,
is to judge reality by human rather than by divine standards,
that is, to judge by custom and by what passes for good in a
temporal existence.*®* In this light Augustine returns to the
eighth category of lie, which exercises him through much of
the treatise, and reiterates that purity of soul is to be pre-
ferred to bodily purity.”® He concludes by mentioning the im-
permissibility of all eight types of lie and by expressing his
anger toward those who suggest that Paul himself, in Gal. 2.14,
might have been guilty of the first and most reprehensible
kind.?

In his second treatise on lying, the Contra mendacium, writ-
ten twenty five years later in 420, Augustine deals with a spe-
cific question raised by the Spanish bishop Consentius. The
question is in fact related to the first category of lie, for Con-
sentius had asked whether it would not be justifiable for a
Catholic Christian to undermine the Priscillianist heresy,
which the Priscillianists concealed by lies and deception, by
himself pretending to be a Priscillianist. Augustine responds
to Consentius by elaborating some of the principles already
set down in the De mendacio. Worthy of note is the idea of
causa, finis and intentio, which Augustine adduces midway
through the treatise; all of these must be good for an act to
be good, and a seemingly good cause, end or intention cannot
make a lie not a lie.®* Eleswhere he remarks that it is not a
lie when something is held back that is better not spoken of,
as when Abraham sald of Sarah that she was his sister, which
was true on account of their kinship, but passed over in silence
the fact that she was his wife as well (cf. Gen. 20.2, 12) ** It

17 Cf, $bid. 266 (ibid. 446fF).

18 Cf. ibid. 38 (ibid. 458-459).

19 Cf, n. 15 supra.

20 Cf, De mendacio 42-43 (CSEL 41.463-466).
21 Cf, 0. mendacium 18 (ibid. 489).

22 Of. ibid. 23 (ibid. 498-499).
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is while treating of the New Testament that he distinguishes
between metaphor and typology on the one hand and lying
and deception on the other and makes the famous remark with
respect to Jacob’s dissimulation in Gen. 27.1-29, which was
the act of deception par excellence in the Bible: “Non est
mendacium, sed mysterium.”? In substance the Contra
mendacium adds little to the teaching of its predecessor.

To these two treatises may be added two other loci classici
in Augustine—chapters 18 and 22 of the Enchiridion, written
in the year 421, and Letter 82, composed in 405 and addressed
to Jerome. The chapters from the Enchiridion, which it suf-
fices merely to mention, take up, once again, the question of
whether a lie is ever permissible and give the expected answer
in the negative.*

Letter 82 represents the last volley of a famous exchange of
letters between Jerome and Augustine that took place over a
decade—Letters 28 (written c. 395), 40 (written 397) and 71
(written 408) from the pen of Augustine; a letter numbered
75 in the Augustinian corpus and written by Jerome in 404;
and finally the letter under discussion. The burden of this cor-
respondence concerns Jerome’s interpretation of Gal. 2.14,
where he says that Paul did not really rebuke Peter for acting
as a Jew because: 1) it would have been improper for an in-
ferior to rebuke a superior; 2) Paul had himself dissembled in
similar wise, as recorded in Acts 16.3, 18.18 and 21.17-26, ex-
cusing himself by saying that he had become “like a Jew to
the Jews in order to win the Jews” (1 Cor. 9.20); and 3)
Peter was only pretending to observe Jewish customs any-
way.” Jerome’s opinion in this matter is founded on that of
seven other interpreters of the passage, among them Origen
and John Chrysostom.”® Augustine’s view, first expressed in
Letter 28 and finally pursued at length in Letter 82, is that the

23 Ibid. 24 (ibid. 499).

2¢ Cf, CCSL 46.58-59, 62.

256 Cf, Jerome, Comm. in Geal. 2.14 (PL 26.342); Hp. 75, passim (CSEL
34.280-324).

26 Cf, 75.4, 6 (ibid. 286, 289-290). For Chrysostom’s exegesis cf. Serm. in
Bp. ad Gal. 2.4-6 (PG 61.640-644) ; Origen’s has been lost.
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credibility of the Scriptures depends upon both the reality of
Peter’s dissimulation and the reality of Paul’s rebuke, inas-
much as Paul swears that he is telling the truth in Gal. 1.20.
As difficult as it may be to believe that Peter should have
acted in such a compromising fashion, it is unthinkable that
Paul’s words, which carry all the authority of Seripture, should
be false.?* Some lines later Augustine takes up the supposed
dissimulation of Paul, which is a secondary affair in any event,
and demonstrates at least to his own satisfaction that Paul did
not pretend to be what he was not.*® The substance of this
letter is thus perhaps less about deception as such (although
Augustine reiterates in it his conviction that no lie is accept-
able®) than it is about the credibility of the Scriptures, which
is thrown into doubt by a possible untruth.

By way of epitomizing Augustine’s teaching in this area, the
following points may be stated with certainty. In the first
place, lying or deceit is defined as the lack of correspondence
between the thing contained in the mind and the thing ex-
pressed in whatever way. Secondly, lying or deception of any
kind is sinful, based upon scriptural authority as an ultimate
foundation, and must absolutely be avoided. Thirdly, there
are nonetheless degrees of sinfulness in lying, as illustrated in
the eight categories of lying enumerated in the De mendacio.
With regard to this third point, however, it should be noted
that Augustine does not always seem to give sufficient weight
to the moral differences among the categories, as when he says
in De mendacio 9 that the person who lies to save someone
else’s life (which according to him would be one of the least
culpable forms of lying) is in danger of damnation.?® At other
times, though, he shows himself very sympathetic to the per-
son who resorts to lying or deception in order to extricate him-
self or someone else from what seems to be an otherwise im-
possible situation. Fourthly and finally, the lies and decep-

27 Cf. Hp. 82, esp. 4, 7 (CSEL 34.355, 356-357).
28 Cf. ibid. 8ff (ibid. 357fF).

29 Cf. ibid. 21 (ibid. 373-374).

30 Cf. CSEL 41.426-427.
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tions that the Old Testament appears to commend are in many
cases to be explained as types and figures, while in other cases
a distinction may be made between the lie itself, which is re-
prehensible, and the praiseworthy intention of the one lying—
a distinction that is not usually made in the biblical narratives.

Whence comes this teaching? Augustine has obviously been
profoundly influenced by scriptural prohibitions of lying and
deceit, and in particular by Ps. 5.6-7 (“ You hate all evildoers;
you destroy all who speak falsehood ”) and Mt. 5.87 (“ Say,
‘Yes’ when you mean ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ when you mean
‘No’”), both of which he cites several times when treating of
the subject.

Also at play here, however, is the particularly Augustinian
mystique of truth. This truth is first of all the divine person,
as expressed, for example, in a section from the De mendacio:

The truth of doctrine, religion and piety cannot be violated except
by a lie. But the highest and most intimate Truth itself, whose
doctrine this is, cannot be violated at all. To arrive at this, to
remain in it completely and to adhere to it thoroughly shall not be
permitted until the corruptible has put on incorruptibility and the
mortal immortality (cf. 1 Cor. 15.53) 3!

The Truth in its fullness is, therefore, like God himself, because
identical with God himself, beyond our grasp in the here and
now, although Augustine goes on to say that the practice of
virtue in this life is an exercise for the attainment of that
Truth, and that holy words and deeds (humanis verbis et
corporeorum sacramentorum signaculis) hint at it.*®* The iden-
tification of Truth and God, and the consequent apostro-
phizing of that Truth, is an Augustinian characteristic that ap-
pears in the Contra mendacium, for instance (... where shall
I take refuge except in you, O Truth? ” **) | but perhaps most
frequently and familiarly in The Confessions. There we may
read the anguished cry: “O Truth, Truth, how deeply then

31 De mendacio 40 (ibid. 461).
82 Cf. ibid. (ibid.).
33 0. mendactum 40 (ibid. 524).
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did even the marrow of my mind sigh after you!”?** Or in
other places: “ O eternal Truth and true Charity and beloved
Eternity!”* “When have you not walked with me, O
Truth . . .?” * These are but a random sampling.

Another aspect of this mystique is the identification of truth
with chastity, which occurs in De mendacio 40, where truth
is spoken of as “ the chastity of the soul (animi),” which can-
not be injured even when the body is itself ravished*” Of at
least equal significance is the clear subordination in the Con-
tra mendacium of bodily chastity to the truth, *“ because all
chastity comes from truth, but truth is the chastity of the
soul (mentis) and not of the body, and even the chastity of
the body resides in the soul (in mente).”** The importance
of such statements, particularly the latter, can only be appre-
ciated when one realizes the extreme reverence in which the
Fathers of the Church held precisely bodily chastity. It was
an age in which Augustine’s contemporary and master, Am-
brose, would suggest that suicide was allowable for a virgin
who could find no other way to escape from the hands of a
ravisher.” Augustine’s measured refusal to accept this posi-
tion, in the first book of The City of God,* is of a piece with
his refusal to let truth be undercut for the sake of this same
bodily chastity.

This opens up on to a further source for Augustine’s teaching

34 Conf. 3.6.10 (CCSL 27.31).

35 Ibid. 7.10.16 (ibid. 103).

36 Ibid. 10.40.65 (ibid. 190).

37 Cf. CSEL 41.460-461.

38 Cf, C. mendacium 38 (ibid. 522).

39 Cf. De virginibus 8.7.32-37 (PL 16.229-232). For a virgin’s use of de-
ception that leads to suicide, which is intended to protect her from being
ravished, cf. History of the Patriarchs of the Coptic Church of Alexandric
1.18 (Patr. Orient. 5.163-164). The event in question supposedly occurred
during the patriarchy of Michael I (744-768) and is recounted by the Mono-
physite editor of the History with obvious admiration, The story demon-
strates the durability of the idea that chastity is a greater good than veracity
or self-preservation.

40 Cf. De civ. Dei 1.17ff (CCSL 47.18ff).
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on lying and deception, namely the complete relativity
which he imputes to any temporal reality whatsoever, be it the
most exalted, such as chastity or virginity. Augustine’s un-
willingness to accept a lie under any circumstances at all—
even to protect someone from rape, death or the most loath-
some uncleanness—is consistent with his belief in the absolute
precedence of eternal with respect to temporal goods. This be-
lief is conveniently illustrated in the first pages of The City of
God, where Augustine can discuss the mayhem that occurred
in Alaric’s sack of Rome in the year 410, an event whose effect
on the psyche of the contemporary Mediteranean world can
hardly be overestimated, with something akin to serenity:
“They [some of the survivors] lost all that they had. Did
they lose their faith, their piety or the possessions of the in-
terior person, who is rich before God? This is the wealth of
Christians. . . .”** And a little later: “ But many Christians
were also slain, many were carried off in a horrible variety of
deaths. Yet if this is difficult to bear, still it is common to all
who have been born into this life. This I know, that no one
ever died who was not going to die at some time or other.” **
Life, wealth and even bodily chastity are temporal realities
that can sometimes be dispensed with; but truth partakes of
the eternal.

This conviction is in turn founded, finally, upon the idea of
a hierarchy of love, which is clearly outlined in the treatise On
Christian Doctrine. The first thing to be loved is that which
is above us, namely God; the second is ourselves, meaning our
souls; the third is that which is on a level with us, namely our
neighbors; and the fourth is that which is beneath us, namely
our own and our neighbors’ bodies.*® This hierarchy, based
upon the two great commandments of love in Mt. 22.37-39,*
then demands that some goods be preferred to others.* For

41 Ibid. 1.10 (ibid. 10).

42 Ibid. 1.11 (ibid. 12-13).

43 Cf. De doct. christ. 1.23.22 (CCSL 32.18).
44 Cf. ibid. 1.26.27 (ibid. 21-22).

45 Cf. ibid. 1.27.28 (ibid. 22).
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this reason Augustine can say that lying to save another’s
body from death is a perversion of the commandment of love
of neighbor because it mistakenly subordinates the soul of one
person to the body of another.*

These things then—the authority of Seripture, the mystique
of truth, the relativity of temporal goods and the hierarchy of
love—are variously responsible for the absolute prohibition of
lying and deception in Augustine’s writings.

It was this absolute prohibition, stamped with all the weight
of Augustine’s considerable authority, that formed the tradi-
tion on lying that was embraced by the Western Church, how-
ever that tradition might have been modified later by such
theories as “mental reservation.” This was the tradition
passed on by Augustine’s most influential student, Gregory the
Great (d. 604), as we may see in his Moralia in Iob, which
served into the Middle Ages as the great Western Christian
textbook on morality. '

Commenting on Job 27.3-4 (“ So long as I still have life in
me and the Spirit of God is in my nostrils, my lips shall not
speak iniquity nor my tongue meditate a lie”), Gregory
affirms the Augustinian doctrine that all lying is evil: “All
lying is most greatly to be avoided, although sometimes there
is a kind of lying that is less culpable, as when a person lies
in order to be of assistance.” While it is true that this kind
of sin is the most forgivable, it is wrong to assert that it is not
a sin at all. Those who are of this opinion use the story of the
Hebrew midwives’ dissembling in Ex. 1 to defend their posi-
tion, since it is written that “ the Lord built up families for
them ” by way of reward (Ex. 1.21). Gregory uses this verse
to show, however, that what they received as an earthly re-
ward for their well-intentioned lying was in place of the eternal
reward that they would have received had they not lied at all.
“And if the matter is carefully investigated,” Gregory re-
marks, displaying an acute knowledge of human motivation,
“it was for love of the present life that they lied, not with the

46 Cf. n. 10 supra.
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hope of a reward [in the life to come]; for while it is true that
by sparing them they sought to save the lives of the infants,
by lying they sought to save their own.”

Gregory concludes by saying that while lying may have oc-
curred in the Old Testament, it is almost never admitted by
the perfect. Moreover, lying was less culpable under the Old
Covenant in any event, inasmuch as the people of that Cove-
nant lived not in the truth but in the shadow of the truth.
And if a person living in the time since the Truth appeared in
the flesh wishes to justify a lie by having recourse to the Old
Testament, he will be obliged as well to justify the seizing of
others’ property and the retribution of injuries, which were
conceded to that people in their weakness.*” Thus Gregory
seems less willing to accept the theory that the Old Testament
lies were really figures than does Augustine; more the moralist,
perhaps, he sees them simply as lies, albeit of diminished
culpability.

Finally we can call attention briefly to Thomas Aquinas,
who in the Summa theologiae repeats Augustine’s strictures
against lying. In Question 110 of the Secunda secundae he
cites Augustine nearly twenty times in the course of four ar-
ticles. Notably, he accepts Augustine’s eightfold division of
lying** and deals with both the midwives of Ex. 1* and the
lies and deceptions of the Old Testament in general * as his
master does. It is also interesting to see that he quotes Greg-
ory the Great’s opinion on the midwives at one point.** Al-
though Thomas is beyond the period of time envisioned by
this essay, it is useful to notice how much he depends on
Augustine and how he passes on his teaching to succeeding
generations.

* * *

In a sermon falsely attributed to Maximus, bishop of Turin
(d. between 408 and 423), we may read an interesting story

47 Cf, Moralia in Iob 18.3.5-7 (CCSL 143A.888-889).
48 Cf. 2a-2ae, q. 110, a. 2, c.

49 Cf. ibid. a. 3, ad 2.

50 Cf, ibid. a. 3, ad 2.

51 Cf. ibid. a. 4, 4° and ad 4.
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about Eusebius, bishop of Vercelli (d. 871), and his confrere
in the episcopate, Dionysius of Milan (d. after 862) .

When the hateful perfidy of the Arians had thrown all of Italy
into tumult, along with the rest of the world, and the priests of
this plague had taken captive the martyr Saint Dionysius in his
simplicity, having enchained him by his signature, in his clever-
ness Eusebius freed him from their hands. For as the holy Apostle
says: “I became like a Jew to the Jews in order to win the Jews”
(1 Cor. 9. 20), so also Saint Eusebius feigned that he was a heretic
in order to snatch his son from heresy. For he said that he agreed
to their perfidy and that it pleased him that they had placed
Dionysius before themselves in the signing, but that he was great-
ly disturbed that they had put his son before him. “ You,” he told
them, “ who say that the Son of God cannot be equal to God the
Father, why have you placed my son before me?” Swayed by
this reasoning, they immediately erased Saint Dionysius’s signature
and offered the first place for signing to the blessed Eusebius. Up-
braiding them and laughing at them he said: “I will not pollute
myself with your crimes nor permit my son to participate with
you.” Therefore, when the Gospel says that in this generation the
children of darkness are more astute than the children of light
(cf. Lk. 16.8), behold: here a son of light has been found who is
more astute than the darkness itself.

With this sermon, probably preached in northern Italy short-
ly after Eusebius’s death, i.e. some twenty years before the De
mendacio was written, we are in what appears to be a world
far removed from that of Augustine’s moral austerity. The
anonymous preacher has used the passage from Paul to justify
Eusebius’s deception that Augustine would, several decades
later, spend time meticulously explaining in Letter 82 as words
of compassion rather than deceit. And the lie that the preacher
praises is precisely of the kind that Augustine condemns as
worst, namely that which touches upon religious doctrine and
which he forbade to Consentius. Whether Eusebius ever really
did what the preacher says he did is nearly irrelevant; the
point is, of course, that the action—imaginary or real—is pre-
sented to a congregation in a homily, the traditional vehicle

52 Ps.-Maximus, Serm. 7.3 (CCSL 23.25-26).
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for imparting moral values to a Christian community, as
laudable.

That there could have been another way of looking at the
truth in the early Church might perhaps have been evident
from Jerome’s remarks on Gal. 2 (he is otherwise guiltless of
defending deception), but that would hardly have prepared us
for Pseudo-Maximus and his blatant narrative. This other
tradition has in fact already been analyzed to some degree;**
it will be the goal of the remainder of this essay to offer ex-
amples of the second tradition, to submit them to further
analysis and to draw what conclusions are possible. First we
shall draw attention to some texts that in some way justify
the use of lying and deception.

As early as the end of the second century Clement of Alex-
andria (d. after 202) could write in praise of truth, saying
that the perfect (or “ gnostic ) Christian would not lie even
if he were to die under torture for his refusal to do so.”* A few
lines later, however, he makes an exception for an occasional
“ therapeutic” deception of the type practiced by physicians
toward their patients, alluding to Paul’s supposed dissimula-
tions in Acts 16.3 and 1 Cor. 9.20 as his justification. The
perfect Christian deceives in this way “for the salvation of
those for whose sake he practices accommodation, not dissem-
bling under stress of the danger which threatens the righteous
from those who are jealous of them.” ** But Clement does not
oblige us by offering an example of this acceptable kind of
deception.

Origen (d. c. 254) mentions a rather less exalted and more
common form of permissible deception in his now lost Stro-

53 Cf. Thomassin, pp. 129-190 (where this second tradition is explained
away to the extent possible); Schindler, pp. 421-425; Godefroy, 560-561.

5¢ Cf. Strom. 7.8.50-51 (GCS Clem. Al 3.37-38). It is interesting that this
and the following passage do not seem to have received the attention from
Clement’s commentators that they merit. _

55 Ibid. 7.9.58 (ibid. 39), trams. by J. B. Mayor, in J. E. L. Oulton and
Henry Chadwick, eds., Library of Christian Classics 8: Alewandrian Chris-
tianity (London 1954) p. 127. Cf. also ibid. 6.15.123-124 (GCS Clem. Al
2.494), ’
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mata, of which a passage from the sixth book has been pre-
served in Jerome’s Apology against Rufinus. First Origen cites
some lines from Plato’s Republic that advocate just such a
restricted use of deception as he is going to speak of.** He re-
marks that there are times when the truth may be presented in
an ambiguous or veiled manner, but other times when an out-
right lie should be employed.

The person on whom the necessity of lying occasionally falls must
be very careful to use a lie in the manner of a seasoning or a
medicine, so as not to exceed the proper measure or go beyond
the limits observed by Judith with respect to Holofernes. [There
follow other examples from the Old Testament.] . . . Hence it is
clear that, unless we have lied in such a way as to seek some great
good, we shall be judged as the enemies of the one who said: “I
am the truth ” (cf. Jn. 14.6).

It is worthy of note that Jerome quotes Origen in order to
repudiate what he says.*”

Another kind of deception—this time one with a divine
provenance—appears in Origen’s Contra Celsum, an immense
apology written in response to the pagan Celsus’s objections to
Christianity. Here Origen is discussing a theme dear to him,
namely that the Word of God adapts himself to the capacities
of those who are to receive him, and in so doing “ he does not
deceive or lie.” *® Inasmuch as Celsus, however, had held this
to be deceptive,” Origen retorts that Celsus himself had made
an exception for a physician’s lie. Even supposing that it were
a deception, “ what is the matter with this means if it was use-
ful for salvation?” For the human race was sick, and the

56 Cf. Repub. 389 B.

57 ¢, Rufinum 1.18 (CCSL 79.17-18). Thomassin, p. 157, remarks: “Je ne
voy pas qu’il soit fort necessaire de nous mettre en peine de justifier Origene
sur le mensonge, non plus que Platon, qu’il a quelquefois suivy trop incon-
siderément, en je ne scay combien d’autres points que VEglise a desap-
prouvez.”

58 Cf. 0. Celsum 4.18 (SC 136.226-228).

59 Cf. ibid. (ibid. 224).
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Word would have done certain things not by choice but be-
cause constrained to do them by circumstances.®* The Word,
like Clement’s perfect Christian, adapts or accommodates him-
self to others for the sake of their salvation.

Similar to the passage in the Contra Celsum is one in
Origen’s twentieth homily on Jeremiah—on Jer. 20 7ff (“ You
duped me, O Lord, and I let myself be duped . ..”). Here as
well it is a question of a deception practiced by God for the
sake of accomplishing a good, in the manner of a physician
who hides a bitter medicine under something sweet-tasting or
the father of a family who, on the other hand, conceals a lov-
ing heart under threatening gestures.** An example of a use-
ful deception of this sort (although here Origen is really speak-
ing of ignorance that is permitted by God) would be the case
of a widow who had the mistaken idea that remarriage brings
with it eternal damnation. Is it not better for her to remain
pure by reason of her fallacious belief than to know the truth
and remarry, thus placing herself in an inferior station?®
Origen concludes by averring that even if the devil should tell
the truth it would be harmful, whereas if God seeks to dupe
someone it is for his or her benefit.*

Turning to the West and Hilary of Poitiers (d. c. 867), we
can read in a commentary on Ps. 15.3 (“ who has not lied with
his tongue nor done evil to his neighbor ) that, first of all,

60 Cf. ibid. 4.19 (ibid. 228-230).

61 Cf. Hom. in Ieremiam 20.3 (SC 238.260-260).

62 Cf. ibid. 20.4 (ibid. 268).

63 Cf. ibid. (ibid. 270-272); cf. ‘also ibid. 19.15 (ibid. 238-248). On this
interpretation c¢f. Henri de Lubac, “ Tu m’as trompé, Seigneur, Le commen-
taire d’Origéne sur Jérémie 20,7,” in Mémorial J. Chaine (Lyon 1950) pp.
255-280. Although de Lubac rightly points out, pp. 265 and 270ff, that this
is not a real lie (any more, undoubtedly, than that spoken of in C. Celsum
4.19), but rather an attempt to express the divinely ineffable, nonetheless
Origen carries it quite far. That he should have chosen to emphasize the
scriptural verse at all, as he in fact does, seems to indicate a certain openness
to the notion of deception. For another and more famous instance of divine
deception in patristic literature, which, however, has a different end in view
than Origen envisages, cf. Gregory of Nyssa, Orat. caf. 26 (ed. Srawley
96-101).
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falsehood should not be spoken.** But immediately thereafter
Hilary remarks that

there is a lie that is most necessary, and sometimes falsehood is
useful, when we lie to a murderer about someone’s hiding place
or falsify testimony for a person in danger or deceive a sick per-
son with respect to his chances for recovery. According to the
teaching of the Apostle, our speech should be seasoned (cf. Col.
4.6). For this reason the Holy Spirit tempered what is meant by
falsehood by imposing conditions on lying when he said: “ Who
has not lied with his tongue nor done evil to his neighbor,” so that
a criminal act of lying would be committed when another person
was adversely affected.®

Suffice to mention briefly John Chrysostom’s (d. 407) story
of his deception of the otherwise unknown Basil in the former’s
treatise On the Priesthood, written in the 380’s. Chrysostom
acts in such a way as to lead Basil, his friend, to believe that
he will accept being ordained to the priesthood with him, al-
though neither is willing to undertake this responsibility.
When the time for the ordination actually comes, however,
Chrysostom disappears, leaving Basil to be ordained alone.*®
Some time later, when the consternated Basil finds Chrysostom
and demands from him an explanation of his behavior, the lat-
ter replies with a lengthy argument supporting the occasional
use of deception. The prohibition against lying is not absolute,
he says, but depends upon the intention and the good that may
result. Military strategists, families among themselves, physi-
cians and, of course, the Apostle Paul are among the examples
that Chrysostom adduces in the course of his long self-justi-
fication.”

Certainly the lengthiest argument in favor of deception in
either East or West is to be found in Cassian’s seventeenth
Conference. Cassian (d.c.482) and his fellow monk Germanus
had gone to the Egyptian desert with the intention of growing

64 Cf. Tract. in Ps. 14.9 (CSEL 22.90-91).
65 Ibid. 10 (ibid. 91).

&8 Cf. De sacerd. 1.3 (SC 272.72-76).

87 Cf, ibid. 1.6 (ibid. 88-89).
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in a more perfect life through meeting and speaking with the
great Egyptian ascetics, but they had promised to return to
their own monastery in Palestine at a given time. When the
time came, however, they were torn on the one hand by the
promise that they had made (in the cave at Bethlehem where
Christ was born and which “he himself witnessed ” ®) and
on the other by the strong conviction that their growth in
spiritual perfection would be hindered by an immediate return
to the more mediocre life of the Palestinian monastery whence
they had come. Thus they agree to place their dilemma before
the abba Joseph. He tells them that they should not have
made a promise in the first place but, having done so, they
should consider whether or not to keep it by judging what
would do them less harm or be more easily expiated by mak-
ing amends.® Germanus quotes Christ’s words in Mt. 5.87
(“Say ‘Yes’ when you mean ‘Yes’. . .”) by way of objec-
tion,™ to which Joseph replies that the intention of the agent
is determinative of the value of the act. “He shall suffer no
harm who has started out in a reprehensible manner, not out
of contempt for God or with the intention of sinning, but who,
with an eye on a necessary and holy end, has borne the neces-
sity of a blameworthy beginning.” ** He then gives scriptural
examples of a good end being accomplished with a bad inten-
tion (Judas betraying the Lord for the salvation of the world),
which is still inexcusable, and of a deceitful act being done with
a good intention (Jacob’s deception of Isaac).”

A few lines later the specific subject of lying is introduced
by Germanus. Would breaking the promise not offer an op-
portunity for lying to certain weaker souls, and is not lying
forbidden by express scriptural prohibition? ** Joseph replies
by saying that those who are ill-disposed will always find

68 Cf, Conlat. 17.5 (CSEL 13.468).
69 Cf. ibid. 17.8 (ibid. 469).

70 Cf. ibid. 17.10 (ibid. 471).

71 Ibid. 17.11 (4bid.).

12 Of. ibid. 17.12 (ibid. 471-473).
13 COf. ibid. 17.15 (ibid. 474).
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harmful things in the Scriptures, even when they are allegori-
cally interpreted; the oikonomia of the Old Testament cannot
be ignored, however, which presents numerous examples of
lying used to accomplish a good end. Lying should be regarded
as a medicine of last resort, like hellebore, which if taken in
danger of death is beneficial, but if taken otherwise can cause
death. When grave need arises, “ then the refuge of lying is
to be sought, but in such a fashion that we are bitten by the
guilt of a humbled conscience in a salutary way.” ™ When
Germanus responds to this by saying that the Old Testament
permitted many things that the New forbids,” Joseph con-
cedes that even lying itself was prohibited in the Old Testa-
ment except when it was decreed by the will of God or was
employed for the prefiguration of spiritual mysteries or for the
saving of some holy persons. To lie in such cases is to seek
the good of the other, in the words of Paul (cf. 1 Cor. 10.24,
33; 18.5), rather than one’s own good, i.e. the spiritual per-
fection that one might attain by not lying. This is borne out
by examples from Paul’s life.™

Finally the question arises as to whether one should, by tell-
ing a lie, conceal one’s virtuousness or, by telling the truth,
. reveal it. This is an issue specifically with regard to fasting,
concerning which Christ had said that it should be done in
secret (cf. Mt. 6.18), but it also bespeaks the profound
monastic love of humility. Even Germanus admits unhesitat-
ingly that a lie is called for here.”” The discussion on lying con-

74 Cf. ibid. 17.16-17 (ibid. 474-477).

75 Cf. ibid. 17.18 (ibid. 477-478).

76 Cf. ibid. 17.19-20 (ibid. 478-486).

77 Cf. ibid. 17.21-22 (ibid. 486-487). For examples of dissimulation at the
gervice of humility cf, e.g., John of Ephesus, Lives of the Eastern Saints
29 (Patr. Orient. 18.565-566) ; some pages later (ibid. 573) the ascetic in
question confesses firmly on his deathbed that he has never lied; John
Moschus, Protum spirituale 116 (PG 87.2980-2981): a monk who confesses
to a theft that he did not commit; ibid. 179 (ibid. 3049) : a female ascetic
who lies in order to hide her virtue and, interestingly, is reproached for her
deception; The Life of Saint Pisentius 5 (Patr. Orient. 22.338-339);
Ferrandus, V. Beati Fulgentii 8 (ed. Lapeyre 49).
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cludes with a catalogue of lies from both Testaments, some of
them falling under the rubric of broken promises.™

Following Cassian, there are two other significant witnesses
to the tradition that permits occasional lying and deception,
both ascetical writers from the East and both probably in-
fluenced by Cassian. The first of these is Dorotheus of Gaza
(d. 560-580), who devotes one of his Didaskaliai or Instruc-
tions to the problem of lying.”® In the instruction in question
he speaks of three forms of lie—that of thought, that of word
and that of life itself. After describing the sort of person who
lies in word, however, he digresses slightly and explains that
there are times when one must nevertheless dissimulate in
order to prevent a greater evil from happening. In support of
his position Dorotheus cites an apophthegm from the Egyptian
desert, a classic remark made by the abba Alonius to the abba
Agathon:

Imagine that two men have committed a murder in your presence
and that one of them has fled to your cell. The magistrate is look-
ing for him and asks you: “ Did you see the murder? ” If you do
not employ a ruse, you are delivering the man up to death.®®

A lie such as this is rare and can only be told with regret and,
indeed, with tears. If one does not lie with fear and sorrow,
then one does wrong even when one lies for a good and neces-
sary cause.®

John Climacus (d. c. 650), the second of these writers, dis-
cusses lying in a chapter of his renowned Ladder of Paradise.
He condemns the practice, but two passages are of particular
interest inasmuch as they qualify the condemnation somewhat.
In the first he writes that “ the person who has recourse to ly-
ing uses the otkonomia as a pretext, and he often takes for good
actions those that ruin the soul. The liar gives the impression

78 Cf. QOonlat. 17.25 (CSEL 13.488-496). On Cassian’s teaching I have
been unable to consult Z. Golinski, ¢ Doetrina Cassiani de mendacio officioso,”
in Collectanea Theologica (Lwéw) 17 (1936) 491-508.

79 Instruct. 9.96-103 (SC 92.320-334).

80 Cf. Apophthegmata patrum, de abbate Alonio 4 (PG 65.133).

81 Cf. Instruct. 9.102 (SC 92.330-332).
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of imitating Rahab, and while he is destroying himself he in-
sists that he is saving others.” ® The mention of the oikono-
mia, the divine governance of human aflairs which frequently
appears ambiguous and even deceitful (and of which Rahab
is an example), recalls a theme of Origen cited earlier.®

The next passage has it: “It is only after we have been en-
tirely purified of lying that we can have recourse to it, but still
with fear and if it is imposed by circumstances.” ** This re-
sembles very closely the attitude taken by both Cassian and
Dorotheus, who see deceit as a sad necessity that may infre-
quently be practiced by someone who, it is understood, is ad-
vanced in holiness.

With this we pass to a second set of texts, namely one in
which a deceptive deed is recounted in an approving way with-
out any significant attempt at justification. Thus, at the very
end of the fourth century, Paulinus of Nola (d. 481), in a
poem in honor of his patron Felix of Nola, cites how Felix sup-
posedly eluded some men who were going to kill him. As they
approached him something happened either to them or to him
which made it impossible for them to recognize him. Realizing
that this had occurred with Christ’s help, Felix said smilingly
to his persecutors: “I do not know the Felix whom you seek.”
The scene closes with Felix’s departure “ while the Lord
laughed at the hounds baying in vain > **—which is something
rather astonishing to contemplate.

The desert, whence came Cassian’s, Dorotheus’s and John
Climacus’s teaching on lying, is the source of numerous ex-

82 Scale paradisi 12 (PG 88.856).

88 Cf. Jean Climaque, L’échelle suinte, trans. by Placide Deseille (Spiri-
tualité Orientale 24, Bégrolles-en-Mauges 1978), p. 339, n. 12.10.

8¢ Scale paradisi 12 (PG 88.856).

85 Cf. Carm. 16.52-T4 (CSEL 30.70-71). For examples of deception em-
ployed to escape from persecution cf. also, e.g., Martyrium Pionii 9 (ed.
Musurillo, The Acts of the Christian Martyrs, p. 146) : the use of a false
name, which may nonetheless have symbolic value, to prevent a Christian on
trial from suffering further torment; John of Ephesus, Lives of the Hastern
Saints 10 (Patr. Orient. 17.145); ibid. 49 (ibid. 18.695-696). John (d. c.
586) was a Monophysite, and these two cases concern Monophysite bishops
escaping either from Nestorians or from Chalcedonian Christians.
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amples cast in anecdotal or apophthegmatic form.. One of these
is a typical act of charity.

One of the brothers in the monastery was dejected on account of
being reprimanded by Pachomius [d. 846] for the sake of his salva-
tion. Theodore [Pachomius’s great disciple and successor], being
prudent and wise, realized that the man was disaffected in his
heart to the point of leaving the brothers for that reason, and he
said to him: “ You know that the old man’s speech is abrupt be-
yond measure. I, too, do not know whether I can stay here.” The
brother was relieved and replied: “So has the same thing hap-
pened to you?” And Theodore said: “ Even more so to me. But
let us console each other until we test him once again. If he is
good to us, let us stay. If not, let us go and make our own quiet
life as anchorites.” The weak man was strengthened when he
heard this. Then Theodore went secretly to our father Pachomius
and gave him an account of the matter. Pachomius replied:
“Very well. Bring him here in order that you may both blame me
for this, and as God grants I will persuade him.” They did go,
and Theodore pretended to reprimand Pachomius, who replied:
“ Forgive me. I have sinned. Should you not bear up with your
father as children? ” And when Theodore started pretending to
reprimand Pachomius again, the brother signaled to him and said:
“Stop. This is enough. I have been comforted greatly.” Thus
Theodore benefited the brother with his good-natured cunning.®

A second example, also typical, is recounted in Palladius’s
Lausiac History (written c. 420) and concerns a nun who pre-
tended to be a fool and to be possessed by a demon. In so
doing, we are told, she lived out the words of 1 Cor. 3.18 (“If
anyone of you thinks he is wise in a worldly way, he had bet-
ter become a fool ). Thus she attained to a high degree of

86 V. prima gr. 8. Pachomii 66 (ed. Halkin 43-44), trans. by A. N.
Athanassakis (Missoula, Mont. 1975) pp. 95-97 (translation slightly al-
tered). For charitable lies cf. also, e.g., Apophthegmata patrum, de abbate
Joanne Colobo 17 (PG 65.209) ; “Histoire des solitaires égyptiens” 44 (ed.
Nau, in Revue de Vorient chrétien 12, 1907, 175); ibid. 346 (ibid. 17, 1912,
207-298) : a lie fo test someone else’s charity; ibid. 451 (trams. in L. Reg-
nault, ed., Les Sentences des Péres du Désert, Sable-sur-Sarthe 1970, pp. 68-
69) ; Paul Evergetinos/PE II 45,10 (trans. ibid., pp. 179-180) ; John Moschus,
Pratum spirituale 193 (PG 87.3072-3076).
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sanctity. But her fellow nuns eventually discovered her ploy,
much to her chagrin.®”

A third and concluding example is more unusual. It is
reminiscent of the passage from Pseudo-Maximus’s sermon in
that it touches upon a religious teaching, which Augustine said
was the most reprehensible form of untruth. A certain old man
in Egypt, the story goes, in his innocence and lack of theologi-
cal knowledge, believed that Melchisedech was the Son of God.

And when this was told to blessed Cyril, the archbishop of Alexan-
dria [d. 444], he sent someone to him. Knowing that the old man
was a worker of miracles and that there was revealed to him what-
ever he asked of God, and that he had said this out of simplicity,
he spoke cleverly, saying: “ Abba, I beseech you: sometimes one
thought says to me that Melchisedech is the Son of God, and an-
other thought says that this is not so and that he is a man and
a priest of God. Since therefore I am disturbed by this, I have
sent to you that you may pray God to make a revelation to you.
in this regard. And the old man, confident of his powers, said
without hesitation: “ Give me three days and I shall ask God
about this and I shall tell you who he is.” Retiring, then, he
prayed to God about this matter. And returning after three days,
he said to blessed Cyril that Melchisedech was a man. And the
archbishop said to him: “ How do you know this, abba?” He re-
plied: “ God revealed to me all the patriarchs, so that each of
them passed before me, from Adam up to Melchisedech; be as-
sured, then, that it is so.” He withdrew, then, having preached to
himself that Melchisedech was a man. And blessed Cyril rejoiced
greatly.?®

A perhaps obvious caution should be given before proceed-
ing: it must be admitted that in some cases typical of desert
or ascetical literature we are faced with actions that may be
characterized as charismatic or in some way “inspired.” To

87 Cf. Palladius, Hist. leus, 34 (ed. Butler 98-100). On pretending to be
what one is not for the sake of humility cf. also, e.g., Apophthegmaia patrum,
de abbate Ammona 9 (PG 65.121); ibid.,, de abbate Mose 8 (ibid. 285);
John Rufus, in Patr. Orient. 8.178;  Histoire des solitaires égyptiens” 61
(ed. Nau, in Revue de Uorient chrétien 12, 1907, 181); John of Ephesus,
Lives of the Eastern Saints 52 (Patr. Orient. 19.164-179).

88 Apophthegmata patrum, de abbate Daniele 8 (PG 65.160).
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that extent they are not normative. It is, after all, ancient
ascetical literature that recounts approvingly the story of a
virgin who pulled out her eyes upon learning that they were
a temptation to a young man * and that tells us of a monk
who cut off his ear in order to avoid ordination,” to say noth-
ing of innumerable extraordinary penances. Such actions too
are charismatic (one might say) and utterly non-normative.
In this category presumably falls the story just told of Cyril
of Alexandria, as well as several others that involve deception.
Nonetheless, many ascetical narratives simply bear out in an
unselfconscious way the common practice for which Origen,
Cassian and others had already established the theory.

While the examples cited here are not exhaustive, they well
bear witness to the second tradition. What can we say about
them? Common to all the authors in question, in the first
place, is the idea that a lie may be told only with the intention
of accomplishing some good. This good could be saving a per-
son from death (whether warranted or unwarranted) or, as in
the case of Pachomius and Theodore, saving someone from dis-
couragement. Again, it could be a person’s own growth in
humility, as when a monk dissembles his virtue or even his
sanity. Apart from this last instance, we never hear of anyone
lying on his or her own behalf. There is disagreement, though,
as to whether deceit should be practiced only as a last resort—
as the abba Joseph says at one point, for instance, in Cassian’s
recounting of his words—or whether it may not be used as one
of several options, as we can infer from other ascetical litera-
ture.

Although it is not always expressly stated, a second com-
mon aspect of such texts (common, in any event, to the texts
that discuss these matters in a somewhat theoretical way, if
not necessarily to the anecdotal narratives) is the willingness
to speak of deception or lying precisely in those terms. That is
to say, deceit has not become something else when it is placed

89 Cf. John Moschus, Pratum spirituale 60 (PG 87.2912-2913).
90 Cf. Palladius, Hist. laus. 11 (ed. Butler 32-33).



528 BONIFACE RAMSEY, O.P.

at the service of what appears to be a greater good; it con-
tinues to be deceit, but it is licit. That this should be so helps
to explain the moral ambiguity that, in the texts cited, Cas-
sian, Dorotheus and John Climacus seem to be aware of—
Cassian when he says that some kind of guilt (reatu humilis
conscientiae) and lack of personal perfection attach to this
licit deceit, and the other two when they speak of having re-
course to such deceit in fear and sorrow.

Apart from this it is difficult to find common points. Al-
though the texts are overwhelmingly Eastern (and even Hilary
produced his Commentary on the Psalms after he had been
exiled in Phrygia, while Jerome based his interpretation of Gal.
2 solely on the exegesis of Eastern writers), they are not ex-
clusively so. Likewise, the justifying precedents differ, when
they are employed, although they are almost invariably at least
one of three—namely Old Testament deceptions, the supposed
dissimulation of Paul and the customary treatment of the sick
by their physicians, which last can be traced to the time of
Plato.”* Of the authors whom we have studied, Dorotheus is
alone in not supporting his argument with one of these justi-
fications. Finally, when actual deeds of deception of whatever
sort are narrated, they are told only of people who exercise
ecclesiastical authority (e.g., Eusebius of Vercelli, Cyril of
Alexandria) and/or have some reputation for sanctity (e.g.,
Felix of Nola, the Egyptian ascetics). Presumably such per-
sons, to revert to a thought of John Climacus, have purified
themselves of the spirit of lying and hence are permitted the
occasional lie for a greater good.

* * *

An important question that arises at the conclusion of this
account is whether we are in fact dealing with two traditions
with respect to lying and deception in the ancient Church.

91 Cf. n. 56 supra; cf. also Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.2.17 (LCL Xenophon
4.280); RSextus Empiricus, Adv. math. 7.38 (ed. von Arnim, Stoicorum
Veterum Fragmenta 2.132); Philo, Quaest. in Gen. 4.204 (trans. in LCL
Philo Suppl. 1.499-500); Celsus, ap. Origen, C. Celsum 4.18 (SC 136.224);
Maximus of Tyre, Philosophumena 19.3 (ed. Hobein, Teubner, 238-239.)

i
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This may be subdivided into two questions: 1) Does the posi-
tion which accepts deception in certain circumstances have
sufficient backing to constitute a real tradition, in the sense of
being a current to be reckoned with in the life of the ancient
Church, or may it be dismissed either because of insufficient
witness or because it represents a patently unacceptable teach-
ing, a bizarre aberrancy? 2) Can this position in some way be
made to identify with or be reconciled with the tradition that
steadfastly rejects all deception as evil and sinful, unless that
deception be a “ mystery,” as Augustine calls Jacob’s ruse at
Esau’s expense? Be it noted that neither of these questions
touches upon the issue of the intrinsic morality of lying and
deception.

As far as the first of these two questions is concerned, the
support of such distinguished Fathers as Hilary, Chrysostom,
Dorotheus of Gaza and John Climacus (not to mention Cle-
ment of Alexandria, Origen and Cassian, whose influence was
considerable even if occasionally suspect) suggests that this
position has a real witness. If we were dealing only with things
of the ilk of Pseudo-Maximus of Turin’s sermon and Paulinus
of Nola’s story of Felix of Nola we could in clear conscience
dismiss them as amusing aberrations. Perhaps we could even
dismiss the numerous apophthegms from ascetical literature in
a similar vein. The reputation of most of the Fathers involved,
however, the seriousness with which they treat the problem
that seems to be able to be solved exclusively by the use of
deception and, finally, the precedents in antiquity for solving
the problem in like fashion ® all imply that the solution of-
fered, namely the occasional use of deception, is not patently
bizarre or prima facie unacceptable.

It may even be suggested that the more ancient tradition
is that of Clement, Origen and the others, granted that the
use of justification seems to imply at least some opposition to
the point being justified, and hence the existence of another
point of view. But, until the time of Cassian, the few such

92 Cf. the references in n. 91 supra.
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justifications that we possess are almost casual and certainly
not argumentative, apart from the case of Origen in the Contra
Celsum, where the author is in any event expanding on a prin-
ciple already conceded by the pagan Celsus. Only Cassian’s
abba Joseph, at the dawn of the fifth century, actually defends
the use of deception against an opposing view, which is articu-
lated by Germanus. And in the treatise On the Priesthood,
Basil challenges Chrysostom not because of his friend’s decep-
tion as such but because it appeared to be an act unfriendly
to him. As far as the ascetics of Egypt, Syria and elsewhere
in the Middle East are concerned, they seem to know nothing
at all of an opposing opinion and practice deceit with, as T
have suggested earlier, an unconscious calm; it is what comes
naturally to them in the situations that they face.’* More-

93 An interesting insight can be gained by reflecting on an early Egyptian
text such as the following, which dates from the final third of the fifth cen-
tury: “But you who make these disturbances and who lie one to -another,
woe to you, for you have not remembered the word which our father [Shenute,
the founder of the monastery] said sorrowfully: ‘Again you lie to one an-
other in hatred after hearing the curse that he who lies to his neighbor in
wickedness and hatred is cursed”’ Or will you be able to vindicate the words
that you utter slanderously? If the things you say are true, woe to you be-
cause you did not say them at the time or the occasion when it was suitable
to say them. For to speak a word in its season is altogether good. But if
the things you say are lies, woe to you. You shall be greatly cursed because
you have lied to your brethren and have thought out schemes which you
will not be able to vinicadte, drawing down upon yourselves wrath in the day
of wrath and the revelation of the just judgment of God, who will render to
every man according to his works (cf. Rom. 2. 5-6). For on this it has been
said: ‘The lover of sin rejoices in contentions’ (Prov. 17.19). And: ‘The
hard of heart will meet with no good’ (Prov. 17.20).” Besa, Frag. 8.2
(CSCO 158.18-19). 1t is obvious that Besa (d. after 474), an abbot and
monastic legislator, considers the lie here exclusively in terms of malicious
intent and not as something that may be intrinsically wrong. The condemna-
tion of lying is frequent in monastic literature: ef., e.g., the numerous refer-
ences in L. Regnault, Les Sentences des Péres du Désert (Solesmes 1976) p.
358, s.v. “mensonge.” But it is invariably the lie that does harm to another
that is condemned. The lie that helps another or that preserves one’s own
humility is not really a lie at all, or at least is not treated as such.

Nonetheless we occasionally find a case of deception in such literature that
seems inexcusable except when judged by the most farfetched criteria. In
this regard cf., e.g. the approving narrative of the theft of the body of

+
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over, we would be hard put to find in Christian antiquity an
example of someone who, recommended to the Christian faith-
ful, practiced truth-telling with all the rigor that Augustine de-
manded and with any of the tragic consequences that he indi-
cated might befall one for so doing. Augustine himself can
only think of a certain bishop Firmus of Thagaste, who refused
under torture either to lie or to betray someone’s hiding place
in time of persecution.”

We may risk saying, in any case, that the more widespread
view in both East and West, until the time of Augustine, was
the one that permitted occasional deception. After him, in-
deed, the West embraces his teaching, but it appears to have
had little if any impact at all in the East. It is Augustine,
then, who must introduce his position into already occupied
territory. And Augustine’s position is really a new one, for
the prohibition of lying and deception pronounced by the
Scriptures and the Fathers previous to him,” including even
the Fathers who accept deception, required him to elaborate
and absolutize it.

May these two traditions be reconciled? Does the position
which justifies deception represent merely a “ légere divergence
dans la ligne de la tradition,” as Godefroy says in his article
in the Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique **—the * tradi-
tion” being presumably the Augustinian doctrine? Despite
the fact that the cases in which one may employ deception are
carefully restricted by the Fathers who discuss the matter,
despite the fact that the persons who tell the charitable lie or
practice the gracious deception are saints or hierarchs, i.e.,
despite the very tempered quality of the deception at issue,
there is no reconciling an absolutist position, however sym-
pathetic it may be to the dilemmas of life (for Augustine was

James of Edessa, engineered by Bishop Zakkhai of Thella, in Ps.-John of
Ephesus (Patr. Orient. 19.268-273).

9¢ Cf. De mendacio 23 (CSEL 41.442).

95 The references are virtually numberless; they begin with Didache 3.5
(SC 248.154) ; Fp. Barn. 19.7 (SC 172.204) ; ete. ‘

96 Godefroy, 561.
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not unsympathetic to those dilemmas), with one that is not.
Augustine, to be sure, would not have accepted a reconcilia-
tion. Indeed, he did not, since his writings show that he was
familiar with virtually all the arguments used by those who
supported occasional deception. Moreover, if the less rigorous
tradition is the more ancient of the two, then we may say that
the real “ divergence ” is Augustine’s.

If we were to seek the essence of the difference between
these two traditions, we could say that it lies in two variant
approaches to moral judgment. The Augustinian tradition is
remarkable for its absolute consistency: given the principle of
the supremacy and inviolability of the truth, it abides by this
unconditionally. Tt also foresees the sometimes distant conse-
quences of acting according to this principle and judges that
these consequences are more desirable than the immediate
benefits that might flow from what is conceived as a well-
meaning but intrinsically at least partially disordered act.
The other tradition is marked by an obvious inconsistency:
while recognizing the supremacy of truth, it admits (some-
times regretfully, sometimes not) of exceptions. Its concern,
in addition, is with the more immediate consequences of an
act—the apparently urgent good that justifies the violation of
truth—rather than with the long term.

* * *

There are, then, two traditions on lying and deception in
the ancient Church, of which the less rigorous one has a good
chance of being the older. This certainly would not, in and of
itself, make it right; the expression of heretical views, for ex-
ample, very frequently takes chronological precedence over the
expression of their orthodox counterparts. It would count for
even less if the less rigorous were only the more popular posi-
tion until the time of Augustine in the West; Gnosticism was
perhaps more popular in its day than was Catholic Christian-
ity. Nor, finally, are the Fathers—even some very great
Fathers, and even a number of them together—incapable of
saying things that have been construed by later generations as

'
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regrettable. Perhaps the tradition that allows occasional lying
and deception takes its force, rather, from an intrinsic
“human ” and merciful quality, for want of a better way of
putting it, and from the fact that the “ generous” lie is the
utterly natural response to an otherwise apparently impossible
situation; it is what men and women have always done and
undoubtedly always will do. And if this is not unknown to
the Old Testament, and perhaps not to the New either (de-
spite Augustine’s distinctions and protestations), nor to a
goodly number of Fathers of the Church, perhaps it is not
morally implausible after all.””

Bonirace Ramsey, O.P.
Dominican House of Studies
Washington, D. O.

97 Subsequent to my completing this essay, my attention was kindly
drawn by Fr. G. Anawati, O.P., of the Institut Dominicain d’Etudes Orient-
ales (Cairo), to some complementary information in the realm of Islamie
moral teaching. The work of the twelfth-century author Ghazill entitled
Iya © Oulodm Ed-din, which was a kind of Summa for the Islamic world,
explains that lying is not illicit in itself but could be harmful both for the
liar and for others. This statement is qualified by an earlier one that says
that lying is the most serious of sins, and by a later one that says that it is
wrong to lie when one can accomplish the desired good end by telling the
truth. A le is permitted in three instances—for the sake of reconciling two
opposing parties, during a war, and between spouses. In a fourth instance
it is not only permitted but obligatory, namely in order to keep a person in
ignorance of something disagreeable that is about to befall him (the example
given is of a man who will be put to death but is unaware of it). Finally,
Ghazili teaches that an exaggeration is not a lie, although it is better not to
get into the habit of exaggerating. Cf. Ghazili, IR’ya ‘ Oulodm Ed-din, ou
Vivification des sciences de la foi, analyse et index par G.-H. Bousquet (Paris
1955), pp. 242-243. Certainly Ghazili is presenting a doctrine that is more
ancient than the twelfth century. It is suggestive to realize that Islam de-
veloped in roughly the same geographical area as Hastern Christianity, which
seems to have been more tolerant of lying and deception in specific cases
than its Western counterpart.



GUIBERT OF NOGENT AND GREGORY THE GREAT
ON PREACHING AND EXEGESIS

[ U]

O MANY MEDIAEVAL SCHOLARS Gregory the
the Great was Gregorius noster, rather as Virgil among
the Roman poets was the familiar Virgilius noster.* He

became perhaps the most significant single influence upon the
detailed working out in the West of the system of interpreta-
tion adumbrated in the writings of Origen and Augustine and
involving literal, allegorical and moral senses and the anagogi-
cal sense. Gregory also supplied a vast stock of material for
interpreting specific texts, from which scholars borrowed free-
ly for a millenium.?

Gregory became something of a patron for Guibert of
Nogent towards the end of the eleventh century, when his
mother sent him to school with his harsh and insistent tutor
on the feast day of Gregory himself.* Guibert speaks of other
Fathers, too: Jerome, Gregory Nazianzus, Origen, Eusebius of
Caesarea.® But Gregory the Great remained a special influence
upon him, not least because, as he explains, Gregory was in-
strumental in helping him make the change of habit in his
reading which turned him from a secular to a Christian
scholar.® He says that Gregory holds the keys of the ‘art’ of
exegesis; all its traditional rules are set out in its commentaries

1 H. de Lubac, Bxégése Médiévale (Paris, 1959), X1, 537-8.

2 R. Wasselynek, ‘ L’influence de 'exégése de S. Grégoire le Grand sur les
commentaires bibliques médiévaux’, Recherches de théologie ancienne et
médiévale, 32 (1965), 157-204, lists mediaeval authors who make use of
Gregory.

3 De Vitea Sue 1.4, PL: 156.844A, and cf. Qesta Det per Francos, Preface,
PL 156.681-2 for more of Guibert’s comments on his early education and the
excessive love of poetry he had when he was young.

4PL 156.339A, PL 156.489A (De Incornatione) where Guibert couples
Gregory and Jerome.

5 PL 156.29D 339A,
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(veterum auctorum regulae) . Guibert was moved by this ex-
ample to attempt a commentary of his own on Genesis, in
which he tried to bring out the moral sense; and then he went
on to comment on other books, he tells us, always laying the
chief emphasis upon one of the higher senses.”

Guibert was an author of some stature, as he himself was
well aware. He had a natural fluency and elegance which led
him into early excesses as a poet,® and sufficient conceit to
think himself able to imitate the models the Fathers had left
behind them. His Scriptural commentaries concentrate prin-
cipally upon the Old Testament, because that was where he
found a lack of patristic material: on Hosea, Amos and Jere-
miah, for example, and even on Genesis, viewed from the
point of view of the higher senses to complement Augustine’s
work on the literal sense of Genesis.® Guibert’s De Vita Sua
has some claims to be an autobiography after the model of
Augustine’s Confessions, although it is also a history book.'®
His De Pignoribus Sanctorum is, as we shall see, consciously
modelled in part upon Gregory’s Dialogues** As for his mono-
graphs, the De Incarnatione, the De Bucella Judae data et de
veritate Dominici corporis, the De Laude Sanctae Mariae, the
De Virginitate,** topical though they are in their subject-mat-
ter (compare Gilbert Crispin’s Dialogue between a Jew and a
Christian with the De Incarnatione) ,** they belong loosely to
the genre of Augustinian monographs and dialogues in their
attempt to treat single issues. Guibert’s large history, the

6 De Vite Sua 117, PL 156.874B.

7 De Vita Sua 1.17 PL 156.875-6. )

8 Gesta Dei per Francos, PL 156.681-2 and De Vite Sue L.17.

9 The entry for Guibert in F. Stegmiiller, Repertorium Biblicum Medii Aevi
(Madrid, 1950), II, gives an indication of surviving manuscripts. The Liber
Quo Ordine Sermo Fieri Debeat, the Moralia in Genesim, the Tropologice in
Osee, Amos and Jeremiam are printed in PL 156.

10 One comparison in particular is irresistible: Guibert places great em-
phasis upon the help his mother gave him in becoming a Christian.

11 See p. 538.

12 All printed in PL 156.

18 Gilbert Crispin, Disputatio Judei et Christiani, ed. B. Blumenkranz
(Antwerp, 1956).



536 G. R. EVANS

Gesta Dei per Francos, is an ambitious attempt which perhaps
owes something to Eusebius, to extend exegetical principles
from Scripture to the analysis of historical events in recent
times, so as to show God’s teaching in the world through
history.

Guibert’s sense of his own capacities as a scholar and author
set him apart a little from the work of contemporary exegetes
and threw him back upon the great examples of the past in
a rather unusual way. He seems at some time to have heard
Anselm of Laon lecture,** but he was not drawn into the cor-
porate endeavour of Anselm and his pupils which helped to
frame the Glossa Ordinaria.*®> He remained an individual as a
writer, seeing himself rather grandly in the tradition of the
Fathers. He undertook his ambitious projects not without due
protestations of modesty. But the spirit in which he did so
is clear from his Proemium to his Moralia in Genesim. In the
introductory letter to Bartholomew, bishop of Laon, he draws
a picture of the two brothers, Anselm and Ralph, who ran the
cathedral school at Laon in his day, as two ‘eyes’ brighter
than the stars. Their work has recently been remarkable both
in their interpretation of the Bible so as to bring out its teach-
ing on the faith, and for their rebuttal of heretics. Guibert
concedes that it is bold of him to put himself forward as a
commentator in such company, and above all to write on a
book of the Bible on which Augustine has had so much to say.
But he has, he says, something new to offer. Something is
missing from the existing literature, and this that he has tried
to supply.'®* Where other scholars compile quotations from the
Fathers to illustrate and illuminate their exegetical discus-
sions, Guibert tries to write in the manner of the Fathers, add-
ing to their work in the same spirit and on the same principles,
but with his own hand. And here his debt to Gregory is ap-
parent at a number of points.

14 Q. Lottin, Psychclogie et morale euz wiic et xiit siécles (Gembloux,
1959), p. 9.

15 B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible in the Middle Ages (Oxford, 1952),
pp. 285-6.

18 PL 156.19-22. '
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Gregory found the tension between the demands of public
life and the pull of the inner life a constant source of strain.
He writes about many sides of his life and work in terms of
this necessary balancing of interior and exterior.’” Guibert did
not share his practical preoccupations because he lived the
monastic life from which Gregory regretted daily that he had
been torn away.’* But in one respect he understood the prin-
ciple very well. He was of one mind with Gregory in believing
that it was of the first importance to look for the inward and
spiritual truth which underlies all exterior things, and which
God intends those things to teach.

The first necessity, as Gregory understood it, was to look to
the interior home, to know one’s own soul. Here Guibert owed
a debt to Anselm of Canterbury who, he says, helped him at
the time when he was first seriously turning his thoughts to
holy reading and learning the principles of exegesis from
Gregory; Anselm taught him how to read the Bible and how to
‘manage the inner man’.** The two tasks, of exegesis and self-
knowledge, remained intimately interconnected for Guibert, as
they had been for Gregory. He speaks, in a commonplace also
used by Gregory, of the ‘ book of conscience ”: Let the book
from which our prayer text comes be a pure conscience,
lest while the tongue says good things to others, the memory
of sin gnaws us inwardly’.** The preacher, as he expounds
Scripture, should burn inwardly, so that what he says out-
wardly may fire the hearts of his listeners.” Guibert does not
mention Gregory at this point—in fact, he refers to a text of
Ambrose **—but the underlying principle is Gregorian never-

17 On ‘consideration ’ see my The Mind of St. Bernard of Clairvaux (0Ox-
ford, 1983), pp. 191-217.

18 Guibert does borrow Gregory’s term consideratio, but he does not put
it to use in the same way. See, for example, PL 156.417B (on Amos), PL
156.426 (on Amos), PL 156.612B (Preface to the De Pignoribus Sanctorum).

19 De Vita Sua 1.17, PL 156.874 C-D, qualiter interiorem hominem agerem.

20 Liber Quo Ordine Sermo Fieri Debeat, PL 56.24.

21 Liber Quo Ordine, PL 156,24. .

22 Ombrose De Officits 1.22, ed. R. O. Gilbert (Leipzig, 1839); PL 156.24D.
Gregory himself owed a large debt to Ambrose.
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theless. In his exegesis ‘inward’ and ‘outward’ are an in-
sistent theme.?® »

If we are to understand the implications of this talk of ‘in-
ward’ and ‘outward’ in exegesis as Gregory intended it, we
must look at the Dialogues, and at Guibert’s De Pignoribus
Sanctorum.

Gregory’s Dialogues are a series of miracle-stories strung to-
gether in a conversational sequence as Peter the Deacon raises
questions and Gregory answers them with explanations and
illustrations. The work is divided into four books, the first
three principally containing examples of marvellous events in
good men’s lives, with the second book given up wholly to the
life of St. Benedict. The last book differs in giving a con-
nected treatment of problems of the nature of the soul, death,
resurrection, heaven and hell. The whole is based on the as-
sumption that the events and things described in Scripture
have a teaching function no different in kind—although per-
haps higher in degree—from events of the present day and
things now to be seen in the world with our own eyes. All
these ‘ things ’ are signs.*

There is little here which adds to Augustine’s discussion of
signs in the De Doctrina Christiana, but there is a difference
of emphasis. Gregory explicitly links teaching and preaching
and exegesis in a way which makes these latter-day °signs’
of central importance.”

In the De Pignoribus Sanctorum Guibert attacks the ques-
tion of relics with a view to setting aside the nonsense cur-
rent in his own day and explaining the true function of things
as ‘signs’ of holiness. He begins by asking how we are to
know a man to be holy: an underlying preoccupation of the
Gregorian Dialogues, too. Outward signs are not, he argues,
always an indication of sanctity. He points to examples from

23 K.g. PL 156.457C.
24 Gregory’s Dialogues are in PL 77 and edited by A. de Vogué, Sources
Chrétiennes, 251 (1979), 260 (1980).

26 On Augustine’s theory of signs, see M. Colish, The Mirror of Language
(Yale, 1967).
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history, Alexander the Great, Julius Caesar, and ‘in our own
time > comets which mark the deaths and accession of kings
in Lotharingia and England. These show that the gift of signs
is distributed plurifariam, and may have other meanings than
that a man is holy. There is no necessary connection between
the person € about ’ whom a miraculous event happens and the
sanctity of the person in question. Recently, last Easter, he
‘recounts, a small child which had been brought into church
by its mother and which knew nothing of what had been en-
acted before its eyes, cried aloud ‘¢ Mother, don’t you see what
a beautiful boy the priest is holding on the altar!’?® This
vision edified, not the child, but those who heard him. Guibert
is anxious to emphasize this point, so as to discourage rever-
ence for those who do not deserve it. He cites Gregory twice
in this connection.?” His treatment of the theory of signs gives
way in Books IT and IIT to a discussion first of the wholeness
of the Body of Christ at Mass, and then of the claim of the
monks of St. Médard to have a tooth of Christ himself. Gui-
bert wants them to understand the absurdity of such a notion,
because it makes nonsense of the idea of Christ’s resurrection,
and shows them to have misunderstood what is done in the
consecration at the Eucharist when the whole Body of Christ
is present in the consecrated bread. Book IV contains Gui-
bert’s thoughts on the inward and outward aspects of signs—
his development of Gregory’s principles into a full sign-theory
of his own.

The interior mundus, the spiritual world is, he says, not seen
by the outward eyes; nor can the imaginatio conceive it, be-
cause the imagination, by definition, is the faculty which makes
images of corporeal things for the mind to observe when there
are no direct sense-impressions. Only contemplatio attains this
vision (attingit) .*®

The images to be found in Scripture are, Gregory believes,
necessarily of the kind visible to the bodily eye or the eye of

26 PL, 156.615.
27 PL 156.627B-628.
28 PL 156.665B (IV.i.1).
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the imagination: aut corpora aut similitudinibus corporum.
The visions of the prophets contain signa and figura only. The
prophets describe God by comparing him to these things, but
they cannot speak in this way of the wvera simplicitas of the
divine omnipotence. The only exception is the ‘I am that I
am’ and ‘ He who is sent me to you’ of Exodus 3.14. Every-
thing else the Old Testament authors say is in terms of the
dicta and facta of the human condition; Old Testament de-
scriptions of the divine are in a humanus modus, a human form
of speech, and thus figurative in their reference to God him-
self.*® Guibert cites Gregory here on the experience of those
who have had visions and who have passed in their perception
from the outward to the inward and returned to speak of it,*
but only in human language. Similarly, the signs of the present
day, relics, events, are all images outwardly apparent to our
senses, of an inward reality which we cannot see but only guess
at by analogy. The prophets gained an idea of God but were
not able to express what they learned in language appropriate
to its reality.® They could not do so because it would not
have been proper for them to do so (Non itaque potuerunt,
quia non debuerunt) ** that is, because it lay beyond their
human capacities.

Guibert completes his book by considering questions close
to those in Book IV of the Dialogues, with references to the
Dialogues.®® Miracles in our own time (diebus vestris) are acts
of divine mercy in teaching us.** The Gesta Dei per Francos is
based on this concept of modern history as an extension of
Biblical history. Guibert sees the historian as equally in his
element when he is giving an account of exemplary lives or
miracles (as he himself does at the end of Book IV, for ex-

29 PL 156.667A (IV.1.2).

30 PL 156.667C-D (IV.i.2).

31 PL 56.669D (IV.ii.l).

32 PL 156.669D. Cf. Anselm, Cur Deus Homo and De Casu Diaboli on posse
and debere, ed. F. 8. Schmitt (Rome/Edinburgh, 1938-46), vols. I-II.

33 De Pignoribus IV.iv.3, cf. Dialogues IV.29, on the way in which souls
perceive.

3¢ PL, 156.962.
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ample), and when he is speaking of recent events.®*® He ex-
plicitly links his own work with that of the Old Testament,
comparing his purposes with the authenticis historiis sanc-
torum patrum, whose author is God himself.*

This association of events and signs and things in the Bible
with things and events in the world at large, as God’s various
ways of speaking about inward truths through outward things,
was not new even in Augustine, as Guibert knew. He refers to
the teaching of Gregory Nazianzen on the comparisons, satis
idoneas . . . et significantias, between the things we read about
in Scrlpture and see now with our own eyes and those higher
things we cannot see directly for what they are.*” But there is
something which bears the marks of the influence of Gregory
the Great specifically, in Guibert’s emphasis on the power of
these things to  preach’.*® Guibert was unusual in his day in
placing an emphasis on preaching in this way. There was very
little preaching of fresh sermons. It was more usual to read
from a homily of Augustine or Gregory. When Anselm of
Canterbury gave his talks to his own community and to the
communities he visited (as he did at Fly when Gilbert was
there), his discourses struck everyone as something not only
uncommonly fresh and lively, but also as something new. A
generation after Anselm, in Bernard of Clairvaux’s day, mon-
astic sermons * were beginning to come into their own. But
Guibert was writing along pioneering lines when he prefaced
the Moralia in Genesim with his own little handbook on
preaching.

Guibert writes with a practical slant, but his underlying
principles owe a good deal to Gregory. Like Gregory, he
emphasizes the need to adapt what is said to the needs of the
simple; *° Gregory himself does so with most dramatic effect in

35 PL 156.749B.

36 PL 156.767C.

37 Liber Quo Ordine, PL 156.29D.

38 Gesta Det per Francos, PL 56.683D.

39 See my The Mind of St. Bernard of Clairvauw, pp. 52-72.
40 Gregory, Moralia in Job, passim.
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the Dialogues, whose style is so plain as to seem crude in com-
parison with the eloquence with which Gregory writes else-
where when he is trying to lift men’s hearts and aspirations.
Guibert, who certainly had at least a comparable literary skill,
often writes with deliberate stylistic contrivance:

Interea cum versificandi studio ultra omnem modum meum ani-
mum immersissem, ita ut universae divinae paginae seria pro tam
ridicula vanitate seponerem, ad hoc ipsum duce mea levitate jam
veneram ut Ovidiana et Bucolicorum dicta praesumerem, et lepores
amatorios in specierum distributionibus, epistolisque nexilibus af-
fectarem.®

Here the patterning of immersissem, seponerem, praesumerem,
affectarem has not been difficult to arrange, but it clearly has
been arranged, to give balance to the account. Fancier con-
trivances are to be found:

hoc quotidie intra cordis mei penetralia experior et contemplor
impleri.?

Here -or- and-er- sounds and patterning of grammatical struc-
tures work together.®* By contrast, in the De Pignoribus Sanc-
torum, where Guibert comes closest to the Dialogues, the

stories are told, not without style, but simply and straight-
forwardly:

Cumque ab utroque interrogaretur quid fleret, se a catulis comedi
respondebat. Tum mater, quae matris meae ancilla et aliquando
pedissequa exstiterat, ad ipsam dominam suam, matrem videlicet
meam, concurrit.*?

Here perhaps Guibert is doing no more than adjusting his
style to his subject-matter in the ancient rhetorical tradition—
as his contemporaries did with an equal self-consciousness; it
would be stretching the evidence to suggest that this was
peculiarly a debt to Gregory.** The important point is that

41 De Vite Sue 1.17, PL 156.873A.

42 De Vita Sua 1.16, PL 156.870B.

48 De Pignoribus 1.21, PL 156.883D.

44 0n the three styles, see the opening of Book IV of the Rhetorica ad
Herennium,

[
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Guibert, like Gregory, is applying the technique to preaching,
deliberately creating variety and considering the different
needs of educated and less well educated audiences. He points
out in the Liber Quo Ordine that the litterati will benefit even
by hearing what they know already, if it is said to them
eloquenter. They must be prevented from becoming bored by
offering them something well-put and novel, so as to make the
old material seem fresh. The various modi locutionum of
Scripture give each word a diversity of meanings; stylistic ex-
cellence on the part of the preacher can convey the same rich-
ness and variety.*”

In the Regula Pastoralis, where he places great emphasis
upon the pastor’s duty to teach, Gregory says a good deal
about the kind of man a preacher should be, and the spirit in
which he should go about his task. Guibert clearly depends
on his teaching—among other sources—in the Liber Quo
Ordine. Where Gregory speaks of the reasons which may en-
courage a man to seek or refuse the pastoralis cura (and by
implication to become a preacher),* Guibert tackes directly
the question of the intentiones which lead a man to preach or
to refuse to preach. For example, some will not preach be-
cause they are proud. Others are overcome by distaste for the
task. Others are put off by envy of the good lives other men
lead, or their superior learning. There are others still who do
live good lives and would make excellent preachers, but who
are put off by the fact that they hold no pastoral office
(pastoralis locus) in the Church, and so think they have no
right to preach.*” Like Gregory, Guibert thinks both good
learning and the setting of a good example vital to effective
preaching. The association of intellect and behaviour in this
way is a commonplace, but it is in some degree a Gregorian’
commonplace. ‘It is,” says Guibert, ‘ very dangerous for him
whose duty (officium) it is to preach to stop learning, just as
it is damnable for him to set an example of wickedness ’.*®

45 Liber Quo Ordine, PL 156.28D-29A.
46 Gregory, Regula Pastoralis.

47 Liber Quo Ordine, PL 56.21B.

48 Ibid.
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Preaching in this grand Gregorian sense of making men see
into the inner truth behind outward things makes life itself
an exegesis. The preacher in his own person acts as one of the
‘things’ or examples through whose outward appearance to
the senses God teaches men about inward and spiritual reali-
ties. The teaching is everywhere. Guibert points to ‘the na-
ture of the hion’ *° in one connection, and elsewhere, where the
lion has a different meaning, he points to another aspect of its
behavior.*® In the first case the lion’s eating habits are rele-
vant, in the second its custom of sleeping with its eyes open
so that it is always alert. God has given it these characteristics
so that it can teach several things. When the ‘seed’ of the
Word of God sprouts in men’s hearts, that is the earth sprout-
ing grass.”* There is no ‘like” in Guibert’s description. The
grass on the earth enacts the springing of the Word of God in
a way which is almost more than an analogy.

When we look at this Gregorian account of the inwardness
and outwardness of things in the context of Biblical exegesis,
its immediate implication is clear. The literal sense is different
from the figurative senses. It means what it seems to mean.
It does not speak of something else within. The °higher’,
figurative senses all deal with outward things in terms of an
inner reality. The Lion of Judah is not a lion but Christ. The
teaching power of these higher senses is thus much greater.

Gregory the Great was instrumental in drawing the four-
fold method of interpretation from its preliminary formula-
tions in Origen and Augustine and elsewhere, and making it
the standard pattern in the mediaeval Latin West. He en-
visaged an ascending scale running from the allegorical sense
to those moral and anagogical interpretations which especially
appealed to Guibert as requiring the application of fresh effort
by the exegete of his own time.”* It is because he sees the mat-
ter as Integral to this division of the senses that Guibert treats

49 PL 156.469A (Jeremiah).
50 P1; 156.324B (Genesis).
51 PT, 156.45B (Genesis).

52 Lubac, op. cit., 1.187-8.
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Augustine’s discussion of the reason why the Bible speaks in
so many ways and uses ‘ bodily images ’ for spiritual truths in
the section of the Liber Quo Ordine which he devotes to the
four senses of Scripture:

‘ There are four Regulae Scripturarum on which the whole
Bible runs as on wheels: they are history, which speaks of
events, allegory, in which one thing is understood by another,
tropology, that is, moral speech, which deals with behavior.

. . anagogy, that is the ‘spiritual understanding’, by which
we are led to higher things in dealing with the heights and the
heavens. For example, Jerusalem is historically speaking a
city; by allegory it signifies the holy Church: by tropology,
that is, morally, the faithful soul of the man who sighs for the
vision of eternal peace; by anagogy it signifies (signat) the
life of the heavenly citizens, who see the God of Gods face to
face’. Guibert points out the respective usefulness of these
senses.to the interior homo.*

He himself greatly preferred tropology and anagogical ex-
planations. He suggests that allegory has served its purpose
and has now been almost superseded by the higher senses.**
He himself attempted whole commentaries devoted to a single
level of meaning (with some diversions). Jerome, he says, has
done enough to clarify the literal sense of Jeremiah; he himself
has thought it superfluous to attempt to do the same, and so
he has written a tropology of Jeremiah instead.”” Guibert
speaks with awe of the difficulty of tropological explanation,
and describes the efforts of Origen ‘ supreme in learning after
the apostles’, Apollinaris of Laodicea, Eusebius of Caesarea
‘ than whom no one was more famous in his time among divine
preachers °.%

Gregory was especially interested in the Bible’s prophetical
utterances, where human beings were visibly striving to ex-
press divine truth and clearly handicapped by their ultimate

53 PL 156.25D-26A.

54 PL 156.26, cf. Smalley, pp. 243-5.
55 PL: 156.488C, Lubac Tii, p. 450.
56 PL 156.339A.
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inability to talk in any terms but those of ‘bodily images’.
Here, too, Guibert can be seen to follow him, not only in his
own choice of prophets for commentary, but also in the details
of his discussions. ‘ Note the prophetical way’ (Nota pro-
pheticum morem) , how they frequently repeat ‘in that day’,
showing by the demonstrative pronoun how insistent the pres-
ence of the inward light (internae lucis) must be in their
minds *5* ‘ Note the prophetical way, how easily the shift 1s
made from singular to plural, from plural to singular, from per-
son to person’” Language is being stretched-to its limits in
these attempts to express what is beyond language.

Like Gregory, Guibert constantly points to double and
multiple meanings.” Water, for example, sometimes means the
pleasures of the flesh,®® often the knowledge of the Bible (com-
pare Gregory, Moralia, on water as knowledge for preaching
and in this passage: ‘Waters in Holy Scripture are wont
sometimes to denote the Holy Spirit, sometimes sacred knowl-
edge, sometimes wrong knowledge, sometimes calamity, some-
times drifting peoples, sometimes the minds of those following
the faith’) .** Guibert gives us wisdom in two modes, too.*

So dominant is this search for the interior sense that Guibert
finds himself in no discomfort when he encounters a note of a
variant reading. All is equally adaptable to the divine teach-
ing purpose. The Old Translation does not give inanis et vacua
at the beginning of Genesis but invisibilis et composita. Quod
optime moraliter consonat! ‘ That fits perfectly with the moral
interpretation!’ exclaims Guibert.®* The earth is invisible ’ in
those who do not know themselves.

Guibert sees no more forcing of the issue here than Gregory
had done in his characteristic exclamations at various points
in the text: ‘ What is this but. . . .> Guibert catches the habit

57 P1, 156.314C (Hosea).

58 PL 156.349C (Hosea).

59 PL 156.314A.

60 PL 156.37A, on Genesis 1,2.

61 P1, 156.41B, on Genesis 1.6; cf. Moraelia in Job XI.x.14 and XIX.vi.9.
62 PL, 156.41D.

63 PL 156.35.
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from him: ‘ What then ought we to say is to be understood by
“light ” but that first good ’,** ¢ What is “ God saw ” but “ God
caused to be seen”’?% What is “He divided” but “He
taught them to distinguish between vices and virtues”? ®
The same quid est nisi formula recurs again and again in both
Gregory and Guibert, as though to point out the very ob-
viousness of the comparisons and usages to those who have
eyes to see the inner meaning, and to take away any
sense that there is contrivance here on the part of the inter-
preter. Guibert’s point, like Gregory’s, is precisely that there
is no exegetical contrivance, merely an unfolding of meanings
aJready put into the text by its Divine Author.

The Gregorian tone of Guibert’s inward-looking exegesis is
perhaps clearest in his Moralia in Genesim, where he evidently
found his model closest to his own purposes. Like Gregory, he
allows the text to suggest a train of thought, and makes the
practical application to the living of a good Christian life his
guide. ‘In the beginning God created heaven and earth’; ‘In
the beginning of our conversion we are divided within our-
selves into two entirely opposite parts. . . . flesh and spirit .¢
This was not how God created man, but a result of the Fall,
which made the urges of the flesh powerful and dominant. So
the first verse of Genesis describes how, at the beginning of the
process of conversion, God makes ‘heaven’ and ‘earth’ in
man, The spirit, which is reason, is divided from the ‘earth’
of carnal affection, with which it was mixed before, and put in
its place in a proper ordo, in such a way that the ‘heaven’ is
above and in control of the ‘earth’. And just as the light
pours down from the sky and it rains and the winds blow
across the earth, so the claritas of recta intentio shines down,
the clouds of the Fathers gather and rain down sententiae and
make the earth fruitful, and the four winds of the virtues blow,
and dry out the earth’s desires. When Genesis says that ° the

64 PL 156.37D.
65 PL; 156.39A,
66 PL 156.39D.
67 PL 156.31-2, cf. Moralia in Job IX.xxvilid4.
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earth was without form and void’ we must understand that
our bodies are inanis et vacua because there is nothing solidum,
stabile or constans about the body, or about the interior homo
while it remains mingled with the body, far from God. Guibert
rounds off his account with Scriptural parallels to bear out
what he says.®®

There is, both Gregory and Guibert insist, a right and a
wrong way to use the inward and outward duality of Scripture.
Where the good preacher reveals the inner meaning by his
analysis of the outward and necessarily © corporeal ’ images, the
heretic perverts the outward meaning so as to make it not less
but more °corporeal’. Per falsas Scripturarum interpreta-
tiones . . . quasi carnaliter dicta Scripturarum exempla
exponunt.®

The preacher may draw ‘ out’ what is ‘in’ Seripture in the
right manner in two ways, by going behind its outward face
in search of truths of faith or in search of guidance on good
behavior, in the dual tradition of Christian mediaeval teach-
ing. Gregory does both even in the Moralia, where ostensibly
his primary purpose is to teach about the living of a good
Christian life. Taio of Saragossa perceived, not long after Gre-
gory’s lifetime, that the Moralia was full of teaching on doc-
trine as well as on behavior, and he rearranged the material
in an order which would make it more readily accessible to the
reader who wanted help on a particular point. In a letter to
Eugenius bishop of Toledo he describes his feelings on reading
Gregory. He crept up to the door step by step irresistibly
drawn (inaestimabili accensus desiderio) and, like a bold ex-
plorator he went in; he was struck by wonder at the sight of
the profusion of beauty before him; he rushed about plucking
the flowers in handfuls like a little child at play. Then he de-
cided that it would be better to make them into an orderly ar-
rangement rather than a bundle. Gregory himself prompted
him to do so, he says.” He explains the order he has chosen:

68 PL 156.33, cf, Moralia in Job XXVILxxxix.65; XXIX xxviii.55.
69 Lubaec, IIj, p. 112-8. PL 156.443C-D.
70 PL 80.723-5.
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he begins with God himself, the Trinity, the origin of the world,
man and his story, to the end of the world. He has put in some
portions of Augustine, too, as a sauce and a flavoring and a
scattering of flowers at the feast.”

But to Guibert the moral teaching of Gregory afforded a
more attractive example. Only in the sense that the anagogi-
cal sense can be said to deal with speculative theology was
Guibert drawn to it. He concedes that the preacher should
say something, aliquoties, to build up men’s faith.” The
Moralia lent itself equally readily to the plucking of flowers
for florilegia of moral teaching.” Taio’s enthusiastic garnering
was not restricted to doctrinal matter.”* He held Gregory in
respect not only for his sapientia but also for his prudentia.
He claims that Socrates, Plato, Cicero and Varro, philosophers
and moralists alike, ‘if they were living in our day’ would
stand no higher than Gregory. When Taio was in Rome he
sought out a copy of the Moralia in Job (he had not been
able to find the one Gregory had sent to Leander of Seville);
he made a copy of it with his own hand, and another of Gre-
gory on Ezekiel, where Gregory had, as everywhere in his writ-
ing on the Old Testament, made clear everything which was
obscure.” Looking at Gregory in search of material for his
own purposes, Guibert was struck most forcibly by the moral
teaching. In his preface to his own Moralia, the Liber Quo
Ordine, he discusses virtues and vices with all Gregory’s keen
interest. He recommends Gregory, together with Cassian (but
not as an exegete, rather for his Institutes and Conlationes),
as the supreme authorities on virtues and vices.

Guibert’s work owes a great deal to numerous other Fathers
besides Gregory. But his overall perception of his task as an
interpreter of the Bible is, like Gregory’s, first of all that of a

71 PL 80.729A-B.

72 PL 156.26A.

73 R, Wasselynek, ¢ Les Moralia in Job dans les ouvrages de morale du haut
moyen age latin’, Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 31(1964),
5-32.

74 PL, 80.724B.

76 PL 80.725-6.
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preacher.” All his effort (fota verbi nostri vigilantia) is directed
towards the motus interioris hominis. Everyone, he says, can
benefit from this because everyone shares the experience of sin
and has to fight against vice.”” ‘I do not think,” he says, ‘ that
any preaching is salubrior than that which shows a man him-
self and those things which are outside him spread within,
that is, in the mind.” ‘If anyone wants to know how he ought
to treat his inner man’, he continues, ‘ he can offer no better
recommendation than the study of Gregory or Cassian.’ ™

G. R. Evans

Pitzwilliam College
Cambridge University
England

76 PL 156.27.
77 PL 156.26A,
78 PL 156.27B.



EULOGIUM SPONSI DE SPONSA: CANONS, MONKS,
AND THE SONG OF SONGS *

(o U

HE SONG OF SONGS, eight short chapters of love
lyrics found in the collection of wisdom literature at-
tributed to Solomon, is the most enigmatic and prob-

lematic book of the Bible. It is also one of the most frequent-
ly commented upon books of the canon. Whether this is be-
cause of or in spite of its enigmatic nature depends on one’s
perspective: the Song of Songs tells no sacred history, gives no
clear prophetic or theological revelation, and does not mention
God. Yet for thousands of years, Jews and Christians alike
have preserved it in the canon of scripture, and used it in
liturgy. Exegetes saw it as an admirable vehicle for allegory,
and so the Song of Songs exerted an enormous influence on
Jewish and Christian spirituality and mysticism.

Perhaps enthusiasm for the book was at its peak in the
Christian Middle Ages: at least seventy Latin commentaries
on the text survive from the seventh to the fourteenth cen-
turies.! These are allegorical expositions in the tradition of
the first great Christian exegete, Origen of Alexandria.?

* A version of this paper was presented at Yale University in April, 1983.
My revisions have been guided by the discussion which followed. A grant
from the American Philosophical Society allowed me to examine important
manuscripts in Paris.

1 ¥, Ohly, Hoheliedsstudien (Wiesbaden, 1958) and H. Riedlinger, Die
Makellosigkeit der Kirche in den Lateinischen Hoheliedkommentaren des
Mittelalters are two comprehensive studies of Christian Song of Songs in-
terpretation. Riedlinger’s is a more specialized account of the ecclesiological
interpretations.

2 Origen’s commentary on the Song of Songs, extant only to 2:15, and his
two homilies on the Song of Songs 1:1 to 2:14, survive in the Latin transla-
tions of Jerome and Rufinus. See the text in CGS 33, Origenes Werke, 8, ed.
W. Baehrens (Leipzig, 1925), and R. P. Lawson, trans., Origen: The Song of
Songs Commentary and Homilies, Ancient Christian Writers 26 (New York,
1956).
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Origen understood the love songs to be between Christ and
the church or between God and the individual soul. Later
exegetes elaborated on both the ecclesiological and the mysti-
cal readings of the Song of Songs, and less frequently inter-
preted it as the love between God and the Virgin Mary. Medi-
eval Christian commentary on the Song of Songs was domi-
nated by authors in some form of religious life, with monks of
the Benedictine and Cistercian orders predominating, and
members of various orders of canons close behind.

It is hardly surprising that such a tradition flourished in the
spiritual and intellectual climate of twelfth-century Europe.
The evangelical fervor of this century was characteristically
expressed in symbolic language; the Song of Songs provided a
familiar and emotionally powerful vocabulary for these expres-
sions.! It was in the twelfth century that Bernard of Clair-
vaux wrote the famous series of 86 homilies on the Song of
Songs 1:1 to 3:8 for the spiritual edification of his monastery.*
The Song of Songs was also extremely influential in the
flowering twelfth-century cult of the Virgin Mary.* But
most twelfth-century treatments of the text, like the Eulogium
sponst de sporsa, the subject of this essay, take as their sub-
ject the drama of love between a demanding but forgiving
deity and the errant human soul.

The Eulogium sponsi de sponsa is associated with the

3 M. D. Chenu, La théologie aun douziéme siécle (Paris, 1976) pays spe-
cial attention to the mentality of twelfth-century symbolism, and to the
evangelical fervor of the period, pp. 223-398.

¢J. Leclereq, H. Rochais, C. Talbot, ed., Sancti Bernardi Opera, I, II,
{Rome, 1957, 1958). See also Leclercyg’s introductory essay “ Were the Ser-
mons on the Song of Songs Delivered in Chapter?” in Bernard of Clairvauw,
On the Song of Songs II, Cistercian Fathers Series (Kalamazoo, Michigan,
1976) pp. vii-xxx.

5 The ancient mariological tradition of Song of Songs interpretation was
primarily liturgical, centering on a few verses used for the Feasts of the
Nativity and Assumption of the Virgin Mary, cf. J. A. Aldama, Marie en la
Patristica de los Riglos I » IT (Madrid, 1970). Important commentaries with
a mariological focus are by Rupert of Deutz, 41129 (PL 168), Philip of
Harveng, 41183 (PL 203), William of Newburgh, 1198 (ed. J. C. Gorman,
Spicilegium Friburgense 6, Fribourg, 1960), and Alan of Lille, 4-1202 (PL
210). A separate study of this tradition would be very welcome.
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twelfth-century school of Saint Victor in Paris, a community
of canons regular with a strong intellectual bent. Saint Victor
was home to the famous teacher and theologian Hugh, the
mystic Richard, and a number of skilled exegetes.® The house
also had connections with the nascent University of Paris, and
with the school of canons at the cathedral of Troyes. Peter
Comestor was associated with both Troyes and the University
before entering Saint Victor in 1169." The link to Troyes
brought a Cistercian influence to Saint Victor, emanating from
Clairvaux, a major Cistercian house in the vicinity of Troyes,
home of Saint Bernard. Although Hugh has been called a * sec-
ond Augustine,” his dependence on Bernard was also great: the
Victorine excerpted from the Cistercian abbot in many places,
as for example in the Miscellanea, made up in part of short
selections from Bernard’s writings.®

The Eulogium sponsi de sponsa appears in PL 176, among
the “ opera systica ” of Hugh, as edited by the canons of Saint
Victor in 1648.° It also appears in PL 198 as one of a cycle of
sermons attributed to Peter Comestor; there it is sermon 29 for
the Feast of the Assumption of the Virgin Mary.’* However,
the text is not found in the earliest Comestor manuscripts, a
fact which will be discussed below.

6 B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible in the Middle Ages (Oxford, 1951,
Notre Dame, Indiana, 1964) is an outstanding intellectual history of the
house. See also F. Bonnard, Histoire de Uabbaye royale et de Dordre des
chanoines réguliers de St.-Victor de Paris, 2 vol. {Paris, n.d.).

7 For Peter Comestor, see R. M. Martin, “ Notes sur l'oeuvre Littéraire de
Pierre le Mangeur,” Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 3 (1931)
54-66, and A. Landgraf, “Recherches sur Pierre le Mangeur,” RTAM 3
(1931) 292-306, 341-373.

8 For the influence of Augustine on Hugh of Saint Victor, see J. Taylor's
introduction to The Didascalion of Hugh of Seint Victor, Columbia Records
of Civilization LXIV (New York, 1961). An excellent example of Hugh’s use
of Bernard is Miscellanea IV, cvii, “De tribus osculis,” (PL 177:712C)
adapted from Bernard’s sermon 3 on the Song of Songs (ed. Leclercq, Rochais,
Talbot, I, pp. 14-17). A detailed study of Hugh’s use of Bernard and other
contemporaries has yet to be done.

9 PL 176:987-994. The title here is De amore sponsi ad sponsam. Many
manusecripts are untitled; the most common title is Bulogium sponsi de
sponsa, used in this study.

10 PL, 198:1784-1788,
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The intention of this paper is to put the Eulogium in a
twelfth-century context with the dual goal of illuminating the
question of authorship and providing a basis for the interpre-
tation of the text. This will involve a summary of the tradi-
tion of Song of Songs commentary in relation to the Eulogium;
description of the treatise; analysis of the manuscript tradi-
tion; study of the known sources; consideration of the didactic
message of the work; and discussion of the appearance of the
Eulogium in other twelfth-century authors.

The Eulogium and Exegesis of the Song of Songs

The Eulogium sponsi de sponsa is a short treatise, barely six
columns in the Patrologia, treating chapter 4, verses 6b to 8 of
the Song of Songs. These verses show an idiosyncratic Bible
text, with some notable variants from the Vulgate, as demon-
strated by the following comparison:

Bulogium sponsi de sponsa 11 Vulgate
Ibo mihi ad montem myrrhae 4:6b Vadam ad montem myrrhae
Et ad colles Libani Et ad collem thurris
Et loquar sponsae meae.
Tota speciosa es proxima mea 4:7 Tota pulchra es, amica mea
Et macula non est in te Et macula non est in te
Veni a Libano sponsa, veni, 4:8 Veni de Libano sponsa mea,
Ad Libanum venies Veni de Libano,

Veni, coronaberis,
Et transibis ad montem Seir, De capite Amana,
Et Hermon De vertice Sanir et Hermon,
A cubilibus leonum, De cubilibus leonum,
A montibus leopardorum. De montibus pardorum
Allelulia.

From the little we know about the Old Latin versions of the
Song of Songs, it is evident that the verses commented on by
the Eulogium are adapted from a pre-Vulgate Bible text close
to the Septuagint.’* Some Old Latin versions begin, as does

11 Most copies of the Pulogium begin without quoting the verses from the
Song of Songs on which it is based. The version given here is taken from
Paris, B. N, latin 2479 (c.12, from the collection of the Count of Thou), f.
74v. This is a rubricated extraction from the text. Note the liturgical ending.

12 A composite text of the pre-Vulgate Song of Songs is Bibliorum Sacro-
rum. Latinae versiones antiquae, seu vetus Italica, et caeterae quaecungue
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the Eulogium, ““ Ibo,” rather than “ Vadam.” Similarly, and in
contrast to the Vulgate, both Old Latin versions and the
Eulogium use the words “ transibis” and “Seir (Sanir) et
Hermon ” in verse 8. But the progression of prepositions in
verse 8 is peculiar to the Eulogium. The bride is urged here
to come from Libanus, to Libanus, to Mount Seir and Mount
Hermon, from the lions’ den, from the leopards’ mountains.”
In contrast, all other versions use various forms of “from ™
(a, de, apd) throughout verse 8.* This is strong evidence that
the author of the Eulogium either used an unknown version of
Song of Songs 4 (perhaps liturgical) or adapted his own version
for didactic purposes.

Song of Songs 4:6-8 did not, in fact, play an important role
in the liturgy, and was not an obvious choice for such a selec-
tion. Latin exegetes were notably laconic about this passage. We
have no evidence that either Origen or Bernard commented
on it directly; and the little others did say is echoed in the
Eulogium. Key words of the text: myrrh, the mountains of
Libanus, are given set allegorical meanings, based on etymo-
logies. The Venerable Bede, for example, links myrrh with
mortification of the flesh.** Alcuin, Angelomus of Luxeuil, and
the influential Haimo of Auxerre all agree that Libanus is
associated with color white.* But most commentators do not
read these lines as a unit; some are primarily interested in the

in codibus mss. & antiquorum libris reperii paruerunt, 3 vols. (Ps;ris, Floren-
tain, 1743). It is a collection of non-Vulgate readings from old Bible manu-
seripts, but also (and mostly) from citations in patristic authors and the
liturgy. In the absence of a critical Song of Songs text from the Vetus
Latina Institute in Beuron, Germany, the uncritical edition of Sabatier can
be consulted with caution.

13 Other variants between the Bulogium and the Septuagint-based Old
Latin: no mention is made of the beginning of faith, “ principio fidei” in
verse 8, the Fulogium renders “montem” for capite” and * cubilibus”
for “latibus” in the same verse. The Vulgate also reads “cubilibus,” which
suggests some influence.

1¢ PY 91:1136A “In myrrha mortificatio carnis.”

15 Alecuin PL 100:652B, “ Libanus candor interpretatus,” Angelomus PL
115:609, “Libanus candor interpretatur,” Haimo PL 117:319 * Libanus
[. . .] dealbatio vel ecandidatio.”
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words “tota pulchra es,” singling them out for independent
treatment.’® This makes the Eulogium sponsi de sponsa all
the more interesting.

Description of the Treatise

The Eulogium begins on a relatively simple note with the
words “ A bridegroom is speaking here, one who has a bride,
and promises to visit her.”*” Notice is taken that the bride-
groom is away from the bride, but is planning a reunion.

After the first paragraph, the mode of interpretation shifts
from the historical to the tropological. The text continues:

“ But, you ask, who is this bridegroom, who is his bride? The
bridegroom is God, the bride is the soul. The bridegroom is at home
when he fills the mind with internal joy, he goes away when he
takes away the sweetness of contemplation. But, by what simili-
tude is the soul said to be the bride of God? She is the bride be-
cause she is joined to him by a chaste love. She is the bride,
since by the breath of the Holy Spirit she is made fertile with the
offspring of the virtues.!®

The nuptial gift of the bridegroom (the word is arrha, a
contract gift) —the gifts of grace—are of common and a spe-
cial kind. The common gift is human existance, feeling, know-
ing, and discernment; the special gift is rebirth and remission
of sins. Each soul is given a pledge gift by the bridegroom in
accordance with its nature:

18 For example, Haimo does not treat this passage as a unit, but explicates
“tota pulchra est” at some length, PL 117:319AB. Most exegetes reflect
some knowledge of the etymologies. “Veni de Libano” is often the beginning
of a section of interpretation, “Vadam ad montem myrrhae ” is seldom as-
sociated with verse 4:8.

17PL 176:987B “ Sponsus quidam hic loquitur, qui sponsam habet, et
spondet se visitaturum eam.”

18 PL 176:987C “Sed quaeris quisnam sit iste talis sponsus, et quae
sponsa eius? Sponsus est Deus; sponsa est anima. Tunc autem sponsus domi
est, quando per internum gaudium mentem replet; tunc recedit, quando dul-
cedinem contemplationis subtrahit. Sed qua similitudine anima sponsa Dei
dicitur? Ideo sponsa, quia donis gratiarum subarrhata. Ideo sponsa, quia
casto amore illi sociata. Ideo sponsa, quia per aspirationem Spiritus sanecti
prole virtutum fecundanda.”
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For the strong soul, the gift is strength, which invigorates her, so
that she becomes strong for good works. For the weak soul, the
gift is weakness, which breaks her, so that she does no evil. For the
foolish soul, the gift is simplicity, which humbles her, lest she be
proud.*®

It is in the acceptance of the gifts intended especially for it
that each soul is able to make progress towards God’s love.

The text continues the drama of the reunion of the bride
and the bridegroom described in Song of Songs 4:6-8. The
allegorical interpretations of key words are extensive and more
elaborately developed than in most commentaries. Myrrh
signifies mortification of the flesh. Libanus, which means
“whitening ” in Hebrew, signifies fleshly purification. There-
fore, the journey to the mountains of myrrh and the hills of
Lebanon takes the soul through penance to purification of the
heart. That the first task is difficult is evident from the fact
that it is a mountain rather than a Ml of myrrh. The hills of
Libanus, conversely, are plural rather than singular because
“ the illumination of the inner mind is manifold.” ** From this
follows a discursive meditation on the relationship of the Trin-
ity to human sin: sins of weakness are sins against the Father,
to whom is imputed strength; sins of ignorance are against the
Son, who is wisdom; sin of malevolence are sins against char-
ity, and therefore against the Holy Spirit. This category of
sin alone has no remission “ because to full sin is owed full
retribution.” *

In similar fashion, the allegorical understanding of Libanus
as “ whitening ” opens an extensive discussion of the invitation
to progressive stages of purification: the soul is invited first
to Libanus, then from this Libanus to another, “from the
Libanus made white to the Libanus not made white, yet which

19 PL, 176:988B “ Arrha est forti fortitudo sua, qua roboratur, ut ad
bonum opus convalescat. Arrha est debili debilitas sua, qua frangitur, ne
malum perficiat. Arrha est insipienti simplicitas sua, qua humiliatur, ne
superbiat.”

20 PL, 176:988D “in illuminatione mentis intrinsecus multiplex est bonum,
quod invenimus.”

21 PL 176:989B “ quia pleno peccato plena retributio debeatur.”
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is white [. . .] from the heart made clean to the cleanser of
hearts, not made clean, but clean,” ** A mystical union seems
to be implied here, but is not elaborated upon; this section
ends with the observation (to be understood in the mouth of
the bridegroom) “ You will not come all the way to me if you
remain in yourself; ascend above yourself and you will find
me.” #

This pattern, verses from the Song of Songs providing key
words whose allegorical meanings provide key insights, is re-
peated with every remaining place-name. The word Seir means
shaggy or hairy; Sanir, the alternative reading, means a noc-
turnal bird or a stench. Seir is explicated first, and related to
Edom, or Esau. In other words, the bridegroom’s invitation to
pass over to Mount Seir is meant to evoke the story of Jacob
and Esau In Genesis 25. Esau, the flesh, is the first-born, but
is meant by God to be supplanted by the latter-born Jacob,
the desire of the spirit. The Song of Songs speaks of Mount
Seir; this commentary goes further, postulating a mountain, a
field, and a valley of Seir. Each is associated with the flesh in
a different state: “when the flesh takes food only to keep
itself alive, it is Seir on the mountain. When it seeks food to
keep strong, it is Seir on the field. When it begs for the de-
lights of luxury, it is Seir in the valley.”** Therefore, “ one who
cuts off the superfluous tramples Seir in the valley; one who
minimizes necessities conquers Seir on the field. The soul, how-
ever, that yields to nature only those things necessary to stay
alive renders a more demanding obedience to Seir on the moun-
tain.” #* And this is the peak toward which the bridegroom in-
vites the soul.

22 PL 176:990B “ Veni de Libano decandidato ad Libanum non decandi-
datum, sed candidum. Veni de corde mundato ad mundatorem cordium, non
mundatum, sed mundum.”

23 PL 176:990B “Non pervenis ad me si remanes in te, ascende supra te
et invenies me.” :

24 PL 176:991A “Quando ad vivendum tantum caro sustentamentum ac-
cipit, Seir in monte est. Quando vero ad robur nutrimentum quaerit, Seir in
campo est. Quando autem ad lasciviendum delicias poscit, Seir in valle est.”

25 PL 176:991B “ Qui superflua resecat, Seir in valle conculeat. Qui vero
de necessariis aliquid minuit, Seir in campo vincit. Qui autem ad susten-
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The alternative reading, Sanir, meaning a nocturnal bird or
a stench, refers to the enticements of lust, which come in secret,
but “as for why the concupiscence of the flesh is called a
stench, this does not pertain to our exposition.” *

Hermon, the next place-name in the text, means “his
anathema.” “His” is understood as refering to anathema it-
self; therefore, Hermon signifies anathema of anathema, or sepa-
ration of separation. Since the original anathema or separa-
tion was that of the devil and his minions, the call to Hermon
is an invitation to separate oneself from the one who is al-
ready anathema, to be “ separated from the body of the devil,
and made members of Christ.”?* Like Seir, Hermon has a
mountain, a field, and a valley; in the same pattern of exposi-
tion, those who are most steadfast in carnal renunciation,
those who stand up against the devil, are on the mountain of
Hermon.*®

This brings the author almost to the end of the allegories,
and thus of the commentary. The explanations of the lions’
dens and the leopards’ mountains are brief, and seem almost
inevitable. The lions’ dens signify sleeping cruelty, the lust
of the flesh with which the devil tempts the soul and against
which one must always be on guard. The leopards are a cross
between cruel lions and spotted panthers (the heretics, infect-
ing the body of the church with spots); so, “who are the
leopards then, but the proud lovers of this world, whom the
devil first turns into heretics by false doctrine, then enflames
to vice through the love of this world? The mountains of those
leopards are the riches and pomp of this world, in which these
depraved ones take pride, and rail bitterly against the life of
the elect, when they see them [the saints] abject in this world
and themselves exalted.” #

tamentum tantum naturae necessaria tribuit, quasi Seir in monte exactiori
obsequium reddit.”

26 PT, 176:991C “ Quare vero concuspiscentia carnis fetor dicatur, hoc iam
expositione non indiget.”

27 PL 176:991D “ qui separati a corpore diaboli facti sunt membra Christi.”

28 PL 176:992B.

20 PL 176:992D-993A.
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The conclusion summarizes the collective meaning of these
individual allegories:

Well, therefore, does the bridegroom say to the bride: “ Come and
you shall pass over to Mount Seir and Hermon, from the lions’
lairs, from the leopards’ mountains.” For what is “from the lions’
lairs to Mount Seir ” but from incontinence to chastity, from lust
to austerity? And what is “from the leopards’ mountains to
Mount Hermon ” unless from pride to humility, from cruelty to
patience? And note that it says “from dens” and not “den,”
and “ from mountains ” and not “ mountain,” and from mountains
to mountain. That is, we progress from the many to the one, for
the more we draw near to God in fleeing the world, that much
more are we gathered into the one. May he so grant us to be.
Amen 30

The Manuscripts

There are a great many manuscripts of the Eulogium sponsi
de sponsa. Because of the brevity of the text, it easily slips
unnoticed into larger collections; this, of course, raises the pos-
sibility that many more copies remain undetected. A com-
plete manuscript list may be impossible to assemble; and it is
worth noting that the Eulogium is cited by Stegmiiller’s
Repertorium biblicum medii aevi only in the lists of anony-
mous texts, once from a manuscript from Troyes, and once
from a manuscript from Mons.** But the text was widespread;
at least eighteen twelfth- and thirteenth-century manuscripts
of the Eulogium are extant in the Bibliothéque Nationale in
Paris. Three of these, one from Notre Dame of Paris, and
one from the abbey Foucarmont, bear ascriptions to Hugh.*

30 PL; 176:993A-994A.

81 W, Stegmiiller, Repertorium biblicum medii eevi (Madrid, 1940-1961);
see the entries for Hugh of Saint Vietor (v. 3, #3786-3854, pp. 173-191);
Richard of Saint Victor (v.5, #7316-7345, pp. 103-115); Peter Comestor
(v.4, #6543-6592, pp. 280-300). The entries under Anonymous are found in
vol. 6 #9820 (Mons 9 [1661]), and vol. 7 #11307 (Troyes 1562 ¢.12). The
Eulogium is listed by J. B. Schneyer in his Repertorium der Lateinischen
Sermones des Mittelalters (Miinster, Westf,, 1970) IV, #165, under Hugh
of Saint Vietor.

32 Paris, B. N. latin 17251 (e.13, Notre Dame, Paris) “ magister hugo sic
ait” f. 180; Paris, B. N. latin 2945 (c.13, Foucarmont) *Imcipit tractatus

1
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Another assigns the text to Bernard of Clairvaux.®*® The re-
maining fourteen manuscripts say nothing about the author-
ship of the Eulogium. In six manuscripts, however, the text
appears among a collection of the writings of Hugh of Saint
Victor, including selections from the Didascalion, the Miscel-
lanea, De arrha animae, De arca Noe mystica, and De arca
Noe morali®* The Eulogium is also found in a collection of
Song of Songs glosses and commentaries,*® as part of a homily
in a group of sermons attributed to Hugh and Bernard,*® and
as a space filler.*”

magistri hugonis parisiensis ” f. 109; Paris, B. N. latin 3007 (I) (c.12/13,
France, part of a composite manuscript) ¢ Tractatus magistri hugonis”
£.19.

33 Paris, B. N. latin 576 (c.12/13, France f. 130v bears the fifteenth cen-
tury ex libris of “ frater Jaqnobus Mercier religiosus de premonstram.”) f.
130: “Domnus Bernardus Clarevallensis.” It should be noted that the
Eulogium is also found in a collection of the works of Hugh copied at
Clairvaux in the twelfth century. This is Troyes 301, cf. Catalogue général
des manuscrits des bibliothéques publiques des départments v. 2 (Paris,
1855) p. 143.

3¢ Some works of Hugh are published in PL 175-177. See also B.
Hareau, Les oeuvres de Hugues de Saint-Victor (Paris, 1886/Frankfurt,
1963), R. Baron, Etudes sur Hugues de Saint-Victor (Bruges, 1963), and
D. Van Den Eynde, Hssoi sur la succession et la date des écrits de Hugues
de Saint-Victor (Rome, 1960).

The manuscripts are: Paris, B, N. latin 2531 (c.12, France) ff.22v-27;
2479 (c.12, France) ff. T4v-T7v; 2566 (c.12, France, later of the Celestin
house at Marcoussis, near Paris) ff. 100-103; 15315 (c.13, Sorbonne) ff, 278-
282; 14506 (c.13, Saint Victor) ff. 184v-186v. Another manusecript in which
the Bulogium appears in a Hugonian collection is Paris, B. N. latin 2532, ff.
129-132 (a deluxe edition in the hand of the fifteenth-century Count of
Angouléme, Jean, brother of Charles of Orléans.)

35 Paris, B. N, latin 2647, ff. 113v-117. This collection begins on {.31v, in-
cludes excerpts from Ambrose by William of Saint Thierry (ff. 37v-111v, PL
15; 1851-1962), and parallel columns of the Vulgate and Septuagint texts of
the Song of Songs (ff. 31v-37v). This Septuagint text does not include the
jdiosyncracies of the Bulogium.

36 Paris, B. N, latin 6674 (c.13, Limoges?) fI. 31v-34v, continued from 34v-
38v with additional material. No author is noted. It is interesting that the
only copy clearly used for preaching makes the Eulogium part of a much
longer sermon. Was the text as it appears in PL 176 suitable for homiletical
purposes?

37 Paris, B. N. latin 12029 (c.12/13, Saint-Maur-des Fosses, Paris). Here
the Bulogium follows an unattributed commentary on the Pauline Epistles,
and fills all but one remaining folio of the final quire.
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Manuscript evidence thus associates the Eulogium with
Hugh of Saint Victor primarily, and, far less frequently, with
Bernard of Clairvaux. No other author is suggested by this
evidence. The Eulogium does not appear in Victorine manu-
scripts other than those containing collections of the writings
of Hugh.*®* What is more, and in spite of its printing in PL 198,
the FEulogium is absent from the early manuscripts of the ser-
mons of Peter Comestor. Over thirty twelfth and thirteenth-
century manuscripts now in Paris bear witness to the earliest
transmission of this homiletical cycle.* Half have the same
sermon, “Pulvis sum ego et cinis,” for the Feast of the As-
sumption *°, the rest a variety of other sermons, but not one
contains the Eulogium. Its presence in the “edition” of
Comestor sermons in PL 198 is thus hard to explain, and may
derive from much later manusecripts. At any rate, it is unlikely
that the Eulogium was included in the Comestor collection be-
fore the fourteenth century. It is just as clear that the sermons

88 My search through the Victorine manuscripts of Paris was greatly aided
by the recent critical edition of the catalogue of Claudius of Grandrue, com-
piled in 1514, ed. G. Ouy, La catalogue de la bibliothéque de lo abbaye de
St. Victor en Paris: 1514 (Paris, 1983). In my Yale lecture, I suggested
Richard of Saint Vietor as a possible author; but it must be noted that no
material evidence links him to the Hulogium.

391 have examined the following twelfth- and thirteenth-century manu-
seripts from Saint Denis, Saint Germain-des-Prés, Saint Vietor, the Sorbonne,
and other houses: Paris, B. N. latin 2602, 2603, 2950, 2951, 2952, 3301, 3537,
3549, 3813, 3824, 6674, 12415, 13432, 13576, 13582, 13774, 14589, 14590,
14873, 14932, 14933, 14934, 14948, 14954, 16331, 16506, 16699, 16709, 18171;
Paris, Arsenal 272; Paris, Mazarine 1000 (962), 1001 (952), 1005 (941).
This list is culled from Schneyer, IV (1972) pp. 636-651, and M. M. Lebreton,
“Recherches sur les manuscrits contenant des sermons de Pierre le Mangeur,”
Bulletin d’information de Uinstitut de recherche et d’histoire des textes 2
(1953) 25-44, and “ Recherches [...] Pierre le Mangeur. Additions et correc-
tions,” Bulletin d’information . . . 4 (1955) 35-36. I would also like to
thank Mlle. Tesniére, of the Salle des manuserits, Bibliothéque Nationale,
for her generous assistance with these manusecripts.

40 This appears in the Patrologia as homily LIX of Hildebert of Cremona,
PL 171:627-31, but Schneyer lists it as Comestor, v. 4, #126, p. 638. The
manuscripts are: Paris, B. N. latin 2602, 2603, 2950, 12415, 13432, 14589,
14590, 14932, 14933, 14948, 16505, 18171. Six are from Saint Victor.
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of Peter Comestor are in need of further critical study.®* But
the manuscripts associate the Eulogium with the Victorines in
general, and with Hugh of Saint Victor in particular.

The Case for Hugh of Saint Victor

Hugh was a theologian and spiritual writer who served as
the head of the School of Saint Victor from 1120 to his death
in 1141. He was the most revered of the Victorine scholars.
Legend claims that he was a count of the Blankenburg line of
Saxony, and that he founded Saint Victor in 1115 by translat-
ing the relics of the martyr Victor from Marseilles to Paris.
Modern scholars are of different minds about this legend;** but,
certainly, it tells us something about the level of auctoritas
granted Hugh by later medieval tradition.

Hugh tends to be described as a “modern” figure, inter-
ested in how to teach and study, the nature of philosophy, and
such theological and spiritual questions as the distinction be-
tween natural reason and divine faith, and where the line
should be drawn between mystical contemplation and the
Beatific Vision. He was systematic, practical, and interested
in theory. His exegesis, which emphasized the literal sense, has
been described by Smalley as the beginning of modern, sci-
entific biblical scholarship.*®

41 The Patrologie edition is drawn from M. La Bigne, ed. Maxima biblio-
theca veterum patrum et antiquorum scriptorum ecclesiasticorum . .
(Lyons, 1677) v. xxiv, pp. 1386ff. This edition claims to be based on a
Parisian manuseript contemporary with Peter Comestor, one manuscript
each from Saint Martin of Tours and Corbie, and a Carthusian copy. It also
cites three manuscripts from Saint Victor. All of these descriptions have
possible correlations with the extant manuscripts in Paris, but none of these
manuscripts includes the Bulogium.

42 Sge J. Taylor, The Origin and Early Life of Hugh of Saint Victor: An
Bvaluation of the Tradition (Notre Dame, Indiana, 1957); J. Ehlers, Hugo
von St. Viktor: Studien sur Geschichisdenken und zur Geschichts-schreibung
des 12. Jahrhunderts (Wiesbaden, 1973) pp. 27-50; J. Miethke, “Zur
Herkunft Hugos von St. Viktor,” Archiv fiir Kulturgeschichie 54 (1972)
241-65; and Baron, pp. 9-30. Favorite alternative birthplaces for Hugh are
Thuringia and Flanders.

43 Smalley, pp. 93-106.
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And yet most scholars defend Hugh’s authorship of the high-
ly allegorical Eulogium sponsi de sponsa. This is due in large
part to the mention of the Eulogium in a list of the works of
Hugh known as the Indiculum ommium scriptorum Magistri
Hugonis de Sancto Victore que scripsit, extant in one manu-
seript, Oxford, Merton College 49. This Indiculum lists the
works contained in four volumes of Hugh’s writings compiled
by Gilduin of Saint Victor sometime after 1141, the year of
Hugh’s death.** The Indiculum has the power of a canon list
for many scholars of Saint Victor. A number of twelfth- and
thirteenth-century manuscripts of the works of Hugh follow
the order of the Indiculum, often with attribution to Hugh;
these are from Dijon, Troyes, Cambrai, Tours, and Paris.*®

While these reasons make scholars hesistant to eject the
Eulogium from the corpus of Hugh’s writings, the obvious
textual problems make them equally hesistant to accept it.
Van Den Eynde calls the Eulogium “ one of the most curious
works which Hugh has left to us.” ** The primary curiosity is
the non-Vulgate Bible text on which it is based; Van Den
Eynde claims that this is the only non-Vulgate citation in
Hugh’s writings. Certainly, Hugh’s sermon on the Assumption
of the Virgin Mary, printed in PL 177, is based on a Vulgate
version of Song of Songs 4, and quotes extensively from
chapters 2 and 5, from the Vulgate.” Van Den Eynde also
points out that the discussion of the sin against the Holy Spirit,
which the Eulogium describes as the one unforgivable sin, ap-
pears nowhere else in Hugh’s writings, not even in the treat-
ment of sin and penance in De sacramentis. The singularities
of the Eulogium, Van Den Eynde believes, will be explained
with the eventual recovery of the source of the biblical ver-
sion cited.

44 The Indiculum is described by Van Den Eynde, pp. 1-29; Bacon, pp.
31-67; and J. de Ghellinck, “La table des matiéres de la premiére édition
des oeuvres de Hughes de Saint-Victor,” Recherches de Science Religieuse 1
(1910) 270-289.

45 Haureau, p. 134, n. 2.

46 “ Cet, ouvrage est un des plus curieux que Hugues nous ait laisses,” Van

Den Eynde, p. 103; complete discussion, pp. 103-105.
47 PL 177 1209-1222.
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The Sources of the Eulogium

The sources employed in the Eulogium, and the manner in
which they are used, also help to build the context of the
author. It is clear, first of all, that the allegorical meanings
of the Hebrew place-names are not original to this text. There
was an accepted medieval tradition of lists of names and dif-
ficult words of the Bible and their allegorical meanings; these
were widely circulated. Such short list texts were used as aids
to Bible study in the Carolingian schools, where exegesis was
the supreme field of study. They are attributed to venerable
Bible scholars and exegetes: the Liber interpretationis
Hebraicorum nominum to Jerome; an Interpretatio nominum
Hebraicorum to Bede; the Interpretationes nominum Hebrai-
corum progenstorum Domini nostri Iesu Christi to Alcuin; and
Allegoriae in sacram scripturam to Hrabanus Maurus.®® This
last text bears the closest resemblance to the allegories of the
Eulogium sponsi de sponsa.

According to the Allegoriae in sacram scripturam, myrrh is
mortification; the Eulogium says that myrrh signifies mortifi-
cation of the flesh. Libanus, which in the Eulogium signifies
whitening or purification, is Christ for Hrabanus; his discus-
sion speaks of conversion and purification through baptism.
Neither Seir nor Sanir appears on Hrabanus’s list, but his inter-
pretation of Edom refers to carnality, with a specific mention
of the Jacob and Esau story of Genesis 25. Finally, the
Allegoriae interprets Hermon as anathema or alienation, al-
though not as ““ his anathema,” the reading in the Eulogium.
It should be noted, though, that “ Ermon—anathema eius”
does appear in the Interpretatio nominum Hebraicorum at-
tributed to Bede, the only allegory it shares with the Eulogium.

These parallels hardly constitute a solid source for the al-
legories of the Eulogium, but they do suggest that interpre-
tations of Hebrew words and names were a common and some-
what fluid literary tradition in which the treatise participates.

48 Texts attributed to Jerome, CCL 72; to Bede, PL 93:1098; to Aleuin
PL 100:723; to Hrabanus Maurus PL 112:849.



566 E. ANN MATTER

A more exact source or sources might be found, but it is also
possible that the Eulogium shows these allegories adapted to
fit the nuances of an argument.

One outstanding feature of the use of sources in the Eulo-
gium is the relative scarcity of quotations from the Bible. Be-
sides the verses from the Song of Songs upon which the Eulo-
gium is based, only seven biblical texts are used: the Gospels
of Matthew and Mark are each cited once,*® Genesis is evoked
once,” 1 Corinthians and Job are quoted directly one time
each,”™ and Proverbs is quoted twice.*® This averages out to ap-
proximately one biblical quotation for each column of the
Patrologia printing of the text, a strong contrast to the use of
the Bible in the writings of most monastic authors. One need
only think of Bernard’s homilies on the Song of Songs, where
each biblical citation resonates into another for a profusion, a
blossoming, of biblical allusions. The Psalms, the daily litur-
gical song of the monastic life, are found on every page of
Bernard’s homilies on the Song of Songs; they are not cited at
all in the Eulogium.

The sources accentuate the difficulty of interpreting this
text. Its meaning is tied up in a rather peculiar use of place-
name allegories, and the strange, even contradictory, text of
Song of Songs 4:6-8. A large leap of understanding is thus
called for on the part of a modern reader. And several ques-
tions remain unanswered: What was the intended purpose of
this concatenation of allegories? Is this text meant to instruct
a congregation? For study in a school? For devotional guid-
ance in the novitiate? How did the author arrive at such a
strange text of the Song of Songs? Was there no hesitation
about the textual variants from the Vulgate?

The Message of the Eulogium

And so we come to a consideration of the didactic message
and the important themes of the Eulogium. The treatise is

49 Mark 3:28-30, PL 176:989A ; Matthew 12:32, PL 176:989B.

50 Genesis 25:19-34, PL 176:990C.

511 Corinthians 15:46, PL 176:990C; Job 40:21, PL 176:992C. '
52 Proverbs 5:3-4, Proverbs 9:16-18, both PL 176:992C.


















































































































































































































































































































