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PREFACE

The present volume, a companion to The Cambridge History of the
Bible: The West from the Reformation to the Present Day, edited by
Professor S. L. Greenslade, is principally concerned with the history
of the Bible in medieval western Europe.

The era of the Reformation clearly represents a dividing line in the
story of the Bible in western Europe, as in the history of western
Christianity itself. A proper starting-point for this volume is not so
easy to determine. The Scriptures themselves grew out of the living
traditions of Israel and of the Christian Church. They embody the
historical memory of a community, its pattern of life and worship, its
traditional preaching, and catechetical and ethical teaching. A history
of the Bible, however, presupposes the existence of a Canon of Scripture.
It must deal with a distinct collection of literature already accepted as
authoritative and normative for the thought and practice of the com-
munity in which its component parts had come into being. This
volume, therefore, begins at a time when the books of the Bible were
already in existence. It can take no account of the process, itself the
most important part of the history of the Bible, by which the living
tradition of Israel came to find expression in the individual books of
the Law, the Prophets and the Writings, and by which the Christian
gospel found its literary form in the fourfold Gospel and came to be
reflected in the other books which later became the New Testament.
These and similar matters, which fall outside the scope of this
volume, will receive detailed treatment in a further volume, the first
in chronological order, The Cambridge History of the Bible: from the
Beginnings to Jerome. The first three chapters of this volume give a
kindof retrospective survey of matters more fully dealt with in the
other volume, on the ground that readers primarily concerned with
the medieval period would find such a summary useful: the volume
is in that sense self-contained. Indeed, the process by which these
particular books came to be recognized as uniquely authoritative,
as the fountain-head of the Church’s continuing tradition and as the
standard to which that tradition must constantly be referred, cannot
be ignored in a work which treats of the subsequent history of these
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books as a single ‘Holy Bible’. The first two chapters accordingly
provide a backward glance to the history, first of the text of the Old
Testament in Hebrew and in other versions, and of the final stages in
the formation of its Canon, and secondly of the recognition of the
canonicity of the New Testament and of the development of its
textual tradition.

Other chapters describe the process by which the Scriptures have
been handed down: the methods of book-production in the early
centuries, the nature of the papyri and the other manuscripts which
comprise the oldest witnesses to the scriptural text; and also the
methods and materials used by the copyists and illuminators of the
middle ages.

The central part of the volume discusses the exposition and exegesis
of the Bible. Five aspects of this have been selected. The first is the
patristic exegesis which, building on the reinterpretation of the Old
Testament which had already been carried out in the primitive Church,
interprets the Scriptures of both Testaments as a book about Christ
and the Church and finds in them an armoury for apologetic, and a
guide both in doctrinal controversy and in the edification of believers.
The second and third show the way in which the Bible became, less in
the form of a book as such than of an influence which permeated the
Church’s devotional life, the basis of medieval European culture,
especially in the monasteries and the schools. The fourth aspect is
specifically liturgical: the embodiment of scriptural material in the
actual forms of public worship. The fifth is different: the opposing
tradition of Jewish exegesis in which the Hebrew Scriptures were ex-
pounded outside the framework of the Catholic Church’s life and
thought but which at the same time exerted influences on Christian
thinking which affected subsequent history.

The permeation of European culture by the Scriptures is illustrated
by the presentation of biblical themes in medieval art and by the history
of the translation of the Scriptures into the vernacular speech of western
European countries. Particular attention has been paid in this book to
the early history of the English Bible, but consideration has also been
given to the vernacular Bible on the Continent, especially in Spain
where the history of the vernacular Scriptures has been relatively little
studied and where the contact between Christians and Jews produced
particularly interesting results,
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A select bibliography for each chapter has been appended. So far
as possible, footnotes to the chapters have been kept to the minimum,
but the detailed history of the Latin Vulgate text, which is necessarily
highly complex, has required the addition of a special system of refer-
ences which will be found in the bibliography.

The volume has been some ten years in preparation. It is only just
to the contributors to point out that some articles were written in
1957-9. In bringing the volume to completion and seeing it through
the press, the editor has been assisted by the officers of the
Cambridge University Press.

ix

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



CHAPTER 1

THE OLD TESTAMENT:
MANUSCRIPTS, TEXT AND
VERSIONS

The Old Testament textualist is today more concerned with the story
of the textual transmission up to the middle ages than ever before. It is
from its manuscripts that he derives both the text itself and the variants
for his apparatus criticus, and his interpretation of the medieval trans-
mission controls, to a large extent, his choice of readings. Consequently,
the relevance of the present survey of the medieval transmission lies not
so much in providing information about textual activities but in an
appraisal of their use in the contemporary textual situation. The topic
as a whole falls into two fairly exclusive sections, namely the Hebrew
(Massoretic) text, and the Versions.

THE HEBREW (MASSORETIC) TEXT

The traditional view of the Hebrew transmission was that the textual
minutiae of the Law as the most significant part of the Scriptures were
fixed for all time under the influence of Rabbi Agiba (c. A.p. §5-137),
and the standardization of the remainder followed soon afterwards, to
produce the official Massoretic text. From that time onward all manu-
scripts were scrupulously transcribed according to the archetype, and
scrutinized by official scribes, so that a correct transmission was assured.
Rabbinic evidence, it was said, supported this reconstruction.

On four occasions in rabbinic writings we are told, with a few
variations, that three scrolls of the Law, with minor textual divergences,
were deposited in the Temple court, and in each case of divergence it
was ruled that the majority reading was authoritative. The fact that the
legend is set in the Temple area shows that discussion about text
standardization goes back at least to the time before A.D. 70, the date of
the sack of ]erésalem. Again, it is stated that Rabbi Aqgiba studied each
instance of the use of the grammatical particles and based his exegesis on
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their usage, and this, it is argued, must surely represent a definitive phase
in the standardization. The fact that the comment is derived from the
Babylonian Talmud (S4ebu‘oth 26 a), astandard rabbinic work redacted
in the sixth century, shows that the rabbinic tradition was soundly based.

During the past hundred years, however, and especially because of
the work of Paul Kahle in the present century, the tradition has been
challenged, and counter-challenged. At present, experts who can rightly
claim outstanding authority are not only contradictory but often
mutually exclusive in their testimony. The present survey cannot pre-
tend to offer a verdict on either side, but rather, by means of introducing
an independent perspective, seeks to tell the story as a whole with a
reasonable sense of proportion.

The discovery of the Dead Sea scrolls provides a suitable starting-
point, because they provide actual specimen texts from the time before
Agqiba’s ‘standardized’ text-form. But the fact that there are two distinct
groups of ‘Dead Sea’ biblical texts is highly important. On the one
hand we have the texts from Qumran, which are sectarian and probably
from the pre-Christian and early Christian era, and, on the other, we
have the texts from Murabba‘at and Masada, which represent the ortho-
dox rabbinic transmission from the second century A.p.

The latter are less well known to the average reader, but for the
present survey they demand pride of place. It is beyond dispute that
they form part of the literary remains of the Jewish army in the bar
Cochba revolt in A.D. 132—5, the last vain attempt to oppose Roman
domination. Not all the texts are available for general scrutiny, but it is
reported that they contain fragments from the three sections of rabbinic
scriptures, the Law, the Prophets and the Writings, and are identical
with the text which became recognized as standard. Rabbi Aqiba, whose
name figures so prominently in the so-called standardization, was
directly involved in the revolt, and consequently it is reasonable to
assume that the standardized text was available before his time. The
relevance of the conclusion, however, will be discussed when the
question of standardization must once again be raised.

The Qumran biblical manuscripts do not represent the orthodox
transmission, and consequently it is only by implication that they relate
to the Massoretic text. They belong to a dissident sect, whose indepen-
dence of orthodoxy was fundamental and is to be observed in such
important issues as the religious calendar, the priestly hierarchy, apo-
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calyptic teaching and the interpretation of Scripture—all matters on
which orthodox Judaism of those times held rigid views. It lies to hand
to suggest that in its transmission of Scripture the sect of the scrolls was
no less non-conformist, and consequently it is at least precarious to use
the Qumran scrolls indiscriminately to demonstrate the early history of
rabbinic textual transmission.

In actual fact, the Qumran biblical scrolls, mainly from caves one,
four and eleven, range from near-identity with the Massoretic text to a
text-form which closely approximates to the parent text of the oldest of
the Versions, the Greek Septuagint, with instances, too, of variations
between the two. That is, there is a considerable variety of text-forms,
with far-reaching divergences; it does not appear that the sect sub-
scribed to any one traditional or established text-form of the Hebrew
Old Testament.

But among the variety the one text-form which is predominant has
strong affinities and probable identity with the rabbinic text. One of the
Isaiah manuscripts from cave one is particularly relevant, namely 7 QZsb.
It belongs to the first century A.p. and, though it is badly worn and con-
sequently has lost a substantial amount of text, it is generally regarded
as practically identical in both text and orthography with the current
text. Indeed, so similar are they and so insignificant are the divergences
that the scroll has hardly been given the notice it deserves from scholars.
But from the text-historian’s point of view it is just these features that
make it one of the most significant of the Qumran scrolls. Its compara-
tively late date places it in a period when any tendency by the sect to
accept an orthodox text-form can be discounted. By the same token, it
is very unlikely that orthodox Judaism at that time would have chosen
as archetype for its own text-form a text out of those transmitted by the
Qumran sect. The obvious conclusion is that its existence among the
scrolls points to its existence also in orthodox circles long before the
time of Aqiba, and it could be as early as the beginnings of the Qumran
sect itself.

Another Isaiah text from cave one indirectly supports this view,
namely 2z Q/sa. Compared with the accepted text, the divergent readings
in this scroll are numerous and more far-reaching than in 2 QZsé. In the
main, however, they fall into clearly defined categories of grammar,
orthography and normal textual corruption, scribal errors and the
replacement of difficult readings by simple ones; only rarely do they
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point to recensional divergences in the sense presupposed, for instance,
by some of the Samuel texts from cave four. That is, 2QJ/sa again
postulates the existence, at a time earlier than its own date, of a text
which agrees essentially with the Massoretic text. Thus the cumulative
evidence of Qumran, albeit by implication, points to the existence in the
period before Christ of a text which approximates as nearly as is possible
to the Massoretic text.

Finally, it may be noted that other fragments of biblical texts from
caves one and four, and the lengthy scroll of Psalms from cave eleven,
agree to such an extent with the Massoretic text that what was said
above about 2 Q/sb may well apply to the whole of the Old Testament.

We cannot discover how orthodox Judaism functioned in the period
before Christ, but it is unlikely that the authorities countenanced such
a wide freedom of textual transmission as that which obtained in
Qumran. Josephus, in Contra Apionem i. 8, from the second century
A.D., says that one mark of the sacred writings of the Jews is their
textual inviolability, and it is consistent with what we know of Judaism,
with its particularism and its strict hierarchical control, that it trans-
mitted one text-form, whereas the sects were accustomed to the trans-
mission of popular variant versions.

Historical data from rabbinic writings suggest how the rabbis pro-
ceeded with the task of transmitting the text. After the fall of Jerusalem
in A.D. 770 the Pharisees, relieved of preoccupation with the Temple-
bound Sadducees, turned their wrath on the apocalyptic sectarians such
as the Zealots, the Essenes and the Christians, persecuted them and
expelled them from the Synagogue. Constructively, they established
under Johanan ben Zakkai of the first generation of Tannaite teachers
(c. A.D. 10-80) a centre of study and piety at Jamnia (Jabne-el of
biblical times) on the coastal plain, and this became the prototype of
similar academies throughout Palestine. It is often assumed that final
questions connected with the canonicity of some of the books of
Scripture were settled at the Synod of Jamnia, but it is still an open
question whether the interpretation is correct. It is still more difficult to
decide whether or not steps were taken to establish the definitive text
of the Old Testament. What Jamnia does show is that henceforth
orthodox Judaism was to be rigidly controlled by the rabbis, who, in
turn, were themselves bound to the Massorah, i.e. the tradition. There
was freedom within the Massorah to debate and to decide, as is abun-
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dantly shown by references within the complex of rabbinic writings
down to the middle ages, and controversy waxed strong, but it was
always ordered and controlled and never again was orthodoxy to be
torn asunder by schism or secession.

The existence of the Massorah can be traced back as far as any
rabbinic activity; its usage in the Mishna, the earliest codification of
rabbinic teaching, produced in the second century A.p., shows that it
had always functioned in the disputations. ‘ The Massorah is a fence to
the Law’, said Rabbi Aqiba, who, though he belonged to the third
generation of teachers, was primarily concerned with the maintaining
of the Massorah, the tradition which he had received. The academy to
which he belonged was at Bne Baraq (to the east of Joppa), although
he had also attended those of Lydda and Jamnia. Obviously Massoretic
studies in this period were pursued at a number of centres and under the
guidance of a variety of families of rabbis in Palestine, and their dicza
were treasured and transmitted, to a large extent orally, until the final
redaction of the Mishna in the second century, and later in the Talmuds
of Palestine and Babylonia, and in other rabbinic works down to the
middle ages. And it is in this sense that biblical scholars always refer to
the Hebrew Old Testament as the Massoretic text.

Rabbinic studies flourished also in Babylonia, for from the second
century and later there is evidence of centres at Nehardea and at Sura.
The former was destroyed in 259 and was replaced by the academy at
Pum Bedita. Verdicts of the rabbis in these centres, too, were included
in the collections referred to. It is from these sources that data are
recoverable for the historical reconstruction of the textual transmission,
and it is significant that they contain no hint of any divergent recension
of the text, but rather assume that every care and attention was devoted
to the transmission of the accepted, ‘correct’ form. The Babylonian
Talmud, Kethuboth 106a, from the sixth century included among the
officers who had been paid by the Temple authorities the ‘book readers’,
men who corrected biblical manuscripts, and it is apparent that the
office persisted into later Talmudic times.

This account, however, is oversimplified, as we have been forcibly
reminded in a recent survey (1966) by.H. M. Orlinsky of the Hebrew
Union College, New York. Most of the material he uses as evidence
was previously known, but his conclusions are new and quite sensa-
tional. He summarily denies that the Massoretic text as such ever
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actually existed, or can ever be constructed; divergences within the
transmitted texts, as witnessed by rabbinic discussions and also by
collations in subsequent biblical editions, demonstrate traditional and
legitimate divergences. For Orlinsky, then, all that can be claimed for
any given edition is that it represents @ Massoretic text, and not zke
Massoretic text. This is hardly the right occasion to enter into the con-
troversy: what may be stressed, however, is that the key-word is still
Massoretic—whether it be @ or ke Massoretic text.

In a general sense, then, it is correct to think of the transmission as
the work of the scribes, including, possibly from the time of Ezra, an
expertise in matters of interpretation. At the same time, the title soper,
‘scribe’, is both traditionally and etymologically attached to the official
copyists. A ninth-century rabbinic work, Massekheth Sopherim, con-
tains the traditions of scribal instructions and data; and numerous
Talmudic references connect with the word sopher the work of counting,
Thus, the scribes reckoned every letter of the Torah, established that
the middle consonant in the Torah was in Lev. xi. 42, the middle word
in Lev. x. 16, the middle verse Lev. xiii. 33. The middle of the Psalter
was Ps. 78: 38.

These and other products of scribal activity came to be inserted in the
margins of manuscripts, at the top and bottom of columns, and at the
end of individual books. Much later they were assembled in separate
collections, of which a few have survived. Particular interest attaches
to three or four which, in part at least, are still extant. They include the
above-mentioned Massekheth Sopherim, Digduge Ha-te‘amim attributed
to Aaron ben Asher in the tenth century, and Ockla we-Ochia which
was edited from manuscripts and published by Frensdorff in 1864; but
the most convenient for current usage, despite some serious basic mis-
conceptions, is the collection made by C. D. Ginsburg, and published
in four volumes, The Massorah, 1880~1905. Appropriately, the scribal
notes contained in these collections are collectively called Massorak or
Massoreth—* the body of tradition’—and the persons responsible for its
transmission ba‘ale ha-massoreth, ‘the masters of the tradition’. The
notes include such items as irregularly shaped letters and unusual
features of grammar, and draw attention to textual interference by the
scribes in matters of exegesis, especially where the traditional, conso-
nantal text was still retained. But it must be stressed that they are not
uniform, nor do they always agree with the texts they accompany.
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An outline of such Massoretic annotations obviously needs to be
illustrated from actual texts, but the following will serve to indicate the
kind of material included in them: Tigqune Sopherim—scribal emenda-
tions—which often avoid anthropomorphism in the original text;
‘Itture Sopherim—scribal omissions; Qre and Kethib—divergences be-
tween what was recited and the written consonantal text (although
most of these first became obvious only after the introduction of
vocalization). There are also scribal marks which denote that the text
was corrupt or wrong, and such passages were designated (in the Baby-
lonian Massorah) Dermish. Lists of such marks—actually dots, puncta
extraordinaria—have been transmitted and their existence is postulated
even as early as the Mishna.

Other scribal peculiarities, such as the suspended consonants nun in
Judges xviii. 30, and ayin in Ps. 80: 14,and anumber of enlarged and
diminished consonants, have only incidental significance and denote the
initial or the middle consonant of a book. Some interest may attach to
the presence in some manuscripts of an enlarged initial consonant for
Isa. xL. 1.

The survival of the two main traditions of Massoretic activity in
Babylon and Palestine is seen in the two divergent Massoroth, those of
Madinhae (eastern) and Ma'arbae (western) respectively. Failure to
recognize the distinction between them resulted in the erroneous view,
prevalent until the work of Paul Kahle in the present century, that the
Massorah of the text was uniform because it reflected a basic uniformity
in the text transmission. Nowhere is the divergence more obvious or
more relevant than in the systems of vocalization which were super-
imposed on the consonantal text and which were developed both in
Palestine and Babylon between the late fifth century and the ninth
century A.D. In Babylon sporadic use of vocalic consonants and dots
was made to assist and to formalize the correct recitation of the hitherto
unvocalized, consonantal text in synagogue worship. In the eighth
century, probably under the influence of the Qaraites, a non-rabbinic
Jewish sect, refinements were introduced into the vocalization which
ultimately produced the complicated scheme of supralineal pointing
which still survives in the so-called Babylonian vocalization. During
the same period, and under the same impetus, a parallel process was
applied- to the texts transmitted in Palestine. A primitive Palestinian
supralineal vocalization was in due course replaced by the Tiberian
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pointing which is the one normally used today for the Hebrew Bible.
The supremacy of the Tiberian system over the Babylonian is to be
explained mainly by the disappearance of Babylon from Jewish history
as a result of the Islamic conquest of Mesopotamia, though it is to be
noted in passing that Babylonian influence, inspired by the Qaraite
movement and perpetuated by outstanding personalities such as Saadya
Gaon and the academies at Pum Bedita and Sura, played an important
part in the subsequent history of European Judaism.

The earlier, primitive phases of the vocalization in both transmissions
are almost wholly unknown, except for incidental and until recently
incomprehensible references in late rabbinic works, but actual examples
were discovered in fragments of biblical texts from the Cairo Genizah,
an ante-chamber in the synagogue in which discarded manuscripts were
deposited. The account of their significance forms an important part of
Kahle’s Schweich Lectures (published as Te Cairo Geniza, 1947, and its
second edition, 1959). Subsequent scrutiny of important fragments of
these texts has been published in the Annual of the Hebrew University,
Textus.

The Genizah fragments—over 200,000 in all—were removed from
the Cairo synagogue, where they had been assembled in the ninth and
tenth centuries A.D., and deposited in the main in libraries in Leningrad,
and in England, notably at the Cambridge University Library, the
Bodleian at Oxford, the British Museum and the John Rylands Library,
Manchester (which acquired what previously formed the Gaster Collec-
tion), and in the U.S.A. They range from about the sixth century to the
tenth and relate to all aspects of synagogue worship and pedagogy, and
include biblical texts (many of them vocalized), Mishna, Talmuds,
Targums, liturgies, hymns and prayers, and even private papers.
Recent discoveries among the Genizah fragments contain texts with
both Babylonian and Tiberian vocalizations, and form a valuable addi-
tion to other fragments by which it is now possible, albeit tentatively,
to reconstruct the framework for the whole history of vocalization.
They also include fragments where the words are only partly written
and vocalized, the so-called ‘abbreviated system’; and whereas speci-
mens of Palestinian and Tiberian pointings had been available since
early in this century, a recent fragment with Babylonian abbreviated
texts has thrown further light on this interesting phase. Moreover both
this and another fragment from the Rylands collection contain both
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Babylonian and Tiberian vocalizations. From the standpoint of textual
transmission, it might be argued that the main body of the fragments
generally supports the traditional view that the text had long been fixed.
But the exception of one very significant feature, namely the trans-
mission of the divine name, indicates that such a generalization is
misleading. It is remarkablehow frequently the manuscripts show diver-
gences not only in the change from Yahweh to Adonai and conversely,
but also of interchange between Elohim and Yahweh. That there were
ancient divergent transmissions of the divine name is shown by the
Elohistic and Yahwistic redactions in collections of Psalms, but it is
remarkable that a similar divergence was allowed to persist long after
the text was apparently established in other respects, and this underlines
the need to scrutinize other, less obvious, inconsistencies.

The adoption of one scheme of vocalization from the rather chaotic
multiplicity of Simple and Complex Babylonian, and the Palestinian
and Tiberian, and various modified forms within each group—for they
were not in any way homogeneous—was not the end of a phase in the
struggle for supremacy, for controversy still persisted. There were
disputes between two contemporary families of Tiberian Massoretes,
ben Asher and ben Naphtali. The former flourished in the ninth and
tenth centuries, presumably also the latter, though so apparently com-
plete was the ultimate supremacy of ben Asher that most of the traces
of the history of the ben Naphtali tradition have been expunged, and
the main evidence of its existence lies in Massoretic lists of variations
between the two transmissions. In their present form, the lists indicate
that the conflict dealt mainly with minutiae of vocalization and especi-
ally accentuation, but underlying these apparently innocuous variants
are issues of more far-reaching significance. What might appear to be
the concern of the Massoretes simply for the ‘correct’ rendering of
Scriptures in synagogue worship was actually their desire to retain
divergent traditions. For the general purposes of the Old Testament
textualist, however, its main importance lies in its providing the means
of identifying biblical manuscripts from the middle ages. The oldest and
best list of differences between ben Asher and ben Naphtali is that by
Mishael ben Uzziel, Kitab al Khilaf, probably composed in the tenth
century but now reconstructed from later worksand Genizah fragments.
This work is now completely edited by L. Lipschiitz; the first part,
ben Ascher-ben Nafiali, appeared in 1937, and the remainder was
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published as an appendix to Textus, vol. 11, in 1962, with an introduc-
tion in vol. 1v, 1964.

With the introduction of the name ben Asher we move into the period
when lengthy and complete manuscripts of the text are available, for
there are codices extant which carry ben Asher colophons. They are the
oldest copies of the Old Testament Scriptures apart from the Dead Sea
scrolls and the Genizah fragments, and consequently need to be listed
separately; they also form the basis of most modern editions of the text,
or at least provide important sources for the apparatus criticus. They
are:

1. The British Museum manuscript Or 4445, which consists of the
Pentateuch, written probably in the early tenth century, on the autho-
rity and during the lifetime of Aaron, the chief though not the first of
the ben Asher family.

2. The so-called Babylonian codex of the Prophets, actually dated
A.D. 916. At one time it was known as the St Petersburg Codex, but it
is now catalogued in the Leningrad Library, MS Heb. B. 3. It was
edited and published under the title The Petersburg Codex of the
Prophets by H. L. Strack, 1876.

3. The Cairo codex of the Prophets, preserved in the Qaraite
synagogue in Cairo from 895, is the oldest dated Hebrew manuscript
extant, and was produced by Moshe ben Asher, the father of Aaron.

4. The Aleppo codex comes from the first half of the tenth century,
and once contained the whole Old Testament; consequently it is the
most significant of all the ben Asher manuscripts. Furthermore it is
argued that this text was acclaimed by Maimonides in the twelfth
century as the model codex. At least from the fifteenth century it was
preserved in the Sephardic synagogue in Aleppo, and so carefully was
it guarded that it was almost impossible to consult. Even so, one page
was photographed, and in 1887 formed the frontispiece of a book on
Hebrew accents (Wickes, A4 treatise on the accentuation of the twenty-one
so-called prose books of the Old Testament). The codex was reported
destroyed in the upheavals in the Lebanon in the 1940s, but in 1960the
President of the State of Israel proclaimed that it had been recovered,
and it has now become the basis of a new edition of the Massoretic text
edited by M. H. Goshen-Gottstein in the Hebrew University, and in
1965 a Sample edition of the Book of Isaiah appeared.

5. Finally, the Leningrad Codex, B 19, written in 1008 and vouched
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for by the copyist in a colophon as based on the text of Aaron ben
Asher. Since 1937 it has been used as the basis of the only current critical
edition of the Massoretic text, namely Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica, third
and subsequent editions.

It has been assumed that the ben Asher text marks the end of the
formal history of the Massoretic text, but not all manuscripts from the
middle ages belong to this tradition. Three Erfurt codices from the
eleventh to the fourteenth centuries, and the Reuchlin Codex, the oldest
biblical manuscript in Germany, contain elements which are recogniz-
ably ben Naphtali. In the past, they have not been rated as significant
for the history of the classical text, but, as scholars become better in-
formed about Massoretic activities in general, it is more than likely that
renewed attention will be paid to these divergent transmissions. One is
again conscious of Orlinsky’s assertion, already referred to, that there
never was really a text which could be designated as ¢he Massoretic text.

The establishment of the ben Asher text, however, produced an
interesting side-effect on the transmission of the accompanying Masso-
reticnotes. The Massorah became conventional because it had no longer
any real purpose to serve; and gradually its minutely written script
became rendered in geometric and artistic designs as embellishments
around the margins of the manuscript, sometimes in grotesque shapes
of dragons and occasionally in intricate and fanciful lines, to give an
outlet to the artistic urges of the scribe.

An exquisite example of the ornamental Massorah is to be found in
a fifteenth-century Spanish manuscript in Aberdeen University, and
in a discussion of it (The Aberdeen Codex of the Hebrew Bible, 1958) Dr
Cecil Roth gives the history of this feature of Hebrew scribal activity,
with three excellent photographs from the manuscript itself. The codex
also contains eight folios of ben Asher and ben Naphtali variants, which
were included in the manuscript. Dr Roth urges that they are to be
regarded simply as a convenient vehicle for introducing scribal art and
letter illumination into the initial pages (in this instance eight) of the
scroll. Another instance of ornamental Massorah is B.M. Or. 2626-8,
again of Spanish provenance, late fifteenth century.

In the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries printed Hebrew
bibles begin to appear, and outstanding among them are rabbinic bibles,
because they contain along with the Massoretic text important Targumic
renderings to which reference will be made later, and the polyglot texts,
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because they include many of the Versions. For the history of the
Massoretic text, however, special interest attaches to the Second
rabbinic bible of 1524/5 edited by Jacob ben Chayim. The edition is a
critical one, based on the collation of a considerable number of manu-
scripts, and supplied with a Massorah created by the editor himself. It
became the main basis of practically every subsequent edition of the
text until Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica®. But it had two serious faults. First,
the manuscripts available to ben Chayim were, by his own plaintive
admission, recent and of unknown provenance. Secondly, he seems not
to have been able to deal with the vicissitudes which had beset the
transmission even during the four or five centuries since the emergence
of the ben Asher text. The Erfurt Codices provide an instance of what
had happened, and there is hardly a manuscript—and there are a goodly
number from this period—which had retained a pure ben Asher text.
The very fact that ben Chayim composed his own Massorah shows that
he was not ignorant of the divergent elements which were present in his
manuscript sources, but was unable to accommodate them.

Subsequent printed bibles perpetuated the hybrid text of ben Chayim
and occasionally introduced additional, equally mixed, text-forms, but
they served well. They include the Hebrew text of the Complutensian
Polyglot (1514-17), and the editions of Michaelis (1720), Kennicott
(1776-80), and J. B. de Rossi (1784-98). Lists of variants from nearly
700 and 1,500 manuscripts and printed bibles accompanied the last two
respectively, and during the heyday of biblical criticism the editions of
Baer-Delitzsch and C. D. Ginsburg were published with their Masso-
roth, and Kittel’s first two editions were supplied with an apparatus
criticus to include manuscript evidence, Version variants and con-
jectural emendations to the text.

There appears to be no doubt that Biblia Hebraica® with its return to
an authentic ben Asher text from the early eleventh century marks an
important step in the scientific study of the textual transmission. It
renders possible, too, an appreciation of the relevant Massorah, rather
than assuming a Massoretic composition which has no textual value at
all. The edition is a lasting tribute to Paul Kahle and his assessment of
the Cairo Genizah fragments and of subsequent manuscripts. But the
extent to which this departure really involves a drastic modification of
earlier theories is still a controversy, and the edition might well be dis-
placed as a definitive text either by the Hebrew University Bible, or by
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Orlinsky’s conclusion that it can be no better than a Massoretic text, one
among many.

To some degree the reaction is illuminated by the latest Hebrew Old
Testament to be published in Britain, namely N. H. Snaith’s edition for
the British and Foreign Bible Society (Sepher Torah u-Nebi’im u-
Kethubim), which will replace the Letteris and Ginsburg editions. A
detailed introduction to the edition is still awaited, but Snaith has briefly
outlined the background (‘New Edition of the Hebrew Bible’, Pezus
Testamentum, V11, 1957, pp. 207/8), and again in Textus, vol. 11, 1962.
The text is based on the original readings of some fifteenth-century
Spanish manuscripts (British Museum, Or. 2626-8, the Yemenite
B.M. Or. 2375), and the Shem Tob MS from the Sassoon library, and
the editor claims that the resultant text is practically identical with
the Kahle (Biblia Hebraica®) edition of the ben Asher standard text.

That Principal Snaith decided that only the ben Asher type of text
can henceforth really satisfy the Hebraist is a tribute to the epoch-
making work of Kahle and the publication of Biblia Hebraica®, but if
his claim that the ben Asher text is not limited to strictly ben Asher
manuscripts is substantiated, further scrutiny of Spanish manuscripts
might well be worth-while. In any case it is a challenge to the view,
popularly accepted, that, soon after the ben Asher text appeared, scribal
interference with it was universal and brought all later manuscripts into
disrepute. Thus, recent textual studies emphasize that for the Hebrew
Old Testament actual medieval manuscripts are basic. At present, and
unless some discovery is made of more fundamental significance than
the Dead Sea scrolls, critical editions must be based on medieval
codices, whether they be regarded as the Massoretic or merely a
Massoretic text.

THE VERSIONS
The relevance of the middle ages for the Versions of the Old Testament
is quite different from that for the Hebrew text, for it is in this period
that we see much of their origin and early history. In a sense this is true
even of the oldest of the Versions, and the most important, namely the
Greek rendering commonly known as the Septuagint; it is obviously
true of the Latin renderings—both the early Old Latin and the later
Vulgate—as well as the Aramaic renderings of the Targums and the
others. Nevertheless, the prehistory of the Versions must be included,
for without it we fail to see the whole significance of many prominent
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features in the medieval transmission. At the same time, it is necessary
to note that much of this prehistory actually results from recent dis-
cussion as well as discovery ; consequently the present survey must often
be concerned with items undreamed of by the medievalists themselves.

The actual Versions consist, of course, of the Septuagint and its
daughter versions on the one hand,and renderings more closely related
to the Massoretic text such as the Targums, the Samaritan recension and
the Arabic version on the other. The Syriac Peshitta, as we shall see,
has its own category.

The Septuagint

Throughout the history of the Christian Church the most important of
the Versions has been the Septuagint. It assumed priority as early as the
first century: apparently it was used by Paul when he wrote to the
churches, and on the whole it was the rendering used for the Gospels
in their present form. On the other hand, orthodox Judaism either
refused to recognize it from an early period or quickly expungedit from
among its Scriptures, for there are but few and indirect indications of
its existence in any of the rabbinic works. Consequently, the history of
its transmission must be regarded as largely independent of the
Massoretic text except that, from time to time, significant attempts were
made by Christian Fathers to achieve its alignment with the more fixed
and, in a sense, more authentic Hebrew text.

Recently discovered manuscripts from the pre-Christian and early
Christian periods provide pointers for the early history. They include
the John Rylands Papyrus 458 from the second century B.c.,and Papyrus
Fouad 266'in Cairo from the late second or early first century B.c., both
of which contain fragments of Deuteronomy. Qumran cave four has
produced a papyrus fragment of Leviticus, and two leather fragments
of Leviticus and of Numbers. The last mentioned still await publication.
Their major importance is that on the whole they confirm the implica-
tions of the Letter of Aristeas, and the testimony of Philo and Josephus
that by the second century B.c. the Greek rendering of the Torah was
not only complete and uniform but was also well distributed through-
out the Hellenistic Diaspora and in Palestine itself. The only caveat
that should be entered is that the scholars who have collated the Rylands
papyrus are not wholly agreed on its affinities (e.g. Kahle argues that it
is related to one of the recensions, namely the Lucianic).

From Qumran caves one, four, five and six come biblical texts in
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Hebrew which, according to reports, are related to the parent text of
the Septuagint historical books. Particular interest attaches to Samuel
fragments from cave four, because the text-form shows more obvious
affinities with the Septuagint than do the others. Of course, it has long
been agreed that the parent text of the Septuagint Samuel contained
recensional divergences from the Massoretic text, but the extent of the
recension has been debated. Those who minimized it argued that many
of the textual differences merely reflect Hellenistic tendencies, others
explained them as deriving from actual Hebrew variants. The present
discovery obviously supports the second alternative, and it may be
assumed that since the rendering of Samuel is demonstrably a fairly
literal translation of its Hebrew parent text the presence of interpreta-
tion elsewhere, at least in the historical books, should be admitted only
where no other explanation is possible.

But the problem of Greek—Hebrew relationships is not thereby dis-
posed of, for though the presence of interpretation in the Septuagint
generally is undoubted, its nature and its extent are debated. It is prob-
able that during the third century B.c. a rendering of the Torah in
koiné Greek was produced by a duly commissioned body of Jerusalem
(orthodox) Jews for apologetic purposes and for liturgical use in the
synagogues of the Hellenistic Diaspora. This agrees with the historical
core of the Letter of Aristeas. In the rendering interpretative elements
bear typically Jewish characteristics, in which such items as antianthro-
pomorphisms and antianthropopathisms loom large, as they also do in
the Aramaic Targums. Likewise the Septuagint rendering of the
historical books may well be a true rendering of a Hebrew parent text,
albeit in a different recension from the Massoretic. It used to be claimed
for it that some legendary features in the Massoretic Samuel-Kings had
been rationalized and the persons of the kings idealized, all under the
influence of Greek interpretation. But discrepancies of this kind are not
necessarily Hellenistic, or confined to the Greek—Hebrew texts; one
need only think of the similar discrepancies between Samuel-Kings
and Chronicles in the Hebrew bible. The question is further complicated
by traces of multiple translators as well as divergent parent texts. At the
same time we cannot deny Hellenistic influence; for instance, it is diffi-
cult to explain away such obvious interpretative elements as the polemic
against Hellenistic heathenism in the Greek Isaiah—a text whose parent
Hebrew is almost identical with the Massoretic. There are other hints
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of what has been appropriately called ‘ Galuth-psychology’, that is, the
introduction of Hellenistic philosophical overtones. Thus, Proverbs
and Job can be regarded as a fruitful source of Hellenistic hermeneutics,
and even the comparatively literal rendering of Ecclesiastes betrays
occasional Hellenisms. The theory has inevitably evoked opposition,
which is mainly based on the view that the only satisfactory key to the
Version is Jewish (orthodox) hermeneutics. If, however, the history of
the Old Testament text and interpretation in the pre-Christian era must
be regarded from one basic standpoint, with one uniform parent text
and one uniform exegesis, more questions seem to be raised than
answered. The debate continues, vigorously conducted with scholars
such as G. Gerleman and J. W. Wevers on opposite sides, and promises
to be one of the most fruitful examinations of the Septuagint of recent
times.

A parallel controversy is centred on the nature of the Greek text and
the early textual transmission of the Version. On the one hand Kahle
has a considerable following for his view that during the pre-Christian
era there were numerous Greek renderings of the Old Testament and
that what the Letter of Aristeas describes is the standardization rather
than the rendering of the Torah text in Greek. The other books were
subsequently standardized by the Christian Church and the name
Septuagint, having lost favour among the Jews, was given to it for
convenience. In other words, despite the evidence of Philo and Josephus
and the statement in the Prologue to Ecclesiasticus, it is assumed that
there was no authorized Septuagint text before the second century A.p.
On the other hand, the traditional view is still strongly defended by
many scholars and has the implicit approval of the editors of modern
critical texts of the Septuagint. Obviously this does not deny the
existence of variant Greek texts in the pre-Christian era, for in the New
Testament itself although the quotations are predominantly Septua-
gintal use is made of other renderings—some of them identifiable, such
as the pre-Theodotionic readings in the Book of The Revelation and
elsewhere. It would appear, however, that Kahle and his school are
overstating the case when they make it depend on the assumption that
the existence of other Greek versions necessarily precludes the existence
of the Septuagint as a recognized version in the time immediately before
the New Testament.

The Chester Beatty and related papyri from the early Christian era,
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whose discovery was a sensation in the 1930s, seem now to be assuming
their proper place in the textual history of the Version; and, especially
in their contribution to post-Pentateuchal books, their importance is
even greater than the Dead Sea scrolls or the pre-Christian Septuagint
fragments. For Ezekiel, Pap 967/8 provides a substantial amount of
text from the second century A.p. which, it has been argued, either
helps to establish the case for an early alignment of the Septuagint with
the Hebrew text, or for the view that already doublets occur in the text
which betoken a conflation of two divergent traditions, one of which
had a strong affinity with the Massoretic text. For Daniel, the same
papyrus manuscript gives a text which is true Septuagint and not
Theodotionic, which is the source of all other extant manuscripts of this
book, with one late exception. Yet another collection of early Greek
manuscripts, housed in Berlin until their destruction in the last war, but
fortunately discussed by O. Stegmuller in 1939, can be briefly men-
tioned. They are on papyrus and parchment from the early third to the
seventh centuries A.D. and contain texts which range from straight-
forward Septuagint to a fifth- or sixth-century lectionary which clearly
stands outside the normal Septuagint transmission and which represents
either a far-reaching recension or a completely new Greek translation.

The rival Greek translations from the second century A.p.—Aquila,
Symmachus and Theodotion—have again become the centre of atten-
tion because of yet another of the Dead Sea scrolls. It is a leather
fragment from an unidentified cave, probably in the Murabba‘at area,
and contains fragments of the Minor Prophets in Greek. There are two
conflicting views about their significance. Father Barthélemy, writing
in Revue Biblique, 1953, asserts that the text, from the late first century
A.D., consists of a revision of the old Septuagint from the pre-Christian
era, similar in pattern to the rather later renderings of Aquila, Sym-
machus and Theodotion, and is also the text used by Justin Martyr in
the second century in his Dialogue with Trypho in which he refutes
Jewish charges of Christian interference with the Septuagint. That is,
Barthélemy continues, the text of the Greek Minor Prophets shows that
there was current among both Jews and Christians in the second
century A.D. a common Greek bible acceptable to both parties, and
which was itself a revision of the earlier Septuagint. The opposite
view is taken by Kahle, and published in Theologische Literaturieitung,
1954, and his Cairo Geniza (2nd edition), 1959. Accepting a verdict by

17

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



From the Fathers to the Reformation

C. H. Roberts that the fragment belongs to the period 50 B.C. to A.D. 0,
and asserting that agreement with the three translations of Aquila,
Symmachus and Theodotion is only sporadic, he concludes that the
manuscript is yet another of the Pulgértexte which were abundant in
Judaism before the Bible texts, both Hebrew and Greek, were standard-
ized. The similarity with the text of Justin Martyr, Kahle continues, is
to be explained by his having made use of Lucian’s recension which, in
turn, can be shown to have existed in pre-Christian times, as witness
Kahle’s interpretation of the above-mentioned Rylands Papyrus of the
Pentateuch. According to this hypothesis, texts used by the Fathers
postulate a variety of text-forms current during the early stages of the
history of the Greek bible. The present manuscript of the Minor
Prophets belongs to the same group, and, together with Aquila, Sym-
machus, Theodotion and Lucian, reflects attempts made at that time to
establish agreement between the Greek and Hebrew texts.

It is difficult to see how a compromise solution satisfactory to both
sides can be offered. The Chester Beatty and other papyri show textual
divergences, as indeed do all the manuscripts of the Septuagint ; through-
out its history free transmission was always one of its characteristic
features, and, despite attempts to fix a standard form, there appears to
have been no recension for which the claim was made that it was an
authoritative text. In other words, if there was at any time a recognized
Septuagint text-form it was at the beginning, and the divergences were
introduced during the transmission over the centuries.

It is against this background that we look at Origen’s Hexapla. At
some time between 230 and 240 Origen, the first scholar in our sense
in the history of the Church, produced what was to become yet another
recension of the Septuagint on the basis of the Hebrew text. That the
latter was supremely important to him is suggested by the order of
columns in the Hexapla—first the Hebrew text and the same in tran-
scription, columns three and four Aquila and Symmachus, and only in
column five does his reconstructed Septuagint appear, with the use of
Aristarchean signs to mark additions and omissions in relation to the
Hebrew. Why Theodotion’s version is placed in column six, after the
Septuagint, is not clear, nor why patts of the poetical books were placed
in additional columns, though from a note by Eusebius that they were
found in a jar in a cave near the Dead Sea we might venture a guess
that these were early precursors of the Dead Sea scrolls, and that the
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relevance of the Greek Minor Prophets from the caves is thereby still
further increased.

Of the colossal Hexapla, and of its abbreviated Tetrapla,thereare no
extant remains, but mention should be made of the Milan Palimpsest
from the tenth century, discovered in 1894 by Cardinal Mercati, which
contains some Psalms in all columns except the Hebrew. Unfortunately,
the manuscript is still unpublished, but the transcription column has
been examined from the point of view of Hebrew orthography and
grammar. Field’s collection of Hexaplaric material in 1895 (reissued in
1965) is now being superseded by a section in the apparatus criticus of
the latest critical edition of the Septuagint text, the Géttingen Septuagine.

The controversy about the early history of the Version is bound to
affect modern views about the recensions of its text. It is at first sight
difficult to dismiss a tradition, which goes back to Jerome in the late
fourth century, that there were three recensions current at his time: the
Hesychian in Alexandria, the Lucianic in Constantinople and Antioch,
and the Hexaplaric in Palestine; but reference has already been made to
Kahle’s view that at least the Lucianic was based on a pre-Christian
divergent text. There is, moreover, abundant evidence from before and
after Jerome’s time that the transmission of the text itself was by no
means controlled by local or recensional principles. The sources for the
evidence, of course, are the Great Codices and the uncials and minus-
cules from the fourth century onwards. They are all admittedly
‘mixed’ texts. For instance, whereas it is generally agreed that Codex
Marchalianus (Q) belongs, with others, to a fairly well-defined family
of texts with Hesychian characteristics, and that Hexaplaric readings are
to be recovered largely from another group of manuscripts, it is never-
theless from the margins of Q that many of the best Hexaplaric readings
are actually obtained. Again, the well-known Codex Vaticanus (B) is
regarded as the best of the so-called non-recensional texts, but the
presence of Hexaplaric infiltration in this text is admitted. So little is
known about the early history of the recensions and their purpose that
any assessment of their relevance for the general transmission is in-
conclusive, and also carries with it a possible danger in that it might
suggest a completely wrong standpoint for their use in textual recon-
struction.

Nowhere is this more obvious than in current attempts to produce
critical editions of the Septuagint. There have been two major projects,

19

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



From the Fathers to the Reformation

each with itsindependent approach to the task. The one is the Cambridge
edition, The Old Testament in Greek, begun in 1906 under the editor-
ship of Brooke and McLean, later joined by St John Thackeray and
subsequently taken over by T. W. Manson, and abandoned at his death.
It largely adopts the principles applied by H. B. Swete for the three-
volume The Old Testament in Greek (1887-91 with several later
editions), and uses as basic the text of Varicanus, whose lacunae are
supplied from the text of Codices Alexandrinus and Sinaiticus. The
apparatus criticus provides variants from uncials, selected minuscules,
daughter translations, Philo and Josephus and some early Christian
writings. Obviously there is no pretence that the result represents a
standard critical text; by using the British Museum Codex Alexandrinus,
which is largely a Hesychian witness, to augment #aticanus, the editors
implied that their text was to be little more than a conventional render-
ing which, together with the apparatus criticus, could be used by each
individual student to reconstruct or to explain the Version as he wished.
It is significant that Professor Manson more than once explained that in
his view to reconstruct an ‘original’ Septuagint is not only hypothetical
but also impossible on a priori grounds. The edition covers Genesis
(1906) to Tobit (1940), and the regrettable and untimely death of the
editor in 1958 caused its cessation. A re-issue of Swete, however, with a
revised apparatus criticus, might go far towards redeeming the situation.

In some ways Rahlfs’s Septuaginta (1935) follows the same principle,
for the text is based on the three Great Codices, Paticanus, Sinaiticus
and Alexandrinus, with a much shorter apparatus criticus of variant
readings than the Cambridge edition.

The other edition is the Géttingen Septuagine, which, since 1922 and
more ambitiously since 1931, has appeared with regularity and colossal
industry. The origins of the edition are to be found in the principles
formulated by de Lagarde late in the nineteenth century. Essentially it
means that in the first instance all available sources for Septuagint
readings, which include manuscripts of all kinds, daughter translations
and quotations from the Fathers, should be classified according to the
recensions—Hexaplaric, Lucianic and Hesychian—to provide ‘Text-
Families’ on lines similar to those of the New Testament. The next
step was to reconstruct the pre-recension text, which should, in theory,
correspond to the original text. The work obtained its main inspiration
and impetus through Rahlfs and later Ziegler, who, however, has
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established the case for the addition of one further recension, called T%e
Catena Group and based originally on early commentaries of the Fathers
from which readings were included in later manuscripts. But it has been
pointed out that the texts in this group contain readings which overlap
with the older recensions—a conclusion which reduces the validity of
their witness to the existence of a self-contained ‘family’ or recension.

A still more ambitious edition along the lines of de Lagarde and
the Gértingen Septuagint is the Text of Joshua in Greek produced by
Max L. Margolis and published in four fascicles in 1931-8.

The comparative merits of the two principles of editing as exempli-
fied in the Cambridge and Géttingen texts are difficult to assess. The
former, it may be complained, is inconclusive and does little more than
provide material for further analysis and speculation; but it has the
advantage of being realistic. Its text is produced from actual historical
text-forms, particularly Codex Vaticanus, which, since the appearance
of the Sixtine edition in 1587, has provided the basis for the major
Septuagint studies of Holmes and Parsons, Swete, and, to a large
extent, the Concordance of Hatch and Redpath. Indeed it is the only
manuscript from among the Great Codices which can safelybeused; for
Alexandrinus is, as we have seen, representative of the Hesychian
recension, and comparatively large portions of the Old Testament have
been lost from Sinaiticus, which, in any case, is so closely related to
Vaticanus as to make its choice arbitrary. Moreover, it is only such an
edition as the Cambridge that can possibly accommodate the view that
there never actually existed an Ur-Septuagint in the sense postulated by
the Gottingen edition.

On the other hand the Gottingen text has the merit of being the
logical product of a recognized historical method and analysis, and has
to a considerable extent justified itself by demonstrating the existence
of some well-defined text-families. Furthermore, the practical benefits
of the classification are clearly indicated in the apparatus criticus, and
the fact that a very large number of readings are adduced from a great
variety of sources adds to the immediate practical uses of the edition.
Obviously the main criticism, and a fundamental one which is almost
universally recognized, is that the resultant text is hypothetical, eclectic
and unreal, and one which probably never existed except in the mind
of the editor; a corollary is that even the system by which the text
is achieved is not without possible criticism along the same lines.
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Nevertheless, the practical benefits of the edition far outweigh its
academic shortcomings, and its use is not limited to the scholars who
subscribe to its postulates.
Other Versions

The other Versions may briefly be divided into two groups according
to their Jewish and Christian origins. Jewish renderings come under
the general title of Targums and consist mainly of translations and
expansions into Aramaic. How ancient these renderings may have been
is difficult to say, but the Babylonian Talmud, Megillak 3 a, attributes
their origin to Ezra, and Kahle has argued that unofficial Aramaic
translations were current from the fourth century B.c., when, under the
Persian regime, Aramaic became an official language in Asia Minor.

Hypotheses about the history and transmission of the Targums
reflect the same two basically different standpoints as in the case of the
Septuagint. Kahle’s interpretation assumes that the standardized trans-
lation was a later emergence from a number of unofficial, free and
popular renderings. The other view which, in the absence of con-
temporary outstanding Targum exponents, must be called traditional,
assumes that free renderings are developments from an earlier fixed
translation.

Extant Targumic texts are generally to be found in printed editions
of the rabbinic printed bibles and the polyglots from the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries, but many later and critical editions have been pro-
duced in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Substantial manuscript
additions have become available from the Cairo Genizah, and augmented
in 1956 by the identification of a complete Targum manuscript of the
Pentateuch, the Neofizi Codex I of the Vatican which belongs to the
fifteenth century, but whose significance is far greater than its date
would suggest.

Targums are divided into two groups: those which, by their adher-
ence to the Massoretic text and the prestige they claim in the tradition,
were official translations, and others, free and paraphrastic, which were
unofficial. Of the former the Pentateuch Targum of Ongelos is usually
explained as having been officially redacted in the second century a.p.
as a literal rendering of the newly produced Massoretic text, and parallel
to Aquila’s Greek translation—indeed, the two names have frequently
been identified. An important edition was produced by A. Berliner in
1884, but substantial additions of manuscripts from the middle ages in
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the Genizah fragments have changed some of the readings as well as
modifying the general picture of the transmission. The standard
Targum to the Prophets is called by the name of Jonathan ben Uzziel,
but again the version is sometimes identified with Theodotion, and a
possible pointer in favour of this view is that the Mishna itself is con-
fused in its references both to the identity of Jonathan and of the
Targum. As a rendering it is not so faithful to the Massoretic text as is
Ongelos, and it bears obvious traces of having been redacted from
earlier renderings; the fact that it quotes Ongelos, especially in passages
relating to the Torah, bears out both the fact that it had mixed origins
and also had official status as a translation. As with Ongelos, the most
common sources of the Targum Jonathan are the rabbinic and polyglot
bibles. But mention should be made of Lagarde’s Prophetae Chaldaice
(1872) and of critically edited texts of Joshua and Judges by Pritorius
(1899—1900) and Isaiah by Stenning (1949, reprinted 1953) and a con-
cordance to the whole Targum Jonathan by Kosowski (1940). More
important is the recent publication, in four volumes, of A. Sperber, T4e
Bible in Aramaic, 1959~62. Volume 1 has Targum Ongelos, vol. 11, the
Former Prophets (Targum Jonathan), vol. 111, the Latter Prophets
(Targum Jonathan). Volume 1v is to contain treatments of textual
problems raised by the edition.

Unofficial Targums are numerous and vary considerably both intrin-
sically and in interest for the textualist. Indeed, even Targums to the
Pentateuch from this class need careful scrutiny because freedom of
paraphrase has permitted, for example, not only the final compilation
of the Mishna to be presupposed (second century A.p.) but also one of
the wives of Mohammed and a daughter to be mentioned as wives of
Ishmael in Gen. xxi. 21! Nor is this an isolated historical pointer to the
middle ages. A

The most interesting of the Targums are those of the Pentateuch,
and, because of the recently discovered Neofiti I, pride of place goes to
what was previously called the Fragment-Targum, or Jerusalem II.
There is now a complete copy of 450 folios of this Targum excellently
preserved, and it also provides evidence for a degree of ‘infiltration’ of
the Ongqelos text into the text of the unofficial Targums. Portions of the
text of this Targum were printed in the first rabbinic bible, 1516-17
and later reprinted: other texts were published in 1899 by Ginsberger
(Das Fragmententhargum): still other material was discovered in the
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Genizah manuscripts and discussed by Kahle (Cairo Genizak?, 1959),
and undoubtedly Neofiti I, under the direction of its editor, Diez
Macho, will necessitate a fresh examination of the whole Targum.

Another Pentateuch Targum, wrongly called Jonathan, hence
Pseudo-Jonathan, is based on Targum Onqelos with numerous elabo-
rations of rabbinic provenance. The question of their relationships and
period is still unsettled, but additions to the text from the Cairo Genizah
manuscripts help to clarify the picture.

Targums to the Writings obviously come into the list of unofficial
Targums for, because of the omission of these books from the syna-
gogue lectionaries, there was no need of an official Targum. The texts
vary from literal renderings as in the Targum to Esther (which may be
official, as witness the important role played by this book in the history
of the synagogue) to very free paraphrases, as in some Psalms.

The text of the Samaritan Pentateuch has recently become a subject
of concern. It is well known that the Abisha scroll at Nablus was always
regarded as a standard text, and because of its antiquity it ranked as a
major source of textual variants. And especially under the influence of
Paul Kahle it has become one of the most important witnesses to the
early, pre-Massoretic text of the Pentateuch. But the Abisha scroll has
now been twice photographed, and in 1959 its text was edited and
published by Pérez Castro, accompanied by photographs and a lengthy
introduction. The scroll, far from being a pre-Christian text, is merely a
collection of medieval texts, written by Abisha ben Pinhas in 1085.
Consequently the actual text of the Samaritan Pentateuch cannot claim
antiquity except by implication. The fact that in some cases Samaritan
readings are paralleled by some Qumran texts does not mean that the
former text-form receives complete vindication. The full implications
of Castro’s publication have not yet been assessed, but it appears un-
likely that in future an appeal to the Samaritan text will carry the same
authority as previously. In this context, too, mention should be made
of the Arabic rendering of the Pentateuch by Saadya Gaon in the tenth
century, which became part of the Samaritan transmission.

The second group of early Versions relates to the history of the
Septuagint, and as part of the Christian transmission of Scripture they
reflect the vicissitudes of the Church in the same way as its dogma and
politics. For western Christendom the main interest lies in the Latin
Versions. As early as the late second century A.D. there appear to have
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been free renderings of the Septuagint to produce daughter translations
in Latin, and fragments from Europe and North Africa were later
assembled and became known as Old Latin texts (or /zala). The standard
list of these texts, made by Sabatier in 1743~9, has received continuous
though sporadic additions; the most recent and ambitious collection
made by the abbots of Beuron, 1949—54, goes to the end of Genesis.

The Vulgate marks a departure from the Septuagint, at least theor-
etically, for its original text cannot any longer be constructed. It is
well known that Jerome, commissioned by Pope Damasus in 383 to
produce a Latin bible, first of all revised Old Latin texts on the basis of
the Hexaplaric Septuagint, and extant remains include the Psalter and,
possibly, parts of Job and Song of Songs. After 390, however, Jerome
produced the Vulgate based on the Hebrew text, and explained his
principle and methods in the Prologus Galeatus, which accompanied the
first section of his translation, Samuel-Kings. Opposition to the render-
ing was violent from the outset, and it was not until the eighth century
that the Vulgate was popularly received. Meanwhile the rendering had
been interspersed with readings from the Old Latin, and the uncertain
nature of its transmission is well illustrated by two editions of the
Vulgate which appeared in the late sixteenth century. After the Council
of Trent a revision—the Sixtine—was produced under the auspices of
Pope Sixtus V in 1590, but four years later, under Clement VIII, it was
replaced by the Clementine, which is still recognized as the official
version, except that since 1945 the Pontifical Biblical Institute’s new
translation of the Psalms from the Hebrew has been included in the
breviary. In 1907 the Benedictines began a critical edition of the Vulgate,
and books have appeared regularly since 1926. The work, Biblia Sacra
tuxta latinam Vulgatam, is based on the modern principle of the estab-
lishment of manuscript families, but it is generally admitted that, despite
some very important clarifications in the history of the Version, the
resultant text cannot confidently be claimed to represent the original
Vulgate. (See also chapters 1v and v.)

Finally, the Syriac Peshitta. This is yet another version transmitted
by the Church, though possibly having Jewish provenance and conse-
quently a somewhat greater relevance for the Hebrew Old Testament.
Its origins are unknown, but there are traces in quotations by Syriac
Fathers of a pre-Peshitta rendering, possibly for propaganda among
proselyte Syrians such as the royal family in Adiabene, eastwards of the
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Tigris, who became converts around the beginning of the Christian era.
But there was also a pre-Peshitta New Testament, whose existence
strengthens the opposite view, that the Syriac Version always was
Christian; and the fact that the Peshitta—like the Vulgate—represents
a Hebrew parent text and contains sporadic traces of rabbinic exegesis
does not necessarily preclude a Christian origin. Some of the numerous
Christian Peshitta manuscripts, such as the Codex Amébrosianus (sixth
to seventh century A.p.), stress that the Psalms were translated from
Hebrew.

At the same time, the characteristically free transmission of the Bible
text characterizes the Peshitta as much as any other Version, and it is
demonstrable that the influence of the Septuagint is frequently present;
consequently the textual evidence of the Version, especially where it
departs from the Massoretic text and confirms the Septuagint, loses
force.

As a whole, two distinct standpoints may be seen emerging from a
mid-twentieth-century survey of the Old Testament Textand Versions.
On the one hand the authenticity of the Massoretic text stands higher
than at any time in the history of modern textual criticism, a standpoint
which is based on a better assessment of the history of the Jewish trans-
mission. Coupled with it is an increased knowledge of Hebrew lexico-
graphy and of the cognate languages which shows that difficulties in the
textus receptus do not always justify textual emendation. On the other
hand, interest in the Versions has become increasingly centred on their
own intrinsic relevance and their intricate history. Appeal to the Ver-
sions for purposes of textual emendation, though obviously still valid,
is made with the greatest caution; but the scrutiny of the Versions,
especially of the Septuagint and Targums, for exegesis and interpreta-
tion has produced important results, and is likely to prove interesting
and profitable.
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CHAPTER 1II

THE HISTORY OF THE TEXT AND
CANON OF THE NEW TESTAMENT
TO JEROME

THE TEXT

The aim and object of the textual critic is to deduce from all the avail-
able material what the original author wrote. None of the original
manuscripts of the New Testament exists, and, until the age of printing
began in the fifteenth century, all manuscripts were copied by hand.
Mistakes arose inevitably in the process. The reader is challenged to
copy out a page of the New Testament fairly rapidly without an error:
mistakes were easier to make in the early days of the Church, when
words were not separated in writing, and when punctuation and Greek
breathings and accents were absent from the capital (uncial) letters
employed. Alterations to the text during the process of transmission
could be either accidental or intentional. By accident, words or lines
were omitted by a scribe whose eye passed over one word or phrase to
another similar to it (haplography) or they were written by him twice
(dittography). The former error constantly occurred at the end of a
sentence or a phrase, when the scribe’s eye had left the original to con-
centrate on the copy, so that, of two phrases ending in a similar or
identical way, one is omitted (homoioteleuton). Sometimes a scribe
working in a scriptorium, and hearing the original text being read out,
would be guilty of errors of ear rather than of eye; o, &1, 1 are con-
stantly confused; even fipeis is written for Upeis, ‘we’ for ‘you’, cf.
Col. i. 7. For the critic such errors have often a value, because, unless
they are pure accidents that might happen to a number of scribes
independently, they point to textual relationship: the more errors that
one manuscript has in common with another, the greater is the prob-
ability of their affinity.

Less often the scribes ‘corrected’ their texts intentionally. They
harmonized one Gospel with another, one account of Paul’s conversion
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in Acts with either of the other two, one account of the Lord’s supper
with another or with familiar liturgical usage, the epistle of Jude with
that of II Peter or references to the Old Testament with the text
(usually the Septuagint, sometimes the Hebrew) familiar to themselves.
Occasionally they took offence at language which had been used inno-
cently at first but which seemed in a later age to be heretical or at least
derogatory to the Lord or his followers. Sometimes they incorporated
gossipy details about New Testament figures into the text, sharing the
interests of the authors of the Apocryphal Gospels; the ‘western’
scribe(s) of Acts especially may be accused of this fault. Sometimes they
added suitable names, e.g. Jesus, Paul, to an opening paragraph or
other words to make the situation clearer, perhaps for lectionary pur-
poses; or they made ‘suitable’ endings to a paragraph or to a book, cf.
Mark xvi. 9~20. But the total number of ‘intentional’ variants in pro-
portion to the whole New Testament is very small. These variants also
are valuable to the critic. Not only do they throw light on the minds of
the scribes but also they help to trace relationship between manuscripts
which have, for instance, the same insertion in the same place; for
example, the Pericope Adulterae, John vii. §3-viii. 11, is placed after
Luke xxi. 38 in manuscripts belonging to fam.2® but at the end of John
in manuscripts belonging to fam.! (see below, p. 31).

Of the total number of New Testament manuscripts that must have
been written, those that are extant are probably only a fraction. And
yet the number of those surviving is vast. In comparison with the
manuscripts of any ancient pagan text, for example of Virgil, those for
the New Testament are overwhelming and the oldest are far nearer in
time to the authors than are the manuscripts of any pagan work. We
have for the New Testament more than 66 papyri and 230 uncial
manuscripts, 2,500 minuscules (written in running or cursive writing)
and about 1,600 lectionaries for use in church services: in addition there
are the Versions, the oldest being the most valuable, for example, the
Syriac, Old Latin, Coptic, Armenian and Georgian, not to mention
the Arabic and Ethiopic. In addition there are the quotations in the
Fathers, sometimes of great value, especially if they are in extended
form rather than short citations from memory and if the patristic
scribes have refrained from making the quotation conform to the
text of the New Testament current in their own day. These citations
help often to localize the text; e.g. the Latin k, Codex Bobbiensis,
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gives us an African text almost identical with that of Cyprian, c.
A.D. 250.

The papyri and some of the other most valuable manuscripts of an
early date were preserved in the dry sands of Egypt ; elsewhere the climate
and soil were too damp for them to survive, with a few exceptions.

In some of the older textbooks and commentaries it was the custom
to cite the textual evidence by enumerating as many manuscripts as
possible for or against a variant. Even some modern critics, like
Tischendorf and Vogels, have been opposed to any strict grouping of
manuscripts, though usually they have laid great stress themselves on
certain evidence; the former valued R, Codex Sinaiticus, his own dis-
covery, very highly, and the latter, the evidence of the Versions. Since
the days of Westcott and Hort, however, it has become increasingly
recognized that the critics’ task is to go behind the comparatively late
Byzantine, ecclesiastical or (as Hort called it misleadingly) ‘Syrian’
text to discover the readings of the Alexandrian and western texts,
which the Byzantine scribes were wont to conflate. The term ‘western’
is largely a misnomer, as evidence for this text is found in Egypt early
in the second century and in many of the early eastern Fathers; but
frequently the Latin versions support such readings as well as the
Graeco-Latin texts, lending colour thereby to this appellation. It
remains true that a ‘Byzantine’ manuscript may sometimes preserve a
good reading, found now to be supported by an early and recently
discovered papyrus. Usually in an apparatus criticus only the more
important representatives of the textual families are given and the
evidence of the late text, vouched for by the mass of late minuscules, is
given by a siglum such as w or ¢. It must be noted, however, that some-
times a minuscule, though written later than some of the uncial manu-
scripts, may witness to a good text; for example, 33 (ninth—tenth
century) has a good * Alexandrian’ text, and 17739 (tenth century) seems
to give the text of Paul known to Origen in the third century. It is a
truism that manuscripts must be weighed and not counted.

Building on the work of Westcott and Hort, of Ferrar and of Lake,
B. H. Streeter (The Four Gospels, 1924) put forward his theory of local
texts, into which the most important manuscripts then known could be
grouped. The influential centres of Christian life in the Mediterranean
world of the first few centuries A.D. were Alexandria, Antioch, Caesarea,
Italy and Gaul, Carthage and Byzantium.
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Streeter’s primary authority for the Alexandrian family was B, Codex
Vaticanus (fourth century), and the secondary authorities were R, Codex
Sinaiticus, cited as S by Merk and Bover (also fourth century), L, Codex
Regius (eighth century), and the Coptic Versions, both Bohairic and
Sahidic (see below for Versions). His patristic authorities under this
heading were Origen, before 231 when he moved from Alexandria to
Caesarea, and Cyril of Alexandria, c. 430.

For the primary text of Antioch he chose the older Syriac manu-
script, Syr* or Sinaitic Syriac, and as secondary support the other
manuscript of this old Syriac text, Syr¢ or Curetonian Syriac.

For the text of Caesarea he put first ©, the Koridethi manuscript
(ninth century), the text of which had not been discovered till 1906 nor
published till 1913. His secondary authorities were fam.! and fam.13, 28,
565, 700 and the text of Mark v. 31 ff. in W, the Washington or Freer
manuscript (fourth or fifth century) discovered in 1906.

As the primary authority for Italy and Gaul, Streeter put D, Codex
Bezae, the famous fifth-century Graeco-Latin codex, with two Old
Latin manuscripts as secondary support: &, the fifth-century Codex
Veronensis, and a, the fourth-century Codex Vercellensis. The patristic
authorities under this heading were (1) Tatian, c. 170, who took back
to the East from Rome his Diatessaron, a harmony of the four Gospels
(probably in Syriac, soon to be translated into Greek, rather than vice
versa). To many modern scholars it seems closely connected with a
postulated Latin harmony current in the West which underlay har-
monies made later in Dutch, Italian, French and Early English just as
in the East the Syriac Diatessaron may have been the basis of Armenian,
Persian and Arabic harmonies. Streeter was concerned with Tatian’s
basic text, which was presumably that of Rome ¢. 165 but altered at
times to suit his own heretical tendencies. The other authority was
(2) Irenaeus, c. 185, who had moved from Asia to Gaul.

The primary evidence for Carthage or North Africa was that of £,
the Old Latin Codex Bobbiensis (fourth or fifth century). The Washing-
ton manuscript, W, in its text of Mark i. 1—v. 30 supports this text as a
secondary authority and so does e, the fifth-century Codex Palatinus.
Here patristic support was given by Cyprian, c. 250, whose text is often
identical with that of £.

The Byzantine text was considered comparatively worthless. In the
Gospels it is represented by the manuscripts SV Q; EF G H.
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Streeter added manuscript evidence of a ‘tertiary’ and supplementary
character. A beginner, however, may be content to memorize the
primary, secondary and patristic evidence under each locality, noting
that this grouping applies only to the Gospel manuscripts. For the rest
of the New Testament, manuscripts are grouped chiefly as Alexandrian,
western and Byzantine.

Since Streeter’s work appeared, his grouping of the material has
been modified, even by those prepared to accept a form of grouping at
all. The third-century papyrus codex, 45 (Chester Beatty), has been
discovered and confirms to some extent the conclusions reached by
Streeter, Lake, Blake and others. At the same time it has become clearer
that the half-dozen text-types were the results of a process of growth
and revision; the manuscripts attesting a text-type are windows, as it
were, looking on to that development at different stages. Further,
Streeter’s view that Origen used an Alexandrian text till 230, and a
Caesarean text after his removal to Caesarea in 231, has been proved
erroneous., He used a Caesarean text at Alexandria before using first an
Alexandrian and then a Caesarean text at Caesarea. This is not so
absurd as it sounds; as T. Ayuso has shown, there was a pre-Caesarean
group of manuscripts in Egypt before there was a later Caesarean
group in Palestine; the former is attested by P45, W, fam.1, 28, and
fam.23and the latter by ©, 565, 700, Origen, Eusebius and the Armenian
and Georgian Versions.

Again, it is usually considered now to be a forlorn hope to attempt
to reconstruct the exact text-type, e.g. of Alexandria or of Caesarea,
though it may be possible to reconstruct the text of a smaller group,
like that of the minuscules making up fam.13, which consists now of 13,
69, 124, 174 (outside Mark), 230, 346, 543, 788, 826, 828, 983 and 1689,
or of fam.1, which consists now of 1, 22, 118, 131, 209, 872 (for Mark),
1278, 1582, and 2193. While textual families and clans and their arche-
type may be determined with some exactness, text-types are a wider
category, and the full evidence for their definition lies among the
myriad manuscripts no longer extant. Nonetheless, Streetet’s theory of
local texts is a good working hypothesis, provided that its limitations
are noted.

Similarly, for the Pauline epistles, following the work of Zuntz one
may postulate a ‘proto-Alexandrian’ group represented by P46
(Chester Beatty), B, 1739, Coptic, Clement of Alexandria and Origen,
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and one may weigh a variant attested by the best of these against a
western reading found in the manuscripts D (Claromontanus), F and
G. For these epistles there seems to be no certain evidence that a
‘ Caesarean’ group ever existed as a kind of half-way house between the
Alexandrian and western text-types.

Though Streeter was not concerned in The Four Gospels with the rest
of the New Testament, it has been increasingly clear since 1924 that the
textual evidence outside the Gospels falls into three main groups,
Alexandrian, western and Byzantine. For Acts, the Alexandrian evi-
dence includes 4% (Chester Beatty) BR A CY 33, and the western
group includes D (Codex Bezae) 2% 38 and P4, 4 (the African Latin
manuscript Floriacensis) and the Harklean Syriac marginal readings
(see below). The papyri show that western variants were known in
Egypt as early as the third century, if not before. The Latin Versions
also, of course, lend support to this group, as do the citations from
Cyprian and Augustine.

Similarly, for the Catholic epistles the Alexandrian group is repre-
sented by BR A C Y 33 and 104 with 20 and $2. On the western side
there is no manuscript of the calibre of D (Bezae) of the Gospels or D
(Claromontanus) of Paul. The minuscules that witness best to this type
are 917 1829 1874 1836 1898 181 88 and 915; but the Latin Version
older than Jerome’s lends valuable support to these minuscules,
especially ff (Corbeiensis), a tenth-century manuscript of James, s
(Fragmenta Vindobonensia) of the fifth to sixth centuries, containing
fragments of James and 1 Peter, and 4 (Floriacensis) of the fifth century
containing fragments of I and II Peter and I John; the citations by
Tertullian (. A.p. 200) and Cyprian (fI. A.D. 250) are important.

The evidence for the Apocalypse falls into three main groups which
cannot be localized precisely in each instance:

(a) A CRPY (Chester Beatty) and P18 and the Leningrad codex
o025 are among the least revised manuscripts; Hippolytus also may be
classed with C. These manuscripts, however, do not seem to have been
derived from a common ancestor.

(8) 046, sometimes called Q or (misleadingly) B,, a tenth-century
manuscript, with some forty minuscules represents a more revised text
with many Semitisms removed.

(c) Codex 1 and other minuscules approximate to the Textus
Receptus based on the mass of late minuscules.
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During the last few years much research has been carried out on the
Byzantine or ecclesiastical text. No longer can it be considered entirely
worthless or consisting of late and conflated readings; following von
Soden’s work scholars are investigating the textual stream of minuscules
written between the fifth and tenth centuries; the citations of Leontius,
John of Damascus and Photius show how varied are the currents in that
stream. The origin and unity of this Byzantine river are still under
discussion.

Considerable light, it is hoped, will be thrown on the history of the
Byzantine text and even of some of the local texts by the increasing
study of the lectionaries, of which there are over 1,600; most of these
collections of lessons for the Church’s year are taken from the Gospels
(Evangeliaria), though about one-fifth are from the Acts and Epistles
(Praxapostolt); the earliest lectionary manuscripts are not older than
the ninth century and most are much later but, as American scholars
are proving, they are valuable as witnesses especially to the Caesarean
and Byzantine text-types of the Gospels.

The Syrian Versions

Tatian the ‘ Assyrian’ as he called himself may have come from Adiabene
before reaching Rome soon after the middle of the second century.
Besides his Oration to the Greeks, he composed a careful mosaic of the
four Gospels, the Diatessaron or Evangelion da-Mehallete (gospel of
the mixed), to form one continuous life of Christ. After his expulsion
as a heretic with Encratite leanings, he took his Diatessaron, which he
may have composed in Rome or Antioch, back to his native land. An
old Latin harmony may have been produced on the basis of this work,
which was to influence various versions in the West in ways hitherto
almost unsuspected; but the main influence of the Diatessaron seems
to have been exercised in the East. Whether Tatian wrote originally in
Syriac or in Greek, a Greek form of the Diatessaron must soon have
been made; from it was derived a small fragment of the Greek Diates-
saron, discovered at Dura Europus in 1933, dated before 256. Un-
fortunately the original Syriac (or Greek?) text of the Diatessaron is
lost and it has to be reconstructed from Arabic, Armenian, Persian,
Latin, Dutch and other evidence, and from quotations in the Syriac
writings, for example the Demonstrations of Aphraates or the Liber
Graduum.
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Ephraem wrote a commentary on the Diatessaron, extant only in
Armenian, of which Moesinger published a Latin translation in 1876;
Leloir’s recent edition and translation are indispensable for the study of
this work. In 1888 Ciasca edited the text of an Arabic version of the
Diatessaron; Marmardji published the text of another Arabic manuscript
in 1935. Though the Syriac basis of the Arabic version is clear, it is
unfortunate that that basis was harmonized with the Syriac Vulgate or
Peshitta (see below). The Persian evidence to which attention was
drawn by Messina (Diatessaron Persiano, 1951) consists of a sixteenth-
century manuscript, based apparently on one three hundred years older;
it preserves many Tatianic readings but not, unfortunately, the original
order of the sections of the Diatessaron. In the West, the Latin evidence
consists largely of the Codex Fuldensis, which Victor of Capua ordered
to be made in §46. Again it is unfortunate that the later Latin Vulgate
text has swamped the older Latin version of the Diatessaron, scribes
tending to assimilate the text to that current in their own day. The
Dutch evidence is provided by manuscripts published by Meyer in
1835, by Bergsma in 1895-8, and by Plooij with C. A. Phillips and
Barnouw in 1929—36. The Dutch version(s) of a Latin Diatessaron may
rest on more than one Latin translation; the Latin Vulgate does not
seem to have affected this Latin basis as much as it affected the Codex
Fuldensis. The Italian evidence is found in two dialect versions,
Venetian and Tuscan, of the thirteenth to fourteenth centuries, pub-
lished by Vaccari, Vattasso and Todesco in 1937. It seems that Tatian
made some slight use of apocryphal works as well as of the four
Gospels, namely, the Gospel according to the Hebrews and the
Protevangelium of James.

The evidence for the Diatessaron being what it is, the recon-
struction of its text is exceedingly delicate and questions still debated
about it are: (@) was it written originally in Syriac or in Greek? (4) did
it or a Latin harmony have much influence on writers and scribes in the
West? (c) did it cease to have influence in the East when the Syriac
version of the separate gospels came to predominate? and (d) were
scribes of Greek manuscripts strongly influenced by the Diatessaron to
harmonize one gospel text with another, as von Soden thought? In
brief, (a) the Greek fragment found at Doura does not settle the question
finally but proves only that the Diatessaron in Greek was current within
eighty years of its composition. Internal evidence, however, may
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suggest a Greek original; if Tat**> represents the text of Tatian in
Mark ix. 15, Tatian’s note of joy (shared with D and several Old Latin
manuscripts) suggests a transposition of Greek letters, mpooyalpovres
for mwpooTpéyovTes. (5) Despite F. C. Burkitt’s view, it seems that the
Diatessaron had considerable influence in the West as well as the East,
traces of it being found in medieval German, French and early English
lives of Christ. (¢) Though in the fifth century Rabbula of Edessa and
Theodoret of Cyrrhus destroyed 400 and 200 copies of the Diatessaron
respectively, it was not altogether wiped out, particularly in remote
areas, but continued in use alongside the fourfold Gospel. (d) The
scribes of Greek manuscripts were often liable to harmonize one Gospel
with another in passages which Tatian did not use; but it may well be
that their knowledge of the Diatessaron aggravated this tendency,
particularly of some of the western scribes, as of D. It would be as
absurd to deny this influence altogether as it is to attribute every
harmonization to Tatian’s influence.

There is some slight evidence in Aphraates’ Demonstrations, in the
commentaries of Ephraem Syrus (extant only in Armenian) and in the
Liber Graduum that Tatian put out a version of Acts and possibly of
Paul’s epistles; cf. Eusebius, 4.e. 4. 29. 6, ‘It is said that he dared to alter
some of the apostle’s expressions’.

The Old Syriac (O.S.) or Syrve

Distinct from the text-types associated with B and with D stands the
Old Syriac, represented by the Sinaitic Syriac manuscript, Syr®,
written c. 400, and the Curetonian Syriac manuscript, Syr¢, written
c. 450. The Version itself may be much older than the fifth century,
possibly dating back to c. 200 or earlier.

It is uncertain whether this Version preceded Tatian’s Diatessaron or
whether it was later and, to some extent, influenced by it; nor is it
known if this Version arose in Edessa or Osrhoene or, as Torrey thinks,
at Antioch. It has become clearer recently that it was not entirely re-
placed later by the Peshitta or Syriac Vulgate but that it was widespread
and that traces of it survived in patristic writers as late as the twelfth
century, as V6obus suggests (Early versions of the N.T.).

Mrs Lewis’s discovery of Syr® in St Catherine’s monastery on
Mt Sinai in 1892 enlarged a knowledge of this Version hitherto based
on Cureton’s edition in 1858 of Syr®, a manuscript from the Nitrian
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desert. The great majority of scholars accept the view that of the two
manuscripts Syr® is the older, showing fewer signs of having been
assimilated to Greek manuscripts. The Version seems to be based on a
Greek text of the four separate Gospels (Evangelion da-Mepharreshe)
no longer extant. Either this hypothetical Greek text or its Syriac trans-
lation errs on the side of brevity; this is more likely than the hypothesis
that the short text of Syr*e* is nearer to the original than any other
text-type, even that of B. For there are over 200 omissions from
Matthew’s text alone in this Version. It is unsafe to treat the Syriac
omissions as if they were all on a par with what Westcott and Hort
called ‘non-western interpolations’ into (i.e. western omissions from)
the Greek texts of the Gospels, especially of Luke, or as if they had a
good claim to represent the original text.

The Peshitta Version

Manuscripts of the Peshitta or Vulgate Syriac abound to the number of
about 320; some go back to a comparatively early date. There are two
fifth-century manuscripts of Matthew and Mark in the British Museum
and about fifty manuscripts of the Gospels belonging to the sixth.
Codices of Paul, Acts and the Catholic epistles include some of the same
period.

According to F. C. Burkitt, Rabbula, bishop of Edessa, 41135, did
for the Peshitta what Jerome did for the Latin Vulgate, and the view is
now widespread that Rabbula was responsible for this Version. Recently
A. Visbus has thrown serious doubt on this hypothesis, which has
never had the support of Syriac writers. An earlier date than Rabbula’s
for this Version is suggested by its exclusion from the New Testament
Canon of 11 Peter, II and I1I John, Jude and Revelation; but these were
accepted as canonical in this area before the end of the fourth century.
Voobus has also pointed to a manuscript of the Pseudo-Clementine
Recognitions, dated 411, which gives more quotations from the Peshitta
than from the Syrve.

This Version, the work apparently of several hands, seems to be
based on Old Syriac manuscripts revised in the light of the Greek
textual tradition which crystallized later into the Byzantine text.
Omissions in the Old Syriac text are repaired and sentences are refined
in other ways to conform with Greek manuscripts. Like the Latin
Vulgate in the West, the Peshitta made its way into favour gradually in
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the East. The older view of scholars that this Version was a second-
century one is now universally discarded.

J. H. Ropes (The beginnings of Christianity, 111) shows that in Acts
the Peshitta preserves many Old Syriac readings in a text not unlike
that of the old uncial Greek manuscripts.

The Philoxenian and Harklean Versions

It has been debated often whether the Version produced by Polycarp
for Bishop Philoxenus in 508 was re-edited in 616 by Thomas,
sometimes said to be bishop of Harkel (the latter doing no more than
adding marginal notes in the light of a few Greek manuscripts), or
whether Thomas made a complete revision of the Philoxenian Version,
noting in addition important variants from the text. On the latter view,
Polycarp’s Version is lost except for the manuscripts of the lesser
Catholic epistles and Revelation, the textual value of which has been
variously assessed. In the light of Philoxenus’ commentary on John this
latter view is the more probable (cf. Vésbus, op. cit. pp. 110 ff.). On
any view, all are agreed that the marginal readings of the Harklean in
Acts lend most valuable support to the western text-type of this book.

The Palestinian Syriac Version

The Palestinian Syriac (or Christian-Palestinian—Aramaic) Version
is represented by three eleventh- or twelfth-century manuscripts of
lectionary fragments of the Gospels, Acts and Pauline epistles. The
lectionary was based on or adapted to a Greek one. The date of this
Version is variously given between the fourth and sixth centuries. The
text, especially of the Synoptic Gospels, has affinity with the Palestinian
tradition, particularly with the Caesarean text, though it preserves some
ancient Syriac readings.

The Old Latin Version(s)

The origin of the Old Latin translation of the New Testament is un-
known; it is usually sought in North Africa or in Syrian Antioch,
rather than in Rome, where the church used Greek during the first two
centuries A.D. Pope Victor, ¢. 190, used Latin for his treatises, according
to Jerome, and Novatian, ¢. 200-60, did the same; Milan rather than
Rome was the first see to adopt Latin for its liturgy. However, as
Souter says, ‘Society from top to bottom was bilingual in Italy, and
Greek and Latin were referred to usually by the simple phrase “both
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languages”.” Though Greek was the official language for the church at
Rome for so long, elsewhere in Italy the need for translations into Latin
may have been more pressing. The presence of Latin-speaking Chris-
tians at Pompeii before the city was destroyed in A.D. 79 may be
suggested by the palindrome-anagram written as a square, Rotas-
Opera-Tenet-Arepo-Sator, which possibly means ‘A Pater noster O’
written as a cross with ‘n’ as the centre. More recent scholars like
G. Bardy and C. Mohrmann support the view that Latin translations
were made first at Rome; at least a case for Italy being their place of
origin can be made. Some of the translators, it is true, knew Semitic
languages and the western scribe(s) of Acts had a dangerously small
knowledge of Hebrew. This, however, does not prove that the Latin
translations originated in Antioch, for converted Jews withaknowledge
of Hebrew or Aramaic probably helped with the translations far from
Palestine, producinga superficial resemblance to the Old Syriac Version.

The close agreement of the New Testament text used by Cyprian
with that of &, Bobbiensis, has been urged as a plea for the North African
origin of the Old Latin texts. Probably, however, translations into
Latin were made in several places and by many hands. ‘In the early
days of the faith’, wrote Augustine, ‘everyone who happened to get
possession of a Greek manuscript and who thought that he had any
facility in both languages, however slight it might be, ventured to
translate it’ (De Doce. Christ. 2. 11. 16).

It is possible, as Lietzmann suggested, that the earliest Latin version
of Paul’s epistles was made by Marcionites at Rome hoping to convert
the uneducated. To judge from von Soden’s study of the text of Paul
in Marcion and Tertullian, Marcion’s text was not based on an African
translation but a European; and the Marcionite and Catholic transla-
tions were independent one of another.

Lists of the manuscripts of the Old Latin Version may be found else-
where, for example, Souter’s Greek Testament (2nd ed., 1947,
pp- xviii fl.) and Streeter, The Four Gospels (1926, p. 606).

There are two, or possibly three, main types of Old Latin texts:
(i) the European, a b ¢ d {2 and ¢ (Gospels), d gig. (Acts), d g (Paul),
ffm (Catholic epistles), g (Rev.); (ii) the African ke (Gospels), r
(Paul), z (the rest of the New Testament); and possibly (iii) the Italian,
if Augustine’s text of the De Doct. Christ. originally had ‘Itala’ and if
he was not referring to the later Latin Vulgate when he used the term.
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It is impossible to decide whether the European and African text-
types stem from the same roots; some evidence suggests that the same
translations lie at the base of each: for example, Mark ix. 15 cited above;
but we must note that this was a Tatianic variant and those who allow
for the influence of the Diatessaron on western manuscripts would
attribute this transposition of letters or error here to Tatian. At the
same time, there are wide divergences between the two types that far
outweigh any resemblances.

According to Jiilicher in his study of the Old Latin text of Acts, based
on gig. and Cyprian’s citations, a revision of the Old Latin on the basis
of a Greek manuscript was made ¢. 350. Solecisms and barbarisms were
removed; the youthful Augustine with his fastidious taste for classical
Latin was offended before his conversion at the crudity of such Old
Latin texts as he knew; in later years he grew to love the Old Latin
Version, which he quoted as impartially as he quoted the Vulgate, just
as in our day one may quote the Authorized Version or Revised
Version (or Revised Standard Version) indifferently. In time the Latin
Vulgate tide swept the Old Latin Version(s) into remote nooks and
corners of the empire in the West, where it lasted for 500 years after
Jerome’s revision, the Vulgate, was made.

The Coptic Persions

Christianity probably reached Egypt before the end of the first century,
though Eusebius does not relate the history of the church there before
the time of Bishop Demetrius (188-231); but the discovery of the
Greek New Testament papyri in Egypt dated to the second or third
century (especially 52, 1547 and P*8), and of the Gnostic library at
Nag Hammadi as well as the work of Gnostic writers such as Valentinus
and Heracleon, all point to the introduction of Christianity into
Alexandria at least before the second century began.

The Sahidic Version (Cop’®): Between 1911 and 1924 G. Horner
published the then known fragments of the New Testament in the
southern dialect, making of them a patchwork which covered most of
the New Testament. Since then other manuscripts in this and similar
dialects have been found, such as the early-seventh-century Chester
Beatty Coptic papyri of John and the beginning of Matthew, and the
fourth- or fifth-century fragments of John i. 12—xx. 20 in sub-Achmimic
(published by Sir H. Thompson in 1924). A papyrus codex of Acts,
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written ¢. 310 with Deuteronomy and Jonah oddly included; the
Chester Beatty Coptic text of Acts; the other Beatty Coptic text of the
Pauline epistles; two ninth-century manuscripts containing Paul and
Hebrews which were discovered at Harmouli ; another Harmouli manu-
script of the same date with the text of the Catholic epistles, are all
among the recent discoveries.

The need for a Coptic translation from Greek was felt sooner in
southern Egypt than in the north; the life of Antony, which records
his conversion after hearing a lesson in church from Matt. xix. 21,
suggests that he heard it read in Coptic ¢. 270. The monks of Pacho-
mius, ¢. 320, must also have needed the Scriptures in translation.

In the Gospels Cop** sides not only with the B-type of text but also
with the ‘pre-Caesarean’, having some of the western readings which
this group contains; the more aberrant variants of D are absent; the
same tendency to side with D but not to include its wilder additions is
found in Acts. For the rest of the New Testament Cop*® agrees more
with the B-type of text.

The Bohairic Version (Cop®): The manuscripts of this Version are
numerous but comparatively late. G. Horner published a text based on
the then known fragments between 1898 and 1905. Since then, a ninth-
century catena of the Gospels has come to light and there are fragments
of tenth-century Gospel codices; codices of Acts and Paul are of even
later date.

A fragment of a parchment codex of the Pauline epistles from Deir
al-Bala’izah, near Assiut, of the fourth or fifth century, lends colour to
the view that the Bohairic Version may have influenced some of the
readings in the sub-Achmimic Gospel of John already mentioned; yet
many scholars are reluctant to date Cop®® as early as the middle of the
third century and some still urge a seventh- or eighth-century date for
the Version.

Textually, Cop®® agrees closely with the B-type of text, especially
with ‘secondary’ Alexandrian manuscripts.

The precise relationship between Cop*®* and Cop® is still undeter-
mined.

For the remains of the New Testament in other Egyptian dialects,
Achmimic and Fayyumic, cf. B. M. Metzger, The evidence for the
Versions, in M. M. Parvis and A. Wikgren’s New Testament manuscript
studies, 1950,
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Other Versions

Among the more important of the other Versions, which include the
Ethiopic, Arabic, Gothic, Nubian, Sogdian, Old Slavicand Persian, are
the Armenian and Georgian.

Manuscripts of the Gospels and printed editions of the Armenian
Version are based on a text or texts going back to a translation from the
Greek but containing echoes of Syriac phrases; the affinity of the text
(for the Gospels) is with the Caesarean clan, cf. E. C. Colwell (7%
Journal of Religion, xvil (1937), 48-61) and the present writer
(J.T.S. xuin1 (1942), 161—7). At the same time a study of the Gospel
citations in Armenian Fathers, such as that carried out by S. Lyonnet in
1950, shows that Agathangelos, Koriun, Eznik, Pseudo-Gregory, John
Mandakuni and others used earlier translations from the Syriac rather
than the Greek. Though no manuscript of this early Version survives, it
may be cited as Arm! as opposed to that based on Greek manuscripts
(Arm?). Research also on the oldest ritual manuscript, the Rituale
Armenorum, confirms this view. It is not yet clear how far the basic
Syriac texts of Arm! depended on a Diatessaron or on a text like that of
Syr¥et; while Lyonnet favours the theory of an Armenian Diatessaron,
Véobus rejects it. While, therefore, Lazar of Pharpi’s view must be set
aside that the first Armenian version of the New Testament was made
from the Greek and the other Armenian tradition of Koriun and Moses
of Chorene must be accepted, that it was made from Syriac sources, yet
the study of the extant Greek-based manuscripts is by no means value-
less if it throws light on the spread of manuscripts of Caesarean character
through Cappadocia into Armenia.

The study of the Old Georgian Version is proceeding apace; as this
Version was based very largely on the Old Armenian, it will be of great
value in throwing additional light on the Armenian evidence. It may be
noted that a Caesarean element has been found in the best and earliest
Gospel manuscript, Adysh, written in 897, and in the other Georgian
textual strata represented by the Thet’ manuscript (995) and the Opiza
manuscript (913). The Gospels have been edited by R. P. Blake in the
Patrologia Orientalis with a Latin translation; Mark, P.O. xX, 3 (1929);
Matthew, xx1v, 1 (1933); John, xxv1, 4 (1950); cf. M. Briére’s edition
of Luke, xxvi1, 3 (1955).

For the other Versions, reference may be made to M. M. Parvis and

41

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



From the Fathers to the Reformation

A. Wikgren, New Testament manuscript studies (1950), pp. 45 fl. (by
B. M. Metzger) and to A. V36bus, Early versions of the New Testament

(1954), pp- 133 fl. and 243 ff.

THE CANON

The Old Testament formed the Scriptures of the earliest Christians;
gradually some Christian writings were placed on a par with it, not by
any decree of a council nor by the fiat of a pope or bishop but by the
common agreement of the faithful ; the spiritual intuition of the Church
came slowly to decide which of its writings should be regarded as
‘canonical’ (the word ‘canon’ from meaning a rod or bar, a rule or
model, was applied to a rule of doctrine or practice and to a list of
accepted and recognized books). The early history of the growth of the
Canon of the New Testament is lost in obscurity. Three steps may be
assumed to have been taken before the process was complete. (a) A
Christian writing was found helpful and inspiring. (6) It became a
recognized and authoritative source of Church teaching, accepted
locally as such. (c) It was considered apostolic, either because it was
connected with the apostles themselves or with ‘apostolic men’ pre-
sumed to have been in their circle, or because it was accepted in sees
which traced their connection with the apostles. A work which had a
strong claim (even if unfounded, according to many modern scholars)
to have been written by one of the twelve apostles, for example, the
Gospels of Matthew and John, would be likely to win recognition asan
authoritative book sooner than others. The problem is complicated by
lack of evidence. It has been suggested, for example, that Valentinus
the Gnostic was himself the author of the recently discovered ‘Gospel
of Truth’. Even if this were so, it could not be inferred that every New
Testament citation in this work proves the book to which it belongs to
have been for him in class (¢) above, rather than in (@) or (4). ‘ Valen-
tinus’ may allude to Rev. ii. 17, iii. 12, v. 3-8 and xiv. 1, without proving
more than that Revelation was known in his circle and found helpful.
To be helpful and inspiring a work threw light on the life, character and
teaching of Christ or of his early followers and it harmonized with all
that was known of God as seen in Christ and in them; the spiritual
intuition of the Church rightly rejected the apocryphal Gospels from
the accepted list of books, because they failed on both counts. But a work
which won acceptance under (), (4) and (c) in one locality might not
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do so for many years, if at all, throughout the whole Church. The
Shepherd of Hermas was accepted by Clement of Alexandria and Origen
and included in the Clermont list; fragments of it in Coptic and scraps
in Middle Persian among the Manichean texts at Turfan attest its
popularity. It was included in Codex Sinaiticus, and Athanasius said
that it was helpful to converts but not canonical (cf. De Inc. 3, ad
Afros, 5), and Eusebius placed it among the disputed books. In the West,
the Muratorian canonist excluded it, as did Tertullian but not Irenaeus;
the Pseudo-Cyprianic Adversus Aleatores quotes it as divine Scripture.
Similarly the Epistle of Barnabas wasaccepted by Clement of Alexandria
and Origen and included in Codex Sinaiticus; the Clermont list places
it after the Catholic epistles; Jerome ascribed it to Barnabas but denied
that it was part of Scripture. Again, the Revelation of Peter seems to
have been accepted by the Muratorian canonist and by Clement of
Alexandria, though not by Hippolytus; Eusebius placed it among the
disputed books. The Clermont list includes it, but prefaces its name
with a line, which may mean that it stands in a different category from
the books already mentioned in the list. According to Sozomen in
Palestine in the middle of the fifth century it was used as a lectionary
each Good Friday. These works are instances of the literature which
neatly became ‘canonical’ but which the good sense of the Church
rejected in the end.

The Pauline epistles, the earliest Christian writings, were largely
occasional letters, written to meet the needs of particular readers. It is
not known how collections of them came to be made. Two theories
have been advanced. () Paul’s letters were copied and circulated to
neighbouring churches, cf. Col. iv. 16. As time went on small collec-
tions grew into larger ones until eventually the thirteen or fourteen
(i.e. without or with Hebrews) became recognized as forming the
Pauline canon. A local church might have copies of Romans, I Corin-
thians and Ephesians before A.D. 70, all the rest except the Pastorals and
Hebrews by A.D. 100 and the Pastorals by A.p. 120 or 130. With such
a theory of gradual growth the name of Harnack is often associated.
(8) E. J. Goodspeed, J. Knox and C. L. Mitton have urged strongly
that the Pauline epistles were, as a collection, unknown for a generation
after Paul’s death until c. A.D. 9o when a Pauline canon was put out,
headed by Ephesians, the work of a Pauline disciple, as an introductory
epistle. This collection was probably made in or near Ephesus and
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possibly by Onesimus, Philemon’s slave, who probably became bishop
of Ephesus later. It may be that the ‘publication’ of Acts (which shows
no knowledge of the extant Pauline epistles), c. A.D. 80, revived interest
in the figure of Paul and led to the formation of a Pauline canon. If
Ephesians is dated after c. A.D. 9o, it may be significant that it and other
works of that or of a later date show acquaintance with Paul’s epistles,
the author of Ephesians knows the other nine letters (Hebrews and the
Pastorals being excluded) and his work is known to the authors of
Revelation, Hebrews, / Clement, 1 Peter, the Fourth Gospel, to
Ignatius, Polycarp, to the author of James, to Marcion, the Pastoral
writer and to the author of II Peter. These eleven writers know not
only Ephesians but also most of the other nine Pauline letters, though
we cannot be certain that ‘Revelation’ used II Corinthians or II Thes-
salonians, that ‘ Heb.” used II Thessalonians or Philemon, that 7 Clemen:
used Colossians, I and II Thessalonians or Philemon, that I Peter used
II Corinthians, Philippians, Colossians or Philemon, that Polycarp
used Colossians or Philemon or that James used II Corinthians,
Colossians, II Thessalonians or Philemon. The argument from silence
is precarious and the findings of the Oxford Committee, The New
Testament in the Apostolic Fathers, 1905, on the positive evidence were
somewhat too cautious. It should be added that on the evidence of that
Committee the three Pastoral letters were just possibly known to
Barnabas and possibly to Ignatius; I and II Timothy probably to
Polycarp; I Timothy just possibly and Titus possibly to 7 Clement.
Here again the Committee was probably overcautious; W. L. Knox
has argued convincingly that Ignatius knew II Timothy, which in turn
shows knowledge of Acts. It seems striking that whereas the author of
Acts, no doubt Luke, did not have a collection of Paul’s letters, the
eleven early writers between c. A.D. 9o and 125 did so.

Polycarp, whose date, according to P. N. Harrison, is A.D. 135 for
the bulk of his epistle and who, according to others, may be dated ten
or fifteen years earlier, knew without any doubt I Peter, which he
quoted fully as if it were an authoritative document at least in his local
church, i.e. belonging at least to class (6) above. Like Clement of Rome,
it is possible that he knew Acts but it is not at all certain that he knew
Hebrews, as Clement of Rome did (without attributing it to Paul).
Polycarp’s knowledge of the Pauline letters is mentioned above.

Marcion’s influence on the Canon has been variously estimated.
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(i) According to Harnack, whose edition of the text of Marcion (1924)
is the standard one, Marcion’s influence was profound. His mutilated
gospel of Luke and bowdlerized edition of ten Pauline epistles was the
first New Testament Canon, which had a creative effect on the canon
accepted later by the Great or Catholic Church. But this, like much
that Harnack wrote about Marcion, gives the schismatic too much
credit. From the early days of the Church, the conception of canonicity
was not unknown, at least in connection with the Old Testament. The
sayings of the Lord had had for Paul a final authority, carefully
distinguished from his own advice, cf. I Cor. vii. 10, 12, 25, 40;
I Thess. iv. 14; Ignatius, Philad. 8. 2. It may be that Marcion acceler-
ated the tendency of Christians to place Paul’s epistles on a par with
the written Gospels and the Old Testament, but the tendency was
already there, cf. Ignatius, Philad. 5. 1 ‘taking refuge in the Gospel as
the flesh of Jesus and in the Apostles as the presbytery of the Church’.
(It is uncertain whether ‘Gospel’ here means a written one.) Cf.
Polycarp 12. 1, ‘As it is said in these Scriptures, Be ye angry and sin
not, and, Let not the sun set on your wrath’. II Pet. iii. 15—16 puts a
collection of Pauline letters alongside ‘the other scriptures’, i.e.
probably the Gospels and Old Testament; this work is probably to be
dated c. A.D. 12§—35. II Peter may have given ‘the other scriptures’
class (8) status, and Paul’s letters, such as he had, class (@) only. The
other theory (ii) is preferable to Harnack’s, namely, that Marcion
selected from the Christian writings that were known in Pontus, Asia
and Rome to be both helpful and authoritative and by excision and
emendation he adapted some of them to suit his own anti-Semitic and
biblical-Gnostic views.

The Latin Marcionite Prologues to Paul’s epistles, found in many
Latin Vulgate manuscripts, but in no Old Latin manuscript, were
recognized as Marcionite by de Bruyne. Their order in the Marcionite
Apostolicon was as follows:

Galatians are Greeks. These accepted the word of truth first from the
apostle but after his departure were tempted by false apostles to turn to the
Law and to circumcision. The apostle recalls these men to the faith of truth
[cf. 1T Thess. ii. 13], writing to them from Ephesus.

Corinthians are Achaeans. These also likewise heard the word of truth from
the apostle and were perverted variously by false apostles, some by the wordy
eloquence of philosophy, others led on by the sect of the Jewish Law. The
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apostle recalls these men to the true and evangelical wisdom, writing to them
from Ephesus [by Timothy].

Romans are in the region of Italy. These were reached beforehand by false
apostles and under the name of our Lord Jesus Christ had been led on to the
Law and the Prophets. The apostle recalls these men to the true and evan-
gelical faith, writing to them from Athens.

Thessalonians are Macedonians in Christ Jesus, who having accepted the
word of truth, persevered in the faith even under persecution from their own
citizens; and moreover they did not accept what was said by false apostles.
The apostle congratulates these men, writing to them from Athens.

Laodiceans are of Asia. These, having accepted the word of truth, per-
severed in the faith. The apostle congratulates these men, writing to them
from Athens.

Colossians; these also, like the Laodiceans, are of Asia. They too had been
reached beforehand by false apostles, and the apostle himself does not come
to them; but he corrects them also by a letter; for they had heard his word
from Archippus, who also accepted a ministry to them. So the apostle, already
in bonds, writes to them from Ephesus.

Plilippians are Macedonians. These having accepted the word of truth
persevered in the faith and they did not receive false apostles. The apostle
congratulates these men,writing to them from prison at Rome by Epaphroditus.

To Philemon he composes a private letter by Onesimus his slave. But he
writes to him from Rome out of prison.

The Marcionite ‘ Laodiceans’ is Ephesians. Marcion thus rejected the
Old Testament and issued his version of Luke and ten Pauline epistles;
the Great Church was impelled to include among its recognized books
not less than Marcion had done, but more. Yet though Marcion’s canon
was closed, the list of authoritative books in a centre of church life
¢. 150 was not closed yet; the Montanist heresy, not the Marcionite,
impelled the Church towards closing its canon. Just as Old Testament
prophecy ‘ceased with Ezra’ and the Canon was closed in effect with
him, so the Christian Church began to close its Canon in the face of the
fantastic prophetic claims of Montanism.

Justin became a Christian probably in Asia and towards the middle
of the second century went to Rome. He used the four Gospels, refer-
ring to them as the ‘memoirs of the apostles’, relying chiefly on
Matthew and least of all on John, which, as Streeter suggested, he may
have been seeking to introduce to the West. For there was a remarkable
reluctance in many quarters to accept the Fourth Gospel, owing perhaps
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to a preference for Mark’s chronology or to a doubt about the apostolic
origin of this Gospel or to a failure to realize that the Fourth Evangelist
was using terms that suggested Gnosticism as weapons with which to
combat it; no doubt he gave these ‘memoirs’ class (4) status and since
in the liturgy at Rome they were read together with lections from the
Old Testament, they were beginning there to acquire class () status
also. He would probably have classed Paul’s letters in class (@), i.e. as
helpful and inspiring, but though he knew Romans, 1 Corinthians,
Galatians, Ephesians and Colossians, he hesitated, no doubt, to quote
them (he does not even quote Paul by name in any extant work) for
fear of appearing tarred with the Marcionite brush. He knew ‘ Hebrews’,
but in common with those in the West he would have given it only
class (@) status and not connected it with Paul. On the other hand he
would have given Revelation class () status at least, for he speaks of it
as ‘a Revelation made to a man named John, one of the apostles of
Christ’; he accepted its claim to inspiration. The work of his pupil
Tatian has been mentioned above. His careful mosaic of the Four
Gospels with only an occasional reference to an apocryphal New
Testament work shows that he felt free to alter the text to suit his
purposes and yet that he attached greater value to these four than to
any other Gospels; for Tatian they had at least class (5) status. Eusebius,
who did not know Tatian’s work at first hand, says that he dared to
alter some of the apostle’s expressions with a view to correcting the
style in which they were composed. If so, he gave the same status to
Paul’s letters as Justin had.

The Anti-Marcionite Prologues are sometimes dated c. A.p. 160.
They are found in twelve Latin manuscripts of Mark, thirty-three of
Luke, and ten of John, Luke’s being found also in Greek, the original
language of all three; Matthew’s is missing. Dom de Bruyne’s argu-
ments for their homogeneity and anti-Marcionite tendency convinced
Harnack, Lietzmann and F. L. Cross. One must contrast his arguments
in the Revue bénédictine, x1 (1928), 193 fI. with those of E. Gutwenger,
Theological Studies, viz (1946), 393 ff.; B. W. Bacon, Journal of Biblical
Literature, xxx11 (1913), 194 ff. and xL1x (1930), 43 ff.; and R. G.
Heard, Journal of Theological Studies, n.s. v1 (1955), 1 ff. It may be that,
after all, the prologues did not originally form one unit. Even if the
Marcan prologue echoes second-century western traditions, the Lucan
seems dependent on Irenaeus and belongs to the third century, though
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it may well incorporate some accurate biographical details about Luke;
the Johannine prologue may be as late as the fifth or sixth century, the
text of it being very corrupt. They run:

...Mark related, who was called curt-fingered, because his fingers were
rather short in relation to the size of the rest of his body. He was Petet’s
interpreter. After the departure [death?] of Peter himself, this same man wrote
the gospel in the regions of Italy.

Luke is a Syrian of Antioch, a physician by trade, who was a disciple of
apostles and later followed Paul until his martyrdom. He served the Lord
without distraction, unmarried, childless, and he fell asleep at the age of
eighty-four in Boeotia, full of the Holy Spirit. When the gospels were already
in existence (that according to Matthew written in Judaea, that according to
Mark in Italy), this man was impelled by the Holy Spirit and wrote this whole
gospel in the regions of Achaia. He makes plain by the preface this very
point, that before him other gospels had been written, and that it was neces-
sary to set forth for the believers from among the Gentiles the accurate
narrative of the dispensation, that they should not be distracted by the Jewish
fables nor miss the truth through deception by heretical and vain fantasies.
We received therefore as most necessary immediately at the beginning the
birth of John, who is the beginning of the gospel, in that he was a forerunner
of the Lord and a partaker both in the preparation of the gospel and in the
plan of baptism and the fellowship of the Spirit. A prophet among the twelve
calls to mind this dispensation. And afterwards the same Luke wrote the Acts
of the Apostles; and later John the Apostle from among the Twelve wrote
the Apocalypse on the island of Patmos, and, after this, the gospel.

The gospel of John was shown forth and given to the churches by John
while still in the body, as Papias of Hierapolis, a cherished disciple of John,
has recorded in his exoterica [exegeseis?], that is, in his last five books. For he
wrote the gospel while John dictated it aright. But Matcion the heretic, when
he had been rejected by him owing to his contrary opinions, was expelled by
John. He had in fact brought writings or letters to him from the brethren who
were in Pontus.

For the years A.D. 180—230 the position about the Canon becomes
clearer; to take the centres of church life in turn:

Alexandria: Clement (fI. A.D. 200) accepted the four Gospels and
took Acts to be written by Luke; he knew, but did not give scriptural
value to, the Gospel according to the Hebrews and the Gospel according
to the Egyptians. He accepted Hebrews among the Pauline letters, which
included the Pastorals; we are reminded that 34, the third-century
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Chester Beatty papyrus, (alone) places Hebrews immediately after
Romans, i.e. prominently among the letters sent to churches. He
accepted also I Peter, I and II John and Jude; also 7 Clerment (Codex A
includes 7 and 7/ Clement at the end) and Barnabas (which is included
in Codex Sinaiticus); also the Revelation of John and that of Peter; the
Preaching of Peter and the Shepherd of Hermas; and he quotes the
Didacke once as Scripture.

Origen, his successor as head of the Catechetical School (f. 230),
distinguished between the accepted books and the disputed books of
the New Testament; among the former he put the four Gospels, the
fourteen Pauline letters (i.e. including Hebrews, though, as he said,
‘who wrote it, God knows’), Acts, I Peter, I John and Revelation.
Among the disputed books he placed James, which he is the first of the
Fathers to mention by name, II and III John, Jude, II Peter, Barnabas
and also the Shepherd of Hermas, about which he strikes a rather
apologetic note (Eus. 4.e. 3. 3. 6). Though he was of a more critical
turn of mind than Clement, he may be said to have had a full canon,
for the ‘disputed” books belonged to it no less than the accepted; cf.
Codex Sinaiticus ().

Syria: The Diatessaron and perhaps the Acts were accepted and some
of the Pauline epistles; even later the church here was most conserva-
tive; about 350, according to the Teaching of Addai, the Law, Prophets
and Gospel were read before the people, the letters of Paul and Acts
‘and along with them shall you read nothing else besides’; the Gospel
was the Diatessaron. No doubt the situation before 230 was the same.

Western: (i) European. The Muratorian Canon, published by L. A.
Muratori in 1740, exists in an eighth-century copy in Latin done by an
ignorant scribe, but it is based on a Greek original c. 180200 which
was probably translated into Latin after the fourth century; whether it
was the work of Victor or of Hippolytus or someone else, it seems to
give a list of books accepted in Italy before A.p. 200. The opening is
lost but Luke is called the third book of the Gospel; after Luke, John is
dealt with at length, as though it needed a defence (Hippolytus wrote
such a defence, which implies local attacks on it); then come ‘the Acts
of all the Apostles’, the thirteen Pauline epistles (including the Pastorals,
but excluding Hebrews); ‘Laodiceans’ and ‘Alexandrians’ are men-
tioned but rejected. Jude is included (with the word sane’, ‘indeed’,
which may imply some local doubts), I and II John, Wisdom, the
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Revelation of John and the Revelation of Peter ‘which some reject’ for
lectionary purposes.

Hebrews is not mentioned, for though it was well known in the
West, for example to Clement of Rome, it was not considered Pauline
or scriptural until the time of Hilary of Poitiers. The omission of I Peter
is surprising, especially as Hippolytus accepted it along with I and
II John and the Revelation of John; Zahn emended the text of the
Muratorianum, line 72, to read ‘ One epistle of Peter which alone we
accept’, supposing that thirteen letters have dropped out from the
Greek ‘original’, and P. Katz emended lines 68 f. to run ‘of the afore-
mentioned John two [epistles] in addition to the Catholics are held’
(J.T.S. 1957, pp- 273 £.); Victor of Rome knew two letters of John
certainly. It is possible that ITI John was bound up with and considered
part of IT John but this is unlikely in view of the fact, to which Harnack
drew attention, that the Latin translator of III John is not the same as
that of I and II John; presumably there was a time in the West when
only I and II John were in use; probably the Muratorian canonist did
not include 111 John.

Irenaeus (/1. A.p. 180) had moved as a young man from Asia to Gaul;
he is the first to write explicitly of a ‘New’ Testament (A4dv. kaer. 4. 9.
1) which was now being placed alongside *the old covenant’ to which
Paul had referred (II Cor. iii. 14). Irenaeus could counter the Gnostic
claim to possess secret traditions with the open tradition of the bishops
of Rome and Ephesus, for both sees could claim to have had apostolic
foundation. He could maintain that it was impossible for the Gospels
to be more or fewer than the four, though his arguments from the four
regions of the world, the four winds or the four faces of the Cherubim
are unconvincing (Adv. haer. 3. 1. 1). It is unnecessary henceforth to
note the acceptance of the four Gospels. For Irenaeus, the Pauline
epistles had also status () and () and were on their way to acquiring
status (c); he ranks them with the Old Testament though he does not
preface any of his 200 and more citations from them with the words
“Scripture says’. He cites them all except Philemon. In 4dv. Aaer. 4. 16.
2 he seems to cite Jas. ii. 23; if so, he cites all the Catholic epistles
except II Peter and III John. He was familiar with Hebrews but took
the western view that it was not Pauline. He quoted Revelation often,
taking it to be by John ‘the disciple of the Lord’, in his view the
beloved disciple. He accepted Acts too on the guarantee of the Pauline
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letters, whereas Tertullian accepted the latter on the guarantee of the
former.

Hippolytus (fI. 200), whether or not the author of the Muratorian
Canon, in his extant works shows familiarity with the whole of our
canon except Philemon, II and III John and Jude, though he cited
Jas. i. 1 as though it came from Jude. His defence of Revelation has
been noted already.

(i) African. In A.D. 180, when Christians on trial at Scili were asked
what they had in their church chest, Speratus replied: ‘ The books and
the letters of Paul, a righteous man.” ‘ The books’ probably meant the
Prophets and the Gospels.

Tertullian, fI. 200, as a lawyer took a legal view of the New Testa-
ment ‘instrumentum’; he accepted the thirteen letters of Paul as an
‘apostolicum instrumentum’, but he attributed Hebrews to Barnabas.
His ‘instrumentum Johannis’ included the Fourth Gospel, I John and
Revelation, which he attributed to John the Apostle. Both the Old and
the New Testaments were to him divine Scripture, so that he could
speak of the ‘instrumentum utriusque testamenti’. His penchant for
tracing apostolic descent can be seen in his saying that the church in
Rome ‘associates the Law and the Prophets with the evangelical and
apostolic books’ (praescr. 36). He seemsalso to have valued the Shepherd
of Hermas, but later in life he rejected it because of its ‘laxity’ towards
post-baptismal sin.

By ¢. 200 the broad outline of the Canon had become clear.

During the third and fourth centuries the tendency was to stress the
criterion of apostolicity; an exception was Dionysius of Alexandria
(fl. 250), who accepted Revelation in his ‘canon’ but rejected it as
being not by John, the author of John and I John, in a most scholarly
dissertation based on considerations of style and thought (Eus. 4.e. 7.
2§. 17-27).

Eusebius of Caesarea (fI. 325) gave his own views (he. 3. 25),
distinguishing between the accepted books (the Gospels, Acts, Pauline
letters including Hebrews, I John and I Peter), the disputed books
(James, Jude, II Peter, II and III John), and the rejected books (the
Acts of Paul, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Revelation of Peter, Barnabas,
the Didacke, the Gospel of the Hebrews and ‘the Revelation of John, if
it seem proper, which some as I said reject, but which some class with
the accepted books”). His ‘canon’ was made up of the accepted and
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disputed books. In addition he knew several apocryphal works, such as
the Gospels of Peter and of Thomas.

The Coptic Version included all the books in our modern canon, the
Sahidic Version including also the Skepherd and I Clement and (with the
Achmimic) the 4cts of Paul. In his famous Festal letter of 367 Athana-
sius gave a list of books which coincides with those in our canon, but
putting the fourteen Pauline letters before Revelation. His acceptance
of Revelation was followed by Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of
Nyssa; but Gregory of Nazianzen and Chrysostom rejected it.
Athanasius favoured the reading of the Didache and the Shepherd for
edification; but by 367 he had given up the Shepherd. His list may be
compared with that known as the Clermont list, from the sixth-century
Codex Claromontanus, which probably gives the accepted usage of
Egypt c. 320. In error, no doubt, a scribe has omitted Philippians, I and
I1 Thessalonians and probably Hebrews. The seven Catholic epistles
are marked with a line, probably denoting a paragraph and difference
of authorship from Paul’s; a similar mark prefaces Barnabas, Revelation
and Acts and three similar marks stand before the Shepherd, the Acts of
Paul and the Revelation of Peter. This again may be compared with the
list of Codex Sinaiticus (X) c. 350, which has the books of our canon,
Acts being placed between the fourteen Pauline epistles and the
Catholic epistles, and which also has Barnabas and the Shepherd.

The Shepherd was never to be found among Syriac-speaking Chris-
tians, who remained on the whole conservative ; Aphraates’s Demonstra-
tions, ¢. 350, show knowledge of the Diatessaron as well as of the
Separated Gospels, fourteen Pauline letters, probably the apocryphal
I Corinthians also, and of Acts; Ephraem Syrus, who wrote a com-
mentary on III Corinthians, had the same ‘canon’. The Sinaitic Syriac
list of the same date included the Separated Gospels, Acts and fourteen
Pauline letters; “this is all’. Theodore of Mopsuestia’s ‘canon’ (fI. 420)
was the same. The Syriac Peshitta list, however, c. 410, included James,
I Peter and I John, the twenty-two books corresponding to the number
of letters in the Hebrew and Syriac alphabets. Chrysostom (/1. 380) and
Theodoret (f1. 440) had the same canon. In the Philoxenian Syriac the
Catholic epistles and Revelation were added, but Syr#! did not include
Revelation till its revision in the eleventh century. The position in the
East may be seen from the synod of Laodicea (c. 363), which forbade the
reading of uncanonical books and which, in its later fourth-century
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canon 6o, gives a list coinciding with our canon (except for Revelation);
or it may be seen from the list of Amphilochius of Iconium (1. 380); he
included Hebrews ‘which some mistakenly reject’; ‘of the Catholic
letters some say seven, others only three, one of James, one of Peter and
one of John’; ‘the Revelation of John some accept but the majority
call it uncanonical’.

For the views of Christians in the West during this period, the
Cheltenham list, discovered by Mommsen, may be quoted; it is believed
to show what the ‘canon’ was in North Africa ¢. 360. It includes the
Gospels, thirteen letters of Paul (i.e. not Hebrews), Acts, Revelation,
Letters of John three, and Letters of Peter two; after the last two items
a conservative scribe familiar with the ‘canon’ of Cyprian a century
earlier has written ‘one only’. It omits Hebrews and Jude. A generation
later than the Cheltenham canonist, the synod of Carthage in 397 in-
cluded Hebrews after the thirteen Pauline letters and allowed martyro-
logies to be read in church on martyrs’ feasts. By the time of the Council
of Carthage, Hebrews was included among the Pauline epistles; for
Ambrose, Rufinus, Jerome, and Augustine in his early days followed
the lead of Hilary in the West in accepting Hebrews, though Pelagius
rejected it and Ambrosiaster, and Augustine after 409, reckoned it
anonymous. Jerome consciously followed eastern rather than western
custom in accepting it. It was Jerome’s Vulgate and Augustine’s support
for Jerome (e.g. in the De Doct. Christ. 2. 12) which helped to establish
our canon. The so-called ‘Gelasian decree’, which is really of the sixth
century, follows the Vulgate.
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CHAPTER III

EARLY CHRISTIAN BOOK-
PRODUCTION: PAPYRI AND
MANUSCRIPTS

PREHISTORY OF THE CHRISTIAN BOOK:
PAPYRUS AND PARCHMENT

The discoveries of the present century have completely revolutionized
our ideas of the early Christian book and its ancestry. Handbooks
written thirty years ago, or even less, are now largely obsolete, and it
is only today that it is becoming possible to envisage the basic problems
which have still to be solved. This advance in knowledge has been all
the more dramatic because no early Christian writer has anything to tell
us about the way in which Christian, or indeed any, books were written
and circulated. Nor are pagan writers of the contemporary Graeco-
Roman world much more informative: in common with the general
paucity of technological literature, no treatise on ancient book-produc-
tion has come down to us, and we have had to glean what knowledge
we could from casual references and allusions, often incomplete or
ambiguous.

Now, however, the picture is altered to the extent that finds of
papyti, predominantly in Egypt, have provided us with hundreds of
specimens of works of literature produced during the period in which
Christian literature was born: and, still more recently, the astonishing
discoveries in the deserts of Palestine have revealed numerous examples
of the types of books and writing materials with which the earliest
members of the Church would have been familiar and which they would
have used themselves in daily life.

Three distinct types of writing material, papyrus, parchment, and
wooden tablets, contributed, though in very different ways, to the
formation of the Christian book, and all were in common use in
Palestine and most of the Near East during the first century A.D. The
first which we shall consider is papyrus. This legendary material, once
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used so widely throughout the whole of the ancient world that Pliny
describes it as co-existent with civilization, has, after its virtual eclipse
during the middle ages, once more become familiar through the tens of
thousands of examples which have come to light in Egypt, mainly
during the last hundred years. With the aid of these specimens, and
numerous modern experiments, we can now form a much better picture
of the method of its manufacture than we could from the locus classicus
in Pliny’s Natural History, in which he attempts to describe the process
in language which is neither as clear nor as precise as could be wished.

The papyrus plant, Cyperus Papyrus L., is a species of reed which
once grew in the greatest profusion in Egypt, particularly in the marshes
of the Nile Delta, and also in other parts of the Near East, including
Palestine, where it is still to be found in the neighbourhood of Lake
Huleh. Today, ironically, it has completely died out in Egypt, and can
only be seen there either in the Cairo Botanical Gardens or, immortal-
ized in stone, in the papyrus columns beloved of the Egyptian architect.
The plant grows with its roots submerged in water, from which the
jointless stem, triangular in section, rises to a height of 10-15 feet,
ending in a tuft of flowers. For the manufacture of papyrus the plant
was cut down and the stem was divided into sections, the length of
which determined the height of the papyrus roll which was to be made.
From these sections the outer rind was stripped off, and the soft pith,
while still fresh, cut lengthwise into thin strips. These strips were laid
side by side, slightly overlapping, on a hard surface, and a second layer
was laid over them, the strips running at right angles to those in the first
layer. The two layers were then consolidated by hammering and press-
ing, and then dried. The sheet thus formed was then trimmed, and the
surface smoothed with pumice and burnished with rounded polishers
of shell or ivory. Finally, a number of sheets were pasted together with
flour paste to make long lengths which were then rolled up for storage
or transport.

Newly made papyrus was white in colour, or nearly so, although it
yellowed with age, like paper. Dio Chrysostom (a.D. 30-117) records
how booksellers artificially ‘aged’ papyrus books by plunging them in
wheat, to yellow them and give them an appearance of antiquity.
Specimens now to be seen in museums vary in colour from a very pale
yellow or beige to a deep brown or purplish-black, the last-named being
characteristic of papyri which have been affected by damp and partially
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carbonized. On the whole, the thinnest and finest papyri are the earliest,
one New Kingdom specimen measured by Professor Cerny being only
o1 mm in thickness; by contrast, some papyri of the Byzantine period
are almost as thick and stiff as card.

The individual sheets of papyrus varied greatly, both in height and
width, the broadest sheets being considered the hall-mark of the finest
quality. According to Kenyon, an average size of sheet during the
Graeco-Roman period would be 25 cm high and 19 cm broad, the
former figure representing the height of the roll as finally made up. The
joins of the sheets were so skilfully made as to be almost invisible, and
certainly scribes paid little attention to them, carrying the writing
across the junctions without any apparent difficulty.

Papyrus was always rolled up in such a way that the horizontal fibres
were on the inside and thus not subjected to strain, while the vertical
fibres, which naturally had more ‘give’, were on the outside. The side
with the fibres running horizontally was the one intended to receive the
writing, and as such was more carefully smoothed and finished. It is
customary to describe this side as the ‘recto’ and the side with vertical
fibres as the ‘verso’ in order to distinguish them. It is an axiom of
papyrology that scribes always used the recto of the papyrus first, and
the verso was only written on, if at all, after the recto had been used. It
is very rare for the same work to be continued from the recto to the
verso; much more frequently the verso of a discarded roll was em-
ployed, as a cheaper form of writing material than new papyrus, for the
reception of a different work altogether, and lengthy tax-registers or
accounts, which would be discarded after a fairly limited period, formed
a prolific source of this second-class writing material. The famous roll
of Aristotle’s Constitution of Athens, for example, is written on the back
of a roll containing agricultural accounts.

Details of the development of Greek writing must be sought in the
manuals of palacography, but some idea of the general appearance of a
typical Greek book at the beginning of the Christian era may con-
veniently be given here, if only because it differed so greatly from the
book of today. The text consisted of a succession of columns of
writing, the lines of writing within the columns being parallel to the
length of the roll. To those familiar with the exquisite regularity of the
finest medieval manuscripts most papyti present a relatively unsophisti-
cated appearance. The Graeco-Roman scribe wrote entirely by eye,
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without the aid of any ruled lines either to guide the writing or to mark
the borders of the columns, which in fact often slope markedly from
left to right. Nor was much trouble taken to ‘justify’ the lines (to bring
them to a regular margin on the right), though a filling-mark (>)
was sometimes used for this purpose. Although it is sometimes stated
that scribes used the horizontal fibres of the papyrus as guides to
keeping their lines of writing straight, this is not borne out by the
papyri, which often show the scribe writing at a slight angle to the
fibres. The truth is that the fibres of the papyrus tend to mask defects in
straightness and regularity, whereas a smooth and fibreless material like
vellum highlights such imperfections.

In the columns of writing the text ran on continuously, without any
division of words and few, if any, accents or breathings and little or no
punctuation. Any kind of aids to the reader such as capital letters, italics,
divisions of text, cross-headings, title-pages, lists of contents, indexes,
footnotes, illustrations, bibliographies, etc., were entirely unknown. In
addition to these (to us) shortcomings, the physical difficulty of reading
from a roll has often been emphasized. The reader needed both hands
for the purpose, the right to hold the roll, the left to hold the initially
unrolled portion, and to roll it up as the reading proceeded. Cumber-
some though this sounds, long practice probably made it an automatic
process; certainly, as we shall see, ancient readers in general were in no
hurry to adopt what seems to us the infinitely more convenient codex
type of book. Finally, when the reader came to the end of the roll, he
had to re-roll it in the reverse direction in order to make it ready for the
next reader; as ancient authors never make mention of this essential
‘chore’ one suspects that it was left to servants or slaves.

Few subjects are more obscure than the methods of ancient book-
production. We do indeed hear of booksellers, and it is clear that pro-
duction on a commercial scale existed; for example, Cicero’s friend
Atticus was an active publisher and kept a large staff of slaves to produce
copies of books. And apart from individual publishers, the great
libraries such as that at Alexandria also functioned as centres of book-
production. But of practical procedure we know nothing for certain. It
has been confidently asserted, and just as energetically denied, that an
‘edition’ was produced by means of one person dictating the ‘copy’ to
a roomful of slaves writing simultaneously; but clearly dictation would
give no advantage in the case of single orders. Possibly both dictation
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and visual copying were employed according to the needs and circum-
stances of the case. How the scribe carried out his task is again a matter
for conjecture: there is virtually no evidence for the use of chairs, tables
or desks, and it would appear that the scribe sat on a stool or even on
the ground and rested the section of the roll on which he was writing on
his knee, holding the remainder of the roll with his free hand.

The date of the invention of papyrus is unknown, but its use in
Egypt can be traced back to the fourth millennium B.c., and it retained
its predominant position in that country until long after the Arab
conquest in 640—5. Although the decline and eventual extinction of the
papyrus industry in Egypt is generally ascribed to the rivalry of paper,
which finally replaced it in the tenth or eleventh century a.p., it is in
fact difficult to establish whether the dying out of the papyrus plant was
the result, or the cause, of the disappearance of the material. During the
whole of this immense period of time almost no change can be detected
in the method of manufacture, except a very gradual decline in quality.

From Egypt papyrus was exported, from a very early date and
certainly centuries before the Christian era, to many parts of the ancient
world, and the only reason why so few papyri have been found outside
Egypt is that apart from a few exceptions, such as the Dead Sea caves,
it is in Egypt alone (and then only in certain parts of the country) that
the soil and the climatic conditions are dry enough to enable it to
survive. A few papyri written in neighbouring countries have been
discovered in Egypt and give us valuable information about writing
habits in their countries of origin, but for the most part inferences have
to be drawn from, for example, linguistic evidence, representations on
monuments, impressions on clay sealings, and the like. In Assyria
papyrus was certainly in use as early as the eighth century B.c., since the
word used by the Assyrians to denote papyrus has been found in texts
of that date. This papyrus was no doubt imported from Egypt,
although some centuries later (perhaps under the Seleucids) the papyrus
plant was introduced into Mesopotamia and papyrus was presumably
manufactured there. Papyrus must have been equally well known in
Syria and Palestine, and in fact the Murabba‘at cave has produced a
Hebrew papyrus, written in Phoenician script, which has been ascribed
on palaeographical grounds to the seventh century B.c.—the oldest
Semitic papyrus in existence. In later centuries the conquests of
Alexander and the subsequent incorporation of Palestine in the empire
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of the Ptolemies, who ruled it from 304 to 200 B.c., must have greatly
fostered the use of papyrus imported from Egypt, and indeed a number
of Greek papyri written in Palestine in the middle of the third century
B.C. have come to light in Egypt.

Before we leave the subject of papyrus, two major misconceptions,
often reflected in older handbooks (and in some of more recent date),
must be cleared away. The first is the supposition that papyrus was
relatively expensive, and that its everyday use was restricted accord-
ingly. In fact, the prices which have come down to us suggest that a roll
of papyrus was by no means an expensive commodity; and in any case
the lavish manner in which papyrus was often used, with wide margins
and large unwritten areas, shows that the cost of the material was never
a limiting factor. Furthermore, although, as has been pointed out,
inscribed rolls or sheets of papyrus could easily be re-used either by
washing off the original writing or by writing on the verso, this expedient
was employed in only a minority of cases, and many discarded rolls
which could have been used in this way were thrown away on the
rubbish-heaps of Oxyrhynchus and elsewhere. The truth is that the
consumption of papyrus in the ancient world was on a scale which
almost passes belief. The celebrated Egyptian story of the travels of
Wen-Amon (c. 1090 B.C.) represents him as carrying §oo blank rolls of
papyrus ‘of the finest quality’ to Phoenicia to barter for wood. From
a papyrus account of 2§8/7 B.C. we learn that one section of the account-
ing staff of Apollonius, the Finance Minister of Ptolemy II, received and
used 434 rolls of papyrus in 33 days; this, moreover, was merely part of
the travelling staff which accompanied Apollonius on his tours of the
provinces, and not the permanent Treasury staff at Alexandria, the
requirements of which must have been infinitely greater.

Another misconception which it is equally necessary to dissipate is
the idea that papyrus is a particularly fragile material, of very limited
durability. It is true that papyri which have survived to the present day,
after centuries of desiccation, although they may be handled with
reasonable care, can be crushed to powder between the fingers. But all
the evidence indicates that in its original state papyrus was at least as
durable as the best hand-made paper, if not more so. This proposition
could be supported by numerous examples, of which only a few can be
quoted here. Pliny, for instance, speaks of having seen autograph letters
of the Gracchi, which must have been some 200 years old, while
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Galen mentions having handled rolls 300 years old without sug-
gesting that they were in any way fragile or that they were indeed
anything out of the common. The famous ‘find” of manuscripts of
Aristotle at Scepsis, where they had been hidden in a cellar to save them
from the attentions of the Attalid kings of Pergamum, was followed by
their transport to Athens, where they were seized by Sulla and carried
off as spoils of war to Rome, subsequently forming the basis of the
edition of Aristotle’s works by the philosopher Andronicus of Rhodes
in the middle of the first century B.c.: thus, despite their vicissitudes, the
manuscripts, which must have been on papyrus, remained usable for
over 250 years. Finally must be mentioned the specimens, rare it is true,
of papyri which have survived in Western Europe, the most ancient of
which are documents from Ravenna written in the fifth century A.p.;
although these papyri have been continuously above ground since the
time of their creation, they have survived to modern times without any
of the benefits of present-day conservation techniques. But the most
striking example of all of the durability of papyrus is of a different kind:
this is the fact that the Qumran leather scroll of Samuel (4QSam®), when
beginning to deteriorate, was strengthened on the back with a strip of
papyrus, which has helped to preserve it. Yet we are continually informed
that parchment and vellum are greatly superior to papyrus in durability !

The myth of the fragility of papyrus can thus be discarded once and
for all, and, as we shall see, other grounds must be sought for its
gradual replacement by parchment and vellum as the principal, and
eventually the sole, material for book-production.

At this point a few words may be said about pens and inks. The pen
used by the ancient Egyptians was a slender rush, Juncus maritimus, the
end of which was cut at an angle and then chewed in the mouth, pro-
ducing something like a very fine brush. With this simple implement
the Egyptians produced miracles of craftsmanship both in their hiero-
glyphic writing and their vignette illustrations. The Greeks, on the
other hand, invariably used, at least as early as the third century B.c., 2
reed with a much thicker stem, Phragmites aegyptiaca, the end of which
was cut to a point, forming a nib, which was then slit as in modern pens.
The Romans used the same reed-pen, which has remained in use in the
East down to the present time. Metal pens with split nibs have also been
found on Roman sites, perhaps as substitutes in areas where suitable
reeds were not available.
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The most ancient form of ink is undoubtedly that employed by the
ancient Egyptians from time immemorial, made from carbon, obtained
as lamp-black or soot, mixed with thin gum to hold it in suspension and
provide adhesion. The Egyptians used this in the form of solid cakes
which were ground up and mixed with water just like the present-day
Indian or Chinese ink. Owing to its totally inert composition this ink
is not subject to fading and, as the oldest Egyptian papyri prove, is
virtually everlasting. A later invention is the metallic-based ink, usually
made from an infusion of oak-galls mixed with green vittiol (iron
sulphate). This ink undergoes chemical changes which can, in course
of time, liberate minute quantities of sulphuric acid which may eat right
through the writing material. It has sometimes been suggested that
metallic inks were introduced specifically for writing on parchment, the
greasy surface of which gives poor adhesion for carbon inks, but this
explanation is not borne out by the evidence. Traces of metallic ink
have, for instance, been found on the Lachish ostraca of the sixth
century B.C., whereas the ink of the Dead Sea scrolls is mainly, if not
entirely, carbon. The Talmud prescribed the use of carbon ink for
writing the books of the Torah, and this practice has been followed for
writing the Torah down to the present day, although metallic ink came
into general use among Jews of the middle ages. Practically all Greek
papyri use carbon ink, but from the fourth century A.p., and perhaps
earlier, Greek parchment manuscripts used metallic ink: notable
examples of the use of metallic ink are the Codex Sinaiticus and the
Codex Alexandrinus; the latter has sustained serious damage as a result
of the ink eating through the parchment. The general canon enunciated
by Driver (Semitic Writing, 1954, p. 89) that carbon ink was used for
parchment and metallic ink for papyrus, however true it may be for
Semitic manuscripts, is almost exactly the reverse of the practice of the
Greek scribes.

The second basic type of writing material to be considered is the
group formed by leather, parchment and vellum. These must be taken
together, since they merely represent different methods of utilizing the
skins of the smaller quadrupeds, mainly sheep, goats and calves, for
writing material. The terms parchment and vellum are virtually in-
distinguishable, since though by derivation vellum means a preparation
from skins of calves, it is now customarily used as a generic term,
irrespective of the source of the material. Parchment (Latin pergamena)
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owes its name to the kings of Pergamum in Asia Minor, one of whom,
the bibliophile Eumenes II (197-158 B.C.), is credited with having
invented it during a temporary shortage of papyrus. Pliny quotes this
story on the authority of Cicero’s contemporary Varro, but our con-
fidence is somewhat shaken when he follows it up with another quota-
tion from Varro, to the effect that papyrus was invented after the
founding of Alexandria by Alexander the Great! However this may
be, parchment is a convenient term since it is not linked with any
particular animal, and it will accordingly be used in the succeeding
paragraphs.

The difficulty of differentiating between leather prepared for writing
and parchment is illustrated by describing the normal process of
manufacture, which has changed little over the centuries. After flaying,
the epidermis, with the hair or wool, is removed from the outer side of
the pelt, and the flesh from the inner, after soaking in a bath of lime.
This is followed, in the case of leather, by tanning; but for parchment
the skin, after liming, is washed, placed in a stretching frame, and
allowed to dry. It is then shaved on both sides with a heavy iron knife
to the required thickness, smoothed and whitened with pumice and
chalk, and finally trimmed. The fineness of the resulting product de-
pends upon the extent to which the reduction by shaving is pursued.
The skin or dermis consists of three layers, the outermost being known
from its granular appearance as the grain layer, the next one below,
containing the roots of the hair follicles, as the papillary layer, and the
innermost layer, next to the flesh, as the reticular layer or corium. In the
finest quality parchment the two outer layers are completely removed,
leaving only the reticular layer. Today, skins are split into layers by
machinery, but in antiquity the reduction had to be effected by laborious
scraping. Possibly it was this final reduction to the reticular layer which
constituted the innovation of Eumenes.

Parchment has two sides, known as the ‘hair side’ and the ‘flesh
side’. The hair side, which was originally towards the outside of the
skin, is clearly distinguishable in the coarser types of parchment by its
yellow colour, rougher surface, and clearly visible remains of the hair
roots. By contrast the flesh side, the original inner side, is whiter and
smoother. In the case of documents, therefore, where only one side of
the parchment has to be used, it is usual to write on the flesh side
because of its better appearance, much as the writer on papyrus used the
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recto. Despite the superiority of the flesh side, it is usually the hair side,
with its rougher and more absorbent surface, which holds the ink
better than the smooth and shiny flesh side, from which ink tends to
flake off. Often, when the leaves of an ancient manuscript are turned
over, revealing alternate openings of flesh side and hair side, there is a
surprising difference of legibility in favour of the hair side.

Despite the predominance of papyrus, leather rolls for written
records were occasionally used in ancient Egypt, the earliest example
known being of the sixth Dynasty, though most date from the New
Kingdom. In the Persian empire leather was certainly in use in the fifth
century B.C., since the Greek historian Ctesias speaks of the ‘royal skins’
on which the acts of the Achaemenid kings were chronicled. Actual
examples of Persian parchments have survived through the discovery
in Egypt, in the early 1930s, of a leather bag containing some twenty
letters, of which thirteen were complete or nearly so. All were written
on parchment, in Aramaic, and were addressed to an official of the
Persian administration in Egypt; though undated, they can be assigned
to the later years of the fifth century B.C. A number of the letters
emanated from ’ArSam, the Persian satrap of Egypt, and what gives
them an especial interest is that ’Ar§am was not in Egypt at the time, the
letters being written in Babylon or Susa. We know from the Aramaic
papyri which have been found in Egypt that ’ArSam used papyrus
whilst in that country, and we may perhaps infer that the Persians when
in their homeland had a definite preference for parchment, since they
could, of course, have perfectly well imported papyrus from Egypt had
they wished to do so. This preference for parchment continued into the
Parthian period, from which have survived three documents found at
Avroman in Persian Kurdistan: these comprise one bilingual, in Greek
and Middle Iranian, dated 88 B.c., one wholly in Greek, dated 22—21B.C.,
and one wholly in Iranian, dated 12—11 B.C. Similarly at Doura on the
Euphrates parchment is the normal material for documents in both
Greek and Aramaic until the Romans captured the town in about
A.D. 165 ; thereafter papyrus becomes the commonest material, and is
used exclusively by the Roman military authorities until the town was
captured and destroyed by the Persians in 256.

The foregoing documents are of non-literary character, and are
written on separate pieces of parchment, often roughly prepared. They
show no trace of ruled lines or margins, nor of any special preparation
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of the material for writing, and thus give us little or no idea of the
probable appearance of contemporary literary works.

In any case, these discoveries have now been completely eclipsed by
the astonishing finds in the Dead Sea caves and elsewhere in the Judaean
desert. These sites have now produced fragments, some extensive but
for the most part very small, of nearly 80co manuscripts, said to range
in date (with a few exceptions) from the end of the third century s.c. to
the second century A.p. All, where ascertainable, are in the form of rolls,
and the great majority are on skin or parchment, though a small pro-
portion, which fluctuates considerably from cave to cave, are on
papyrus. The main body of texts are in Hebrew or Aramaic, in various
scripts, but there are a few in Greek, both on parchment and papyrus.
It is only quite recently that specimens of the scrolls have been sub-
jected to technological examination, with interesting results. The
methods of manufacturing the skins and preparing them for writing
have been found to correspond, in remarkable degree, with the direc-
tions incorporated in medieval rabbinic literature. The skins were not
steeped in lime, indeed lime was not used at all; instead, the skins were
cured with salt and then treated with flour and other vegetable sub-
stances to remove the hair, clean the substance, and loosen the fibre
structure. Three kinds of skin were distinguished, the first being whole-
hide leather, while the other two were formed by splitting the skin into
an inner and outer layer. After the processes of salting and flouring
already described, all three types of skin are stated to be ‘tanned’, but
in fact this ‘tanning’ amounts to no more than brushing over the
surface, on both sides, with a gall-wood dressing which coloured it a
dark yellow-brown. The object of this dressing was said to be to im-
prove the surface for writing and to make erasures and alterations
difficult, thus protecting the integrity of the text.

The rabbinic rules also prescribed which religious writings were to be
written on each of the three different kinds of parchment, and also
which side of the skin was to be used for writing in each case. Thus,
the whole-hide skin was reserved for the Torah which must be written
on the hair side. Of the split skins, the outer skin was be inscribed on
the flesh side, and the inner skin, which was presumably, as we have
seen, the finest material, was to be inscribed on the hair side. Horizontal
lines to guide the writing, which hung from the lines, and vertical lines
to mark off the margins, were ruled with a dry point, a practice which
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scribes of the third century A.p. regarded as an essential feature of a
manuscript, and of which they traced the origin back to Adam, which
at any rate shows that it was no recent innovation. This ruling is in
sharp contrast to the practice of scribes on papyrus, who, as already
stated, needed no such aids. To form rolls, the separate skins were
sewn together; whereas medieval rabbinic regulations prescribe the use
of sinews for this purpose, the sewing in the Dead Sea scrolls appears
to be of vegetable origin. Although these joins were made very neatly,
they are inevitably much more prominent than those in papyrus rolls,
and scribes consequently avoided writing across them.

The stage is now set for considering the beginnings of the Christian
book. If we consider the everyday world in which the earliest Christians
lived, we might have expected that they would adopt as the vehicle for
their literature either the parchment scroll of contemporary Judaism, or
the papyrus roll universal throughout the Gentile world, or both. But
in fact they did neither of these things: in this, as in other matters, the
men who ‘turned the world upside down’ had different ideas.

THE ORIGIN OF THE CODEX

Today the codex form of book, that is, the book with separate leaves
secured down one side, and with writing on both sides of the leaf, is
virtually universal, and was so throughout the middle ages. The story
of its ultimate origins is a long one, and the stages by which it gained
this ascendancy are complex. There can be no possible doubt that the
form of the codex derives from the multi-leaved writing tablets used by
both the Greeks and the Romans. The classic form of Graeco-Roman
writing tablets consisted of two or more (the largest number known is
ten) thin rectangular wooden boards, held together down one side by
means of strings passing through holes pierced near the inner edge.
The inner surfaces of the boards were slightly hollowed out, and the
cavities filled with a thin layer of black wax. On this wax, writing was
traced with a metal stylus. This device formed an ideal vehicle for
rough notes and memoranda, as alterations or deletions could be
effected with the greatest ease by reversing the stylus and using its
flattened end to smooth the wax and enable the correction to be written;
or the whole surface could be smoothed, thus obliterating the writing,
and enabling the tablet to be used again and again.
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Although most of our knowledge comes from Greece and Rome,
waxed tablets were certainly used in other parts of the Near East, as is
shown not merely by representations of them in Neo-Hittite reliefs, but
by the actual example of the magnificent ivory tablets, still bearing
traces of their original green wax, recently found at Nimrud and dating
from the eighth century B.c. Their distribution was thus extensive; but
the Romans seem to have had a special predilection for them, employing
them for permanent records such as wills and registrations of birth.
And before the middle of the first century B.c. the Romans took what
proved to be a momentous step: for the bank of wooden leaves, which
they called a codex (from caudex, a log of wood), they substituted a
bundle of sheets of parchment, sewn or tied together, which served
much the same purpose and possessed decided advantages in lightness,
portability and general convenience. The principle of indefinite re-
usability was preserved, since although the writing now had to be in
ink, the carbon ink then in use could easily be washed or scraped off
as required. These rough parchment notebooks, which the Romans
called membranae, must have spread rapidly to the Near East, since it is
virtually certain that it is notebooks of this type to which Paul refers
in II Tim. iv. 13, when he asks Timothy to bring with him, not only
the cloak left behind at Troas, but ‘ the books, especially the membranae’,
his use of the Latin term confirming the theory that the parchment
notebook was of Roman invention. (It is worth noting that the New
English Bible at this passage has been sufficiently influenced by the
results of the latest research to translate it “the books, above all my
notebooks’.)

From the rough parchment codex used for ephemera it may seem
only a short step to the employment of a codex, whether of parchment
or papyrus, for the permanent reception of literary works. But this step
was slow in coming, and for centuries yet the public remained mes-
merized by the papyrus roll to which it had for so long been accus-
tomed. The first indications of the next step are to be found in certain
poems of Martial written between A.D. 84 and 86. The poems in question
are a series of distichs meant to accompany gifts exchanged by well-to-
do Romans at the Saturnalia. The gifts include writing tablets, of ivory
or costly woods, or, in one case, of parchment, this last providing us
with another example of the parchment notebook. But the innovation
consists in five couplets intended to accompany copies of famous books
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(Homer, Jliad and Odyssey ; Virgil; Cicero; Livy; and Ovid, Metamor-
phoses), all of which are described as being written on parchment, and,
in at least three cases and probably in all, in the form of codices.

Nearly all the distichs emphasize the compendiousness of the parch-
ment codex (in tacit but obvious contrast to the papyrus roll), and the
Cicero is specifically recommended for taking to read on a journey.
Both these sentiments are echoed in another poem of Martial, advertis-
ing a revised edition of his own poems, in which he urges those who
wish to possess his poems, and in particular to read them on a journey,
to buy a copy of the new edition written in parchment codices, which
takes up so little space that it can be held in one hand instead of needing
a whole bookcase; and he concludes by giving the name and address of
the bookseller from whom they can be obtained. Here then we have,
for the first time on record, an instance of not merely a single copy, but
an entire edition of a literary work being published in parchment
codices.

Despite the efforts of Martial and his publisher, the venture does not
seem to have been a success, and it is a long time before we hear again
of parchment codices on any large scale. But the invention was not
wholly forgotten, for we have a minute fragment of a page of a parch-
ment codex containing a Latin historical work, which has been dated
both on palaeographical and philological grounds to ¢. A.p. 100. We
have also two single leaves from Greek parchment codices, one con-
taining the De falsa legatione of Demosthenes, the other the lost Cretans
of Euripides, which have been variously dated on the evidence of the
script to the second century, to ¢. A.D. 100, or even to the late first
century A.D.

The fact that, despite its obvious advantages, the parchment codex
failed to secure a foothold indicates that the reading public of the
Graeco-Roman world was conservative in its outlook (it is noticeable
that Martial never commends his innovation as a novelty), and that,
whatever possible advantages the parchment codex might have, they
were simply not interested in the new form. But some other people were.

CHRISTIANITY AND THE CODEX

One possible reason why the parchment codex failed to catch on is that
in the public mind parchment was associated with rough, untidy drafts
or notes, whereas papyrus was traditionally the ‘right’ material for
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books. However this may be, a very short time after Martial’s experi-
ment someone conceived the idea of making a codex, not of parchment,
but of papyrus. Where and by whom the idea was first tried out we do
not know; but we do now know that the new form is directly connected
with the earliest days of Christianity, and that the inventor may actually
have been a Christian.

Realization of this fact has been slow in coming,. Possibly the earliest
hint of it is to be found in the article * Writing” which Kenyon contri-
buted to Hastings’s Dictionary of the Bible as far back as 1902, and which
includes the observation: ‘ There are signs, however, that it [the codex
form] was early taken into use among the Christians for their private
copies of the Scriptures. The evidence at present available is too scanty
to justify dogmatism, but it is certainly the case that several of the
earliest examples of the codex form contain Christian writings, and that
the majority of the third century containing Christian writings are in
the codex form.” A few years later and, it would seem, independently,
C. R. Gregory in his Canon and Text of the New Testament (1907),
pp- 322-3, put forward as ‘a mere theory, a hypothesis’, the suggestion
that the change from the roll to the codex form, which he assigned to
about the year A.D. 300, was motivated by the Christians: ‘ The theory
touches the person or persons who made the change, who invented
leaf-books. I am ready to believe that leaf-books are due to a Christian;
that a Christian was the first one who felt the need of a change, and who
effected the change.” And he goes on to suggest that the reason for the
change was the need of the Christians to be able to refer quickly to
different passages of Scripture when engaged in theological debates.

In assigning the change from roll to codex to about the year 300
Gregory added, ‘a new papyrus may to-morrow show that the change
came earlier’. This prophecy was fulfilled by later discoveries, above
all by the finding, in about 1930, of the Chester Beatty biblical papyri.
This group of eleven early Christian manuscripts, all on papyrus and
all in codex form, and ranging in date from the early second century to
the fourth, justified their editor, Kenyon, in observing: ‘Not only do
they confirm the belief that the Christian community was addicted to
the codex rather than to the roll, but they carry back the use of the
codex to an earlier date than there has hitherto been any good ground
to assign to it.” Finally the whole question was investigated in depth in
the magisterial monograph by C. H. Roberts, ‘ The Codex’, in 1954.
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While it is true that the statistics quoted by Roberts need to be re-
calculated to take account of discoveries since 1952, these have not
materially altered the general picture.

As Roberts shows, the most effective way of approaching the prob-
lem is to classify all extant fragments as coming either from rolls or
codices, and to tabulate the results chronologically. Taking first pagan
literature, Roberts gives the percentage of codices to rolls among
fragments which have been dated second century as 2:31 per cent;
among those dated second—third century, 2:9 per cent; among those
dated third century, 16-8 per cent; among those dated third—fourth
century, 48-14 per cent; and among those dated fourth century, 73-95 per
cent. Thus, in the case of pagan literature, the codex barely existed
before A.D. 200, and did not achieve a sizeable proportion until after
A.D. 250.

When, however, we turn to Christian literature, the position is
entirely different. If we take as a whole all the Christian biblical frag-
ments which have been found in Egypt and which were written up to
the end of the fourth century or not long thereafter, we find that, on the
figures given by Roberts, these total 111, sixty-two coming from the
Old Testament and forty-nine from the New. Of these 111, ninety-nine
are from codices and only twelve are from rolls. If, however, we
examine the evidence more closely, we find the proportion of codices
to be even higher than would at first sight appear. First, five of the
twelve rolls are on the backs of rolls already written on the recto, that
is, the scribe had no option but to adopt the form of the earlier writing,
and their witness is therefore irrelevant. Secondly, of the remaining
seven rolls, three are probably Jewish, and another three possibly so.
Thus, out of over a hundred Christian texts, only one—a roll of the
Psalms—is an unequivocal example of the roll form.

When we shift the emphasis to the earliest surviving examples of
Christian papyri, the contrast with pagan literature is, if anything,
even more sharply drawn. There are now at least eleven Christian
biblical papyri which can be assigned to the second century, and at
least another three or four which can be placed on the borderline
between the second and third centuries. Of these fourteen or fifteen
specimens, every one is a codex. The proportion of codices to rolls is
thus 100 per cent, whereas for pagan literature during the same period
the proportion is only 2+5 per cent. Despite the fact that the overall
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number of Christian texts is so much smaller than the pagan, the dis-
crepancy remains overwhelming, and has been so consistently rein-
forced by further discoveries that it cannot possibly be the result of
chance; and we must now seek the cause.

In the past, all sorts of reasons have been put forward to explain the
Christian preference for the codex. Thus, it has been claimed that
papyrus codices were cheaper than rolls because both sides of the
material were used, and that most of the earlier Christians came from
the poorer classes, to whom the economy would be a strong motive.
Against this it should be pointed out that while it is true that none of
the early Christian codices have the appearance of éditions de luxe, they
equally reveal no attempt to make the most of the available space; and
in any case, the supposed dearness of papyrus has already been shown
to be mythical. Another argument is that codices were more convenient
for peripatetic missionaries to carry about with them. As Roberts points
out, this is an application to the Christians of the argument put forward
(unsuccessfully) by Martial in urging the parchment codex upon his
readers. In fact, a papyrus roll, when tightly rolled, as it customarily
was, to a small diameter could contain a surprising amount of material:
thus, a papyrus 6 m in length could easily be rolled up into a cylinder
no more than § or 6 cm in diameter, which could be comfortably held
between the thumb and forefinger. If anything, a roll could probably be
more conveniently carried in a fold of the garment than a codex with its
projecting and vulnerable edges. Lastly there is the argument put for-
ward, as we have seen, by C. R. Gregory, to the effect that the codex
form was more convenient for quick reference in theological contro-
versy. This is a pure hypothesis, and it is at least doubtful whether it
could be justified on practical grounds. Without any system of chapter
or verse divisions, finding one’s way about the text would be no easier
in a codex than in a roll, indeed a roll, in which the eye could survey
perhaps four or more columns of writing at a glance, might well be the
superior. Nor were Christians the only controversialists of the ancient
world.

Roberts accordingly rejected all these would-be explanations, and
sought, rightly, for a deeper and more compelling reason behind the
Christian addiction to the codex. The solution he proposed was in-
genious, and has found a wide measure of support.

In the first place, it must be remembered that the surviving examples
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of Christian codices are common provincial productions, and can in no
circumstances be regarded as probable trend-setters. The origin of the
Christian codex must therefore be sought in a period considerably
earlier than the earliest surviving examples: as Roberts has pointed out,
‘so universal is the use of the codex by Christians in the second century
that the beginnings of this process must be taken back well into the first
century’, This conclusion has lately been reinforced by the publication
of a fragment from a papyrus codex of Genesis in Yale University
Library (P. Yale 1) which the editor assigns to the late first century,
‘ perhaps between A.D. 80 and 100’, thus making it the earliest Christian
papyrus in existence. If this judgement is accepted, the origin of the
Christian codex must be placed not later than A.p. 70. This condition is
fulfilled by the solution propounded by Roberts, to which we now turn.

Roberts begins by arguing that Mark, when he came to write down
his Gospel in Rome in or shortly after A.p. 70, would have employed
the rough parchment notebook which, as we have seen, was in common
use in Rome for notes and literary drafts. Roberts further suggests that
the traditional association of Mark with the church of Alexandria
reflects a real link between the Alexandrian church and the West, and
that Mark’s Gospel was the first authoritative Christian writing to
reach Egypt. He further assumes that it was Mark’s original auto-
graph manuscript, in the parchment notebook, which so reached Egypt,
and argues that it would have been regarded with such veneration by
the Alexandrian Christians that copies taken from it would have been
made in the same codex form, but utilizing the universal writing
material of Egypt, papyrus. The papyrus codex, once established and
backed by the authority of Alexandria in bibliographical matters, would
have rapidly spread to other Christian writings both inside and outside
Egypt.

As will be seen, this explanation involves acceptance of, not one, but
a whole chain of hypotheses, all unproved and, in all probability, un-
provable; and apart from this, there are several points about which
doubts can be expressed. For instance, many other literary works must
have started life as drafts in parchment notebooks and been subse-
quently transferred onto papyrus rolls, and it is not clear why the
Alexandrian Christians should have felt the need to adopt any different
procedure in multiplying copies of Mark’s Gospel. Even if we accept
Roberts’s theory of the extraordinary reverence attaching to Mark’s
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original manuscript in the parchment notebook, we have still to
explain why, if format was of such vital importance as to compel adop-
tion of the codex form, it did not equally compel adoption of parch-
ment as the writing material. For the moment, at any rate, Roberts’s
theory cannot be regarded as more than a working hypothesis.

Whatever the explanation of its origin may be, the fact remains that
the papyrus codex was invented, and that within a very short space of
time it won acceptance as the only possible format for the Christian
Scriptures. Such radical innovations are usually the work of individuals
rather than committees—or churches—and we may perhaps imagine
the invention as originating with some leading figure in the early
Church, who, whatever the ultimate source of his inspiration, succeeded
both in devising a distinctive format for Christian manuscripts of the
Scriptures, differentiated equally from the parchment roll of Judaism
and the papyrus roll of the pagan world, and inimposing its use through-
out the Church. Here the reader may reasonably ask whether there is
any other evidence pointing to the existence of such a dominating
genius at work in the field of the earliest Christian literature. The
answer is, surprisingly, yes.

Hand in hand with the papyrus codex goes a palacographical pecu-
liarity which, right from the earliest period, enables one to distinguish,
almost at a glance, manuscripts of Christian literature from all others—
the so-called nomina sacra. This term denotes certain stereotyped
abbreviations, or rather compendia, for a limited number of words of
divine significance or association, such as the Greek equivalents of
‘God’, ‘Lord’, ‘Father’, ‘Jesus’, ‘Christ’, ‘Son’, ‘Man’ (included
through the influence of the term ‘ Son of Man’), ‘ Cross’, ‘Spirit’, and
a few others. These compendia are marked off from the surrounding
text by a horizontal line above the letters, and one of them, 11s or 1HC
for ‘ Jesus’, has survived to the present day. These compendia are found
in virtually all Christian manuscripts, although some are so fragmentary
that they provide no opportunity for the use of nomina sacra.

Why the early Christians should have taken this surprising step
remains a mystery. Possibly it was a deliberate attempt to differentiate
the Christian Scriptures from other literary forms, to mark them out as
sacred books by investing them with a species of cacker. However this
may be, the significant fact is that the introduction of the nomina sacra
seems to parallel very closely the adoption of the papyrus codex; and
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it is remarkable that those developments should have taken place at
almost the same time as the great outburst of critical activity among
Jewish scholars which led to the standardization of the text of the
Hebrew bible. It is no less remarkable that they seem to indicate a
degree of organization, of conscious planning, and uniformity of
practice among the Christian communities which we have hitherto had
little reason to suspect, and which throws a new light on the early
history of the Church.

Before we leave the papyrus codex, some technical points may be
adverted to. The most primitive type of codex was that formed by
piling the sheets of papyrus one on top of the other and doubling them
over in the middle, thus making a single huge quire. The resultant
bundle was held together by means of threads passing through holes
stabbed right through the codex, not in the fold but some way inwards
from it. If no precautions were taken, this produced a very awkwardly
shaped volume, since the leaves near the centre of the book projected
beyond those at the beginning and end, with consequent exposure to
wear and damage; this defect could be overcome by cutting the sheets
narrower and narrower as the centre of the book was approached, and
examples of this are found, but it must have beenacumbersome process.
Another defect of the single-quire codex was that the scribe had to
calculate pretty exactly the number of leaves he required, since under-
or overestimating would result in blank pages at beginning or end,
with consequent waste of material. It is not therefore surprising that the
alternative was tried of forming the codex of a number of quires, as in
the modern book. In some cases, as in the Chester Beatty codex of
Gospels and Acts, quires of only two leaves—a single sheet folded in
half—were used, but larger quires, of six, eight, ten or twelve leaves,
also occur at different times. These various arrangements overlapped
for long periods, and no steady development can be traced. Eventually
the single-quire codex faded out, and the multi-quire form, usually with
quires of eight leaves, achieved universal acceptance; but by this time
the papyrus codex itself had been superseded by the parchment codex.

In most papyrus codices the sheets were cut from papyrus already
made up into rolls, with the result that the joins in the material are
visible in the pages. An exception is the group of Coptic Manichean
codices, which despite their present lamentable state were originally
éditions de luxe, made up of individual sheets of papyrus of fine quality
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and specially prepared for writing on both sides. The question of sides,
the so-called ‘recto’ and ‘verso’ of the papyrus, is important because
it may be possible, from the order in which the sides follow each other,
to infer the original contents of an entire codex from a few small frag-
ments. In making up a single-quire codex, the natural method is to pile
up the sheets one on top of the other with the ‘recto’ uppermost in each
case. When a codex so made up is opened, one of the two leaves ex-
posed to view will show the fibres running horizontally, the other
vertically. This incongruity was clearly felt, since the practice arose of
arranging the sheets with ‘recto’ facing upwards and downwards
alternately, so that the opened book would show either horizontal fibres
or vertical fibres on both of the facing pages. Similar variations are
possible in the case of multi-quire codices.

Finally, just as the papyrus roll could be protected by being enclosed
in a parchment sheath or capsa, so the papyrus codex needed protection
from external wear and tear. No early papyrus codex in Greek has
preserved any trace of a binding; but the great find of Coptic Gnostic
papyrus codices made at Nag Hammadi in Upper Egypt in 1947 has
provided us with no fewer than eleven leather bindings, all more or less
intact, which enable us to form some idea of the external appearance of
the earliest Christian books. These bindings, which are presumably of
the same period as the manuscripts they contain, and thus range in date
from the end of the third century to the beginning of the fifth, are in
fact more like satchels or envelopes than bindings as we know them
today. Many have triangular or rectangular flaps which cover the fore-
edge of the manuscript, and to which long leather laces were attached,
intended to be wound two or three times round the closed book.
Within these covers the papyrus codices were attached with leather
thongs.

SUPREMACY OF THE PARCHMENT CODEX
The change to the parchment codex now to be described is a complex
one, since it affected Christian and non-Christian literature alike, and
in the case of the latter involved not only the change of form from roll
to codex but also the change of material from papyrus to parchment,
whereas in the case of Christian literature the change was a straight-
forward one from the papyrus codex to the parchment codex. More-
over, all these changes were gradual processes and overlapped for
considerable periods, with the result that, for instance, in non-Christian
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literature of the fourth century A.p. we find the papyrus roll, the
papytus codex, and the parchment codex all competing for popularity.

The complete dominance achieved by the papyrus codex in the field
of early Christian literature, and its long survival, prove that it was a
perfectly adequate form of book, and in the course of the second century
it was apparently beginning to influence certain forms of non-Christian
literature: there are eleven fragments of non-Christian papyrus codices
which are assigned to the second century, though they are still enor-
mously outnumbered by the fragments of papyrus rolls. During the
third century there is a marked change in the situation. About one-sixth
of the non-Christian texts are now in codex form, and of these some
half-dozen are parchment codices. From the same century comes the
earliest example of a New Testament parchment codex. But the real
watershed is the year 300. The celebrated Edict of Diocletian (301),
imposing a freeze on prices and wages, specified maximum rates
of pay for scribes writing in parchment codices; this shows, better
than any assemblage of fragments, how common the parchment codex
was becoming. Then, in 332, we have the letter of Constantine the
Great to Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea, ordering him to supply fifty
vellum bibles for use in the new churches which he was building in
Constantinople. These volumes were specifically ordered to be
‘written on prepared vellum, easy to read and conveniently portable,
by professional scribes with an exact understanding of their craft’, and
the letter makes it clear that no expense was to be spared. It is plain that
by this date the parchment codex had come to be regarded as the
supreme form of the Christian book, and superior to the papyrus codex,
at least for such official and ceremonial purposes.

The triumph of the parchment codex is signalized not only by the
literary evidence quoted above, but by the actual survival of two
magpnificent Greek bibles written at precisely this period—the Codex
Sinaiticus and the Codex Vaticanus. It has even been suggested that
these two great bibles are survivors from the consignment ordered by
Constantine, and though this cannot be proved, and is in fact on the
whole improbable, it is certainly true that they represent accurately the
type of book which Constantine had in mind. And although they are
the only two parchment codices of the Bible to have come down to us
from this period in a reasonably complete state, they are not isolated
specimens. Indeed, in the latest list of manuscripts of the Greek New

75

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



From the Fathers to the Reformation

Testament there are at least sixteen fragments of other parchment
codices written in the fourth century. From the fourth century also
comes the most ancient manuscript of the Old Latin version of the New
Testament, the Codex Vercellensis, in parchment codex form, while in
the field of pagan literature we have monumental parchment codices
such as the Codex Palatinus of Virgil or the famous palimpsest of the
De Republica of Cicero, a manuscript which resembles the Codex
Sinaiticus in its combination of external magnificence and astonishing
scribal lapses.

Nevertheless it must not be inferred that the supremacy of the
parchment codex involved the disappearance of the papyrus codex. On
the contrary, it displayed a remarkable vitality. In Egypt it remained in
common use down to the sixth or seventh century, and even later. In
the case of Greek classical literature it even seems to have staged a
revival in the fifth century, the proportion of papyrus codices to vellum
codices being almost twice as great then as in the fourth century. In the
West, remnants of eight Latin papyrus codices, written in France or
Italy, have survived all the hazards of the middle ages down to the
present day. These codices, all containing Christian or legal texts, show
that here also the papyrus codex long resisted the competition of parch-
ment. It is true that Roberts quotes a letter written to Ruricius, bishop
of Limoges, in the first half of the fifth century, in which the remark
occurs ‘a papyrus book is less capable [i.e. than a parchment one] of
resisting damage, since, as you know, it deteriorates through age’. But
this may be countered by the fact that when Cassiodorus, writing to the
monks of Vivarium in Southern Italy about 550, says he is leaving them
a manuscript of the Pauline epistles for them to work on and purify
the text on the lines laid down by him, he specifically mentions that the
manuscript was a papyrus codex.

As in the case of the change from roll to codex, all sorts of reasons
have been put forward to explain the change from papyrus to parch-
ment. For instance, it has been stated that parchment was cheaper than
papyrus. But we have no information about the relative prices of parch-
ment and papyrus at any period. Again, it has been suggested that
papyrus was basically unsuitable for a codex, because it was difficult to
fold, or cracked when folded. This is simply untrue, as is shown by the
examples of papyrus codices which have survived more or less intact;
by experiments with modern papyrus; and by the existence of a large
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number of private letters and other documents which for transmission
have been folded up into extremely small shapes, and unfolded by the
recipients without damage. This is, in fact, part of the more general
claim that parchment was tougher, longer-lasting, and more resistant
to damage than papyrus—a claim largely based upon the supposed
fragility of papyrus, which has already been shown to be illusory. Some
writers have even suggested that parchment was preferred to papyrus
because it offered scope for manuscript illumination; yet Egyptian
scribes for thousands of years had produced papyri illustrated with
coloured drawings, and coloured illustrations do occur, though rarely,
in Greek papyri.

Another possible explanation is the following. The sole source of
papyrus, then as always, was Egypt, whereas parchment could be pro-
duced anywhere. The continued use of papyrus, in competition with
parchment, thus depended upon uninterrupted commerce with Egypt.
If the fall of the Western Empire caused increasing dislocations of such
trade, parchment would naturally obtain the preference. This explana-
tion does not, however, explain the replacement of papyrus by
parchment within Egypt itself.

It will be seen, therefore, that it is very difficult to find practical
reasons for the supersession of the papyrus codex by the parchment
codex. One is almost driven to conclude that it is a mistake to search
for a purely practical explanation, and that the need for a change of
writing material may reflect some deeper, psychological cause, asso-
ciated with the great changes which came over the ancient world in the
fourth century. Possibly papyrus was seen, to an increasing extent, as a
symbol of the old order which was passing away; if so, its survival into
the sixth and seventh centuries for manuscripts, and much longer than
that for documents, must be ascribed to sheer conservatism. Here, for
the time being, the question must be left without any clear solution.

It now remains to give some account of the technical make-up and
external appearance of the parchment codex, and for this purpose it may
be convenient to take a single example of a manuscript which has been
the subject of intensive study and analysis—the Codex Sinaiticus. This
manuscript, now one of the greatest treasures of the British Museum,
consists of parchment from both sheepskin and goatskin. The parch-
ment is finely prepared and thin in relation to the size of the book.
Originally the double sheets must have measured about 40 x70 cm,
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so that when doubled over they formed pages 40 x 35 cm. The makers
of parchment codices had learnt from the papyrus codex the disadvant-
ages of the single-quire codex, so that all parchment codices, so far as
is known, are in multi-quire format. The Codex Sinaiticus consists, with
a few exceptions, of quires of eight leaves, a figure which remained the
most popular make-up throughout the middle ages. In the quire, the
sheets of parchment were arranged so that (2) flesh side faced flesh side
and hair side hair side throughout the quire, and (8) flesh side was on the
outsides of the quire. This arrangement became stereotyped in later
Greek (though not Latin) manuscripts. The pile of sheets was then
folded over to form the quire, and two vertical rows of small holes were
pricked right through the eight leaves, near the fore-edge, to act as
guides for the ruling lines. These lines were ruled with a hard point,
always on the flesh side, so that they appear as raised lines on the hair
side. The lines to guide the writing were ruled right across the double
leaf, and then vertical lines were added to mark the margins of the
columns of writing. Each page contained four narrow columns of
writing, except in the poetical books of the Old Testament, which were
ruled for two broad columns to the page. At a normal opening, there-
fore, eight narrow columns are presented to the reader’s view, and it has
often been claimed that this arrangement is derived from the succession
of columns in a papyrus roll. The suggestion is, however, groundless,
since in the first place the Codex Sinaiticus is exceptional in having as
many as four columns to the page, most codices, whether papyrus or
parchment, having only one or two, and secondly, narrow columns of
the proportions found in the Codex Sinaiticus are by no means charac-
teristic of papyrus rolls. After ruling, the writing area on each page
was rubbed down with an abrasive to enable the ink to take a secure
hold.

The quires were numbered to keep them in the correct order when
the book was bound, but at this point our knowledge comes to an end,
since neither the Sinairicus nor any of the other great parchment codices
have preserved any traces of their bindings. When Constantine wrote
to Eusebius of Caesarea, as mentioned above, ordering bibles for the
churches in Constantinople, Eusebius tells us that the manucripts were
supplied in ‘expensively worked containers’ though it is uncertain
whether this means bindings of the satchel- or envelope-type found on
the Gnostic codices from Nag Hammadi, which could easily be given
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a more luxurious appearance by decorating the leather, or some kind
of decorated book-boxes.

The Codex Sinaiticus is a fitting point at which to end this survey,
since it represents in fully developed form the type of book which was
to dominate Christianity for the next thousand years. Changes of scale
indeed took place, from the huge bibles of the Romanesque period to
the astonishing small bibles of the thirteenth century, with parchment
pared thin as India paper and almost literally microscopic script; but
the basic method of construction remained unaltered. Nor did manu-
script illumination, with its panoply of decorated initials, borders and
miniatures, affect the make-up of the books so embellished. Towards
the end of the period, it is true, paper had begun to supplant parch-
ment; but this change was far from complete when the final revolution
took place—the invention of printing—and the manuscript book,
which had moulded the minds of men for upwards of five thousand
years, vanished for ever from the scene of everyday life.
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CHAPTER 1V
JEROME

An outline of Jerome’s life will help to indicate his place in history and
also some of the influences to which he was subjected and which have
left their mark on his biblical work. Much effort has been devoted to
establishing his chronology, but as the evidence consists largely in the
rather vague remarks contained in his writings the dates assigned are in
part only approximate, and even today there is no complete agreement
among scholars. The dates accepted here are those of F. Cavallera,
except that the date of Jerome’s death should perhaps be 420 and not
419, the date given by that biographer. The date of his birth is at the
latest 347, and may have been a year or two earlier.

Jerome was born at Stridon on the borders of Pannonia and Dal-
matia, not far from Aquileia at the head of the Adriatic. This place is
mentioned nowhere except in the last section of Jerome’s De Viris
Hlustribus; it was destroyed in an invasion of the Goths, and its very
site is today a matter of speculation. His parents were Christian, but
apparently not particularly zealous in their attachment to their religion,
They were in easy circumstances, and after his early education in his
native place they were able to send their son to Rome at the age of
about twelve for further studies. Here he was fortunate enough to have
the celebrated grammarian Donatus as his teacher. Under his tuition
Jerome gave himself ardently to the study of the great classical writers.
His natural eagerness to learn was stimulated in this literary pursuit by
the charm of the music of words. He was delighted by the rhythms of
the poets and the harmonious cadences of the great prose writers. This
devotion to the pagan classics persisted until the famous dream at
Antioch in 374-5, in which he heard himself condemned before the
celestial tribunal: ‘ Ciceronianus es, non Christianus.’!

From that time he devoted himself to Christian learning with the
same ardour that he had previously shown towards the classics, and
more than fifteen years later he was able to say that in the intervening
time he had never had in his hands Tully, Maro, or any pagan author.

t Ep. 22, 30.
8o
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Yet so tenacious was his memory that classical passages often came
spontaneously to his lips as he dictated.

The course in ‘Grammar’ was followed by that in ‘Rhetoric’. It is
not known who were his instructors during these years. Victorinus is
mentioned by Jerome, but he never speaks of him as his master, as he
does of Donatus. Quintilian provided the principles; the students com-
posed and declaimed their own pieces; and the orators in the law-
coutts were living models for young aspirants. There the learner heard
the foremost advocates, ignoring the merits of the case, ‘in feigned
wrath insulting and tearing one another to pieces’.t Does this experience
perhaps explain the violent language later used by Jerome in the course
of his controversies? The final stage of these studies, concluded at
about the age of twenty, was the course in philosophy. We hear of his
study of the works of Cicero and Seneca, of his introduction to logic
under a learned teacher through the Zsagoge of Porphyry, of his study
of Aristotle and the commentaries on his logic by Alexander of
Aphrodisias.

During his stay at Rome this devotee of the classics had been at
considerable pains to collect a ‘library’ which he took with him when
he later travelled to the East.2 It would be a mistake, however, to sup-
pose that all his youthful energy was absorbed in the pursuit of
learning. One of his letters reveals that when he was living an ascetic
life in the desert of Chalcis, with only scorpions and wild beasts for
company, he ‘was often present at dances with girls’. Nor, he frankly
confesses, did he pass these years of his youth without grave sin;3 and
it was through fear of hell that he condemned himself ‘to such a prison
as the desert’.4 But it was also at Rome that the Christian devotion of
the people and of earnest companions awoke in him a sense of his duty
to God. With these friends he used to visit the catacombs, and it was
in Rome that he received his long-deferred baptism.

These years at Rome inaugurated a career of study that was to last
until his dying day. From Rome he travelled to Tréves, where the
emperor at that time held his court. Perhaps the intention of his family
was that he might gain a position in the imperial service; but of this
there is no record. It seems certain, however, that the flourishing
monastic life, which owed its inception to the visit of Athanasius during

! PL. 26, 340B. 2 Ep. 22. 30.
3 Ep. 7. 4. 4 Ep. 22.7.
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the course of his first exile, either planted or fostered in Jerome’s mind
the idea of embracing it himself. In the meantime his knowledge of
Christianity must have been considerably enlarged by the arduous task,
undertaken at the request of Rufinus, of copying Hilary’s commentary
on the Psalms and his treatise De Synodis. Later he requested his friend
Florentinus to make him copies of these same two works.! From Tréves
he travelled to his home at Stridon and visited friends who were living
a monastic life at nearby Aquileia. Some sudden disturbance (subitus
turbo) caused his departure, without a definite aim, on a long and
exhausting journey through Thrace, Pontus, Bithynia, Galatia, Cappa-
docia and Cilicia, to arrive, a very sick man, at Antioch, where he
received hospitality and care from his friend Evagrius. This was in
374.
In the following year, when he had recovered his strength suffi-
ciently, he retired to the desert of Chalcis, where he gave himself up to
the rigour of an ascetic life and to the study of the Bible and patristic
literature. With the help of copyists he continued to enlarge his library,
and was by now well supplied with biblical manuscripts. He tells
Florentinus that he will have copied and send him whatever he desires.2
Curiously enough, the desert offered him the opportunity, which he
eagerly grasped, of beginning the study of Hebrew. This he did under
the instruction of a converted Jew. The labour and difficulty of the task,
undertaken at the age of about 30, are feelingly described by him.3
Finally, discord having broken out among the monks concerning
theological questions and the schism at Antioch, Jerome abandoned the
desert and returned to that city.

In Antioch Apollinarius, bishop of the neighbouring city of Laodicea,
used at that time to deliver lectures on the Bible. Jerome, who was
‘possessed by a wonderful eagerness to learn’, seized the opportunity
and attended the course frequently and with much profit to his know-
ledge of the Scriptures. He never embraced the heretical opinions of his
teacher.4 As these lectures were given in Greek, the pupil from Stridon
had evidently made remarkable progress in that language. He thus
became acquainted with the principles of the exegetical school of
Antioch. In this city, too, Jerome was ordained by Bishop Paulinus,
but on condition that he should retain the freedom of a monk and not

1 Ep. 5. 2. 2 Ep. 5. 2.
3 Ep, 125. 12, + Ep. 84. 2.
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be obliged to minister in a particular church. It was probably at this
time, also, that he went to Beroea, where he received permission to copy
the Aramaic gospel of pseudo-Matthew, which he later translated into
Greek.!

From Antioch Jerome now made his way to Constantinople, perhaps
repelled from the one city by the discord provoked by the schism and
attracted to the other by the reputation of Gregory Nazianzen, its
bishop from 378. Helped by this ‘most eloquent man’, he continued
there his study of Scripture; he calls the bishop ‘my teacher’,? and says
that he rejoices to have had his instruction. Perhaps owing to his
influence, Jerome now translated fourteen homilies of Origen on
Jeremiah, fourteen on Ezekiel, and seven on Isaiah. At this time, too, he
wrote his commentary on the vision of Isaiah.3 In this, after one para-
graph devoted to the explanation of such matters as who Uzziah was
and the length of his reign, he passes on to the spiritual sense of the
text, which was the real purpose of the ‘history’. Jerome took no part in
the Council of 381, but the assembling of the bishops at Constantinople
gave him the opportunity to gain the friendship of Gregory of Nyssa
and Amphilochius of Iconium. A testimony to Jerome’s wide interests
is the translation, made at this time, of the Chronicle of Eusebius. He
inserted some details of Roman history which had not been of interest
to the Greek author, and added a continuation from 325 to the death
of Valens in 378.

In 382 Paulinus of Antioch and Epiphanius, bishop of Salamis in
Cyprus, set out from Constantinople to attend the council at Rome
which was to open towards the close of that year. Jerome had now lost
the chief attraction which had kept him in Constantinople, for Gregory
Nazianzen had resigned the see and retired to Cappadocia. He was
therefore glad to accompany the two bishops to Rome. His familiarity
with the city and his mastery of both Latin and Greek made him an
ideal guide and interpreter; and he was anxious to help the cause of his
friend Paulinus. Pope Damasus soon recognized Jerome’s wide know-
ledge and literary ability, and utilized his services as a secretary.# He
also entered into correspondence with him, seeking the solution to
various scriptural difficulties. More important by far, the pope entrusted
to his secretary the revision of the Gospels in Latin. The existing

T PL. 23, 613B; 26, 78 A. 2 Ep. 52. 8.
3 Epp. 184, 18B. 4 Ep. 123. 9.
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codices presented such variations in the text that readers were at a loss
to know which they could trust. As the reviser expressed the situation
in his preface dedicated to the pope, there were almost as many versions
as codices.!

This lamentable state of affairs was due in part to the carelessness of
copyists, partly to unintelligent emendation, partly to errors of trans-
lation. A frequent source of error was the insertion in one Gospel of
elements of another, under the mistaken idea that fuller details found
elsewhere must have been accidentally omitted. Jerome’s emendation
was carried out with the aid of Greek manuscripts which were, in
Jerome’s own words, ‘ancient’. To spare susceptibilities (custom and
tradition are strong forces) only those passages were corrected which
deviated from the sense of the original; the rest was allowed to stand as
it was.

From this the reader will appreciate the importance of this version of
the Gospels. It represents in Latin the text of Greek codices which were
already ancient (veteres) in the late fourth century and therefore much
closer in time to the archetypes than any complete Greek manuscripts
now extant. No preface to the revision of the rest of the New Testament
is known to exist, but in various places Jerome states that he revised the
New Testament to bring it into agreement with the authoritative
Greek text.2 There is no sound reason for limiting the reference of all
these statements to only a part of the New Testament; and there are
good reasons for accepting them at their face value. The manuscripts
of the Gospels and epistles all give the Vulgate version, and this unity
of tradition indicates a unity of origin. This is supported by the
uniformity of the recension, in which the same principles are followed,
and also by the fact that it is all characterized by Jerome’s style.3

Other biblical work carried out at this time was the correction of the
Latin Psalter by the aid of the Septuagint, of which it was a translation.
This was not a thorough revision, though the text was in large measure
corrected.4 It is commonly held that this revision is that known today
as the Roman Psalter, which is still in use in the Basilica of St Peter.
This identification has been challenged by Dom de Bruyne; his
arguments have not been found convincing, though they are not
destitute of all probability. At any rate, in the expert opinion of Vaccari,

I PL. 29, 526C. z E.g. ep. 71. 5.
3 See A. Vaccari in Biblica, 1 (1920), 535—41. 4 PL. 29, 117B.
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the existing Roman Psalter is of the type used by Jerome for his
revision.!

Close attention was demanded by the collation of Aquila’s Greek
version with the original Hebrew. The purpose of this was to discover
whether anti-Christian bias had led the second-century Jew into some
infidelities in his translation. The outcome, so Jerome informed Marcella
in a letter, was favourable to the translator and led to the discovery of
various passages which supported the Christian faith.2 Later he praises
Aquila as “diligent and careful” in his work. A less arduous undertaking
was the translation of two of Origen’s homilies on the Song of Songs.
Jerome was still under the spell of the Alexandrian’s allegorical inter-
pretations, and in his short preface he extols him as the master exegete
(PL. 23, 11174). All this biblical labour was accompanied by zealous
efforts to promote the ascetic life and by indignant protests against the
worldliness and self-seeking that tarnished the lives of some among the
Roman clerics and monks. The inevitable happened. Feelings were
alienated and attacks were provoked. How had Jerome dared to make
alterations in the Gospels against ancient authority and against the
opinion of the whole world?3 It must be admitted that the language of
his reply was not calculated to conciliate. His critics are ‘little two-footed
asses’. His ascetical teaching was held responsible for the early death
of the high-born Blesilla. ‘How long will it be before the hateful brood
of monks is driven from the city?’4

Apart from this desire of his enemies, however, Jerome’s own
inclinations had awakened a longing to be away from city life. Even
the social duties of visits with their idle conversations were little to his
taste. Apart from the monk’s abhorrence of all signs of worldliness in
Christians, the scholar with his ‘incredible passion for learning’s
deplored the hindrances to his pursuits and longed for the quiet and
leisure of the country. When the protecting hand of Damasus was
withdrawn by death late in 384, Jerome’s position became increasingly
difficult. Calumnies were spread against him. So in 385 he took ship
from Ostia to settle at Bethlehem.

Others felt the same call and travelled with him. These were his
young brother Paulinianus, a priest Vincentius, and some monks who
settled with him in his new home. The journey was broken at Cyprus,

t See A. Vaccari, Scritti di erudizione e di filologia, 1 (Rome, 1952), 211-21,
2 Ep. 32. 1. 3 Ep.27. 1. 4 Ep. 39. 8. 5 PL. 25, 839A.
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where Jerome was received by the ‘venerable bishop Epiphanius’.
Thence to Antioch and its bishop Paulinus. Here, probably, the party
was joined by Paula and her daughter Eustochium. In the intense cold
of winter they started south together. The places visited by the
pilgrims in Palestine are described in Epistle 108. 8~13. After Palestine,
Egypt, with a visit to the innumerable monks of Nitria and to Alex-
andria. Thence back to Bethlehem, where it took three years to build
the two monastic houses, one for Paula and her community and one for
Jerome and his monks. In addition, Paula built a hospice for pilgrims
‘because Mary and Joseph had not found a lodging’.!

It was during this Egyptian tour that Jerome became acquainted with
Didymus, the blind biblical scholar. Deprived of eyesight at the age of
five, he had never learnt the characters of the alphabet; yet Jerome,
whose standard of learning was unusually high, calls him ‘the most
erudite man of his time’. He consulted him about various biblical
difficulties and was a frequent attendant at his lectures.? He gratefully
acknowledges the help he received; but he is careful to point out that
he did not adopt the errors of the ‘seer’ (as the blind old man was
called, after the style of the ancient prophets of Israel). These errors he
had imbibed through his implicit confidence in Origen. At his visitor’s
request Didymus dictated three books on Hosea and five on Zechariah
and dedicated them to him.3 Thus Jerome attended lectures by a fore-
most exponent of the Alexandrian school, as he had attended earlier
those of Apollinarius of the more literalist school of Antioch, and those
of the Cappadocian Gregory Nazianzen.

Once he had settled at Bethlehem, Jerome’s travels abroad were over.
Within Palestine he must have spent some considerable time at Caesarea
working in the famous library founded by Pamphilus and Eusebius,
where the original copy of Origen’s Hexapla was preserved. With this
authentic copy, he tells us, he collated all the books of the Old Testa-
ment.# There, too, he found and read Eusebius’ six volumes in defence
of Origen. He tells us also that in company with the most learned of the
Jews he went round the country and visited the sites of ancient cities.5
This can scarcely refer to the first pilgrimage with Paula. That was for
the purpose of devotion rather than study, and would not have been
sufficiently exhaustive.

¥ Ep. 108. 11. 2 PL, 25, 8204, 3 PL, 25, 8204, 14184,
4 PL. 26, 595B. 5 PL, 29, 401 4.
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Rome had forced on the scholar many distractions from study; life
at little Bethlehem brought new calls on his time. There was the care of
the monastery under his charge; the instructions and exhortations
delivered to his monks; a vast correspondence with various countries
and notably with Augustine in Africa; visits and the care of pilgrims
who, incidentally, were his ‘postmen’ and made intercourse by means
of letters possible; the needs of many fugitives at the time of the sack
of Rome by Alaric in 410; the composition of controversial works
against Rufinus, Jovinian, Vigilantius, Pelagius (that against Helvidius
had been written at Rome); the armed attack on his monastery in 416
by Pelagian monks who set fire to the building; his own constant ill-
health. Mention must be made of some at least of his non-biblical works.
He wrote lives of Malchus and Hilarion. These, like that of Paul the
hermit, written at Antioch, were designed to attract recruits to the
monastic life. The translation of the rule of Pachomius would serve
the same purpose, but was undertaken not on Jerome’s initiative but at
the request of Latin monks in Egypt, ignorant of Copticand Greek. The
preface says that he summoned a secretary and dictated ‘in our lan-
guage’ a version of an existing Greek translation.! The work, De Viris
Hllustribus, derived in part from Eusebius, is a valuable list of Christian
writers and their works. Its purpose was to demonstrate to the pagan
world the erudition and ability of so many adherents of the new religion.
He also translated a volume on the Holy Spirit by his friend Didymus.

Jerome was sensitive and emotional, warm and faithful in affection,
quick and vehement in his anger against all that he conceived to be
contrary to revealed truth. His friendship with Rufinus suffered a
seveze breakdown, but in his mind it was the other party who made its
continuance impossible. The violence of his language on occasions was
due to the strength of his feelings and his ardent temperament. He
thought it right to reprove Paula for extreme grief at the death of
Blesilla;2 but he himself was deeply affected by the death of his friends.
F. Cavallera, the author of the standard biography, cannot be accused
of any bias against the saint, but his description of him is not wholly
laudatory. Jerome, he writes, was sensitive, easily impressionable,
suspicious, irascible, exaggerating insults he received and not sparing
of blows in return, prompt to irony and sarcasm, but also with feelings
of tenderness and ardent in affection. He was passionately devoted to

1 PL. 23, 63 A 2 Ep. 39. 6.
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his faith and unwearying in his labours to make the truths of religion
better known: the impelling motive of all his biblical study and writing,.

Finally, he was an artist in words with a delicate sensitivity for the
beauty of language. He refers frequently to the style ofhis compositions.
He knew that it should be adapted to the subject, and his writings
exhibit two styles, the one studied and even rhetorical (as in his first
Epistle, on the woman struck seven times by the sword of the execu-
tioner), the other simple and straightforward as in his commentaries.
In such works, as he remarks in a letter to Damasus, the meaning is
more important than the language, though, even so, he excuses his
inability to polish what he had written, as the weakness of his eyes made
it necessary for him to dictate.!

It must be observed here that his works were intended to be of use to
his contemporaries, and therefore use words in the sense familiar in his
time. Error sometimes arises when this fact is overlooked. Thus plerigue
means ‘many’; satis, ‘exceedingly’, as in ‘Exulta satis, filia Sion’
(‘Rejoice exceedingly. . .’); instrumentum is the term often used of the
Old and New Testaments.

Among the first labours undertaken by Jerome after his settlement
in Palestine was the revision of the existing Latin version of the books
of the Hebrew Canon. Its original had been the Septuagint, and Jerome
was now able to make his revision with the aid of Origen’s Hexapla.
The greatest importance attaches to his second revision of the Psalms,
which came to be known as the Gallican Psalter, either because this
version first became popular in Gaul or, more probably, because it
became widely known through manuscripts copied in that country.
The need for it is stated in the preface to be because the Roman revision
had already been disfigured by the fault of copyists and presented ‘more
of the old error than of the new emendation’. The text was provided
with the critical signs used by Origen, showing what was present in the
Greek but not in the Hebrew, and what had been added from the
Hebrew in the version of Theodotion. The same practice was followed
in the other books of the Bible that he revised. So powerful was the
tenacity of custom in the very widely used Psalter that this version was
never replaced by Jerome’s later translation from the Hebrew, and thus
it came to have a permanent place in the Latin bible. The revision did not
follow the Greek slavishly, but occasionally corrected it by the Hebrew.

t Ep. 21. 42.
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Other books published were Job, Chronicles, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes
and the Song of Songs. Of these only the text of Job is extant, together
with two prefaces, one to Chroniclesand one to the * Books of Solomon’.
A request from Augustine for copies could not be met because *through
someone’s deceit” a large part of the work had been lost.1

It is to be regretted that Jerome did not compose a formal treatise on
the interpretation of Scripture. He has left us only scattered remarks on
the subject, though these are numerous. In three places he lays it down
that the Scriptures should be understood in three ways, justifying this
principle by reference to the Septuagmt version of Prov. xxii. 20 as a
command to write the Scrnptures in our hearts in a threefold manner.
The triple interpretation is explained differently in the three passages,
except that in each the literal sense is placed first. In two of them a
connection is made with the threefold concept of man as body, soul and
spirit, thus showing a dependence on Origen.

In the latest of these passages to be written, in the commentary on
Ezekiel,2 written between 410 and 414, the first sense is the literal, and
ethical precepts from I Cor. x. 8—10 are given as examples. The second,
or tropological, is illustrated by I Cor. ix. 9, where the ox is taken as a
metaphor for the Christian preacher (though many would take the
argument as being a minore ad maius). Of the third, ‘the sublime and
sacred way of understanding’, the instance is Paul’s interpretation of
marriage as a mystery embodied in Christ and the Church. In spite of
this repeated insistence on threefold exegesis, Schade could find only
four examples of it in Jerome’s works.3 One is admittedly dubious, two
are questionable and none fits the theoretical schemes. An instance,
however, is to be found in ep. 21. 28, on the Prodigal Son. The son
himself provides the literal sense of the parable; allegorically he is a
figure of publicans and sinners; and according to the mystical sense the
parable prophesies the future calling of the Gentiles.

In general the exegesis proposed is confined to two senses, the literal
and the spiritual; and the scriptural basis of this division is the teaching
of Paul that the letter kills but the spirit gives life (I Cor. iii. 6). The
literal is also called the historical, this being the form in which it so
frequently occurs. The spiritual sense also receives other names. It is
called anagoge and tropologia but without any precise difference in

1 Ep. 134. 2. 2 PL. 25, 147¢D.
3 L. Schade, Die Inspirationslehre des hl. Hieronymus (Freiburg i.B., 1910), p. 109.
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application. The former (literally ‘elevation”) is employed in the middle
ages of texts which lead the soul up to the contemplation of celestial
beatitude. By Jerome it is used of the ascent from a bare and strictly
literal sense to an allegorical application (e.g. PL. 25. 164¢). Similarly
tropology, with the meaning of *figure of speech’ or ‘ trope’, may be no
more than a metaphor, as in ep. 129. 6, where the land flowing with milk
and honey is explained as signifying ‘abundance of all things’. But
elsewhere, also by tropology, the same phrase is taken to refer to ‘the
church of Christ in which we as suckling children are reared by faith to
be capable of taking solid food’.t

Jerome says that ‘each of these senses requires the other’. This is
in connection with the two doors of the Temple (Ezek. xli. 23) ‘which
are the means of showing forth the mysteries of both Instruments’, that
is, Testaments.2 But he insists that the spiritual sense must be founded
on the literal.3 They both ‘run on the same lines’; that is, the spiritual
must develop naturally out of the literal.4 Still, he allows that, though
the literal sense gives the exegete no liberty, ‘tropology is free and is
limited only by these laws, that it must be a pious meaning keeping
close to the language of the context and must not violently conjoin
really disparate matters’.5 The justification for this search for higher
meanings seems to be that all Scripture is intended for our religious
instruction, for which some passages do not appear to be well adapted;
and that, as Scripture gives us ‘divine utterances’, they must reflect the
wisdom of Almighty God and be full of deep and hidden mysteries.
But Jerome’s attitude to these ‘pious’ developments certainly under-
went a change in the course of his career. The first commentary he wrote
was composed at Antioch about 375 on the prophet Obadiah. Of this
he was later ashamed, and he wished it to be destroyed; and in fact we
should have known nothing of it, had not its author asked pardon for it
in the preface to his later work on the same book.¢ His ‘mind was on
fire with mystical knowledge’, and he explained the book allegorically,
taking no account of the literal sense. This was before the commence-
ment of his Hebrew studies in the desert. He had started his career under
the influence of the prevailing mentality and with a profound admira-
tion for Origen, but this gradually changed. In the preface to Malachi,”

t Com. in Jer. 11. 5. 2 PL. 25, 4048. 3 Ep. 129. 6.
4+ PL, 25, 3874, 5 PL, 25, 1281 D—12824,
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written in 406, he writes that Origen was the author of three volumes
on the prophet ‘but he simply did not touch the literal sense, and, after
his manner, was wholly engaged in allegorical interpretation’. And in
Jerome’s work on Jeremiah, his last and unfinished commentary, the
spiritual interpretations are comparatively rare, and he several times
speaks of Origen as ‘doting’ in his allegorical interpretations.

Concerning the ‘typical’ meaning of Scripture Jerome has left no
doubt as to his mind, though of this subject too there is no express
treatment. ‘Everything’, he says, ‘that concerned Israel proceeded in
image and shadow and type.’! Types are acted predictions. ‘Let us
follow the rule that all the prophets did much that was typical of our
Lord. . .and whatever at the actual time happened concerning Jeremiah
was a prophecy of the future concerning the Lord.’? These general
expressions, however, were not meant to be pressed. ‘A type indicates
a part’, and ‘those who were partial types of our Lord are not to be
thought to have done as types of him all that they are reported to have
done.’

The difficulty experienced by the novice in Hebrew studies in the
desert of Chalcis may well be imagined when we remember that the
Hebrew texts at his disposal were all in manuscript and contained only
the consonants; the vowel signs were invented after his time. There
were, moreover, no dictionaries, no concordances, no grammars. Only
those who already knew how words were pronounced could give
expression to the characters. The pronunciation of words when once
heard had to be stored in the memory. No wonder he speaks of the
labour and difficulty: ‘How often I despaired and how often I gave up
and in my eagerness to learn started again.’3 Clearly his initial lessons
could not suffice. Before attempting work on Chronicles he obtained
the help of a Doctor of the Law from Tiberias and with him went
carefully through the whole book.4 For Job, the most difficult book of
the Old Testament, he secured at considerable expense as tutor a re-
nowned Jew from Lydda.5 What Jerome says of the help he received
from this learned man has sometimes been misunderstood: ‘whether I
made progress under his tuition I do not know; this only I know, that
I could not have translated what I had not previously understood.’
This is only a modest way of saying that it must be left to others to

! Ep. 129. 8. 2 Com. in Jer. 11. 21-3. 3 Ep. 125. 12,
4 PL, 29, 401B. 5 PL, 28, 10814A.
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judge of the success achieved. One instructor is mentioned by name.
This was Baranina, who for handsome payment, both at Jerusalem and
at Bethlehem, made his visits by night like another Nicodemus.! The
mastery Jerome achieved in the knowledge of the Hebrew vocabulary
may be judged by a sentence written in 400.2 Speaking of ‘Rissah’ he
says that he can remember no occurrence of the word except in Num.
xxxiii. 21—no help from a concordance, we must remember—and in a
non-canonical book called ‘Little Genesis’, otherwise known as
‘Jubilees’. And his memory had not betrayed him. In his turn Jerome
had himself become a teacher, and to such good effect that Paula,
Eustochium, and Blesilla used to sing the Psalms in Hebrew. As for the
science of etymology, it was unknown in those days, and it is not
surprising that Jerome in this matter was not more advanced than
others of his age.

In his eatlier period, before he became immersed in his study of the
Hebrew Scriptures, Jerome acknowledged the canonicity of the books
known as deuterocanonical. This name was first used in the sixteenth
century by Sixtus Senensis and has since passed into common use in the
Latin Church as a convenient label to cover Tobit, Judith, Wisdom,
Ecclesiasticus, the two Books of Maccabees, Baruch, and the Greek parts
of Esther and Daniel. It was not intended to denote an inferior degree
of authority, but only as a recognition of the fact that the canonicity of
these writings had not always met with universal consent in the Church.
And the most notable dissident was the recluse of Bethlehem. He no-
where refers to his change of view or to the reason for it. But it is
plausible to suggest that the implicit faith he came to give to the Hebrew
text—"the Hebrew truth’ (Hebraica veritas), as he commonly calls it—
led to the opinion that where the true text was to be found, there also
the true Canon was to be sought, which he thereupon adopted from the
contemporary opinion of the Jewish rabbis. The change is to be dated
from about 390, as most of his literary work can be dated with exact
or approximate accuracy. As an example of his earlier attitude may be
cited the commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians, where Mattathias
is mentioned as spoken of in ‘the treasury of the Scriptures’;3 his name
occurs only in T Maccabees. Later, in the prologue to his version from
the Hebrew of the Books of Samuel and Kings, he gives a list of the
Hebrew books and then goes on to say that whatever is not in that

t Ep. 84. 3. 2 Ep. 8. 20. 3 PL. 26, 384c.
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catalogue is to be reckoned among apocryphal writings. He mentions
by name Wisdom, the Book of Jesus the son of Sirach (Ecclesiasticus),
Judith, Tobit, and Maccabees.! Elsewhere he speaks similarly of
Baruch.2 Various other passages could also be quoted.

This attitude was never abandoned. The reference to Baruch, just
given, is found in the commentary on Jeremiah, the last to be under-
taken. Yet these later years produced a number of expressions that speak
in an opposite sense. The reader gains the impression that the lessons on
the Canon which Jerome had learnt in his youth still exercised their
influence, which caused them, perhaps almost unnoticed by the author,
to find expression in the writings of his advanced years. Thus Judith is
said to give her name to a ‘sacred volume’ (ep. 65. 1, which dates from
397). Ecclesiasticus is called ‘holy Scripture’ in the commentary on
Isaiah, 408-10.3 Wisdom is styled ‘Scripture’ in the last commentary,
that on Jeremiah.# And these are only a small selection of the texts that
could be mentioned.

In the case of the New Testament Jerome recognized as canonical all
the writings so recognized today. He was too well-informed not to
know that doubts existed both about the canonicity of the Epistle to the
Hebrews and about its authorship. But he accepted it himself as having
the testimony of tradition, following, he says, ‘the authority of ancient
writers’. He condemns Marcion and Basilides for rejecting it,5 and
speaks of it as ‘Scripture’.6 Many attributed the epistle to Barnabas or
Clement, but, he writes, ‘it is of no consequence whose it is’ (ep. 129.3);
that is, as the context shows, as regards the question of canonicity. He
himself seems to favour Pauline origin understood in the sense that
Paul’s Hebrew script was rendered by another into eloquent Greek.?

The commentaries on the New Testament are few in number. Of the
Gospels, only that of Matthew is treated, and of the epistles of Paul
those to the Galatians, the Ephesians, Titus and Philemon. These
commentaries were composed at the pressing request of friends, some-
times at least against the exegete’s inclination. He tells Paula and
Eustochium in the preface to Ephesians that they had forced him to
undertake the work in spite of his unwillingness and reluctance.® This
attitude may appear surprising, but it is readily intelligible in the

T PL. 28, 5564, z PL. 24, 680A.
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circumstances. Others could do useful work on the New Testament,
but for the elucidation of the Old Jerome possessed unique qualifica-
tions and he must have felt that all his available time and energy would
be most profitably devoted to that work. In fact with his many dis-
tracting duties he did not live to accomplish all he had hoped for.The
commentary on Jeremiah was left incomplete and that projected on the
Song of Songs was never written.! His especial interest and delight was
in the prophetical literature, and we have his commentaries on the other
three major, and the twelve minor, prophets. There is besides only the
commentary on Ecclesiastes and short notes on most of the Psalms.
The homilies on the Psalms are addresses given to his monks at
Bethlehem and, suitably to their purpose, are devoid of erudition. They
were intended to help his audience in the devout recitation or singing
of the Psalter. They seem to have been written down as orally delivered.
Their unstudied character may be judged by a remark in the course of
the commentary on Psalm 88 (89): * What I forgot to say at the begin-
ning I will say now.’

The function of an exegete, Jerome writes, is ‘to discuss what is
obscure, to touch on the obvious, to dwell at length on what is doubt-
ful’.2 Elsewhere he says that the commentator should ‘briefly and
plainly elucidate what is obscure’ and should so write that his own
explanation of another’s words does not itself need explanation.3 But in
the matter of brevity he is far from attaining his own ideal. But elo-
quence has no place in a commentary; on the contrary, it should be
written in ‘simple speech’.4 In composing his work he acknowledges
his use of earlier writers, as his purpose is not to give personal views of
his own but the treasures of traditional wisdom. Much, however, is
inevitably the fruit of his own study. He desired in particular to give
the West the benefit of the learning and piety of the Greek writers who
were not familiar to those of Latin speech. On difficult matters various
opinions are recorded and at times the reader is left to his own judge-
ment to decide which explanation is the best (e.g. PL. 24, 6814).

In the works on the Old Testament erudition is naturally more in
evidence. A Latin translation is given of the Hebrew original and also
of the Septuagint Greek, which in Latin dress had so long been the text
used in the West. There are frequent references to the versions of the
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later Greek translators, Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion, and in
many places he sets forth the views of learned Jews. Indeed, he says
more than once that part of his purpose was to give to Latin ears the
erudition of ‘the masters of the synagogue’.!

This brief sketch would be sadly incomplete without a mention of
the impelling motive that guided all this literary activity. Jerome had a
natural ardour for study and learning, but he subordinated this to a
higher supernatural zeal and devotion to the written Word of God. In
his prefaces he manifests his reliance on the power of prayer to help him
to write on the Scriptures in the same spirit as that in which they were
written. That was his impelling motive; to make them better known
and better understood.

In the present context, the name Septuagint may cover also its Latin
derivative just as it did in the language of the times we are concerned
with. It was the version Jerome learnt in his boyhood.? Even after his
translation of the Psalms from the Hebrew it was in this version that he
sang them with his community of monks; and, of course, it was the
words they sang that he endeavoured to explain for their edification.3
This illustrates both his wisdom in allowing for the force of custom and
providing for the spiritual good of others, and also his respect for the
words and phrases that had been used in the Church since the days of the
apostles. And yet his attitude to the Version had necessarily undergone
a change. In his youth it was universally held in the highest esteem as
the vehicle of the word of God, an esteem heightened by the common
belief that it had been inspired by the Holy Ghost. This belief was
founded on the story that the seventy elders, separated in seventy cells,
found at the conclusion of their task that all had produced identically
the same translation. As his studies advanced Jerome learnt that this
picturesque detail was an addition to the original account of Aristeas
and of no authority.# Moreover, in the course of his revision of the Old
Latin with an eye on the original Hebrew his attention was drawn more
and more to the imperfections of the Greek texts. There was no codex
that could be said to represent faithfully the authentic text of the
Septuagint. Alexandria and Egypt used the recension of Hesychius,
Constantinople and Antioch that of Lucian, and in the territory between
these two the text held in honour was that of Origen’s Hexapla.5 Then
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besides this variety of recensions the texthad not been kept pure but had
become disfigured by the carelessness of copyists.! He thus became
gradually convinced that no revision of the Old Latin could be entirely
satisfactory and that greater benefit would accrue to the Church of God
by an entirely new version direct from ‘the Hebrew truth’. Some had
been critical and even scandalized at his revision, which in their
ignorance or prejudice they accused of falsifying the sacred text.
Augustine, more enlightened, approved of the revision. But even he
disapproved of the new venture of a translation from a language known
in the Church (apart from some convert Jews) only to the translator.2
He therefore tried to dissuade Jerome from continuing with the task
and urged him to return to the work of revision.

Skill in translating is fostered by practice, and Jerome was no novice
at the art when he commenced the arduous task of translating the Old
Testament from the original Hebrew. His previous work of the kind
had been from the Greek of Origen and Didymus but it had enabled
him to form definite principles. These he set down in the letter 57 to
Pammachius which he speaks of as a treatise ‘On the best style of
translating’. The desired ideal is fidelity to the sense without undue
adherence to the words as such, for a translation must be true to the
character of the language into which it is made, and this cannot be
achieved by slavish reproduction of words. It is true that the principle
of ‘sense by sense and not word by word” is said not to apply to holy
Scripture, ‘ where even the ordo verborum is a mystery’.3 This does not
mean the order of the words, but, by a usage attested elsewhere in
Jerome’s writings, something like ‘the precise character of the words’.
In the preface to Job the translation is said to follow at times the words,
at times the sense, at times both at once,* though this statement is not
altogether clear in meaning. Certainly Jerome often neglects the words
when they represent mere repetition which would be alien to Latin
taste. He even at times inserts words of his own for the sake of clarity,
as in Gen. xxxi. 47, ‘each according to the propriety of his own
language’. And in the following verse he explains the name Galaad
‘that is, the Witness Heap’. In places a neat Latin phrase has an ethos
quite absent from the simplicity of the Hebrew, as ‘if in silent thought
thou answer’ for ‘if thou shouldst say in thy heart’ (Deut. xviii. 21).

1 PL. 28, 13238. 2 PL, 22, 566. 3 Ep. 57.5.
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Another characteristic that not only distinguishes Jerome’s Latin style
from that of the Hebrew but produces a very different literary impres-
sion is the unwillingness of the translator to repeat the use of the same
word. For instance, in Gen. xv. 9 the Hebrew uses the same word three
times to specify that the age of the heifer, the she-goat and the ram is
three years, whereas the Latin has triennis, trima, trium annorum. Ot
again, in IT Sam. vii. 13—16 the one Hebrew word meaning ‘for ever’
is rendered in sempiternum, in aeternum, iugiter. A marked feature of
Jerome’s style is the separation of nouns from their dependent genitives.
Thus in Gen. xxiv. 32 where the Hebrew reads ‘He gave straw and
fodder for the camels and water to wash his feet and the feet of the men
with him’ the translation in all manuscripts but one has dedit paleas et
foenum et aguam ad lavandum pedes camelorum et virorum qui venerant
cum eo. This trick of style is responsible for the idea expressed by
several writers that Jerome strangely thought it the practice to wash the
feet of camels. This idiom does not tend to clarity. In the sentence ‘ The
apostle commands women’s heads to be veiled in churches on account
of the angels’ the order of the words in Latin is velari capita in ecclesiis
Jfeminarum.!

It might be thought that the Latin style of the version would make
it difficult to recognize the wording of the underlying Hebrew.
Actually, especially in the historical books, this is not so, once the
characteristics of the translation are taken into account. And it is widely
acknowledged that Jerome’s Hebrew manuscripts were in close agree-
ment with the recension in use today. Mistakes found in the one are
found in the other. So the rather meaningless ‘tribes’ appears in
IT Sam. vii. 7, whereas the true reading ‘judges’ is preserved in the
parallel passage in I Chron. xvii. 6. In the Pentateuch some remarks of
Jerome show that his text agreed with extant manuscripts even in the
matter of vowel letters (matres lectionis). He comments that in Gen.
xxiii. 16 the name Ephron is first written with wau, and then a second
time without it.2 This is also the case in our own printed editions. He
remarks, too, that in Exodus the word ‘cherubim’ is consistently
written without wax, though in other books it occurs frequently with
it.3 So, again, we still find it. Differences of meaning do not necessarily
demonstrate differences in the Hebrew texts. They may merely reflect
different ways of vocalizing the same consonants. Thus, in Ps. 2: 9,

t PL. 26, 130B. 2 PL. 23, 9734, 3 Ep. 29. 6.
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where the Massoretic vocalization gives ‘ Thou shalt crush them with
arod of iron’, Jerome’s version from the Hebrew has pasces eos, the
verb being read as in Ps. 22 (23): 1, ‘the Lord is my shepherd’: a
meaning that harmonizes badly with the ‘rod of iron’. Again, the
present Hebrew reading of Ps. 71 (72): 12 means ‘he will rescue the
poor man at his entreaty’, wheareas Jerome, with the same consonants,
renders it ‘he will rescue the poor man from the mighty’.

All manuscripts when copied, and in particular when frequently
copied, gradually deviate in some degree from the exact wording of the
archetype, and the Latin translation under consideration has inevitably
been no exception to the rule. For accurate textual work recourse must
be had to critical editions if available, and the decisive factor must be
sought in the evidence and not in the judgement of the editor. Here it is
worth remarking that in some cases at least in the writings of Jerome it
would never be possible to determine with certainty which of the
variant readings was the one intended. Even if there were a codex extant
which was known to have been copied at Bethlehem under the author’s
direction, we could not be sure that all its readings were correct. With
his multifarious occupations he could not, as he himself says, check all
the copies made;! and when he did himself revise, he would inevitably
in places improve his own text. Thus two readings would be in circula-
tion, both stemming from the author but without, it might well be, any
sure criterion to distinguish the earlier from the later reading. At
times—and this is important—other evidence besides that of the text
itself must be taken into consideration.

A clear instance of this necessity is the well-known reading Zpsa in
Gen. iii. 15. Of this it may be asserted with confidence that it is not
Jerome’s own text, and that he wrote, or rather dictated, ipse. This is
the reading of Ottobonianus (of the seventh or eighth century), one of
the three principal textual witnesses. And in Quaestiones Hebraicae in
Genesim, a work composed before the translation of the Pentateuch, we
find the Old Latin quoted as ‘ipse servabit’, followed by the comment
that the Hebrew, with ‘ipse conteret’, is superior. That the latter is the
genuine reading adopted by Jerome in his version of Genesis is shown
by a citation in Leo the Great, using ‘conteret’. This is evidence that
Leo depended on Jerome’s text. As the subject of ‘conteret’ Leo has
‘semen mulieris’, and this (‘ The seed of the woman’) shows that he

3 Ep. 1. 5.
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could not have found ipsa in the text.? It is of interest to note that
F. Drewniak? has shown that ipse did not arise out of the application
of the text to the Blessed Virgin, and was not the origin of that
application.

Jerome had the oral assistance of Jewish teachers, and this is reflected
in the occasional agreement of his version with the Targum. He also
had the existing Greek versions, not only of the Septuagint but also of
Aquila, Symraachus and Theodotion. Aquila’s may have been intended
as a ‘running vocabulary’. It was of the most slavish character, render-
ing the Hebrew word for word without regard for the exigencies of the
Greek language. Aquila’s work was thus of assistance in fixing the
meanings of words, and his influence can still be traced in the Latin
Version. It should also be mentioned that occasionally Jerome gives a
revised translation in his later commentaries as on Hosea xi. 8.3 Thus
ifit is claimed, and rightly claimed, that Jerome was the most successful
of the ancient translators, it is also true that he owed his success in part
to the advantage of having previous workers in the same field. Since
his time great progress has been made in the exact understanding of
Hebrew. The discovery and decipherment of ancient Semitic literatures,
as the Babylonian and Ugaritic, have thrown much light on the Bible,
and passages still obscure to Jerome can now be more accurately
comprehended and translated.

The name ‘Vulgate’ has been avoided in the foregoing pages, as
at the time of Jerome’s activity the expression ‘editio vulgata’ meant
the Old Latin Version then commonly used in the West or, accord-
ing to the context, the Septuagint from which it had been derived.
The name, of course, could not be transferred to the new translation
from the Hebrew till that had taken the place in general use previously
enjoyed by the Old Latin. The subsequent history of the Version
belongs, however, to another chapter. Here it suffices to say that it
did not receive the title of ‘ Vulgate’ till the sixteenth century, though
long before that it had acquired the right to it. The ‘textus vulgatus’
spoken of in the thirteenth century was the particular recension drawn
up in the University of Paris and received with wide favour.

The Vulgate, as we now know it, contains Jerome’s translation of

1 PL. 54, 194A.

2 Die mariologische Deutung von Gen. 3: 15 in der Viitergeit (1934).
3 PL. 325, 919BcC.
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the Hebrew books of the Old Testament Canon, with the exception of
the Psalms; of the Hebrew and Aramaic of Esdras and Daniel, as also
of the Greek parts of the latter and Esther; and his translation from
Aramaic of Tobit and Judith. The Psalms are those of the Gallican
Psalter. And the remaining books, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, the two
Books of Maccabees and Baruch, are in the Old Latin Version. These
were neither translated nor revised by Jerome. The New Testament is
in the form revised by him.

Besides much biblical exegesis in his letters, there are three books
that must be introduced to the reader. The first is the Liber de Nominibus
Hebraicis. Inspired by earlier work by Philo and Origen, Jerome
collected all the proper names of both Testaments and assigned to each
its traditional meaning. Some of these traditional etymological explana-
tions he sets down with a protest as doing violence to the names
(‘violentum’). But a good knowledge of Hebrew does not necessarily
imply an understanding of the science of etymology, which had not
then been born. The main interest of the book is consequently for
the history of exegesis, as these interpretations long remained in
favour.

The second, Liber de Situ et Nominibus Locorum Hebraicorum, is a
gazetteer of the towns, mountains, rivers, and other geographical names
occurring in the Bible. As the preface informs the reader, it is a trans-
lation of a work by Eusebius of Caesarea, for whom Jerome had a high
esteem. He made some few changes and additions. This work is not
disfigured by etymologies.

The third is the Liber Hebraicorum Quaestionum in Genesim. All three
were in hand at the same time and date from about 389-92. This one,
on selected passages of Genesis, was of a character till then completely
unknown. It was meant to be the first of a series, but the continuation
seems to have been abandoned. The purpose was to correct erroneous
opinions about the Hebrew books, and mistakes in the Latin and Greek
codices. As the popular etymologies in the Hebrew bible lose their
point in translations, these also are explained, as, for example, the name
of Cain in Gen. iv. 1. The probable explanation of its discontinuance is
that this plan was overtaken by the decision to produce a translation of
the whole Hebrew bible.

The lifelong labours of Jerome all bear witness to his ardent devotion
to Holy Scripture. For him ‘knowledge of the Scriptures’ means ‘the
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riches of Christ’ and ‘ignorance of the Scriptures is ignorance of
Christ’.Y Hence his exhortations to his correspondents: ‘I beg you,
dear brother, live with them, meditate on them, make them the sole
object of your knowledge and inquiries.’2 And to a priest: ‘ Frequently
read the divine Scriptures; rather, never let the sacred text out of your
hands. Learn what you have to teach. . . The speech of a priest should
be seasoned with the words of Scripture.’3 ‘Make knowledge of the
Scriptures your love and you will not love the vices of the flesh’ (ep.
125. 11). And in the explanation of the Scriptures, he reminds his
readers, we always stand in need of the Spirit of God.4

¥ PL. 23, 9364 and 24, 17B. 2 Ep. 53. 10.
3 Ep.s2. 74 4 PL. 25, 1159B.

101

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



CHAPTER V

THE MEDIEVAL HISTORY OF THE
LATIN VULGATE"®

In a letter written to Jerome in 403, Augustine mentioned that in Eoa
(Tripoli) a bishop had caused a disturbance, and had nearly lost his
flock, through reading a lesson from Jonah in Jerome’s new Latin
version. Jerome replied that the trouble was doubtless due to his im-
proved rendering of the Hebrew giggayon (gourd), for which he had
replaced the earlier cucurbita by hedera, itself admittedly not a perfect
rendering.! The incident is a fair example of perhaps the most formidable
kind of opposition against which any revised or new translation of the
Scriptures may have to struggle: if the student is to appreciate ade-
quately the forces at play, it is essential for him to gain some insight
into the minds of the laity as well as the scholars and theologians ranged
for or against innovation. As for the case in point, we may remind our-
selves of the widespread recognition in Jonah and his experiences of a
type of Christ,2 and there are plentiful examples from the second
century onwards of Jonah’s frequent representation in early Christian
iconography. These reflect the strength of the popular notion of the
plant that shaded Jonah as a gourd, a notion too sturdy to give way
before Jerome’s proposed évy—a point with which Rufinus, in casti-
gating Jerome, makes sarcastic play. With one doubtful exception, the
surviving monuments will have none of the ivy, touz simple; they show
either the plain gourd, or compromise with a hybrid invention exhibit-
ing features of both gourd and ivy.3

* For abbreviations, etc., see the bibliography below, p. 511 fl. For sigla indicating
manuscripts of the Vulgate see the introductory portions of Biblia Sacra and Novum
Testamentumn there cited.

v Ep. Hieronymi 104, 112; C.S.E.L. 55 (ed. I. Hilberg), pp. 241, IL. 3, 392, P.L. 22,
833, §5, 930; In Jon. 4, 6; P.L. 25, 11488,

2 See, e.g., Hilary, 7n Ps. 69 (68), § 5, P.L.9, 473 A; Jerome, Ep. 53, §8; C.S.E.L. 54,
p. 458, L. 10, P.L. 22, 546 below.

3 Rufinus, dpologia 1, §35, P.L. 21, 614A. H. Leclercq, art. *Jonas’ in Dictionnaire
d’Archéologie chrétienne et de Liturgie, vi1, col. 2574 below, 2593 f., quoting in extenso from
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Fi1c.

HISTORY OF THE VULGATE TEXT
TO THE RENAISSANCE

(see caveat, below, p. 112)

Symbols as used in the Oxford edition of the New Testament and the Rome (Bene-
dictine) edition of the Old Testament (in brackets following N.T. symbol where
applicable). Main families shown in large Greek majuscules. For TI, see Quentin,
pp- 353 £ Y, T, pp. 361 £, 384; Berger (3), pp. 137 f.; Lowe, 111, no. 383; Q, below,
p. 145; A, A, Fischer (3), pp. 8-9. Bracketed numbers as follows:

(1) Benevento, MS B.M. Add. 5463. See Berger (3), p. o1.
(2) See below, p. 134 n. 3.
(3) Below, p. 135 n. 7.
(4) Below, p. 141 n. 1; see Fischer (1), p. 10 on MSS St Gall 6, 7, etc.
(5) See below, p. 134 n. 2.
(6) Below, pp. 143—4.
(7) MS BM. Royal I A xviii. See Glunz (2), p. xvi.
(8) E.g. MS Copenhagen, Royal Library Gl Kgl. s. 10; see Glunz (2), p. xvi.
(9) Below, p. 146 n. 3.
(10) Below, p. 150 n. 2.
(11) Below, p. 145 nn. 2, 3.
(12) See C. Lindberg, MS Bodley 959, 1959, p. 19 (Acta Universitatis Stockholmiensis,
vI).

The diagram here presented is modified from that of Glunz (1), facing p. 177; cf.
Quentin, p. 352, and Glunz’s own remarks (2), p. 2. Recent students have been critical
of Glunz’s findings, which ought to be viewed with circumspection unless checked from
the MSS and from the conclusions of Berger, De Bruyne, Quentin, etc. Ayuso in his
various studies greatly exaggerates the influence of the Spanish Latin bible beyond the
Iberian peninsula. Fischer (4), p.[15]f., emphasizes the role of Italy as the centre of textual
diffusion, the best texts coming from Italy and southern Gaul. Spanish texts are Italian-
based, and exercised a limited external influence, in France only. Insular influence cannot
be established for the early stages of Vulgate history; for most books of the Old Testa-
ment there are no Irish MSS and for the New Testament few apart from the Gospels. No
early MS written outside Ireland and imported there has survived.

I am grateful to Messrs Tauchnitz of Leipzig, publishers of the late Dr Glunz’s
Britannien und Bibeltext, for permission to use his diagram; but should make it clear that
the introduction of substantial changes by me gives the diagram here printed an inde-
pendence of the original.

103

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Western Type

" . erome's
of Greek Text Mixed Italian type <UVu!gate D
and (old Latin) FGIMPZ
Gospels in o7
1. Mixed vulgate and old High German and St Finian { Cassiodorus)
pre-Jerome Texts of Moville [
H -
i | (2)
! [
/\ ; 1
N i
Llwd T 13;5 Ty + |
Spani TT)'P“L Text of Gregory = *;,:.9:_ __________ f +
™ : s N et T
B g i e ’F (Irish 'rype) |
Xe Pl i
Continental Mi L S Northum[)rian Text = Late Northumbrian
R - -1 — —A ;‘ “‘--t_,_x‘ | Text current at
BBv(l) _-~ — e (oM + York
- it ‘-I
2, Texts essentially Pl /I 1./1 S 1‘
. — ris ext on
representative of Text of Anglo-— x
4 \ - -Saxon Missionaries—— —, - the Continent
o \ #* Ada-Group (2) M — e —— X A E pmigin
x—-\( - Va TX=— ~—— . Alcuin’s recension :
‘Theodulf’s Recension . . - 'V (ﬂ ¢'V! K (= QC} N 1
3 2 H corr. - — - ]
M T (=M e | % [ Earter St Gall Texe | e 22 ) :
‘l w'"""al‘ 3 ma T e T / ; f “Late Continental
I - - ~ . f Texts
\ R,D:' =t e o ‘/ Corbie Bible (s)
‘ {Conflat: Itallan) | e o L
' Texe \ 11 - — ‘/ . Ve / //l i, me
"l Wh . - . . ~ ’ N o
i, Lueond ~ N | - - /e = o
Neutral Texts (‘9} R i P s _ ‘7‘:_ — P:ns Text . /S !
\ T~ North Ttalian=" . P L~ / Acthelstan's Gospels
; e ‘Text of Milan L PP L / - .
\ S Bobbio St Gall S s D Lo ra !
' ~. L) = . A / Late English
l “~— —— / ¥ ~ T . Text
. T Stephen Harding's1™ — W e ) I Y
\ L Cistercian Text - ~° - ! Lanfranc’s Scholastic : Ses
' (6) " # -l . -~ g Text Wrnche(sst;r Text
. ’ w
\- . - & .- li“(l;)'zi‘t / Text followed by West-Saxon
L YT e gt translation of Gospels
" -~ c— S —" - I Corm:u::m Gloss to Matthew in R
\ - - — 7 ,/' ![Hl{g‘],([(-'utﬂ (= corr.
[Herhert of ﬁaham‘i-] P L I vat.)]), Jac, (10)
Ps;llt;r s » al 1 { ) Knowledge of Greek.
\ e :f N Text followed by [ 1 Krnowledge of Hebrew.
Pei oo carlier Wycliffite = = g
rinted editions Version 4 7 Hebrew-speaking contacts,
of Vulgate Qs ————  Early transmission of principal recensions,
K= (2 —3~~ Transmission by Anglo-Saxon monks.
~====Transmission by Irish monks.
—~==— Transmission through Post-carolingian Continental monasterics.
For numbers (1) to (12) see p. 103 above.
Fig. 1

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



From the Fathers to the Reformation

It is scarcely surprising that such lay conservatism should assert it-
self even more vigorously in connection with the public reading of the
Scriptures. Behind the liturgical use of the Church, which by the eighth
century had probably long been reading Jonah in November, lay a long
tradition of Jewish practice, which had prescribed Jonah as a proper
lesson for the Day of Atonement since at least the second century. The
Jews themselves traced their lectionary—in general terms, probably
correctly—to Ezra and the return from Babylon, and attributed the
pentateuchal lectionary, with poetic intuition, to Moses himself.? The
Jewish weekly sabbath readings were probably themselves a generaliza-
tion of a practice originally customary on a few special occasions only,
and they thus point the way back to the Babylonian New Year festival,
a prominent feature of which was the rehearsal of the Creation Myth.
The function of such reading, within the context of the Babylonian
liturgical drama, was to promote and ensure the success of the annual
process of renewal: and although familiarity with a custom long since
extended into a weekly rite will have obliterated for both Jews and
Christians the quasi-dramatic and compulsive nature of the possible
origin of the lectionary, it may not be over-fanciful to descry in Chris-
tian conservatism regarding the text of the Latin translation, and in
Jewish punctiliousness in the public rendition of the original Hebrew of
the Bible, the inarticulate residuum of a concern lest any deviation
should compromise the efficacy of a religious act whose purpose had
once been to guarantee the perpetuation of the order of nature.2

Resistance on the part of the Christian laity to any tampering with
E. Michon in Revue Bibligue, n.s. x11 (1915), §27. The Atlas of the Early Christian World,
by F. van der Meer and C. Mohrmann (English translation, 1958, by M. F. Hedlund and
H. H. Rowley), contains several specimens of Jonah; see plates 9o, 107-8, 167, §79-80.

! For the Church, see Ordo xiii A, M. Andrieu, Les Ordines Romani du haut moyen
dge, 11 (1948), 485. In the year 385 Ambrose read and expounded the book on a special
occasion, including the 4th chapter; Ep. 20, §25, P.L. 16, 1001. For the Synagogue, see
the Baraitha in the Babylonian Talmud Megillah 31a; Nehemiah viii. 1-8, Babylonian
Talmud Babka Qamma 82a; Mishnah Megillah, iii, end; Jerusalem Talmud Megillat iv,
§1 (f. 75 @); cf. Sifrey on Deut. xvi. 1 § 127. (With the exception of the last, these texts are
all available in English, French, or German translations.)

2 S. H. Hooke, at the end of his presidential address to the Folk-Lore Society, 1937,
reports the experience of Jane Harrison at an Easter celebration in Greece. When she
remarked on the exuberance of an old woman’s joy at the occasion, the latter replied, * Of
course I am happy; if Christ were not risen we should have no harvest this year’, See on

the whole subject B. Gerhardsson, Memory and Manuscript, 2nd ed. (Copenhagen, 1964),
especially pp. 67f., 165 f.
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the biblical text in the setting of the cultus was reinforced by a pervasive
linguistic factor operative throughout the churches of the West. During
the first four Christian centuries the Latin-speaking Christian com-
munity had forged its Latinity into an instrument adjusted to all aspects
of its activity as an /deengemeinschaft, domestic no less than ceremonial
and public; and it was the interaction of this Christian Latin tradition
with the norms identifiable in the writings of the greatest non-Christian
authors that was to produce the successive renascences within western
Christendom that culminated in the fifteenth-century Renaissance. The
lexical innovations of Jerome’s revised translation were to contribute to
this christianized Latin, but the essential foundations had been laid
before Jerome’s time and remained, on the whole, impervious to neo-
logistic interference. The extent to which the emergent Romance
languages (both in the form spoken by Christians and in the Judaeo-
Romance dialects) reflect the vocabulary of the Old Latin bible is
evidence of its continued popularity as against what is now called the
Vulgate; and the naturalization of the older biblical vocabulary in its
various new linguistic settings reinforced such reluctance as already
existed towards the adoption of the new version.!

As regards ecclesiastical leadership, although we may suppose that
the theological climate in which scriptural innovation was received
would be conditioned by sensitivity towards any attempt to saddle
heretical notions on to the wording of Holy Writ, such hesitancy
may be here discounted on account of Jerome’s own staunch ortho-
doxy and attitude towards Arianism. A more potent cause for
dissatisfaction with change was the fact that, as regards the Old
Testament, the Septuagint (and along with it, its largely dependent early
Latin versions) had come to be accepted as the bible of the Church,
with a supposed miracle accompanying its production to guarantee its
quality of verbal inspiration. It was for this reason that Augustine,? who

I On the whole subject see C. Mohrmann’s numerous studies, especially (1). For the
influence of the Old Latin bible on the Romance languages see J. Schrijnen, ‘Le Latin
chrétien devenue langue commune’, in Collectanea Schrijnen (Nijmegen-Utrecht, 1939),
pp. 335 f. (=Revue des Ewdes Latines, x11, 1934, 96 £.); D. S. Blondheim, Les Parlers
Judéo-Romans et la Vetus Latina (Paris, 1925); H. F. Muller, 4 Chronology of Vulgar
Latin, Beiheft 78 of Zeitschrift fiir Romanische Philologie (Halle, 1929), esp. pp. 16y f.

2 For Augustine’s view of the inspiration of the Septuagint, see Civ. Dei xvin, 43,
C.S.E.L. 0,ii, p. 337, P.L. 41, Gog; further references in Index to Augustine, P.L. 46,

602, s.v. Septuaginta. Augustine’s scriptural quotations are assembled by Bonnardiére,
but not with textual questions primarily in view. For Augustine’s own alleged revision,
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may have revised at least parts of both Testaments in order to improve
the fidelity of the Latin to the Greek, its clarity, and its latinity (in that
order of priority), criticized Jerome for basing himself on the Hebrew
instead of what had long been known as the editio vulgata—a name that
Jerome’s own version was not to usurp for a number of centuries,
perhaps not until after the thirteenth (see also p. 99), whilst the prestige
enjoyed by the old version was to be inherited by the new one no more
quickly. It was not until the Council of Trent that the seal was set on
the process, and Jerome’s version declared a repository of orthodox
Christian biblical doctrine, irrespective of any merits that it might
possess as a translation vis-d-vis the original texts and the Renaissance
Latin versions that were, by the sixteenth century, challenging its
accuracy.!

In any case, it is necessary to remind ourselves that we ought not to
speak too glibly of ‘ Jerome’s’ translation. It is certain that some books
(e.g. Job and the Minor Prophets) owe their revision for the ‘ Vulgate’
to Jerome personally; others were taken over by him unchanged from
the Old Latin (p. 100). Thus the Vulgate form of at least the Catholic
and Pauline epistles—perhaps of all the New Testament other than the
Gospels—derives from an unknown editor, working at Rome, not later
than the last decade of the fourth century. (See Frede (2), pp. 34*f.)
The earliest manuscript of the Vulgate Gospels, from the first half of
the fifth century, possibly contemporary with Jerome himself, is
St Gall 1395 (Turner; C.L.4. 984; Fischer (4), p. [15]). A further
important point is the fact that pandects (one-volume bibles of the kind
produced by Cassiodorus or like the surviving Codex Amiatinus, see
below, pp. 116£.) were very rare exceptions. The Bible normally circu-
De Bruyne (2), especially pp. 521 ., 567 {., 576, 6oz, Gos, GoG; the subsequent influence
of this revision in Spain, e.g. on the Mozarabic Psalter, is considered, but De Bruyne
overestimated Augustine’s textual activity: see Frede (2), p. 35*, above. For Augustine’s
criticism of Jerome’s reversion to the Hebrew bible, Ep. 71, ii, §4; C.S.E.L. 34 (ed.
A. Goldbacher), p. 252; P.L. 33, 242. His appreciation of Jerome’s Vulgate, called by
him Jtala, de Doctrina Christiana, 11, 22 (chap. xv), P.L. 34, 46; see Burkitt, pp. 57 £, 64.

! Cassiodorus’ Institutiones (post s11) illustrate the incipient communication to
Jerome’s (hexaplaric) text of the mystical prestige of the Greek: 1, xv, §5, ed. Mynors,
P- 44, P.L. 70, 1127C (corrumpi nequeunt quae inspirante Domino dicta noscuntur); also
§9, p. 46, ll. 19 £, P.L.'1128 infra, §11, p. 47, P.L, 11298; Fischer (2), p. 62. In 1267
Roger Bacon could write exemplari vulgato, quod est Parisiense (Opus Tertium, ed.
Brewer, p. 92), but he also uses the term Pulgara (if obliquely) of pre-Jerome versions:

Opus Minus, pp. 341 f. See also E. F. Sutcliffe, ‘ The Name “ Vulgate”*, Biblica, Rome,
xxix (1948), 345 f.
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lated in smaller codices containing a single book or more often a group
(Gospels, Octateuch, etc.); and when one-volumebibles were produced,
sub-units of heterogeneous provenance would be used as prototypes.
(The early-ninth-century St Germain Bible (G) is exceptional in
reflecting, comparatively faithfully, a north Italian one-volume bible
of the seventh century. The fact that Bede and others single out for
mention the one-volume bible brought with other books by Benedict
Biscop and Ceolfrid from Rome to Jarrow, indicates how rare a pandect
of the Bible was considered to be (Fischer, pp. 37, 42 £, (2), 66, 77).)
Since the pandects themselves were generally intended for reference
purposes at an important centre, they would again be copied piecemeal
by those interested in individual biblical books of importance to their
own concerns.

Thus in the centuries following Jerome’s death, the spread of both
the new version and the Old Latin remained ungoverned by self-
conscious consistency or the canons of responsible textual criticism.
The primary task of the missionaries who first carried abroad knowledge
of the Bible in Latin was the inculcation of a practical ethic allied to a
Christian faith, and the type of text upon which they based their preach-
ing was a matter of accident. Heterogeneous interpolations would be
included to meet the requirements of the immediate situation, and the
text thus modified would become perpetuated as it was diffused in the
course of missionary activity. That this procedure was as respectable in
the study as in the field is shown by Gregory the Great. In his Moralia
in Job, complete late in the sixth century, he stated explicitly that he
would use Jerome’s text as his basis, but would not hesitate to adopt the
Old Latin wherever it lent itself better to his own emphasis on moral
and ascetic interpretation. Thus, in order to stress the ever-contem-
porary relevance of the Incarnation, he prefers at Luke ii. 11 the Old
Latin natus est nobis hodie salvator against Jerome’s vobis (Vulgate
manuscripts X* Y G D¢ W have preserved rnobis). Similarly in Luke xv.
7, when elaborating the spiritual discipline necessary to achieve peni-
tence, Gregory follows the older peccatore poenitentiam agente against
Jerome’s habente (Z1X*& B E R agente).! One is reminded of the
rabbinic device of revocalizing a word in the Hebrew text (‘read it not
as HaLiKhoth but as HaLaKhoth’) in order to justify some essay into

t See Glunz (2), pp. 5 f., 11 £, 17; P.L. 75, §16; 76, 1104, 1248. For dogmatic sources
of corruption in the Vulgate see Berger (3), p. viii.
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allegorical or moral exegesis—except that rabbinic exegesis was meant
for a Jewish public that was at least superficially familiar with its own
Bible, and a body of tradition regarding the ‘literal’ meaning was
already in existence.!

By the time of Jerome’s death in 420 the controversy that his revision
had stimulated was beginning to wane. By the year 404 Augustine had
been quoting the Gospels in Jerome’s version whilst adhering to the
older one for Acts,? and by ¢. 406 Pelagius was using the Vulgate text
of Paul. By the seventh century the new version was on the way to
winning domination, and during the four centuries that followed
Jerome’s death a situation emerged controlled by three factors. The
first is the importance of Italy and its adjunct, southern Gaul, for the
dissemination of the Latin bible and of good texts of it. Secondly, there
was the pull of liturgical tradition, at least as far as the more familiar
biblical texts were concerned; and thirdly some tendency towards local
homogeneity. As ecclesiastical centres in certain areas grew in import-
ance, waves of missionary activity might carry a text-form, stamped
with the marks of the earliest preaching of Christianity in the province
concerned, beyond the natural or politically probable frontiers of its
currency. The classic example of this process is the introduction of a
south Italian text-type into Northumbria by Ceolfrid and Benedict
Biscop (see below, p. 117). From Wearmouth and Jarrow, where Irish
texts were also current, texts carried by missionaries to Gaul, Switzer-
land, and Germany both transmitted to the Continent in the ninth
century Alcuin’s Northumbrian-based bible, and also reinforced the
Irish tinge that was independently being injected into texts of other
parentage produced in Europe (see below, pp. 130 f.). But the Northum-
brian instance is exceptional, and ought not to be generalized to a degree
that would obscure the central significance of Italy as a disseminator of
texts.3

As regards the pull of liturgical conservatism, distinction must be
drawn between the various parts of the Bible, according to the extent
to which they were familiar at a popular level (that is, in the New
Testament, between the Gospels and the remainder). The Old Testa-

1 See, for this device, Encyclopaedia Judaica, 11, 74 f. (N. H. Torczyner).

2 See Augustine, Acta contra Felicem, C.S.E.L. 25 (ed. ]. Zycha), pp. 801 {., P.L. 42,
519; Burkitt, pp. 57 £.

3 On all this see Frede (1), pp. 11 {.; Fischer (4), pp- (15 £.1, [53 £.], (), p. 77.
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ment, with the exception of the Psalter, had never been a people’s book
in western Christendom before Jerome,! except among a few Christians
of immediate Jewish antecedents. The history of the Psalter is instruc-
tive. Jerome’s final revision iuxta hebraicam veritatem (above, pp. 84
and 88) never won popularity at all; his second, the so-called Gallican
Psalter, early achieved a wide currency in Gaul, particularly through the
influence of Gregory of Tours at the end of the sixth century. Its present
wide acceptance may possibly be connected with the diffusion of the
New Hymnary that ousted the old Benedictine Hymnary not long after
the reign of Charlemagne; but the earlier ascendancy of the ‘Roman’
Psalter that is attached to Jerome’s name, but which is in fact an earlier
Latin version, was maintained throughout Italy until the pontificate of
Pius V (1566—72).2 This Roman psalter-text had itself begotten several
others, connected with Italy, Gaul, Spain, and England, one of them
(the so-called Verona Psalter) corresponding with the quotations of
Augustine from the Psalms and being a partially retouched Italian
text. (The oldest Latin psalter current in North Africa, as used by
Tertullian and Cyprian, has disappeared, but it underlies the Cassino
Psalter (MS Cas. §57) edited by A. Amelli in Collectanea Biblica
Latina, 1, Rome, 1912.)3 This process is not peculiar to the Psalter. It
ought therefore to be clear that isolated manuscripts are to be expected
which, although produced in an ecclesiastical environment that had
evolved a substantially stabilized text of its own, nevertheless show (in
part or in toto) an alien text, recognizable as such from the inclusion of
some significant particular. One obvious touchstone is the form of
Hebrew names, the sometimes surprising Greek shapes of which were
retained in the Old Latin bible but brought into line with the Hebrew
original by Jerome (e.g. Ambacum for Habacuc). The presence ot
identifiable particularities will point to movements of some interest—
the migration of historically well-known figures within the Western
Church, or the temporary resort of more shadowy ones to sit at their
feet.

As a result of advances in palaeographical knowledge, and greatly

1 Berger (3), p. 3.

2 Walafrid Strabo, de rebus ecclesiasticis, §25; P.L. 114, 957 A.

3 Weber, p. viii, referring to A. Vaccari, Filologia Biblica e Patristica (Scritti
di eruditione e di filologia, 1, Rome, 1952), chap. X, pp. 207-55, especially p. 208.
For the Cassino Psalter, see B. Capelle, Revue Bénédictine, Maredsous, xxx11 (1920),
113-31.
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improved modern techniques of facsimile reproduction and other
mechanical aids—together with a greater appreciation of the necessity
for team-work in the scientific reconstruction of the history of the
Latin bible—many of the findings of the pioneers of Vulgate scholar-
ship in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century are now being
subjected to a fresh examination that sometimes clearly leads to quite
new conclusions. This is largely due to the scholarship of the two great
Benedictine institutions, in Rome and in Beuron, Germany, concerned
with the critical publication of the Vulgate and with the recovery of the
Old Latin bible text. Earlier schemes must be regarded as of tentative
and questionable value. While, therefore, it may be provisionally
claimed that Jerome’s Vulgate reached the ninth century along a two-
fold or threefold line of transmission based on broad geographical
generalizations, this must not be allowed to obscure the supremacy of
Italy as a centre of diffusion. Her dominating role is indicated decisively
by a statistical analysis of the provenance and distribution of all known
surviving manuscripts of the Latin bible eatlier than 800. And because
of the constant tendency towards textual admixture (see above, p. 110),
the attempt to construct diagrammatic genealogies ought to be acknow-
ledged as artificial and of doubtful historicity. (See Fig. 1, pp. 104-5.)

With this reservation, it may be said that whereas on the whole Italy
adopted Jerome’s bible, North Africa long clung to the Old Latin,
whose progressively Europeanized vocabulary had culminated in the
text of the Vulgate itself. One example is the Johannine epistles, which
in the fifth and sixth centuries were circulating in the West in a form
(frequently used by Augustine) of advanced Europeanization, distinc-
tive features being, for example, the use of saeculum for xéopos (1. ii. 2,
Vulgate mundt) and palam fieri for pavepoUodon (1. i. 2, Vulgate mani-
festata est). Because of its popular diffusion, this text sometimes con-
taminated the true Vulgate, especially in Spanish manuscripts.2 Of the
Insular texts, those from Ireland show a conflation of Jerome with
the Old Latin (below, pp. 131 f.); England, apart from the popularity of
the Psalterium Romanum, shows remarkably little of the Old Latin bible.
Spanish texts take Jerome as their base but are characterized by the
inclusion of many doublets, glosses, and legendary accretions. The

t Fischer (4), pp. [53 £.].
2 H. von Soden, Das Lateinische Neu Testament in Afrika yur Zeit Cyprians (Leipzig,

1909), P. 3543 Thiele, pp. 10, 38, 42.
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tendency towards conflation was particularly great in the case of
the New Testament, since here the differences between Jerome and the
Old Latin are much slighter than in the Old Testament. In Gaul, the
Old Latin New Testament tended to survive alongside Jerome’s Old
Testament, the usage of Avitus of Vienne (d. 515) being here
instructive. Southern Gaul was, however, in constant touch with the
basic text as evolving in Italy, though Gaul’s role as the alleged early
meeting-ground par excellence for Insular and Spanish text-types has
been unduly stressed; but from the tenth century the reaction of the
two set in.! Germany, where the influence of the Carolingian renaissance
was greatest, constituted the true point of confluence of biblical texts,
mainly from Italy, but also from France, Ireland, England, and Spain.

These broad classifications may be elaborated slightly into the
following sevenfold analysis of texts current down to the ninth century
(i.e. prior to the recensions of Alcuin and Theodulf). Some of the more
important manuscript testimony is here shown in each case, together
with the sig/la by which it is indicated in the critical editions and
scholarly literature.2

(i) EARLYITALIANTEXTS: Codex Fuldensis (New Testament F),
Milan (M) and Harley (Z) Gospels.
(ii) EARLYSPANISHTEXTS: Ashburnham Pentateuch (G), Codex
Cavensis (C), Toledo Codex (T in New Testament, 3" in
Old Testament).
(iii) ANGLO-SAXON TEXTS:
(a) Pure Italian Text (of Gospels) in Northumbria: Codex
Amiatinus (A), in part, Lindisfarne Gospels (Y).
(6) Mixed Italian Text at Canterbury: ‘St Augustine’s’
Gospels (O).
(iv) IRISH TEXTS:
(2) Produced in Ireland: Book of Armagh (D in New Testa-
ment), Rushworth Gospels (R).
(8) Written on the Continent: Echternach Gospels, margin
(g)marg-).
(v) LANGUEDOC TEXTS: Codex Colbertinus (c) (with Gospels in
Old Latin).

! See on all this Berger (3), p. 2, and Fischer (4), p. [§4], correcting Berger.
2 After White, following Berger (3); Kenyon, p. 246, following Wordsworth and
White, arranges slightly differently.

I3

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



From the Fathers to the Reformation

(vi) OTHERGALLIC PRE-ALCUINAND PRE-THEODULF TEXTS:
(Limoges, Fleury, Chartres, Tours, etc.) Corbie Psalter
M).

(vii) swiSSTEXTS(ESPECIALLY ST GALL): Codices partly written
by Winithar of St Gall (S).

It is necessary to emphasize that the categories here postulated are far
from watertight. For example, an elaborate collation of eight separate
chapters of the Octateuch has listed ninety-one readings which may be
taken as significant for type-classification because they are unaffected
by any tendentious factors. Concerning eighteen of these, a group of
eight major Spanish codices (C Z'(T) X A" B 2" 5° and manuscript 2
of the Madrid Academy of History) are in agreement (e.g. famulis, not
Sfamulabus in Exod. ii. §): but they are also in accord with members of
other groups. It is the variants reflecting the revisions of Alcuin and
Theodulf that serve to set manuscripts clearly apart from the remainder.
Again, a group of Cassino manuscripts ranging in date from the tenth
to the fifteenth centuries show distinct affinities with the Spanish family
and are derived, via an intermediary, from the Codex Cavensis (C).F In
general, however, it should be borne in mind that the affiliation of
manuscripts of the Latin bible has hitherto been determined too much
by factors external to the text itself, for example format, decoration,
and above all headings and introductory matter.2 The authorship of the
numerous prefaces composed for the various books may sometimes be
established, and sundry fixed points in history and in geography thereby
achieved. From the minutiae of textual variation associated with the
inclusion or omission of certain prefaces it was regarded as possible,
with a greater or less degree of certainty, to reconstruct the pedigrees.
In recent decades, however, greater attention has been paid to the text
itself and to its concordance with what the writings of the Latin Church

T Quentin, pp. 235 £, 208 f,, 353 f., 360. For the Spanish connections of ‘Italian’
manuscripts deriving ultimately from Rome (rather than Milan, as Berger had thought),
see pp. 361 f., 384. This recension may be identified by its canonical order and certain
interpolations, e.g. at Judges ii. 6—rabernacula sua et in [ possesionem]. For C, see below,

121 f.
PPz For the prefaces, see Berger, ‘Les Préfaces jointes aux livres de la Bible’, Mémoires
Présentés al’ Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, Paris, x1, 2 (1904) ; F. Stegmuller,
Repertorium Biblicum Medii Aevi. 1. Initia Biblica, Apocrypha, Prologi (Madrid, 1950);
Sparks, p. 116 n. Fischer (4), pp. [3], [31], emphasizes the risks inherent in deducing
textual history from evidence of this kind.
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Fathers show of the methods by which it was handled. (This is well
illustrated in De Bruyne (1), pp. 373 £.; (2), pp- 521 £.)

The permanent significance of Italy in the recensional history of
Jerome’s version finds a link, geographically, in the first identifiable
individuals to concern themselves with it. In 547 Victor, bishop of
Capua, edited a New Testament text preserved by the Codex Fuldensis,
a manuscript at one time in the hands of Boniface.! Victor addressed
himself to correcting orthography, scribal errors, and syllable division
(according to Greek, not Latin grammatical theory); and in the Pauline
epistles he introduced some new readings from a north Italian text. His
edition included a gospel harmony, descending (through the Old Latin)
from Tatian’s, a Vulgate text being substituted which was substantially
similar to that which furnished the sixth-century prototype for (the
Gospels of) the Codex Amiatinus and other Northumbrian manuscripts,
and which is related to manuscript St Gall 70; but the text is, throughout,
of Italian origin. Outside the Gospels, the influence of Victor’s text is
not to be traced; its gospel harmony was, however, widely diffused in
the middle ages, and it furnished the prototype for the earliest transla-
tions into Old High German and Tuscan.?

Better known in this connection is the name of Flavius Cassiodorus
Senator (c. 485—580) of Scyllacium (Squillace), who enjoyed a public
career under Theodoric and retired, after Belisarius’ entry into Ravenna,
to the monastery of Vivarium which he had founded on his own estate
(identified with the ruins of San Martino, south of Squillace). He here
enjoined upon the brethren a particular concern for letters both sacred
and secular. The library of Vivarium was dispersed after Cassiodorus’
death, but some of the manuscripts reached the Lateran Library in Rome,
and their diffused influence was not negligible.3

The editorial undertaking of Cassiodorus has been largely misunder-
stood and overestimated, as has the alleged surviving testimony to the

1 On Victor see G. Bardy in Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, 15, 1, cols. 2874 £.
(1950). On his text see Fischer (4), pp. [16 f,, 23]; C.L.4. 1196.

2 Fischer (4), pp. [16 £, 18, 19, 21, 23-5].

3 For Cassiodorus see M. Cappuyns in Dictionnaire d’histoire et de géographie ecclé-
siastiques, X (Paris, 1949), col. 1349 (new ed., 1961). References to extant manuscripts,

allegedly from Cassiodorus’ library, are given by Fischer (2), p. 63 n. 26. For the site
of Scyllacium see B. Courcelle, Mélanges d’ Archéologie et d’Histoire, 55 (Paris, 1938),

P- 259.
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text-form as he finally approved it. (The whole issue is discussed by
Fischer (2), who dismisses as unfounded Cappuyns’ claim that A is a
direct and faithful copy of Cassiodorus’ Vulgate.) There is no evidence
that he attempted a revision of the text, as opposed to the improvement
of its external form (spelling, latinity, etc.; see below, p. 119); and it is
of crucial significance here that the text-form which he comments on in
his exegetical writings is the Old Latin.! He himself records? having
three different copies of the Bible prepared: a nine-volume text (i.e. an
Old Latin text, serving as Cassiodorus’ own working copy); the
famous illustrated one-volume Codex grandior littera clariore con-
scriptus, containing for the Old Testament the earlier, hexaplaric revi-
sion by Jerome based on the Septuagint,? for the Gospels probably the
Vulgate text, and for the remainder of the New Testament the Old
Latin; and also a second, smaller one-volume bible (pandectem. ..
minutiore manu) containing the Vulgate throughout. Misunderstanding
has been bred by the temptation, natural enough, to postulate for
Cassiodorus’ own Codex grandior many or all of the details of the sur-
viving eighth-century Codex Amiatinus (A)~—a manuscript with which
it is certainly connected, but in regard to external features only. Of the
actual text-form of Cassiodorus’ three bibles, whether Old Latin, hexa-
plaric, or Vulgate, nothing is known, and an alleged influence on the
subsequent transmission of the Latin bible has not been substantiated
in regard to any of them.4

The Codex grandior of Cassiodorus was certainly at one time in

I See Fischer (2), p. 59, against De Bruyne’s assertion that Maccabees is Cassiodorus’
recension (Les anciennes traductions latines des Macchabées, Anecdota Maredsolana, 4,
Maredsous, 1932), and pp. 61-2.

2 The relevant sources, with the crucial wording in each case, are: (¢) Codex grandior.
Instir. 1, 14, 2—3, ed. Mynors, p. 40, L. 6 f., P.L. 70, 1125 C: . . .in codice grandiore littera
conscripto. . .in quo septuaginta interpretum translatio veteris testamenti. . .continetur; cui
subiuncti sunt novi testamenti libri...Hic textus...patris Hieronymi diligenti cura
emendatus, etc.; (b) the Lesser Pandect. Instit. 1, 12, 3—4, ed. Mynors, p. 37, 1. 20f.,
P.L. 70, 1124B: .. .pandectem. . .minutiore manu. . .aestimavimus conscribendum. ..
Hieronymum omnem translationem suam. . .colis et commatibus ordinasse; (c) the working
copy is repeatedly referred to by Cassiodorus as novem codices, and illustrated as such in
A (£ 57); e.g. Instir., preface, ed. Mynors, p. 8, 1. 6, P.L. 70, 1109 B. See further Mynors’s
index, p. 174. Cf. also 1, 5, 2, ed. Mynors, p. 23, P.L. 70, 1116c; Fischer (2), pp. 58 £., 65.

3 Cassiodorus’ language, as quoted in note 2 (a) above, disposes of thesupposition that
Jerome abandoned his hexaplaric revision of the Old Testament in favour of his revision
from the Hebrew.

4 See Fischer (2), pp. 68 £., 74, and (4), pp. [25-6}.
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England, having been brought to Northumbria by Ceolfrid, who was
responsible for the production in Jarrow, before 716, of the Codex
Amiatinus’ now in Florence, as well as two other single-volume bibles
no longer completely extant.? Bede, Ceolfrid’s contemporary, in refer-
ring to a picture of the Tabernacle stated by Cassiodorus to have been
included by him in the Codex Grandior (in pandectis majoris capite), says
that he himself had seen it;3 and the Codex Amiatinus contains just such
an illustration, on what are now its folios 2-3*. Palacographical evi-
dence, however, indicates that the prolegomena to the Codex Amiatinus
are to be referred to the same period and scriptorium as the text itself,
and that they cannot be identified with Cassiodorus’ original.4 The
sequence of contents follows, almost exactly, one of the three canonical
orders cited by Cassiodorus himself, but instead of the hexaplaric text
of the Codex Grandior a Vulgate-type text has been substituted through-
out.5 What, however, renders the textual identification between the
Codex Grandior and the Codex Amiatinus out of the question is the
heterogeneous quality of the latter. The prototype of its Gospels was a
sixth-century Roman text adapted to the local requirements of Naples,
a circumstance underlined by the presence in another celebrated
Northumbrian manuscript, the Lindisfarne Gospels (Y), of a gospel text
very close to that of the Codex Amiatinus and also a Naples calendar.6
Little information is available for the provenance of the originals copied
for the remainder of the text of the Codex Amiatinus. The prototype for
Samuel was from northern Italy or Gaul, and the three solomonic books
presuppose an Italian prototype. The text of Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus
is a poor one, and its shortcomings may reveal its provenance when the
critical text of the Vulgate for these books is published. The Tobit
agrees with the text-form in Bede’s commentary, and was perhaps
emended by Bede himself on the basis of texts deriving from Italy
through St Gall. The Psalter was based on a corrupt Irish text, emended
conjecturally so as to furnish a Psalterium iuxta hebraeos. The Pauline

1 C.L.A. m, 299; Fischer (2), pp. 65 f.

z Fragments survive; MSS British Museum Add. 37,777, and 45,025 (C.L.4. 177).

3 Historia Abbatum, 11, § 16, ed. C. Plummer (Oxford, 1956), 1, p. 379, P.L. 94, 725 A,
also 91, 454¢; cf. Cassiodorus in Ps. 15 (14), P.L. 70, 109 A, B.

4 Fischer (2), p. 68 n. 37.

$ Bede, Hist. Abbatum, 11, §1§ (see note 3), [Ceolfridus)...tres pandectes novae
translationis, ad unum vetustae translationis quem de Roma adtulerat, ipse super adiungeret.

6 Quentin, p. 449; Fischer.(2), p. 71.
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epistles follow a good text, probably Roman; Acts allies with the
Spanish C and 27 in pointing to the Roman text contained in a manu-
script of the Vallicelli Library in Rome (B. 25), and has been emended,
partly in agreement with the text of Bede’s commentary. The Catholic
epistles contain a substantial Irish element.! Such a hotchpotch is
precisely what one would expect—Cassiodorus’ own pandects were
doubtless no less heterogeneous in their own way. The Codex Amiatinus
is a Vulgate manuscript, though not a unity—still less a faithful copy
of Cassiodorus’ Vulgate text contained in the lesser pandect not known
ever to have been brought to England, and it has no connection with the
Old Latin nine-volume bible of Cassiodorus illustrated (together with
his other two bibles) in the well-known portrait on £. §* of the Codex
Amiatinus. (On the historical importance of these illustrations, particu-
larly that of the Tabernacle, see now C. Roth, ‘ Jewish Antecedents of
Christian Art’, Journalof the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, London,
XVI, 1-2, 1953, P. 37.) The Codex Amiatinus is certainly connected with
Cassiodorus’ Codex Grandior, but in regard to external features only.
And of the contents of the Codex Amiatinus, it was the Gospel text
alone that was to enjoy any significant circulation.?

Though the Codex Amiatinus can do no more than give us an impres-
sion of the format of the chef d’euvre of Cassiodorus’ scriptorium, we
do know something of the way in which he set to work to create it.
From his Institutions we gather that fundamental to his whole endeavour
was the principle that all appropriate resources and techniques familiar
in connection with the liberal arts must be applied to the study of the
Scriptures. For this purpose he assembled a staff of translators and
grammarians to collate the whole Bible, and provided them with a
library of the works of the Fathers.3 A Greek text was also available for
comparison, but it is to be assumed that no one at Vivarium would have
been competent to refer to the Hebrew. Chapter-division was provided

T Fischer (2), pp. 74~7; (4), p- [26]. On the Irish affinities of A, see prolegomena to
Biblia Sacra, Genesis, p. xxiv; Quentin, p. 448; Chapman, Revue Bénédictine, XXXvIIl
(1926), pp. 139 £.; xxx1x (1927), pp. 12 f.; T. J. Brown in the Lindisfarne Gospels;
E. A. Lowe, English Uncial (1960).

2 Fischer (4), p. [27].

3 Instit. 1, 27, ed. Mynors, p. 68, P.L. 70, 1140D; Jones, pp. 28 f. For Cassiodorus’
exegetical methods, see Smalley (2), pp. 30 f. See also Jnszit. 1, 8, ed. Mynors, pp. 32 f,,
P.L. 70, 1119. Jones, p. 33, refers to the collecting of manuscripts from Africa and else-
where; but the object of such search seems to have been biblical commentaries, and not
specifically codices of the Bible.
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for the emergent Latin text, as were chapter headings, together with the
division of each verse (in so far as the Vulgate, not the hexaplaric, Latin
was concerned)! into cola et commata. The latter device had been
applied by Jerome himself, and had been extended before Cassiodorus
to the whole Bible; but his insistence upon it seems to have won him
the reputation for carrying it right through the text.2

His own description3 of the editorial processes whose observance he
required is worth summarizing, since it constituted the programme for
all attempts at improvement (rather than amplification) of the text until
the end of the medieval period. In effect, it was only the surface which
was being touched. There is nothing to suggest any intuition on
Cassiodorus’ part of the relative value of manuscripts as representing
various textual traditions whose affiliations and antecedents ought to be
investigated and evaluated. Nevertheless, the conservatism of his
approach to his task is remarkable. The work can be entrusted to few
only, and these must be learned. Hasty emendation of presumed scribal
errors must be eschewed. The authority of two or three ancient and
emended codices is sufficient to override the accepted canons of Latin
usage where solecisms occur, and the rules of Latin prosody have no
relevance to the Bible. Grammatical peculiarities supported by good
manuscript testimony must be preserved, since a text known to be
inspired cannot be susceptible to corruption (corrumpi. . . nequeunt quae
inspirante Domino dicta noscuntur). Apart from these considerations,
accuracy in Latin accidence is to be carefully observed in accordance
with the context, especially regarding the use of the ablative or accusa-
tive cases after prepositions that can govern either. Division of sen-
tences into cola and commata is to be carried throughout the text, the
interchange of 4 and » being avoided, and the euphonically modified
form of prepositions is to be preferred where they are prefixed as
compounds to verbs. Any irrational orthographical variants are to be
corrected from Jerome’s codices (quos. . .in editione LXX interpretum

1 For Jerome’s use of cola and commata, see note 2 () on p. 116, and Fischer (2), pp. 59,
67, who emphasizes its restriction to Vulgate (and not hexaplaric or Old Latin) texts.

2 The claim that Cassiodorus first extended it to the whole Bible is not now tenable
(op. cit. p. 68). He seems, however, to have added it in Psalms: Instt. 1, 15, 12, ed.
Mynors, p. 49, P.L. 70, 11304; cf. also 1, 1, 2, ed. Mynors, p. 4, L. 16, P.L. 70, 1107B,
and 15, 9, Mynors, p. 46, 1. 22, P.L. 70, 1128D.

3 Instie. 1, 15, ed. Mynors, pp. 41 f., 42, 44, 47 ., P.L. 70, 1126 f,, 1126¢C, 1127D
and c, 1129B.
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emendavit, vel quos ipse ex Hebraeo transtulit—a form of words that
might conceivably mean Jerome’s own holographs or fair copies).
(Fischer (2), p. 6o, dismisses the suggestion as pure supposition; but
the language here cited would surely bear the interpretation.) Hebrew
Scripture, ‘or its professors’ (ve/ efus doctores), may be consulted as a
possible source of an appropriate emendation (decora correctio), but the
context seems to limit this to orthography, particularly of biblical
names; and all such editorial treatment is to be conservatively applied.
Biblical methods of expression, metaphor, and idiom must be preserved,
even if outlandish by Latin standards, as must also the ‘Hebraic’ forms
of proper names—save for the grammatical inflexion of such of them
as lend themselves to it—since in the interpretation of the names divine
mysteries are enshrined.!

In approaching Vulgate history on the basis of surviving manu-
scripts and of what can be inferred from them of their forbears, it will
be convenient to begin with Spain.2 Like the Irish text, and for similar
reasons, the Spanish Latin bible long maintained a somewhat seques-
tered existence. The Spanish Church, pinned between the Moors and
the Pyrenees and for centuries not greatly susceptible to extraneous
influences, developed its own text-form and impressed upon it a
characteristic orthography of its own. The occasional migration of an
early Spanish text to Gaul or Italy ought not to be exaggerated into a
picture that would suggest a central importance for the Spanish text-
type (so, for example, the parent of the Codex Otrobonianus (O),
written in the seventh or eighth century at an Insular centre in
northern Italy). Conversely, prolonged Spanish ‘ protectionism’ was to
hinder the acceptance of even the Alcuinian text-form: it was only with
the thirteenth century that the convenience of the little Paris bibles (see
below, p. 146) virtually smuggled the Paris text across the Spanish
frontier.

The history of the Spanish Vulgate begins with Jerome himself, who
in the year 398 supervised the work of scribes sent by Lucinus Baeticus

¥ Mynors, pp. 47-8, P.L. 70, 1129¢; Jones, p. 104 n. 2.

2 Berger (3), pp. 8 £.; De Bruyne (1), pp. 373 f.; Upson Clark, pp. 100 f.; Ayuso (2),
especially p. 122. Although Ayuso (whose writings are bibliographically useful) is

quoted extensively in this section, his conclusions require scrutiny where they differ
from De Bruyne. See now Fischer (3).
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from Spain specially to copy his texts.! Jerome had not, by then,
completed his final revision, the text of which must have been sent
subsequently to Lucinus’ widow Theodora and his continuators: but
no extant Spanish texts derive from Lucinus’ without contamination.2
Between Lucinus, therefore, and what can be inferred from the study
of existing manuscripts lies a cypher text which is ancestor of all the
Spanish types. The emergence of the earliest of these leads us to the
enigmatic figure of Peregrinus—a shadowy personage who, if he
existed at all, seems to have flourished in northern Spain around the
middle of the fifth century. It may be that what he edited was not the
complete Bible at all, as generally alleged.? At any rate his orthodox
corrections of the heretical Canons of Priscillian (4. 385) are often found
in Spanish manuscripts alongside a distinctive text of the Pauline
epistles. To Peregrinus have also been credited certain prefaces to
biblical books intended not for Jerome’s final translation of the Old
Testament from the Hebrew, but for the earlier one based on the
hexaplaric Greek. The prefaces in question are to the hexaplaric Latin
of Job, which survives, and of Chronicles, which does not; but the
latter preface was taken over by Theodulf, and thus preserved in
his own biblical recension (it is, indeed, a characteristic feature
of Spanish manuscripts to introduce books exhibiting a basically
Vulgate text with prefatory material taken over from the Old Latin
bible).

These prologues, when taken in conjunction with a distinct series of
biblical books, may point to the preparation of a biblical recension,
conceivably by Peregrinus; at least it must ante-date Isidore (62),
and since it presupposes knowledge of the whole Vulgate including the
pseudo-Hieronymean preface to Acts, it is unlikely to be much earlier
than 450.4 The text of this recension is reflected in certain portions of
the ninth-century Codex Cavensis (C), which, though written after 850,

v Ep. 71, §5, C.S.E.L. 55, pp. 5 f., P.L. 22, 671; Ep. 75, §4, C.S.E.L. 55, p. 33,
P.L. 22, 688.

2 Fischer (4), p. [8), n. 46, p. [33]. For Samuel all Spanish texts without exception have
been subjected to Italian influence.

3 Fischer (4), p- [13), questions the very existence of Peregrinus as an individual and
contends that Peregrinus’ text, and probably also the associated hexaplaric prefatory

matter, derived from Italy, perhaps Rome, and was possibly diffused to Spain under
Gregory the Great (Fischer (3), pp. 40 f., 45). On Peregrinus see also De Bruyne (1),

PP- 384-5; and Ayuso (3), pp. 151 £; (1), pp. 378-9, 520 £.; (2), p. 122 (0).
4 Ayuso (1), pp. 3815, and p. 351 no. 13; (3), p. 143.
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probably in Asturias, rests in general on an Italian text. C contains
mainly a good Vulgate, and is dependent (formally) on the Tours
bibles, its ornamentation betraying Carolingian influence. For the New
Testament, C represents the prototype of X', which has however
corrupted it with Old Latin readings (Fischer (4), pp. [12], [28], [35])- It
iswrong to refer the complete text of C uncritically to Peregrinus (p. [36]).
It is a mistake to claim to recognize as Peregrinus’ text that contained
in the so-called ‘Isidore’ Bible, dated 960, now at Ledn (Codex
Gothicus, A“),! a text of very mixed composition. The canonical order
in C has likewise been referred to the same editor: with one slight
discrepancy it is the order actually followed by Isidore, doubtless as
being the one in common use at his time, although differing from that
which Isidore had himself proposed.? Further items that have been (if
questionably) associated with Peregrinus are a colophon found after
Esther in the Roda Bible3 referring to the work of collating editions,
and the production of a single-volume text; and also a prologue to
Baruch found in C and other manuscripts.

The character of the text as allegedly left by Peregrinus is supposed
to be observable in the text of Proverbs found in the Codex Cavensis
and other manuscripts, which contain likewise a note on Proverbs as
well as the prologue to the Pauline epistles which is attributed, with
greater confidence, to Peregrinus. The outstanding feature is the ex-
tensive interpolation, matter not found in the Massoretic text having
been introduced into the Vulgate from older Latin versions. Typical of
this Spanish Vulgate are the two additional verses at the end of Joshua
that are found in the Septuagint and, in Latin, in e.g. A". Of the inter-
polations in Proverbs the source is, in some places, demonstrably the
hexaplaric Greek: in one case it cannot have been, unless Peregrinus’
own hexaplaric text was itself corrupt, so that the immediate source

* The claim is Ayuso’s (1), p. 354 n. 21. See now Fischer (3), pp. 9 f. The archetype of
AL was essentially Spanish for Baruch only. It dates from the ninth century and has
suffered substantial Spanish overlay in the form of supplement and marginal glossation;
Fischer (4), p. [30]. The Psalter is the type of Theodulf’s; Sainte-Marie, pp. xxxiii f.
Ayuso (1), p. 369, claims that the marginalia of the Calahorra Bible reflect an archetype
of possibly fifth century, conceivably Peregrinus’ text: La Biblia de Calahorra, E.B. 1
(1942), 241 f., and Sefarad, Madrid, 11 (1942), 465, and 11 (1943), 461.

2 Isidore, Etym. v1, ii, P.L. 82, 229, and 2308 £.; De Bruyne (1), p. 399; Ayuso (3),
p. 168.

3 MS Paris, B.N. /az. 6; also /az, 11553: De Bruyne (1), pp. 393 ., 400, 401.
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may be some pre-Hieronymic Latin Proverbs.! The following are
typical examples:

iii. 28 CZ" Roda Bible + non enim scis quid superventura pariar (v.l.
pariet) dies.

xiii. 4 piger] C + in desideriis est.

xvi. 7 C (partly) Z* Roda Bible™® Vat. §729 + qui excipit disciplinam
in bonis erit, qui autem custodit vias suas custodit animam suam,
diligens autem vitam parcet ori suo.

Of forty-four such interpolations in Proverbs, thirty-five are un-
attested outside Spanish manuscripts and the dependent Theodulfian
texts, and some are peculiar to the Codex Cavensis. Alcuin later excluded
them all (save at Prov. xiv. 21) from his own revision: but the post-
Carolingians, progressively more anxious to assemble a text that should
fully reflect the patristic exegesis with which it was becoming almost
fused (see below, p. 140), gradually reintroduced such matter (mainly
through Theodulf’s bible) into what became in the thirteenth century
the ‘Paris’ bible. Thence many of the examples under consideration
passed ultimately into the printed Clementine text.2

Spanish codices also show inconsistency of affiliation as between the
various groups of biblical books found between the same covers;3 and
in view of the amount of qualification that has been called for in the
previous section, it is somewhat naive to describe as ‘Peregrinus’
Bible’ the texts that were circulating in the Peninsula at the time of
Isidore, bishop of Seville from ¢. 599 to 636, and distinguished as a
champion of orthodoxy no less than as an encyclopaedic compiler,
through whom the salvage of the mind of antiquity was passed to
western medieval Christendom.# Isidore himself owed his education to
Leander, his brother and predecessor, who had founded the school
of Seville to whose further establishment Isidore himself contributed

1 Hexaplaric, Prov. x. 4; xv. §; xx1x. 27, De Bruyne (1), p. 392; non-hexaplaric, 1x.
18, De Bruyne, #bid. and p. 388.

2 For interpolations outside Proverbs, see Ayuso (3), pp. 108 {., 110, 146. Cf. Denifle,
pp. 269 £., 584.

3 For Spain particularly, see Fischer (4), p. [32).

+ For Isidore see, most recently, Fontaine; also Menéndez Pidal, pp. 397 f. For full
bibliographical material see Ayuso (1, p. 504); E. Dekkers and Ae. Gaar, ‘Clavis Patrum
Latinorum’, Sacris Erudiri, 11 (Bruges—-Hague, 1961), Ed. 2, 267 £,
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substantially. Isidore’s manifold writings show no independent know-
ledge of Greek, although the presence of Byzantines in Spain would
have afforded him the opportunity to learn it. It is conceivable that
under the shadow of the controversy of the Three Chapters he saw in
Greek the language of heresy, and deliberately held himself aloof from
it. If that is so, analogous considerations might account for his
ignorance of Hebrew (save for what he had taken over from Jerome,
etc.), since Isidore himself wrote controversially against the Jews, with
whom he could easily have established contact in Visigothic Spain had
he wished to do so. He does, however, betray some knowledge (possibly
at first hand) of Jewish customs.2

Isidore’s editorial approach to the Bible was perhaps prompted by
the discrepancy between the contemporary Spanish text3 and text-types
current outside the Peninsula. It is customary to symbolize the group
of manuscripts containing the text attributed to him as Z, but it cannot
be regarded as certain that Isidore’s own bible edition has in fact sur-
vived.4 Of the Z-family the major representative is Z* (T in the New
Testament), which originally came from Seville; since in the rubrics to
its prologues it never refers to Isidore as bearus, it would seem to reflect
an early archetype.5 The recension is characterized by a general rever-
sion to the pure Vulgate text and therefore to the kebraica veritas, as
against the heavily interpolated earlier text-type of ‘Peregrinus’.
Certain distinctive features and inclusions serve to identify manuscripts
in which an Z-type text is found: in particular, a general preface begin-
ning Petus testamentum ideo dicitur (a disquisition included also in
Isidore’s Etymologies),® in which a canonical order broadly correspond-

1 So (tentatively) Fontaine, pp. 849 f., 851; cf. Menéndez Pidal, p. 404.

2 Isidore’s de fide Catholica contra Judaeos, P.L. 83, 449 f.; A.Lukyn Williams,
Adversus Judaeos (Cambridge, 1935), pp. 216 f. For his possible knowledge of Jewish
customs, see P.L. 83, 523, 7445, and S. Katz, Jews in the Visigothic and Frankish
Kingdoms in Spain and Gaul (Cambridge, Mass., 1937), pp. 64 f.

3 For Peregrinus’ alleged influence on Isidore, see Ayuso, ‘Los elementos extra-
biblicos de los Profetas’, E.B. vi (1947), 393—4.

+ Fischer (3), p. 7; (4), pp. [28, 36], also [37].

5 See Novum Testamentum, 1, p. xiii, no. 23; Biblia Sacra, Genesis, p. xvii; Quentin,
pp. 316 £. Full bibliography in Ayuso (1), p. 352, no. 15, see also Z.B. 11 (1943), 150 {.;
1v (194%), 278 f.; v1 (1947), 395. Fischer (3), p. 7, adheres to the tenth-century dating,
against Ayuso’s attempts to see in it a copy of Isidore’s own codex.

6 Biblia Sacra, Genesis, pp. 38 f.=Etym. v1, 1, P.L. 82, 229. Cf. p. 122 n. 2 above.
See Ayuso, E.B. 11 (1943), 176 . and v1 (1947), 393 £.; also (3), pp. 161 f. and De
Bruyne (1), pp. 373 f.
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ing to the Jewish one is detailed. It is that canon, and not those of
Cassiodorus or Peregrinus, which is followed in manuscripts of this
group. Amongst other pointers are the omission, as lacking full
canonical authority, of Baruch and the epistle of Jeremy, the presence
of certain prologues to the Twelve Minor Prophets, to be credited
partly (it is said) to Peregrinus and in part to Isidore himself, and a
summary to each biblical book that discusses its contents with an
introductory formula beginning De. . ..!

This more faithful Vulgate recension of Isidore did not succeed in
ousting the earlier Spanish bible, and in the course of the seventh
century a conflated, ‘Peregrinus—Isidore’ type of text evolved, em-
bracing additional matter; and this, as an archetype, is supposed to
underlie several existing Spanish codices.2 While the Visigothic culture
of Spain was at its zenith a few specimens of the Spanish bible-text
filtered abroad, to Italy and St Gall and also (perhaps by direct trans-
mission) to Ireland; but some recent investigators have overestimated
the diffusion of Spanish influence allegedly due to them. It was not
until the Carolingian period that further development was to take
place.3 The Frankish empire achieved no more than a march beyond
the Pyrenees, the effect of which was to isolate Catalonia from the
remainder of Spain throughout its subsequent history, and which
fostered a permanent stream of immigration from Aquitaine into the
north-west of the Peninsula. But although Spain was to prove generally
unreceptive to the most lasting achievement of Carolingian biblical
endeavour, the so-called Alcuin bible, she nevertheless made an im-
portant contribution to the biblical scholarship encouraged by Charle-
magne’s court, in the infiltration of Spanish-type texts and in the person

of Theodulf.

T For the Prologues see Ayuso, E.B. v1 (1947), 394. There are clear affinities with
Isidore’s de ortu et obitu patrum, P.L. 83, 129 f. For the summary, see Ayuso, ‘Los
elementos extrabiblicos del Octateuco’, £.B8. 1v (1945), 35 £, 40.

z Ayuso, E.B. 1t (1943), 169 £; (3), pp. 154 {., where he lists (no. Gog) seven
codices, all in Spanish collections, assigned by him to this group.

3 Ayuso (2), pp- 118 f. For the possibility of early Spanish contacts with Ireland not
through Gaul, see J. N. Hillgarth, ‘The East, Visigothic Spain and the Irish’, Stwdia
Parristica, 1v (= Texte und Untersuchungen, Betlin, 79) (1961), pp. 444 . See also below,
p. 131 n. 1. For Italy and Switzerland see Berger (3), pp. 137 f., 140f. (For the so-called
‘Legionensis’-group, dating between c. 940 (the Oiia Bible) and 1190, see Fischer (3),

p- 8; (@), p- 3319
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Theodulf was born (c. 760) of Gothic stock in northern Spain, where
he was also educated ; and when he fled from the Moors into France, he
took his library with him. Having first been appointed abbot of Fleury
and St Aignan, he was made bishop of Orleans by Charlemagne at some
time between 781 and 794. After Charlemagne’s death he was accused
of conspiring against Louis the Pious and was deposed and imprisoned
(818); but he had been released before his death, which occurred in 821.
On Theodulf see, apart from works mentioned in the bibliography,
M. Manitius, Geschichte der lateinischen Literatur des Mittelalters, 1,
Munich, 1911, §37f; Ch. Cuissard, Théodulfe Evégque d’Orléans,
Orleans, 1892, pp. 88, 174f.; C.L.A4.v,no. §76,v1,no. 768; F. J. E. Raby,
Christian Latin Poetry?, Oxford, 1953, pp. 171 f.; [W. Wattenbach],
W. Levinson, and H. Léwe, Deutchlands Geschichtsquellen im Mittel-
alter, 11, Die Karolinger, Weimar, 1953, pp. 195 {.; Fischer (4), pp. [50]f.
His education is reflected in a reading list that he compiled in verse; it
contains no Greek author save Chrysostom, whom he must have read
in Latin translation.? There is no evidence that he ever studied Hebrew.
He was much influenced by the Spanish Christian poets, particularly
Prudentius, and was of course familiar with the works of Isidore. In
addition to promoting the cultivation of learning in the cathedral
schools and the cloister, Theodulf also introduced parish schools and
the exposition of the Bible at a popular level (ad docendum plebes): Qui
Scripturas scit, praedicet Scripturas.? In the conclusion to his own verse
proem to the Bible, he enunciates the importance of its regular study:3

crebra sit in sancta tibimet meditatio lege,
instato monitis nocte dieque suis. . .

Nec solum ut doctus, sed et ut sis iustus amato. . .
Lectio crebra tenet, mens quod acuta capit. . .

Quod bene mente capis humili sermone profare,
ne fastu amittas quod studiosus habes.

Codices of the Bible belonging to the Theodulfian family are
designated by the symbol ©: in external features, such as orthography,

! M.G.H., Poetae,1,543, P.L. 105,331 C; see ]. T. Muckle, ‘ Greek Works Translated
Directly into Latin before 1350, 1 (before 1000)’, Mediaeval Studies, 1v (New York, 1942),
37; A. Siegmund, Die Uberlieferung der griechischen christlichen Literatur in der latein-
ischen Kirche bis yum ywolften Jahrhunders (Munich, 1949), pp. 91 f.

2 Capitula ad Presbyreros, xxvut, P.L. 105, 2004; cf. xx, ibid. 196D.

3 Carmina, u, W. 219f, M.G.H., Poetae, 1, 538, P.L. 105, 304c, Biblia Sacra,
Genesis, p. §9.
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they are painstakingly and accurately written in a minute but legible
hand, the format of the codices being perhaps inspired by Spanish
pandect bibles similar to C.1 The group includes the celebrated Paris
manuscript? (O, © in the New Testament) with marginal cotrections
supposed to have been carried out under the supervision of Theodulf
himself. But the most primitive testimony to his text is now held to be
not ©, but rather the closely related variants added to the ninth-
century Bible of St Hubert, in the British Museum (&%, H in the New
Testament).3 Yet evidence for Theodulf even purer than that in ©" is
sometimes afforded (at least as far as concerns the Psalter juxta hebraeos)
by Ab.4

Theodulf’s text (which he was at pains to improve continuously) is
essentially eclectic, produced in the first instance as a work of scholarly
reference;5 and although the strong Spanish cultural background is
made manifest by ornamental features, particularly by the horseshoe-
shaped arches that surmount the canonical tables in ©",6 his text-type
is fundamentally an Italian one and not (with the exception of three
books) Spanish. (Theodulf’s prototype(s) approximated to a tenth-
century Milan text; his interpolations for Samuel reflect an Italian text
probably of the fifth century. Spanish antecedents for Theodulf’s text
can be authenticated in the case of Baruch only, and, in the earlier
Theodulf bibles, Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus.)? Of earlier codices it is
to O,% a seventh—-eighth-century incomplete Octateuch or Heptateuch
of Spanish descent written in northern Italy, that ©* attaches itself

! Fischer (1), p. 8; (4), p- [50].

2 B.N. lat. 9380. L. Delisle, ‘Les Bibles de Théodulphe’, Bibliothéque de I'Ecole des
Chartes, xL (Paris, 1879), 1 f.; Novum Testamentum, 1, p. xii, no. 11; Quentin, p. 250;
Biblia Sacra, Genests, p. xxxiii; C.L.4. v, no. §76.

3 MS Add. 24,142. Novum Testamentum, 1, p. xii, no. 10; Quentin, pp. 251, 256£.;
Biblia Sacra, Genesis, p. xxxii; Ayuso, ‘ Los elementos extrabiblicos de los Paralipémenos,
Esdras, Tobifas, Judit y Ester’, E.B. v (1946), 39. Earlier scholars accepted the
supremacy of © for the whole Bible: Berger (3), pp. 149 f.; Quentin, pp. 249, 257.
Glunz (1), pp. 15, 107, emphasizes that the original hand of ©H is very close to the
Northumbrian text. Cf. Novum Testamentum, 1, 709.

4 Seeabove,p.122 n. 1. Power (2),pp. 255-6n. 3, on Ps. 8: 9,32: 4(aestas); cf. Sainte-
Marie, in locc. and p. xxxiii n. 21.

s Fischer (4), pp. [50] £.

6 Quentin, pp. 257 f., 259 f., with illustration; Ayuso, £.B. vi (1947), 399 f.; (2),

p- 120, 4; (3), . 155. 7 Fischer (4), pp. [6] £, n. 50, [51].
8 MS Vatican Laz. 66; cf. above, p. 120. Quentin, p. 432; Biblia Sacra, Genesis,
pp. xxxi, xlii. C.L.4. 1, no. 66 (‘ written apparently in North Italy’).
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most closely. (Various features suggest that it was written in an Insular
centre in Italy. Ayuso ((2), pp. 115 £, (3), p. 155) argues not only for
its Spanish dependence, but even for its Spanish scribal origin; he also
questions the usual assumption that O, when complete, was an Octa-
teuch, suggesting rather a Hexateuch.) Where ©" parts company with
O, the influences to which it is most subject are those of an Alcuinian
text—which it cites frequently in the margin—very close to ®Y (MS
Rome, Vallicelli B. 6) (see below, p. 138), and those of Spanish texts de-
pendent on Isidore as represented by descendants of 2”1 The divisions of
Isidore’s canon are likewise followed, and prefatory material drawn
from him and Peregrinus is found in some members of the ©
group, which mostly ignore chapter-division within the text, in spite
of displaying at the beginning chapter-lists that agree substantially
with those of A.2 As regards their extra-biblical contents, ©-manu-
scripts tend to include the pseudo-Augustinian Speculum de Scriptura
Sacra.3

If Theodulf concerned himself with textual questions by citing
marginal variants differentiated by sigla (3 = Alcuin, etc.), he had no
interest in, or understanding of, versional ones: and in his verse preface
to the Bible he has nothing to say about either. After listing the Canon,
with intaglio-like descriptions of the contents of each book (ll. 1-136),
he turns to homiletics and parenesis (cf. extracts, p. 126). In spite of his
employment of critical sigla, the marginal variants soon corrupted his
text, which he himself was deliberately improving as he went along;
and it thus becomes of very uneven quality.# Theodulf’s edition,
though scholarly (it prefers, for instance, Jerome’s Psalter iuxta hebraeos
to the popularly current Gallican Psalter), was, it seems, not executed
according to any sufficiently determined principles; and indeed his own
linguistic equipment would have been inadequate for scientific biblical
scholarship. But in spite of this, his text is not devoid of all contact with
the original. It has been shown that the Psalter iuxta hebracos in © bears
marks of correction made not via any hexaplaric text, but direct from

! See above, p. 124 n. 5. Berger (3), pp. 165 f., 170; Quentin, pp. 263 f.

2 Found in ©M and ©A (i.e. Codex Aniciensis, an Octateuch, in the Chapter Library at
Puy). Quentin, pp. 261, 263, 264; De Bruyne (1), pp. 379 f. (on the preface Si aut
Jiscellam to the hexaplaric Job). C.L.A4. vi, no. 768. Regarding affinities between © and
the Northumbrian text of A, traceable to the dependence of each on south Iralian

archetypes, see C.L.4. vi, p. xx.
3 Quentin, pp. 263 f. 4 Berger (3), p. 145; Kenyon, p. 260.
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the Hebrew, apparently by a number of independent hands; and it is
probable that careful examination would show the same situation in
other parts of the Old Testament.! Since these psalter-readings, being
attested by ©", ascend to the ninth century, such recourse to the
Hebrew is (in time at least) near enough to Theodulf himself conceiv-
ably to owe something to his inspiration or to his pupils.

Theodulf’s bible suffered from the competition of the contemporary,
more precisely planned and successfully disseminated Alcuinian version.
As a result, manuscripts containing it are not numerous and its influence
was not great>—although many of the interpolations that it had in-
herited were to be taken up into the (basically Alcuinian) scholastic
Bible (see below, p. 140),and some of its hebraizing renderings were to
find a future in the productions of a few later students of the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries (see below, pp. 145, 152).

The legend of the Spanish parentage of Theodulf’s bible text dies
hard; but if the notion must be abandoned, Theodulf’s own origins
may permit us to attach him as an appendix to the Spanish part of our
story. In spite, therefore, of the existence of a yet further late Spanish
text, hybrid in quality, formed in Catalonia (probably at Ripoll—
represented by the Ripoll and Roda Bibles, MSS Vatican Laz. §729 and
Paris B.N. /at. 6 respectively) in the tenth or eleventh century and still
essentially based on Isidore,3 the history of the Vulgate in medieval
Spain may here be brought to a close.

It is appropriate at this point to consider the contribution of Insular
Christianity to the transmission of the Vulgate; and in so doing one
should distinguish between the parts played by the Anglo-Saxon and
Irish churches respectively. (See the chart, pp. 104~5.) England her-
self had received the Latin bible through two streams. The Gospels that
Augustine of Canterbury (d. ¢. 6o4) brought from Rome represented

I Power (2), especially pp. 238, 257-8. Regarding Exodus, see Power (1); Fischer (4),
p- [51], speaks of assistance obtained from a Jewish convert to Christianity, but this is
apparently an inference from the signs of Hebrew expertise: there is no unequivocal
evidence for such collaboration.

2 Berger (3), p. 145; Quentin, pp. 250 f. For a description of the external features of
Theodulf bibles see Fischer (1), p. 8; (4), pp. [50} f. where he traces its influence in
northern France after 822, in St Gall about the same time, and in Spain in the tenth

century.
3 Ayuso, E.B. 11 (1943), 166—70; (1), p. 366, nos. 73 and 74; (3), p. 156.
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a mixed Italian text which combined Old Latin readings with Jerome’s:
it is the text typified by O (see below, p. 136 n. 4) and by the original
hand in X. As for the text brought to Northumbria by Ceolfrid from
Italy, the Gospels were in the Vulgate form; but in so far as the Codex
Amiatinus (exclusive of its Gospels) typifies the type of text circulating
in northern England, that text was, for the remainder of the Bible, of
very heterogeneous provenance. Both these two streams flowed south-
ward again to contribute to the mixed texts current in Europe. The
more significant stream was the Northumbrian, inasmuch as it formed
(when joined by an Irish tributary) the bible carried by Boniface
(d. 755) and the Anglo-Saxon missionaries to Germany and Switzer-
land; it is represented by the original hand in &. Moreover, being
current at York, it formed the backbone of Alcuin’s revision of the
Vulgate (see below, p. 136), and it thus came to be substantially pre-
served in the Vulgate as subsequently transmitted.

Whereas the Anglo-Saxon gospellers were missionaries by design,
the Irish monks proved to be missionaries in spite of themselves.2
Finding themselves impatient of monastic discipline at home, and yet
impelled by ascetic ideals, they frequently wandered abroad in search of
their personal salvation—as, for example, did Columbanus—only
to find that their sincerity, personality, and learning won for them the
admiring emulation of those with whom they came into contact. Irish
houses had succeeded in maintaining some classical learning: a know-
ledge of Greek was, in northern and western Europe, effectively an
Irish monopoly, and the Irish bible carries signs of correction made
immediately from the Greek text.3 Irish learning was prized, and the
Irish sufficiently sought after as teachers for aspiring pupils even to go
to Ireland themselves to seek them out.4 Indeed, in the seventh century
no continental monastery of any importance was without some Irish
link. New houses were founded by the Irish monks, who were to be
found as far afield as Spain. Within the British Isles, where Irish

* Novum Testamentum, 1, p. xi, no. 7; C.L.4. v, no. 578, cf, also 1, no. 125 (MS
Corpus Christi College, Cambridge, 197). T. J. Brown has now shown that TP may
well have been produced in the Lindisfarne scriptorium (see Lindisfarne Gospels).

2 For the Irish bible see Kenney, chap. 7, pp. 621 {.; Glunz (1), pp. 67 f.; (2), pp. 106£.;
Cordoliani, pp. 5 f.

3 Kenney, index, p. 797; Glunz (1), pp. 68 ., 76, 84.

4 Bede, Hist. Eccl. m, 3, ed. C. Plummer (Oxford, 1896), 1, p. 132, P.L. 95, 120C;
u1, 27, p. 192, P.L. 95, 165 B.
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missionary activity was a matter of deliberate policy, Iona was estab-
lished in §63 as a lighthouse whose beam was trained on Scotland,
Northumbria, and Wales, and from there, in 635, the centre at Lindis-
farne was founded. Alcuin was to pay tribute to Irish missionary zeal:
Irishmen were to be found at the court of Charlemagne (d. 814); and
John the ‘Scot’ (i.e. Erigena) was a prominent member of the court of
Charles the Bald (843~77).!

Irish monasticism, for all its leaning towards scholarship, was always
conscious that the ultimate use of the Bible lay in its being a guide, of
universal import, for life and for law.2 In order to show its immediate
relevance to given situations, and to the ascetic ideal that they sought to
preach, the Irish permitted themselves some textual liberty: modifica-
tions, at first perpetrated homiletically, were already finding their way
into the Old Latin text before the Vulgate reached Ireland. It is these
spontaneous alterations and simplifications that give the Irish bible its
characteristic flavour.3 Thus, at Mark xi. 26 (s¢ vos non dimiseritis, nec
pater vester . . .dimittet vobis), Q adds (as object to dimiseritis) hominibus.
In John i. 47 (ecce vere israhelita in quo dolus non est) for vere D E P&
R gat. read vir.

The early history of the text in Ireland cannot yet be adequately
reconstructed and it has not, hitherto, been sufficiently differentiated
from that of the Anglo-Saxon text-form of Northumbria.#4 Irish
evidence is plentiful for the Gospels only, and for the Old Testament
(other than the Psalter) is identified as such in but a single manuscript
(St Gall 10 (tenth—eleventh century)). The Old Latin tradition, prior to
St Patrick (d. c. 463), is exemplified by Codex Ussher I (MS Trinity
College, Dublin, A. 4. 15). The introduction of Jerome’s bible by
Finian of Moville, probably from Italy, in the sixth century, gave rise
to a dual progeny—a mixed text developed alongside the more purely
preserved Hieronymic tradition that was not to achieve supremacy in
Ireland before the tenth century. Irish bibles did, indeed, contribute

1 Alcuin, M.G.H., Epist. p. 437, 1. 15, P.L. 100, 501 A; Smalley (2), pp. 38 f. On the
missionary zeal of Irish monks see also Glunz (1), pp. 68-77; cf. also Hillgarth (cited
above, p. 125 n. 3).

2 ForIrish biblicism in Canon law, see especially P. Fournier, ‘Le Liber ex Lege Moysi
et les tendances bibliques du Droit Canonique irlandais’, Revue Celrigue, XXX, 3 (1909),
221 £, especially pp. 228 fI.; summarized by Kenney, p. 250.

3 Novum Testamentum, 1, 715 £.; Glunz (1), pp. 80, 81, 86.
4 Berger (3), pp. 29 f.; Glunz (1), p. 133 n. 45; Cordoliani, pp. 5, 31.
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influentially to the Northumbrian text-form going out to Europe from
Jarrow and Monkwearmouth, but the text knowh as Celtic is more
propetly to be described as definitively Irish.! Its main testimony is
found in the Gospel manuscripts D, E, L, Q and R—the major repre-
sentative being the Book of Armagh (D)? which, apart from a corrupt
orthography, is close to the Codex Amiatinus (see above, pp. 1171, 130).
Similarly the seventh-century Book of Durrow (MS Trinity College,
Dublin, A. 4. 5),3 which preserves a very pure Hieronymic text, stands
near to both the Codex Amiatinus and the Lindisfarne Gospels. The
eagerness with which the Irish were welcomed as teachers on the Con-
tinent in the decadent Merovingian period gave to the Irish bible a wider
circulation than that enjoyed by texts deriving from alien sources in
Italy and in England, while in Germany Irish manuscripts closely
rivalled the imported Italian and French texts; but it should be borne
in mind that this conclusion is based on the distribution of those
manuscripts which happen to have survived, and that in each case
(except that of France) locally produced codices outnumber the
foreigners.4 Irish bibles, which have left traces on the Spanish text and,
in Italy herself, at Bobbio, were accepted authoritatively as master-
copies and as norms for correctors. So substantial was the Irish strain
injected into the continental Vulgate (particularly during the eighth and
ninth centuries, perhaps under the impact of Danish raids on Ireland)
that Irish features have survived down to the printed Clementine text
of 1592.5 In post-Carolingian times the influence of Irish philo-
logical competence was operative, especially through the schools of
Laon and Auxerre, as a counterweight to the tendency of incipient
scholasticism to introduce variants in order to point explicitly within
the text itself towards the authoritative exegesis of the Fathers.
In this way certain Old Latin readings were restored to the post-
Alcuinian text.

External features of the Irish bible that serve to identify Irish

v Novum Testamentum, 1, 707 f., 713; Cordoliani, p. 12, instances the Matthew text
in the Clairemont Gospels (MS Vatican Laz. 7223, fifth-sixth century, C.L.A4. 1, no. 53),
which has numerous coincidences with MS Ussher 1 (see preceding page); see also Cor-
doliani, pp. 13, 28.

2 See Frede (1), pp. 57 £

3 C.L.A4. 11, no. 273. See now the facsimile edition (see bibliography, s.». Durrow).

4+ Fischer (4), pp. [53] f. Of the surviving codices in Germany earlier than 800, the

native and total imported manuscripts are almost exactly equivalent (61:60).
5 Glunz (1), pp. 78, 85, 87 f.
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manuscripts are (palacographical considerations apart) the absence of
prefatory material and chapter titles, etc., and in the Psalter the division
into three groups of fifty psalms each. The lines of the transmission of
the Irish text to Europe, which may be traced through E and the margin
of &, at first run independently of the purer Vulgate stream that flows
from Northumbria to the Continent; but the two converge in the
eighth-century Anglo-Saxon missionary bible. The Codex Fuldensis
left by the English Boniface at Fulda contains some glosses in Erse,
and this and the ninth-century Gospels of St Gatian from Tours (gat.:
MS Paris, B.N. nouv. acq. lat.1587), probably both written and corrected
in Ireland, must presumably have been at Alcuin’s disposal.! The
palaeographical features of the Irish bible rapidly receded, naturally
enough, in face of the emergent dominance of the Carolingian hand;
and reference in the ninth-century St Gall library Catalogue? to Irish-
style manuscripts (libri scottice scripti) indicates clearly that these were,
calligraphically, distinct from the majority.

If Alcuin’s bible is generally regarded as being more intimately
associated with the Carolingian empire than Theodulf’s bible, this does
not mean that Alcuin’s edition enjoyed (as has frequently been sup-
posed) any official sponsorship in the sense of having been issued cum
privilegio Maiestatis. It is important that the biblical interests and
endeavours of Charlemagne and Alcuin should not be confused by
identification. Charlemagne (sole ruler 771-814) was concerned with
the promotion of education3 for what were, effectively, clerical reasons
—the good governance of his realm through the instrumentality of an
efficient body of clergy under his close control. But if he was alive to
the contribution that an improved biblical text could make towards the
ordetliness that he so cherished, he also stood personally committed to
Christianity as he understood it, and his conversation and correspon-
dence reflect a genuine interest in theological matters. This partially

t See also Cordoliani, pp. 17, 23.

2 MS St Gall, 728, f. 4. This catalogue has been edited several times; F. Weidmann,
Geschichte der Bibliothek von St Gallen (St Gall, 1841), p. 364; G. Scherter, Ferzeichnis
der Handschriften der Stiftsbibliothek von St Gallen (Halle, 1875), p. 233. With Kenyon, p.
260, compare Glunz (1), p. 76.

3 For this see especially M.G.H., Capit. Reg. Franc., . 46,§16; Admonitio Generalis,
dated 789, ibid. pp. 52 £., 59, §72; Epistola de litteris colendis, to be dated 786801, ibid.
p- 78; J. de Ghellinck, Littérature latine au moyen dge, 1 (Paris, 1939), 85; Ganshof,
pp- 7 {5 Glunz (2), pp. 73-4.
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accounts for the occurrence during his reign of several attempts, inde-
pendent of Alcuin’s, at reforming the biblical text. Apart from Theo-
dulf’s enterprise there is manuscript evidence of other undertakings,! in
particular that of Maurdramnus, abbot of Corbie (772-81), whose
biblez (M in the Old Testament) foreshadows Alcuin’s, though it is of
stronger Spanish affiliation; it constitutes the earliest datable Caro-
lingian minuscule manuscript. There is also the so-called ‘Ada’ group,
produced in the court school between 781 and 814, the text of which,
like Alcuin’s, reflects an Anglo-Saxon prototype.3 It is no doubt to such
endeavours as these, rather than to Alcuin’s, that Charlemagne was
alluding in his claim to have corrected the text of both Old and New
Testaments ‘long since’ (iam pridem), seeing that the Encyclical in
which he made the claim must have been composed before 29 May 801,
whereas Alcuin’s revision had been completed only in the previous
summer.*

Alcuin was born near York, c. 730~5: he went to Aachen to take
charge of Charlemagne’s palace school c. 782, and was from 796 until
his death in 804 abbot of St Martin’s at Tours.5 In York he had received
from Egbert and Aelbert, and from the resources of a fine library, as
good a schooling as could be had in Europe. (For the contents of the
library, cf. Alcuin, Vers. de Sanctis, 11, 1535 £. Stephens considers that
the only work in the library in Greek was Priscian. Alcuin’s reference
to Hebraicus quod populus bibit imbre superno means, of course, the
biblical heritage in translation.) Alcuin acquired a very slender know-
ledge of Greek—enough to enable him to find Greek soubriguets and
renderings for his pupils’ names, but not enough to save him from
absurd etymology and inaccurate inflexion; Greek references in his

1 MS Paris, B.N. /at. 11553 ; Metz Municipal Library, MS 7 (destroyed 1944). Cf. also
Winithar’s verses, to be dated probably before 780, M.G.H., Poetae, pp. 89 f.; Fischer
(1), p. 6 n. 11, and p. 17.

2 MS Amiens Municipal Library, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12; cf. also MS Paris, B.N. /az. 13174,
ff. 136, 138; C.L.A4. v1, no. 707; Fischer (1), p. 6 n. 9; (4), p. [46).

3 MSS Trier, Stadtsbibliothek 22, Paris, B.N. nowy. acqu. lat. 1203 (Godescalc Gospels),
Vienna, Nationalbibliothek /at. 1861 (Psalter); Quentin, p. 268; C.L.4. vI, p. xxvii;
Fischer (1), p. 9; (4), p. (47}

4 Capit. Reg. Franc. (see p. 133 n. 3), p. 80, § 28: iam pridem universos veteris ac novi
instrumenti libros, librariorum imperitia depravatos, Deo nos in omnibus adiuvante, exa-
mussim correximus. Fischer (1), p. 18.

5 For Alcuin’s biography see Gaskoin; Kleinclausz; Duckett;[Wattenbach], Levison,
Lowe, pp. 22§—36, with very full bibliography.
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own writings are derivative.! Assertions that Alcuin knew Hebrew may
be disregarded: where he does allude to it, he borrows from Jerome,
and the nearest that he ever got to Jewish scholarship was to hear Peter
of Pisa—later a member of Charlemagne’s court—dispute at Pavia with
a Jew named Lullus.2 Devotion to biblical scholarship was, in Alcuin,
intimately linked with practical ethical endeavour and orthodox
apologia;3 the real, i.e. mystical, significance of Holy Writ was to be
found in the Fathers, and in them only, but as an essential substructure
the literal, historical sense must first be appreciated.4 When he came to
revise the text it was this last consideration that directed the endeavour
that was called forth, as it had been from the early missionaries, by an
outside situation that demanded a pragmatic application of Christian
ethics—namely, Charlemagne’s need for an authoritative and gram-
matical text, and the promotion of religion and culture in the Frankish
empire.$

Charlemagne had directed that all copying of the Gospels and
Psalms (though conceivably no more than the liturgically essential
portions of the Bible were in his mind, Ganshof] p. 9) must be carried
out by responsible hands (perfectae aetatis homines scribant cum omni
diligentia);6 and such surviving, pre-Alcuinian bibles as those written
by the contemporary Winithar of St Gall?7 emphasize, in their careless-
ness and corrupt state, the justification for his injunction. In a letter
written at Eastertide, 800, to Gisela and Rothrude, Charlemagne’s
sister and daughter, Alcuin says that he is busy with the king’s charge

1 M. L. W. Laistner, Thought and letters in western Europe, p. 192; Stephens, pp. 34 f.
But some of his biblical corrections derive immediately from the Greek, not via the Old
Latin. See Glunz (1), p. 132.

2 Ep. 172, M.G.H., Epist. p. 285, P.L. 100, 314¢C (&p. ci).

3 Cf. De virtut, et vitiis, 5, de lectionis studio: beatissimus est, qui divinas scripturas legens,
verba vertit in opera, P.L. 101, 616-17; Vita S. Vedasti (composed c. 800), preface, §3,
P.L, 101, 666 A, B, defensores qui. . .doctrina veritatis castra Dei viriliter defendere valeant.

4 In Gen.,cap. 49, Interpr. 231, P.L. 100, §58-~9; prius historiae fundamenta ponenda. . .
allegorice culmen priort structurae superponatur. For Alcuin’s view of the manifold senses
of Scripture, see in Cant.iv, 11 (Fayus distillans), P.L. 100, 652 below ; Confessio Fidei, ii,
§36, P.L, 101 A; Ep. 232 (229) ad Gyslam, P.L. 100, 510D, M.G.H., Epist. p. 41, 1. 45, in
[sacris scripturis) quid credere, quid sperare, quid amare, quid fugere debeamus, ostenditur.

5 Glunz (2), pp. 24 f.

6 Cap. Reg. Franc., M.G.H. 1, p. 6o, §72. Cf. Cassiodorus (above, p.119) a paucis. . .
doctisque faciendum, ed. Mynors, p. 42, P.L. 70, 1126cC.

7 MSS St Gall, 2, 11, 40, 44, 70, 907, 13984. Berger (3), pp. 117 £, 129; Fischer (1),
PP- 10, 175 (4), pp- [22], [53]. See above, p. 134 n. 1.
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(praeceptum) to emend the text of both Testaments.! These words have
generally been construed to imply a specific injunction to Alcuin, to
which the ‘Bible of Alcuin’ is due; but it has also been asserted that no
more is meant than that Alcuin was working, like others, within the
framework of Charlemagne’s general directive.2 Having turned natur-
ally to the Northumbrian schools, then the best in western Europe, for
the source material for his task (or at any rate for his basic gospel text),
he probably began work after the arrival in Tours of books from York
in 797.3 It was complete in time for him to present it, through the
agency of his pupil Fridugis, to Charlemagne, at his coronation as
emperor in Rome at Christmas, 8co. (M.G.H., Epist. pp. 418-20,
P.L. 100, 368 D, 374 B; Ganshof, p. 14 n. 3.)

In Alcuin’s time, two types of gospel text were current in North-
umbria. A south Italian text, brought to Canterbury by Augustine,
is typified by three seventh-century manuscripts (O, X, Z);+ and of
these O and X, which contain a Roman form of text, come from the
abbey of St Augustine, Canterbury. It was the text found in Z—a mixed
Italian text with Old Latin quotations, and with some attempt at
smoothing grammar and style—that was adopted as Alcuin’s school
text. The availability in Northumbria, even before Alcuin’s time, of a
form of the Gospels associated with southern England is paralleled by
the fact that in the eighth century there could be produced at Canter-
bury a manuscript5 exhibiting the same kind of text as O and X, but
written in a script modelled on the Northumbrian style. But alongside
the text infiltrating from the south there were also current in the north
of England the Vulgate Gospels and the remainder of the Bible in the
text brought to Monkwearmouth and Jarrow by Ceolfrid in the seventh
century and reflected in A and Y (see above, pp. 117, 130).6 This latter
type was well known at York; and the O X Z type, carried from York

' M.G.H., Epist. pp. 322 f.,, P.L. 100, 923C.

2 Berger (3), p. 187, etc. (see Ganshof, pp. 9 f., 12 n. 1); Fischer (1), p. 19; (4),

. [46}.
P £4A]lcuin, Epist. 121, M.G.H., Epist. p. 177, P.L. 100, 208 c. More evidence s required

to substantiate the Northumbrian source, at any rate for books other than the Gospels

(Fischer (1), p. 19, cf. Glunz (1), p. 133; (2), pp- 29 £.).

4 O=MS Bodleian Library, Auct. D. 2. 14; X=MS Corpus Christi College, Cam-
bridge, 286; Z=MS British Museum, Harley 1775. Glunz (2), pp. xx, 29 f.

§ MS British Museum, Royal, 1. E. vi.

6 MS Durham A. II. 17 (mid-eighth century) is claimed by Turner (pp. 198 £.) to be
the original of Y,
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to Tours, was being copied there in Alcuin’s time. (Fischer (4), p. [50],
emphasizes that the putative prototypes used by Alcuin have not sur-
vived.) In his revision of the Bible—or at any rate of the Gospels—
Alcuin leaned heavily on both, and the result of his efforts may be
observed clearly in two late ninth-century manuscripts in the British
Museum.! No new recension was envisaged: and there is no evidence of
any grasp of the problems of textual criticism. Alcuin’s severely
practical aim was to afford, through correct latinity, an intelligent
avenue of approach to Holy Writ.2 Editorial activity was limited to the
purgation of errors in punctuation, grammar, and orthography. On
these subjects Alcuin had written treatises, that on orthography being
principally based on Bede and Cassiodorus (whose own approach to
textual improvement of the Bible clearly influenced Alcuin).? But
whereas Cassiodorus had been conscious of his responsibilities towards
Jerome’s own solecisms of latinity (see above, p. 119), in Alcuin’s revi-
sion some of these were ‘corrected’ away.+ As examples of readings
introduced by him, Mark vi. 32 in navem for in navi; Luke xix. 37,
discipulorum for discentium; John vii. 8 nondum [impletum)] for non, etc.,
can be cited. Characteristic orthographical features are the assimilation
of prepositions prefixed to stems (cf. Cassiodorus, p. 119), and the form
of certain proper names, e.g. Moyses, not Moses.5 Of greater signi-
ficance for the future, however, was the replacement of the Psalter fuxta
hebracos—]Jerome’s own final version—by the Gallican Psalter based on
the hexaplaric Greek, in Alcuin’s biblical pandects.®

Textually, the Alcuinian bibles show remarkable constancy, and as
regards external features these single-volume Scriptures remained un-
changed for half a century. They consist of 420-50 folios according to
the amount of illumination, dedicatory matter, etc., that they include;
they measure # 50 cm x 35~9 cm; and they are disposed in double
columns of §0-52 lines each. Extra-biblical features are the verse pro-
logues of Alcuin, found in some manuscripts, and colophons at the end

' MSS Harley, 2823, and Add. 11,849, the latter probably written at Tours. Glunz (2),
pp- 30, 49-50.

2 Glunz (1), p. 128.

3 Grammatica, P.L. 101, 849; de Orthographia, ibid. 9o1 (ed. A. Marsili, Pisa, 1952).
See [Wattenbach], etc., p. 230. Cf. above, p. 135 n. 6, and pp. 119f.

4 Fischer (1), pp. 18-19.

5 Glunz (1), pp. 127 £ n. 39, 132; (2), pp. 49, 50 ) i

6 Fischer (1), p. 19. Cf. above, p. 111, and Burkitt in Journal of Theological Studies,
xxx (1929), 396.
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of each Gospel recording the stichometry.? During the abbacy of Alcuin
himself the products of the Tours scriptorium were still calligraphically
poor, irregular, and indeed inferior orthographically to e.g. Maur-
dramnus’ bible? (see above, p. 134). Under his successor Fridugis
(807-34) technical ability advanced to a point beyond which improve-
ment in the script itself was not possible. A conventional use of
differently coloured inks, and various styles—capitals of two kinds,
uncial, half-uncial, large and small minuscule—in regular positions
established a pattern that indicated the structure of the text itself. The
golden age under Adalhard (834-43) and Vivian (843—51) gave the
Carolingian empire its finest specimens of book-production in such
splendidly illuminated manuscripts as the Grandval Bible (®°, K in the
New Testament), the Lothair Gospels, and the bible presented by
Vivian to Charles the Bald in 846.3 Tours was sacked by the Normans
in 853, but by c. 880 the abbey was again producing books of the
calibre of the Vallicelli Bible (®Y, V in the New Testament).+
Manuscripts belonging to the Alcuinian family are designated by the
symbol ®5 (Alcuin having borne the soubriquet Flaccus);® and the
Vallicelli Codex (®V, V in the New Testament) is said to afford the best
evidence for Alcuin’s text,? even though older Alcuin bibles are extant.
The earliest of them all, at St Gall,? is too rough a copy to be identi-
fiable with that presented to Charlemagne in 80o: calligraphically it is
not a unity, orthographically it is irregular, and altogether it is to be
regarded as an experimental model only. But the presentation volume,
if it was indeed prepared at Tours, cannot have been substantially
different. (Fischer (1) concludes that the gift was intended as testimony
to Alcuin’s training of the monks at St Martin’s rather than as an
! Fischer (1), pp. 6 f., 14 f. For the verse prologues, see Biblia Sacra, Genesis, pp.
44£.; M.G.H., Poetae, pp. 287 f.; P.L. 101, 731B f. For stichometry, see Berger (3),

p- 363; Novum Testamentum, 1, 736; Glunz (2), p. §0.

2 Fischer (g), p. [49]-

3 @° MS British Museum Add. 10,546; Lothair Gospels, MS Paris, B.N. /az. 266;
Vivian’s presentation bible, MS Paris, B.N. /az. 1.

4 MS Rome, Vallicelli Library, B. 6. See below, n. 7.

S Biblia Sacra, Genesis, pp. xxvii f.; in Novum Testamentum (see 1, p. xiv) @ had not
yet been adopted as a symbol. ®V appears there as V.

¢ E.g. Ep. 145, M.G.H., Epist. p. 232, L. 32, p. 234, L. 16, P.L. 100, 268 A, D.

7 Berger (3), pp. 197 f. But Quentin indicates the priority of T (MS Tours, 10—an
Octateuch) and ®® (MS Paris, B.N. /az. 3—a complete bible). Cf. Berger (3), pp. 204f.,
242, For the Gospels, MS Tours, 22 (M) is also of major significance.

8 MS 75. See C.L.4. vu1, no. 9o4; Fischer (1), p. 10.
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example of his own scholarly achievements (pp. 6 f., 12, 19; Rand,
Pp. 337-42 £, 374).) It was the sudden rise of Tours to a position of
supremacy among the Carolingian scriptoria that diffused, through
these sumptuously ornamented bibles, the text as revised by Alcuin—in
a format perhaps intended to suggest the value of his own scholarly
reputation. (The Bamberg Bible—Staatliche Bibliothek MS Bibl. 1—
produced some thirty years after Alcuin’s death, contains his portrait.)?
Indeed, it is true to say that the textual influence of Alcuin’s bible was
less widespread than the influence of its external features;2 and it is to
these, and not to any official sponsorship, that is due the prominence
which Alcuin’s text came to enjoy throughout the empire. A modern
analogy is to be sought not in the position of King James’s ¢ Authorized
Version’ of the English bible, but rather in the success with which
dictionaries bearing the imprint of a well-known Press will drive rival
publications from the market. It was Alcuin’s personal achievement to
have injected vitality into an already existent tendency towards textual
purification, and the Vulgate was henceforth to be, effectively, Alcuin’s
Latin text.3 Although the conservatism of monastic scriptoria is
demonstrated by the continued production of pre-Alcuin and mixed
Alcuin texts,4 the sedulous introduction of Alcuinian corrections$
indicates that the strictly Alcuinian text was, by the late ninth century,
coming to be regarded as a norm. Texts that had been current in
England in the eighth century were still being copied there, together
with Irish texts, up to three centuries later; but the monastic reforms of
King Alfred (871-90r), based as they were on scholars brought over
from the Continent, promoted the infiltration of Alcuin’s texts, especi-
ally into the convents.6

Alcuin’s bible constitutes a landmark, inasmuch as the Vulgate text
was not henceforth to be determined by the pragmatic selection of
whichever particular text, out of several possibilities all traditionally
associated with ‘Jerome’, appeared most apposite to the immediate
situation as viewed from the standpoint of Augustinian ethics. With

* Berger (3), p. 206; Rand, p. 358; Fischer (1), pp. 12 ff, 19.

2 Fischer (4), p. [52]) 3 Fischer (1), p. 19.

4 E.g. Leofric’s Gospels, MS Bodleian, Auct. D. 2. 16; similarly MS British Museum,
Cotton, Tib. A. 2 (c. 900). Glunz (2), pp. 54 f.

s E.g. MS British Museum, Harley 2797, written at St Geneviéve, Paris. Glunz (2),
pp. 51 f. ¢ Glunz (2), pp. 59 f., 61, 65 £., 68, 70.
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the Carolingian age there begins a veneration for the Fathers that in-
vests their views on the meaning of Scripture with dogmatic authority.?
No less integral to incipient scholasticism was logical realism, that is,
the notion that every substance has, corresponding to itself, a noun.
Since the substantial significance of Holy Writ is embodied in its
patristic exegesis, it was felt to be desirable that the text should itself
show some unmistakable pointer towards that significance—in just
the same way that the language of the Aramaic Targum (translation) of
’Ongelos had earlier been formulated so as to embody much of the
official Jewish interpretation of the Pentateuch.2 Such an attitude
reduces all questions of textual nicety to quite secondary importance,
and opens the door to tendentious alteration. As an example, we may
cite Luke xii. 35, Sint lumbi vestri praecincti et lucernae ardentes, where
the addition of in manibus vestris is found first in E, a manuscript written
not earlier than the mid-ninth century. The surplus reflects the identi-
fication, by Gregory, of lamps with good works, which had been taken
over by Bede.3 The history of the Vulgate thus becomes the history of
its exegesis.

And yet textual conservatism remained the order of the day for two
centuries. Post-Carolingian monastic reforms were dominated by
asceticism, by liturgical considerations, and by the cultivation of
humility—with which a critical handling of the scriptural text was held
to be incompatible. Libraries were rarely maintained. Further advance
had to await the combination, in the twelfth century, of the fruits of an
address to inconsistencies found within the Fathers themselves as
ebulliently exposed by Abelard, and the competence of a few scholars
in Hebrew and, perhaps, to a lesser extent, in Greek.4

Nevertheless, reports and occasionally evidence have come down to
us of attempts made in the interval to improve the text of the Vulgate,$
although it is not until the thirteenth century that we encounter, in the
‘Paris’ bible, an enterprise whose influence was widely and effectively
diffused (see below, pp. 145 f.). Manuscript St Gall, 75, the earliest extant
Alcuin bible, was heavily corrected by Hartmut (abbot 872-83) and his

! Glunz (2), pp. 32, 82 f.; Smalley (2), pp. 35, 37 f.

% See Kahle, The Cairo Genizah? (Oxford, 1959), pp. 194 f.

3 Cf. P.L. 76, 1124 A and 92, 195 C. See further Glunz (2), pp. 82 f, 9o £, 101, 116.

4 See Glunz (2), pp. 32-49; Smalley (2), pp. 39 f., 44.
5 Smalley, ibid.
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assistants: it thus brought its influence to bear on the text current in
St Gall in the ninth century—i.e. the earlier, very corrupt text of
Winithar (see above, p. 135), which was henceforth to be ctossed both
with Alcuin (thanks to a Spanish tributary channelled through Rome
and Milan)! and with Theodulfian corrections. Assertions that have
made biblical correctors of Dunstan, archbishop of Canterbury
959—88,2 of Olpert, abbot of Gembloux early in the eleventh century,
and of Franco Scholasticus of Liége, his junior by a generation, seem to
go beyond the evidence.3 Peter Damian (1007—72) states* that he had
the whole Bible corrected: emendare curavimus—Ilicet cursim, et per hoc
non exacte. Nothing can be said about the alleged elimination of scribal
errors from the text to which Theotger, abbot of St George’s in the
Black Forest, and Herino of Hirschau (Hirsauge) are supposed to have
addressed themselves ¢. 1090.5

Slightly greater substance may be allowed to the claim made by
Milo Crispinus for Lanfranc of Bec® (c. 1005-89), that together with his
pupils he engaged in correcting the text of the Bible and of the Fathers
(secundum orthodoxam fidem studuit corrigere) and that his work was
widely accepted within the Church. As a master of dialectic and a
defender of orthodox theology against the rationalism of Berengar of
Tours in the matter of transubstantiation, Lanfranc (abbot of Caen
and archbishop of Canterbury) showed himself a champion of tradition
and of the doctrine of the universal church. His reform of English
monasticism and ecclesiastical administration, and particularly his
introduction of the False Decretals (which brought England into line
with the Canon law of the general church), are in character; and a

t Berger (3), pp. 120-29, 137 f., 140; Quentin, pp. 361 £, 380 f,, 184.

2 Vita, amatore B, §37, ed. W. Stubbs, Memorials of St Dunstan, Rolls Series,
London, Lx111 (1874), 49 (ut. . .mendosos libros. . .corrigeret); Glunz (2), p. 159, note.

3 Sigebert of Gembloux, de Scriptoribus Ecclesiasticis, §164; P.L. 160, 585 B (Franco);
Gesta Abbat. Gemblacensium, P.L. 160, 6258 (Olpert). C. Vercellone, Pariae Lectiones
Vulgatae Latinae Bibliorum Editionis, 1 (Rome, 1860), p. xvii note. Glunz, ibid.

4 De Ordine Eremitarum, P.L. 145, 334¢. Cf. Berger (3), p. 141.

$ J. Mabillon, Annales Ordinis S. Benedicti, v (Paris, 1713), p. 277; Martin (1), p. 57.
E. Nestl¢, “Die Hirschauer Vulgata-Revision’, Theologische Studien aus Wiirttemberg, X
(1889), 30§—~11.

6 Vita, P.L. 150, 55¢. Cf. also the contemporary tribute to him of Clement III,
quoted by F. Liebermann in the English Historical Review, xv1 (1901), 331. For Lanfranc
see A. J. Macdonald, Lanfranc (2nd ed., 1944); Z. N. Brooke, The English Churck and
the Papacy, etc. (1931), pp. 57-83, 117—31; R. W. Southern in Studies. . .presented to
F. M. Powicke (1948), pp. 27 f.; Smalley (2), pp. 46 f.
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‘correction’ of the biblical text so as to make it conform to orthodoxy
would fall into place beside these achievements. Such ‘correction’
amounts to the prosecution of the early scholastic treatment of the
Bible outlined above (see p. 140), through which modifications were
introduced so as to point explicitly towards the exegesis of the Fathers.!
Lanfranc was thus bringing the English bible into line with that of
eleventh-century Europe. In one Gospel manuscript? interlinear glosses
are found which, like Lanfranc’s own commentary to the Pauline
epistles3 and the Gloss to the whole Bible that was, by 1137, already in
process of becoming recognized at Paris as the standard commentary
of the Western Church (below, pp. 145 ., 190, 205),* depend closely on
Remigius of Auxerre’s digest of patristic commentaries. A fair sample of
Lanfranc’s improved readings is at Luke v. 2§, tu/it lectum in quo tacebat,
where lectum is a new insertion intended to point to the exegesis,
adapted from Ambrose by Bede,5 which equates the éed with the human
body. Substantial manuscript testimony to Lanfranc’s text is available
from the late eleventh century onwards.® It may be exemplified by
William of Hales’ Bible (in the New Testament W),? dated 1254, which
is a copy of a Salisbury manuscript more than a century older.8

Significant, too, as a pointer towards the future, are occasional
allusions to the comparative application to the Vulgate text of a lin-
guistic competence that went beyond the study of the norms of Latin
grammar. In the ninth century Greek studies had perhaps been directed
at patristic rather than at biblical scholarship; but John the Scot had
compared the Latin text of the Gospel of St John with more than one
Greek text,% and relics of a similar approach to the Psalter, possibly

! Glunz (2), p. 163.

2 MS British Museum, Royal, I. B. xi; Glunz (2), pp. xvii, 159 f.

3 P.L. 150, 101 {.

4 Smalley (2), pp. 46 f., 63 £, 71.

s Ambrose, ed. C. Schenkl, C.S.E.L. 32, part 1v, p. 184, L. 16, P.L. 1§, 1639 8. Bede,
P.L. 92, 388D.

6 MS Wadham College, Oxford, ii (A. 10. 22), of 1070 or shortly after. Glunz (2),
pp. xvii, 166 f.

7 MS British Museum, Royal, I. B. xii. Glunz (2), pp. xvii, 184.

8 MS Salisbury Cathedral, 148. Glunz (2), 4.

9 Comm. in Iohann., P.L. 122, j02c, etc. See E. Nestlé, ‘Scotus Erigena on Greek
Manuscripts of the Fourth Gospel’, Journal of Theological Studies, x1u1 (Oxford, 1912),
596. M. Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne: sa vie, son auvre, sa pensée (Louvain and Paris,

1933), p. 225. See also Smalley (2), pp. 43 f.
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connected with Sedulius Scotus, are also extant.! There is no evidence
that Hebrew studies were cultivated in the early scholastic period, with
the possible exception of disciple(s?) inspired by Theodulf (see above,
p- 129). In the eleventh century, however, the cultivation of Hebrew
began to eclipse that of Greek, though Odo, bishop of Cambrai, had,
while abbot of St Martin’s, Tournai (i.e. not later than 1105), had a
quadruple psalter prepared that exhibited the transliterated Greek
alongside the three Latin versions.2 Contact with Jewish scholars is
attested for Sigebert of Gembloux in Metz, c. 1070, for Abelard,3 and
(somewhat later) from the Jewish side also.# This renewed interest in
Hebrew scholarship was to bear fruit in the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries, but the results fall mainly within the field of exegesis, and they
qualify for mention here only in so far as textual repercussions can be
demonstrated.5 On this score the corrected bible,6 dated 1109, of
Stephen Harding, third abbot of Citeaux,? deserves inclusion by virtue
of its apparent intention; for in an inserted note Harding records the
origin of his text and hints at its purpose. Having transcribed the fullest
of a number of texts that he had assembled, he erased such passages of
the Old Testament as were not to be found in the Hebrew, availing
himself of the assistance of a converted Jew with whom he conversed
in French. Since Harding requests readers not to restore the erased
passages, and forbids improper use of the book auctoritate Dei et nostrae

1 Kenney, p. 568 note 375; A. Allgeier, ‘Exegetische Beitrige zur Geschichte des
Griechischen vor dem Humanismus’, Biblica, xx1v (Rome, 1943), 261 f., 264 (MSS 24-6).

z It may be confidently identified with MS Paris, B.N. nouv. acqu. 2195; see L.
Delisle, Mélanges de Paléographic et de Bibliographie (Paris, 1880), pp. 150 f.; Palaeo-
graphical Society, ed. E. A. Bond and E. M. Thompson, 11 (London, 1873-83), PL. 156;
V. Leroquais, Les Psautiers manuscrits latins des Bibliothéques de France, 11 (Mécon,
1940-1), No. 373, p. 142, with full bibliography.

3 Sigebert: Gesta abbat. Geméblacensium, continued by Godeschale, P.L. 160, 6418,
Smalley (2), pp. 79, 80 note. Abelard: Problemata Eloissae, §36, P.L. 178, 718A. On
Abelard’s fictitious Dialogue with a Jew, see H. Liebeschiitz in The Journal of Jewish
Studies, x11 (1961), 1 ., 12,

4 See e.g. Z. Kahn, ‘Le Livre de Joseph le Zélateur’, Revue des Etudes Juives, 1
(Paris, 1880), 238, 239, 242; J. Katz, Exclusiveness and Tolerance (Scripta Judaica 3)
(Oxford, 1961), pp. 106 {. '

5 On the whole subject see Berger (4); Smalley (1); (2), pp. 82, 102 f.; Loewe (2).

6 MSS Dijon, 12—15 (formerly ¢ bis). See [P. Quarre], Saint Bernard et I'Art des
Cisterciens (Dijon, 1953), p. 30.

7 F. 150" of vol. 2. The ascription of this correction to Alberic, Harding’s pre-
decessor (Gallia Christiana, 1v, 984), rests on a confusion; see Martin (1), p. 17; Denifle,
pp. 267 £, 462; Berger (4), pp. 9 f.; Loewe (2), p. 233.
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congregationis, he seems to have intended it as a model for Cistercian
use.! His text reflects a precursor of the heavily interpolated Paris
bible? (see below, pp. 145f.), but Theodulf’s influence is to be detected,
particularly in the canonical order followed3 (see above, p. 128).
Another Cistercian who cultivated a similar approach was Nicholas
Manjacoria of Rome; himself a Hebraist, he also used Jewish assistance,
and showed in his writings (to be dated towards the middle of the
century) an incipient critical sense that led him to reject the Hebrew as
testimony to the Vulgate except where his Latin manuscripts were
reciprocally at variance.4 In his Libellus de corruptione et correptione
Psalmorum, written shortly after 1145, he too alludes to a specifically
Cistercian psalter-text, and criticizes the assumption (as had Harding,
by implication) that the fullest text is necessarily the most accurate.
He had previously carried out a revision of the Bible, removing super-
fluities from its text,® and although his version has not hitherto been
identified in any manuscript its character may be reconstructed from
his surviving prolegomena—entitled, in a fifteenth-century manuscript,?
Suﬂrageneus Bibliothecae. The terms of reference were to remove addi-
tions to the original Vulgate, to restore modified or corrupt readings
(transformata reformare), and to replace the genuine text where this had
been arbitrarily deleted.8 The treatise categorizes numerous passages
from all parts of the Old Testament (but none from the New) that have
suffered damage from each of the specified causes; and the material
designated as surplus shows that Nicholas, like Harding, started from

1 Cf. Mabillon’s note in his edition of St Bernard, P.L. 182, 1119, §2; also below,
note 4 and p. 145 n. 1. Berger (2), p. 8.

2 Denifle, pp. 269, 475, as against Martin (1), pp. 65 f., who takes it to be ©,

3 Martin (1), p. 19; Berger (4), p. 11.

4 On Manjacoria see Denifle, pp. 270 f.; Berger (4), pp. 12 f.; Wilmart, pp. 136 f. (to
p. 136 n. 2, add reference to MS Venice, St Mark’s, o/im 133, Catalogue by ]. Valenti-
nelli, 11 ( 1869), 134). Demﬂe, p. 272; Berger (4), p. 13 (m his tantummodo hebraicos codices
michi censui consulendos, in quibus nostri aperte sibi invicem dissonarent). MS Montpellier
Medical School, 294 (late twelfth century); Wilmart, pp. 138 f., 141 £, 142. F. 144%:
psalterium. . .ad exemplar nostrum idest Cisterciensis ordinis emendare).

5 F. 1587, Wilmart, pp. 141 {.; Smalley (2), p. 80. The incident concerned took
place between 1140 and 1145 (Wilmart, p. 142).

¢ F. 145". Wilmart, pp. 139, 142 (bibliothecam studiose conscriberem multisque super-
fluitatibus expiarem).

7 Venice, St Mark’s, 178 (olim lat. 289), ff. 141-81; Catalogue (see above, note 4), 1v
(1871), 126. J. P. P. Martin, Introduction a la Critigue. . .du Pentateuch, 1 (Paris, 1887),
pp. cii f. 8 Denifle, p. 272, §3; Berger (3), p. 13.
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what was later to become the ‘Paris’ text.! Again like Harding, he
followed the canonical order of Isidore and Theodulf (see above,
PP- 124, 128), save for the inversion of Job and Psalms. By the end of
the twelfth century this Paris text was establishing itself as a supposedly
uniform and recognized recension, traces of which can be detected in
the Psalter-text.of Herbert of Bosham,? although the latter (writing
soon after 1190) took an Alcuinian text as the basis of his edition, and
was substantially influenced by Theodulf, by direct reference to the
Hebrew, and by Jewish exegesis.3

The development of the so-called Paris text* of the Bible was a
contributory cause of the emergence of the University of Paris from
the episcopal school, and its establishment as commanding a certain
recognition was the result of the same process. In itself, the text (which
is symbolized in the critical apparatus of Biblia Sacra by QO) forms the
culmination of the tendency that we have noticed since early post-
Carolingian times, by which the text became progressively more
adapted so as to point specifically towards the exegetical treatment of
the Fathers. The Sentences of Peter Lombard, finished in 1152, com-
prise a systematic theology based essentially on patristic exegesis as
digested in the GlossS to the Bible, the expansion of which on the
Psalms and Pauline epistles into the Magna Glosatura® was due to
Lombard himself and his pupil and posthumous editor, Herbert of
Bosham. It is possible to illustrate the organic interdependence of the
text, in its twelfth-century form, and the Gloss, and to point to the
dependence of the Sentences on both.? Thus in Matt. xviii. 10, quia angeli
eorum in caelis semper vident faciem patris mei, some scholastic texts, the

! Denifle observes that the matter marked by Nicholas as superfluous and to be
deleted at I Sam. v. 6 and v. ¢ is likewise omitted in Harding’s text.

2 MS St Paul’s Cathedral, London, Case B. 13; see B. Smalley, ‘A Commentary on
the Hebraica by Herbert of Bosham’, Recherches de Théologie Ancienne et Médiévale, xvin
(Louvain, 1951), 29 f.; Loewe (1). For date, see Loewe, p. 63 n. 2.

3 The basic text is of the type of Sainte-Marie’s O (=MS Bodleian, Auct. E. inf. 2,
Berger (3), p. 399, Sainte-Marie, p. x), but it is affected by (2 and © X, See Sainte-Marie,
p. xiv. The Symbol O used on pp. 120, 127n. 8, and 136 refers to two other MSS.

4 The basic study is Denifle’s. See also Martin (2), 1888, pp. 444 f., 1890, pp. 301 f.;
Glunz (2), pp. 221 {.

$ On its development see Smalley (2), pp. 46 £., and pp. 197ff. of the present volume;
above, p. 142 n. 4. It is printed, P.L. 113~14.

¢ P.L. 191-2.

7 Glunz (2), pp. 255 f.; Smalley (2), p. 64.

145

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



From the Fathers to the Reformation

Gloss, and the Sentences' omit in caelis, following the exegesis of
Jerome which here recognizes the doctrine of guardian angels: the
sphere of activity of these must be not in heaven, but on earth, The
Sentences had immediately become a standard theological textbook;
lecturing on the Magna Glosatura was instituted after Peter Lombard’s
death in 1160, and attracted to him a posthumous reputation for
heterodoxy. When his views were, by implication, condemned at the
Synod of Sens in 1164, those who favoured his scholastic method—and
with it, inevitably, the form of the Vulgate text that was integral both
to his exegetical digests and his own systematic theology—were forced
into a standpoint of opposition in which the University of Paris was
germinally present. The primacy won by the Paris school of theology
served both to consolidate and to disseminate the form of text there
current, particularly in view of the appearance at this time of bible
manuscripts in small, one-volume format on thin parchment which
could easily be carried among a wandering scholar’s personal effects.?

Atsome time in the first third of the thirteenth century a single codex
may have been selected as a master-copy for future use and designated
the exemplar Parisiense; but if any such archetype ever existed, it is no
longer identifiable. Its character may, however, be reconstructed from
comparison of the Paris codex Q' with two others.3 In view of its
integration with the Gloss and the latter’s underlying patristic sources
which frequently start from non-Vulgate readings, it is not surprising
that the *Paris’ text was a heavily interpolated and corrupt representa-
tion of the Vulgate, contaminated by material from the margin and
from corrected erasures. A marginal form of text-critical apparatus was
also provided.

The Paris text, then—for all its encrustation, still basically the text

1 In caelis is omitted, e.g., in MSS Trinity College, Cambridge, B. 5. 3 and B. 5. 5;
Glunz (2), pp. xviii, 256. Cf. Gloss, P.L. 114, 146¢; Jerome, in Matth., P.L. 26, 130B;
Peter Lombard’s Sentences, 11, dist. x1, 1, ed. the St Bonaventure Franciscans, Quarracchi,
Florence, 1 (1916), 334, P.L. 192, 673.

2 Glunz (2), pp. 222, 224, 265, 267, 269. Some specimens of these small-format bibles
are reproduced in The New Palaeographical Society, ed. E. M. Thompson, etc., 1st Series
(London, 1911~12), no. 217, the English examples being, however, earlier than the
French one (MS British Museum, Add. 31,830, ¢. 1252—75. Comprising 480 folios, it
measures 5§ in. by 4 in.).

3 (M =Paris, B.N. 16719—22; cf. B.N. 15554, f. 1—146, and ibid. ff. 147-253. Denifle,

pp. 285 £, 291, 568, 571. Glunz (2), pp. 261, 282, denies that a single, definitive master-
copy ever existed at Paris. Cf. Martin (2), 1889, p. 446.
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of Alcuin—was a natural growth that arose to meet the needs of the
masters and scholars of the Paris schools. It was in no sense a specially
edited or officially sponsored text—though the Paris doctors may have
touched it up in places in the interests of consistency—but the fruit of
private enterprise on the part of the Paris stationers, over whom the
University exercised limited control through the grant of privilege.!
The text was frequently issued from the bookshops accompanied by
the Gloss;2 yet the extent to which text and Gloss were harmonized,
both in such copies and also in the unglossed bibles, varied according
to the judgement of whoever controlled the scriptorium. The result was
that, owing to irresponsible copying, manifold variation on a large
scale soon became widespread.3 The complexion of this mass-produced
‘text’ is reflected in the strictures passed on it by Roger Bacon# in the
second half of the thirteenth century and by the attempts which, already
before his time, were being made to remedy its shortcomings (see below,
pp- 1481.). In onerespect only did the Paris text achieve a uniformity that
was to be perpetuated, and that was its canonical order and its revised
chapter-division; and it is the latter which became its distinguishing
external characteristic.5 In view of the international provenance of the
student body at Paris, and the existence of numerous systems of chapter-
division from late antiquity and the early medieval period that some-
times enjoyed localized currency and were therefore found in bibles
that scholars brought with them from their native lands, there was felt
in the Paris schools the absolute need for a standardized canonical order
and system of capitulation. The new arrangement is ascribed to Stephen
Langton, and it is substantially the one in use today.6 Langton was

t See Denifle, pp. 282, 568, 571. Roger Bacon, Opus Minus, Brewer, p. 330, refers to
multi theologi infiniti et stationarii Parisiis; Smalley (2), p. 334 n. 4. Glunz (2), pp. 268-
70. H. Rashdall (ed. F. M. Powicke and A.B.Emden), The Universities of Europe®
(1936), 1, 421 £,

2 Smalley (2), pp. 334 f.

3 Denifle, p. 278; Glunz (2), pp. 270, 272.

4 The relevant passages are: Opus Minus, Brewer, pp. 330, 333; Opus Tertium, p. 92.
They have been frequently reproduced. (Briefly, Smalley (2), p. 334.)

5 Berger (1), pp- 53 £.; (3), pp- 10 f.; Denifle, pp. 290 f.; Martin (3), 1889, p. 447,
1890, p. 302.

6 Berger (2), p. 11, substantiates the attribution by reference to MS Lyons, 340 (note
at the beginning of Proverbs). Denifle, p. 281; Smalley (2), p. 222; Martin (3), 1889,
pP- 447 fI., 1890, p. 304. Martin draws attention particularly to MS Paris B.N. 14417,
fl. 125~6. Smalley (2), p. 222. On eatlier chapter-divisions see the prolegomena to Biblia
Sacra, Genesis. The differences are tabulated by Martin, p. 466. The subdivision into
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teaching in Paris until June 1206, when he was made a cardinal;
‘between that year and 1231, the date of the earliest known dated Paris
bible,! written at Canterbury, Langton’s chapter system had gained
currency at Paris, and had come to be disseminated widely alongside
Peter Lombard’s Sentences and other textbooks in use in the Paris
schools. Bacon, writing about 1267, misconstrued the situation when he
contrasted the corrupt, ‘modern’ text of Paris—which he assumed to
have been deliberately established some forty years previously—with
the text found in earlier manuscripts: for many of the interpolations and
corruptions in the ‘Paris’ text antedate that text by centuries.? But by
Bacon’s time the origin of the Paris text was already obscure; and in
any case, the main target of his attack was rather the attempts that had
been made to remedy its shortcomings—attempts which, he com-
plained, left confusion worse confounded.3

Bacon’s criticisms had been adumbrated over a century before by
Hugh of St Victor (d. 1141);4 and we have already noticed the attempts
of Stephen Harding and Nicholas Manjacoria in the first half of the
twelfth century to improve matters. Textual criticism had, moreover,
figured in a casual and unsystematic way in the biblical lectures of
Stephen Langton5 at the end of the century, but it was not until the
second quarter of the thirteenth century that correction of the Bible
was taken seriously in hand.6 The initiative came from the two new
mendicant orders, priority lying with the Dominicans, although it was
the Franciscan Correctoria? which, profiting from the experience of their

verses was subsequent, and the current system is not older than the sixteenth century;
Martin (3), p. 458, and 1890, p. 304.

1 MS Paris, Mazarine Library, 29; Berger (2), p. 11 n. 3; Denifle, pp. 282, 290. It
should be noted that up to the end of II Samuel this manuscript follows the older
capitulation. 2 Denifle, pp. 277-83, 5735 Glunz (2), p. 282,

3 Opus Tertium, Brewer, p. 94: unde eorum correctio est pessima corruptio et destructio
textus Dei, etc.; Opus Minus, p. 347.

4 De Scripturis, 9, P.L. 175, 18 A: ita tandem omnia confusa sint ut pene nunc cui
tribuendum sit, ignoretur, Denifle, p. 276.

$ Martin (3), 1889, p. 456; Smalley (2), pp. 220, 335.

6 The fundamental study is by Denifle. See also Berger (1), pp. 46 f.; (2), pp. 10 £.;
(4), pp. 26 £.; Glunz (2), pp. 284 f.; Smalley (2), pp. 335 f.; E. Mangenot, art. ‘ Correc-
toires’, in Dictionnaire de la Bible, 11 (1899), col. 1022, is still of importance.

7 Correctorium is the conventional term for these apparatus, which should properly be
termed correctiones; see Hody, p. 418; Glunz (2), p. 285 n. 2. Correctorium (-us) is
strictly the title assigned to tracts on the prosody, etc., of difficult words in the Bible,
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predecessors, were to exercise the greater influence; and few of the later
Correctoria are entirely independent.! Chronological data are afforded
by the enactment of the Dominican Chapter General in 1236 that bibles
of the Order? be standardized according to the corrections prepared in
the Province of France—an enterprise that is presumably to be identi-
fied with the Correction of Theobald and possibly also with the correctio
parisiensis secunda.3 According to Roger Bacon,* the Dominicans
produced this supposedly second Correction c. 1248, but conceivably
there was one enterprise only, elaborated over a number of years. In any
case, in 1256 the Dominicans rejected and proscribed what they termed
the ‘Corrections of Sens’,5 no doubt intending to replace them with
an improvement upon the earlier ones, newly prepared by the prior of
their Paris house, Hugh of St Cher. Of the Franciscans’ Corrections,
that attributed to William le Breton (£)6—in due course to be utilized
by Stephanus for his fourth edition of the Bible, 1538—40, the edition
cited in the apparatus to Biblia Sacra as e—depends on the two ‘Paris’
Corrections.” This compilation was surpassed in point of scholarship by
that of William of Mara [MS Vatican 3466 (D)], a friend of Bacon
(whose principles of textual criticism it closely follows), and also by a
further Correction [MS Vatican 4240 (£)], found in a group of manu-
scripts, which has much in common with the Correction of William of
Mara.8

after the style of Alexander Neckam’s Corrogationes Promethei, for which see P. Meyer,
Notices et Extraits de la Bibl. Nationale, xxxv, 2 (Paris, 1897), 641; R. Loewe in
Mediaeval and Renaissance Studies, 1v (London, 1958), 18.

I Denifle, p. 544; Mangenot (see p. 148 n. 6), col. 1025.

2 Berger (2), p. 11, pointed to MS Paris, B.N. /at. 17 as being the bible from which the
Dominicans started: essentially the Paris text, it agrees with citations from the ‘Sens
Bible’ in the Sorbonne Correctorium, i.e. F (see this page), MS B.N. 15554, f. 147 {.
By ‘Sens Bible’ is, of course, to be understood the ‘Sens corrections’; Denifle, p. 284.

3 See Marténe and Durand, Thesaurus novus anecdotorum, v (Paris, 1717), col. 1676,
B, §34; Berger (1), p. 57; (4), p. 30; Mangenot (see p. 148 n. 6), col. 1023.

4 Opus Maius, ed. S. Jebb (1733), p. 49; Berger (4), p. 27.

5 Thesaurus novus (see note 3), col. 1715, E, §23. Cf. note 2.

6 MS Paris, B.N. 15554, fl. 147 {f., cf. note 2. Berger (1), pp. 58 f., 62; Mangenot,
col. 1024.

7 The fluidity of terminology used in the Correctoria complicates the task of establish-
ing interdependence; cf. Denifle, p. 285. For Stephanus in this connection, see J. Words-
worth, O/d-Latin Biblical Texts: No. I, The Gospel according to St Matthew (Oxford,
1883), Appendix 1, pp. 49, 50. Cf. Berger (1), p. §8.

8 Berger (1), pp. 63—4, identifies D and £; Denifle distinguishes them, p.265. Seealso
Berger (4), pp- 32 £., and Denifle, pp. 298, 545, but cf. p. 311.
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Manuscripts of these Correctoria have been categorized into thirteen
groups, listed serially 4—N. Of these, groups 4, D, and £ refer to the
Greek bible independently of the Old Latin, and are provided (in some
manuscripts) with prologues setting forth the principles of criticism
that they follow.! That of group 4, specifically attributed to Hugh of
St Cher and cited in the apparatus to Biblia Sacra as Hug.,? used red
underlinings and supralinear points as critical symbols, and claimed to
take as its authorities the commentaries of Jerome, pre-Carolingian
codices, and Hebrew manuscripts. The door was thus opened to matter
irrelevant for the recovery of Jerome’s text, the dominating considera-
tion being to assimilate the Latin to the original. Sounder principles
animated the author of the Correctorium Vaticanum,i.e. D, who is to be
identified with Bacon’s komo sapientissimus® and, through him, with
William of Mara: it is consequently cited by Biblia Sacra as Guill. (cor.
vat. in the New Testament). This corrector’s self-discipline prevented
his very considerable Hebrew competence, and his knowledge of
Greek, from interfering with his reconstruction of the Latin Vulgate.
He explicitly rejects, as wrong-headed procedure, the branding of the
Latin as spurious wherever it cannot literally reproduce Hebrew or
Greek idiom; and he appreciates that contemporary Hebrew manu-
scripts are not Zpso facto preferable to older Latin ones. The author of
£ (MS Vatican Lat. 4240), Gerard of Huy,* though standing close to
D, knew less Hebrew than he, but surpassed him both in Greek and in
judgement; and his approach reminds one of that of Nicholas Manja-
coria(above, p. 144). Comparison with the Hebrew and Greek, he writes,
must be circumspect, and the slavish following of the originals must be
eschewed; reference ought not to be made to them save in the case of
the discrepancy of the oldest Latin codices, unless it isa case of remedy-
ing such palpable inner-Latin corruptions as saeculi for sacculi at
Proverbs xvi. 11. Patristic quotations, which often follow the non-
Hieronymic version, should be discounted as evidence. Matter omitted

! Denifle, pp. 264 f., 596 f.

2 MS Vatican Ottob. 293; Denifle, pp. 264, 293. MS Paris, B.N. 16719 (Denifle’s B)
is also cited, in the apparatus to Biblia Sacra, as Jac.

? Denifle, pp. 265, 295, 298, 545, 553. Berger (4), pp- 32 {, 35, 45. Brewer, pp. 89,
92 below, 94.

4 So Denifle, p. 477. Berger (1), p. 64, asserted that this could not be so in spite of the
reference to Gerard in MS Vatican Lat. 4240, since the occasional vernacular words
included are in French, not in Flemish. See also Berger (4), pp. 46 {.
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in the various manuscripts under review is underlined, the authority
concerned being indicated by a superscribed initial-—#[ebraeus), o
(=Septuagint), ¢ (= Greek), a[ntiqui], mloderni], aug[ustinus),
terlonymus), grlegorius), Bleda], R[abanus], gl[osa]. The author con-
cludes with a conventional invitation of constructive criticism and the
improvement of his work.!

For all its soundness, this approach achieved less than might have
been hoped. Above all, since the Correctoria largely circulated as
apparatus unaccompanied by any diacritically marked text, side by side
with their multiplication their corruption increased progressively.?
Both £and D regard Alcuin’s bible as basic; but the correctors had an
inadequate number of significant codices for comparison and none, it
seems, anterior to the ninth—tenth century (this is, at least, demonstrably
so in the case of Proverbs).3 References to ‘ Charle[magne]’s bible’ seem
in fact to indicate the first bible of Charles the Bald.# In a few places
only may £ and D have had at their disposal readings that they them-
selves appreciated as pre-Carolingian, and references to the bible of
Gregory the Great5 do not appear to signify the text of scriptural
quotations in Gregory’s own works. In general, the correctors mis-
construed (and rejected) pre-Alcuinian readings as ‘modern’, inasmuch
as it was in the Paris text that they found them, ensconced there by the
Gloss and its patristic antecedents. It is noticeable that £ makes less use
of Bede than do B, C, D, or F, and senses that in default of a critically
sound text of Bede his quotations ought not to be relied on; yet had
pre-Alcuinian manuscripts been available to him, he would have
realized that they gave him warranty to make a freer use of Bede.

In spite, therefore, of the bias in Bacon’s language that it has become
usual to discount, his complaint6 that the Correctoria (or at any rate, as
he, a loyal Franciscan, put it, those of the Dominicans) had served
merely to make matters worse, must broadly be accepted: and it was
the Paris bible, as the natural issue of Alcuin’s bible and the precipitate
of patristic exegesis to which the scholastics had wedded it, that was
in due course to confront 