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SIX NOTES.
I
S. LUKE XIX 21: alpes & ovk €0nkas.

My colleague Dr J. A. Smith has called my attention to a paper of
Jac. Bernays (Gesammelte Abhandlungen, ed. Usener, Berlin, 1883,
i pp. 272 sq.) in which are collected a number of passages illustrating
what Plummer (S. Zuke p. 441) describes as ¢ perhaps a current pro-
verbial expression for a grasping person’. This note of Plummer’s
suggests that this paper, or the matter collected in it, is not well known
and has not been used in commentaries on the Parable, at any rate in
England. It will perhaps be worth while, therefore, to reprint the
passages here.

1. Philo Hypothetica (ap. Eus. P. E. viii 7 [358]) pvpla 3¢ dAha éri
TovToLs 6oa kal émi Gypdpwy 05y kai vopiuwy xkdv Tols vépois adrols & Tis
mafeiv &xbalper piy mworclv adréve & pd) katédnkey pnd dvarpelobon pnd' éx
mpacids uyd éx Anvod und &¢ dAavos.

2. Josephus ¢. Apion. ii 27 8 pi) kavébnké s olk drarpioeral: 75. 30
kdv Spéyral Tis GAASTpLov Kdv 8 pA) kaTébnkey dréhnTar.

3. Diog. Laert. 1 57 & pi) &ou pd dvé\y (traced to Solon).

4. Plato Zaws x1 913 C kdA\iaTov vépwv . . . kai drdolorator kai oddaui)
dyevvols drdpds vopodérnua ds elrev “A pd) karébou pi) dvély.

5. Aelian Var. Aist. iii 46 Srayepurdv 1) i obros kai wdvry ‘EX-
Mprikds: “O pd) katéou, dnoi, ph NdpPave: 8. iv 1 BifBAios dvip & 686
wepLTvxOY obdéy Gv pi) kovélero dvaipeltar ob yap Tyetrar TO TowdTov
elpnpo dANL Gdiknpa.

Dr Smith himself adds the following two passages.

6. Plato Laws viii 844 E 8s 8 dv mip yevalov viv Aeyopévny oraduliy
7 16 yewvala gixe érovoualdpeva dropilev Bodlyrar, éav pev éx T4 olkelwy
AapBdvy Srws dv 0éAy kai bméray Bothyrar kaproiobw, duv & ¢ dMwy wi)
meloas émopédvas 76 vépy TG Pl kively S pl) katélero, éxelvos del {npuovobo.

7. b, xii g9q1C &y Tis T kNéwry Snpbowov péya Y kal opkpdv THs
abriis dlkys 8¢l ouikpdy Te Yap & kAémrav ot pev Tadrd, Suvdper 8¢
é\dTrovt kéxhopev, & Te T0 peilov kwidv ob kaTobdépevos Ghov ddikel.

Erasmus in the Adagia (Opera, ed. Leclerc, Leyden 1703, ii c. 813)
has Quae non posuisti ne tollas, referring for it to passages 3 and 4
above ; his editor in a foot-note refers to his own note on Lev. vi 3
(Jo. Clericus Mosis Prophetae Zbri v ii p. 225), where he cites 3, 4
and 5. Neither of them mentions S. Luke xix 21.

Evidently Plummer’s ‘ perhaps’ is unnecessary.

It will be noticed that 1 and 6 also illustrate xai fepiles & ot Ermepas
of the Parable and its relation to the *proverbial expression’.
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11
*SovuL, Bopy, SpiriT.

IN a Note under this heading in /. 7% S. ii pp. 273 sq. I was able
to cite only two instances of this curious order, or the reverse of it, in
Latin writers. I have since noticed three more instances. ‘

De Sacramentis v 8 ‘Iam tunc ergo Salomon inducit nuptias vel
Christi et Ecclesiae, vel spiritus et carnis et animae.’

Etherius and Beatus £p. ad Elipand. i 100 ¢ denique homo perfectus
ex tribus constat, id est anima et corpore et spiritu’ And again
1. 102,

11
S. JuLius Ep. ad Eusebian. Ap. S. ATH. Apol. c. Arian. 35.

"H dyvoeire drv Todro os fv mwpbrepov ypdpeabor Huiv xai odrws &bev
Spiledbar Ta dlkata ;

Everywhere, from Baronius, the Benedictine S. A#zanasii Opera,
and Mansi, down to Mgr. Batiffol's Za paix constantinienne and
Dr Kidd’s History of the Church, 1 observe that &fev in this passage
is uniformly rendered Zize, d’ici, ‘from here’, i.e. from Rome; and
the same is implied in the paraphrases in the French version (Leclercq)
of Hefele and in Duchesne’s Histoire ancienne de ['église. But surely
&fev does not mean * from here’, but either from there’, or ¢ whence’,
or ‘then’, ‘after that’. Whether S. Julius himself or his chancery was
responsible for the language of the two letters included in the Apologia
¢. Arianos, the one to the Eusebians (21-35), the other to the
Alexandrines (52 sq.), it is clear, as is natural enough, that they were
not written by any one who thought in Greek or habitually spoke it.
The letter to the Alexandrines contains three flagrant Latinisms:
W ovrws elrw, ut ita dicam; eddpaive, used impersonally, suwat; and
even owéorykev, constat, ‘it is evident’; and possibly the uncommon
construction of the aorist participle with the auxiliary verb, which occurs
five times in the letter to the Eusebians (22 mporpeyduevos #pyy :
23 Goav duepricavtes: 30 fv evpebels i 34 foov karayvwslévres: 35 G
tromrrevfér) or such a phrase as &ew adrdv, Gomep kal eixopey, émriororoy
(32), is not unaffected by Latin. Consequently I conclude that xai
ovtws &bev simply renders ef sic deinde.

Iv
'S. GREG. NYSSEN. Antirrketicus 12.

. R

Wpoiwdpyet, dyoiv [6 *Amorhvdpios], § dvfpwmos Xpiords, ody ds érépov

~ ~ ~ 3 ~ -~

dyTos wap alTov ToD Tveimaros, TovTéoTe Tov feod, GAN bs Tod kupiov év T
700 feod avlpimov pice Geiov wvevpaTos dvros.
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S. Gregory understood 705 kuplov to be the genitive of 6 Kdpios: for
in ¢ 13 he says ¢not yap drv 6 Kipios év 11 100 @eod avfpdimov «rl,
Similarly Gallandi B74/. Patr. vi p. 526 translates ‘ac si Dominus’;
Dorner (Entwicklungsgesch. i p. 1002) prints Kvplov, with a capital ; and
Dr Voisin L' Apollinarisme p. 299 translates ‘en ce sens que le
Seigneur —all without comment. The result is that the sentence, to
say the least of it, is not lucid: ‘ The Man Christ pre-exists . . . in the
sense that the Lord is divine spirit in the nature of the God-Man.’
But, as Dr Lietzmann (A4poliinaris p. 211 n. 27) has already pointed
out, it is clear that vob xuplov is the genitive, not of & Kdptos, but of 7o
x¥piov, what is elsewhere called 10 xupidraror or 70 dmwepéxov (Antirrket.
23, 24), the ruling or decisive factor, viz. the vovs or mvedua, what makes
the humanity to be a humanity (in the Apollinarian sense) and not merely
odpé and yYuxf. (Cp. Ar. Eth. Nie. x 7§ 9 € yip xal 78 Sykep puxpdy
éom [6 vols), Suvduer kai Tyudryre oAy paAAov wdvrev dmepéxer 8éfeie
& &v «al elvar &aoros Todro, elmep TS KUpLov kal duewor.) The meaning
of the clause thus becomes clear: ‘in the sense that the ruling factor
in the nature of the God-Man is divine spirit .

The intermediate clause, ody bs érépov vros x7A., is to me quite un-
intelligible as it stands: it seems in fact to say the opposite of what
Apollinarius means. I cannot but think that we ought to read, not
obx &s; but &s ody, and then the whole becomes clear: ‘The Man
Christ pre-exists in the sense that the spirit, i. e. God, is none other than
{the Man] Himself’, his vods,—*but that the ruling factor in the
nature of the God-Man is divine spirit’. And this is just what Apol-
linarius says elsewhere (Antirrket. 18): adrds 6 dvfpwrmos . . . Beds éore

. . dre &) 16 Bly mvedpart Oeds dv xai od Oedtv Iwv &v éavrd Erepov
wap adrov.

This passage, or rather the first words of it, appear to be the only
authentic text of Apollinarius which may seem to supply a basis for the
view, first I imagine propounded by Dorner, that he ‘ascribed an
eternal humanity to the Word’, or that 6 ¢ odpavod "Avfpumoes or &
&rovpdvios "Avfpwmos means for him a pre-existent Heavenly Man. For
the other passages quoted either represent Gregory’s misconception of
Apollinarius’s doctrine, or do not necessarily imply what Dorner takes
them to imply. It is clear enough what Apollinarius means by the pre-
existence of the Man. It is only his general doctrine expressed more
. or less paradoxically. The Man can be said to be pre-existent because
. that in virtue of which He is man, and not merely animal, His vods, is
the Eternal Word. And as to ‘the Man from heaven’, he defines
quite clearly what he means by it: Tobrov 8 ¢now [6 "AmoAdwdpios]
& odpavel 8 Tobro Kkaleélobai, SubTi 7O mvebua TO odpdviov éoapxdbn

‘Antirrhet, 14). '
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It could be wished therefore that Dr Gore (Belief in Christ p. 230)
would not only have ¢ deprecated’ Dr Relton’s ¢ attempt to revive the
idea of Apollinarius’, but would have dismissed this interpretation of
Apollinarian doctrine as a phantasy.

A
S. GREG. M. Epp. ix 26.

OraTIONEM autem Dominicam idcirco mox post precem dicimus
quia mos apostolorum fuit ut ad ipsam solummodo orationem obla-
tionis hostiam consecrarent : et valde mihi inconveniens visum est ut
precem quam scholasticus composuerat super oblationem diceremus
et ipsam traditionem quam Redemptor noster composuit non di-
ceremus. :

1. The first clause of this notorious passage has generally been under-
stood in the sense ‘ we say the Lord’s Prayer directly after the Canon
for the reason that it was the custom of the apostles to consecrate
the host of the oblation with the [Lovrd’s] Prayer itself alone’. Thus
Amalarius, in the first edition of de Officiis 1 15 (Hittorp, ed. 1591,
p. 704), evidently on the authority of this passage, says that in the
Mass of the Presanctified the apostolic consecration, which recited only
the Lord’s Prayer over the Lord’s body and blood, is reproduced ; and,
were it not for the direction of the Ordo Romanus, that one kind be
reserved on Maundy Thursday for use on Good Friday, it would be
unnecessary to reserve, since the Lord’s Prayer would suffice for the
consecration of the bread, as it already suffices for that of the chalice.
Similarly, Walafrid Strabo de Exordiis 23 has: ‘relatio maiorum est
ita primis temporibus missas fieri solitas sicut’ modo in Parasceve
Paschae . .. communicationem facere solemus: id est, praemissa
Oratione Dominica et, sicut ipse Dominus noster praecepit, com-
memoratione Passionis adhibita, eos corpori dominico communicasse
et sanguini quos ratio permittebat.” (Is the commemoratio here the
veneration of the cross? Cp. Sacr. Gel. 1 x1i Et venit sacerdos ante
altare, adorans crucem Domini et osculans. E¢ dicit Oremus. Kt
sequitur Praeceptis salutaribus moniti ef oratio Dominica. Inde Libera
nos Domine quaesumus. Haec omnia expleta adorant omnes sanctam
crucem et communicant).  Martene (de ant. Eecl. Rit. Tiii 1 § 3)is no
doubt right in seeing an allusion to Gregory in Ratherius of Verona (de
Contemptu Canonum 1) where he says ‘illa specialissima oratione con-
secretur oblatio populo porrigenda ubi Deo dicitur Pafter noster qui es
in caelis’. Leo VII (Ep. iil ad Gallos et Germanos) deprecates the
use of the Paternoster as an ordinary grace before meat ‘quia in sancti-

VOL. XXIX. M
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ficatione corporis et sanguinis Domini nostri Jesu Christi hanc solum-
modo ovationem sancti apostoli decantabant’. Berno of Reichenau (de
quibusdam 1) quotes Gregory as describing the mass as it was ‘in
exordio nascentis ecclesiae’, without indicating in what precise sense
he understood him. Bernold of Constance (Micrologus 12), in partly
quoting, partly paraphrasing Gregory, makes him say no more than that
the apostles were believed to have used the Lord’s Prayer ‘in con-
fectione eorundem sacramentorum ’, so leaving it possible to suppose
that in his view Gregory’s meaning was at most that, while the Fafer-
noster was the only grayer in the apostolic consecration, this did not
exclude the use of a further formula which was not strictly prayer.
Anyhow, this is the view of Sicard of Cremona (Mitrale iii 1, vi 13),
who assuming that the Words of Institution had always been essential,
and not regarding the recitation of them as prayer, took Gregory to
mean that the apostolic form was the Words of Institution followed by
the Paternoster. Durandus (Rationale IV i 4, VI Ixxvii 26) reproduces
Sicard almost verbally; and this interpretation was revived by Bona
(Ker. lit. I v 3) and Le Brun (Explication tome ii, diss. ii 2 § 7). But
the older interpretation—that S. Gregory makes the Lord’s Prayer to
be the exclusive apostolic form of consecration—has been if not #%e
common one, at least « common one, among modern writers, including
e.g. Marténe (wdi supra), Bingham (Anzt. XV iii 28), Duchesne
(Origines, ed. 1, p. 176), and J. Wordsworth (Ministry of Grace
p. 382).

Now all these writers, from Amalarius onwards, with the possible
exception of Berno who is not explicit, have assumed that ob/ationis
depends on Z%ostiam. But as long ago as 1870 Probst (Lit. d. drei
ersten Jakrd. p. 356) pointed out—what, when it is once pointed out,
is obvious enough, and the only wonder is that it was not perceived
before—that oblationis depends, not on /Aostiam, but on orationem ;
and Dom Cabrol (Dict. d'arck. et lit. ii (2) c. 1852) and Mgr Batiffol
(Zegons sur la messe, 1919, p. 278 : L'eucharistie, ed. 1920, p. 352) have
lately insisted upon it anew. Consequently S. Gregory in fact says the
exact opposite of what he has been supposed to say: viz. that ¢it was
the custom of the apostles to consecrate the host with the Prayer of
Oblation itself alone’. And, as Mgr Batiffol has noticed, in Victorinus
Afer adv, Arian. i 30, oratio oblationis means the Canon, while the
- title of Sarapion’s anaphora is Eidxy mpoogdpov. What, therefore,
S. Gregory says is that the apostolic custom was to consecrate only with
the ebyapioria or anaphora or canon, without any Paternoster following
it. It will be remembered that by a similar re-sorting of the words
Dom Connolly cleared up the difficulty in S. Innocent I's letter to
Decentius (/. 7° S, xx pp. 215 sqq., xxiii p. 410).
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2. The prayer ‘quam scholasticus composuerat’ was understood by
Bernold to be the Canon, and he remarks that S. Gregory has given us
all the information we possess concerning the authorship of it. Berno
also, though less explicit, evidently understands the Canon to be meant,
but corrects the Pope ; ¢ Attamen ipsum canonem non unus solus totum
composuit, sed per tempora aliud alius interposuit et adiecit’: and he
adds the partly legendary account of the developement of the Roman
Liturgy collected out of the Zzber Pontificalis. And modern writers
have, I suppose, almost universally taken the same view of Gregory’s
words. Dom Cabrol and Mgr Batiffol, so understanding them, remark
that he speaks ‘assez dédaigneusement’, ‘ un peu dédaigneusement’ of
the Canon. This sounds unlikely. And there are exceptions. Le
Brun quotes from Maldonatus an argument, unconvincing enough, to
the effect that it is not the whole Canon, but only the paragraph Hanc
Zgitur which is attributed to the scholasticus. Grisar and Thalhofer
(see Thalhofer Handbuck, ed. 1883-18go, ii p. 261) both understand
the prayer to be the Prayer of the Fraction, Credimus Domine, inter-
vening between the Canon and the Pafernoster in the Stowe Missal,
which they suppose to have stood here in the Roman Sacramentary of
S. Gregory’s day until he abolished it and so made the Lord’s Prayer
to follow immediately after the Canon. I should like to propose for
consideration another interpretation.

S. Gregory’s argument, in recalling that the apostles consecrated ¢ ad
ipsam solummodo Orationem Oblationis’, implies that something has
since been added: and my suggestion is that this addition is the
prayer ‘quam scholasticus composuerat’, and that, when this prayer is
described as said super oblationem’, it is almost expressly named,
being in fact the Roman Swuper oblata or Secreta, the Ambrosian Swuper
oblatam, the Offertory Prayer. So that what S. Gregory says is this:
¢ It was the apostolic usage to consecrate with an Anaphora only; but
seeing that a Swper oblata of purely human composition has since been
added, to be said over the unconsecrated oblation, it seemed to me
only congruous to say the Lord’s own Prayer over the consecrated
oblation.” This seems to satisfy the language, to make the argument,
such as it is, rather more intelligible, and to relieve the Pope of any
suspicion of ‘speaking disdainfully’ of the Canon or of claiming to
improve upon apostolic usage.

3. Where then did Gregory find the record of the supposed ‘mos
apostolorum’? There are two obvious sources from either or both of
which, assumed to be authentic records of apostolic usage and precept,
he might have drawn his information: viz. the eighth book of the
Apostolic Constitutions and the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus. Both
of these satisfy the required conditions, for in neither of them is the

M 2
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Anaphora either preceded by an Offertory Prayer or followed by the
Lord’s Prayer (Ap. Constt.viii 12 § 3, 13 : Hauler Fragmenia Veronensia
pp. 106, 112), It is true that Gregory knew no Greek : but the exist-
ing MS of the Latin version of the Apostolic Tradition is older than his
day and the version itself older still ; and if there was no Latin transla-
tion of the Constitutions, yet during the six years of his residence in
Constantinople, though he failed to learn Greek, he must have had
every opportunity of getting a sufficient knowledge of the ‘ Clementine
Liturgy .

VI
THE DEFINITION OF CHALCEDON.

THE books seem seldom to have anything to say about the sources
of the Definition, and I have never seen them set out at length. It
will, therefore, perhaps be of use to tabulate them here.

S. Cyr. Ep. iii ad Nest. 3

« 7 \ ~ ~ -~
Emdpevor 8¢ wavraxod tals Tov

THE DEFINITION
L3 Id ~ e I s’
Endpevor Tolvur Tols Gylois matpdow
dylwv matépwy Spoloyius.
S. Cyr. Ep. ii ad Nest.

LR >\ o AN 3 8 -
€va Kat ToY auTov €va. Kal ToV auTov TPOO'K'UVOUVTSS.

Formula of Reunion A.D. 433!

dpoloyoliper Yiov Tdv Kipiov fpdv T Suodoyotuer Tov Kiprov nudv

’Ingoly Xpiotéy, xai ovudovws d-
3 7 r4 \ 3\
wavres éxdiddaxopey Té\erov Tov adTov
év OedmqT, kal Téhetov 7o aldtdv &
dvlpwrdmm, Bcdv dAyfds kal dv-
0 3 ~ N\ L .Y 2 -~
pumov dAnfas Tov adrov ék Wuxds
Aoyuxdis
~ \
7@ Mavpt

kol odpoTos, Spoolgior
katd THY O€d-
™Te kal Spoolotov Aply Tov adTdv
katd T™Hv dvfpeméiTa

KATA TTANTA Gmoiov

Nty XWPic dmapriac’

by 3> ~
PO atdvev pév €k Tol MNatpds yer-

mBévra katd Ty BebtnTa, én doxd-
Tov 3¢ Tdv fpepdv T adrdv S 4-

*In S. Cyr. Ep. ad Ioan. Antioch.

"Ingoiv XpioTév,Tov Yiov 101 @eod Tov
o~ \ ’ N o
povoyevij, Bedv TéAetov xai dvBpwmov
7é\ewv [Cyr, Ep.ad Jo. Ant. réreros
A 3 9 4 2 ’ < 3 N 3
wy €v EOT'V’TL Kot TE)\.ELOS 0 QaUTOS €V
& s

~ ’
Aoyikijs kol owparos, 3 Opuoovoiov
~ \ \ 3\ \ M ’
7¢ Tatpi Tov adrdv xkard iy fed-

avlpwméryre)

TyTa Kal dpovoiov Huiy
katd Ty dvbpumdryra
[Heb. iv 15 rara wdvra kol Spoid-
\
Tyro. xwpls dpaprias].
\ 3’ N\ 3 ~ \
2 7po aldvor pév éx 1ot Iarpds yev-
0 7. \ M ’ 3 ¥ 3 7
vpbévra kata_ Ty Oedryra, én’ éoyd-
N ~ e ~ \ 3 N\ * e
Twv 8¢ TOV fpepdy TOV adrov 8 -

Identical with the confession of the

Antiochenes in their letter to Theodosius II in 431 (Mansi v 783), adopted almost
Yerbal!y by the Synod of 448 (i6. vi 678). The numbers in the text mark the order
in which the clauses occur in the Formula itself, The Confession of S. Flavian
cites the same clauses, in whole or in part, in the order 2, 1, 3, 4.
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pés kol Sud T fperépar owmpi-
av &k Mapias Tis waplévou k aifeo
Tékov! katd Ty drfpemiTyTa,

A
&a kal Tov adrov Incolv Xpioréy

Yiov Kipiov povoyers,

év ddo ploeowy

douyxdrws  drpémrus &draipé-

T0s dxwpioTws yvoplduevor:

oidapod Ths TOv ploewy Sradopds dv-
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ékarépas pioews Kol
els & wpdowmor kai plav YwéoTacw

aurTpexolons’

oby &s eis Blo wpdowma pepld-
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pas kal S Ty Nuerépav curpi-
av éx Mapias tis mapfévov

kard Ty dvBporéryra’
4 Sbo yap Pioeny dwais yéyove 8id
&va Xpurrdv,
&va Yidy, &o Kipiov dpoloyoiper.

Confessio Flaviani

év 3o Pioeot.

Session IV of the Council.?
dovyxirus kol drpémros kal dduaipé-
Tws.

S. Cyr. Ep. ii ad Nest.
ovx &s Tijs TGV Proewv Suapopds dv-
neqpévys e Ty daow.

S. Leo Ep. ad Flavian. 3
Salva igitur proprietate

utriusque naturae et substantiae et
in unam coeunte personam.

S. Cyr. Ep. ii ad Nest.

L4 Y ! 3
tva pi) . . . Tépropey eis dvo
\ o 4
: Tov éva Xpuoréy,

\ €\ \

TOV Yiov kai
4
Kipior.

Thus the Council itself contributes practically nothing, and the
Definition combines and represents Leo, Cyril, Theodoret, and Flavian
—Rome, Alexandria, Antioch, Constantinople.

F. E. BricaTtman.

1 The Formula of Reunion and the letter to Theodosius acknowledge the title
feorékos in a further paragraph,

2 Mansi vii 32 : the declaration of the Illyrian bishops, who had had misgivings
as to the sufficiency of certain passages in the Tome of S. Leo, to the effect that
their doubts had been removed by the explanations of the Roman Legates : wdvra
yop GvBpwmov drabepdricay ., . pi} Td eompend) kal dxBpwmonpeni) atrob [sc. 70D Kupiov]
elvar Aéyovra dovyxVTws kal drpémrws kal ddaipérws,



