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nothing new to be noted in comparison with the uses of the LXX nor
any change of signification. The meaning remains, the application is
different.

Thus it would appear that from end to end of the Scriptures there is
evidence that the relation of God to his people or to the individual was
expressly regarded as one recognizing and indeed based upon a rela-
tively but not wholly dependent will on the human side. Contrariwise,
there is no evidence of any tendency even to regard that relation in
any true or exact sense of the term ‘servile’. The most favoured ter-
minology was one which regarded that relation as above all analogous
to that between a tutor and his pupil or a guardian and his ward. To
sum up, it may be repeated that this relation is throughout distinguished
from (a) that of an owner to his estate or land, (4) that of a father or
procreator to his children, (¢) that of a king to his subjects. The English
‘lord’ leaves several of them in indistinction from one another.

J. A. SmiTH.

THE ANAPHORA OF THEODORE

LeonTius of Byzantium reckons it among the offences of Theodore
of Mopsuestia that he improvised an Anaphora different from that
handed down to the churches, neither reverencing that of the Apostles—
presumably the ‘Clementine’—nor taking account of that of S. Basil ;
and he adds that Theodore * filled the rite full of blasphemies’ (that is,
Nestorianisms).® The Syriac Anaphora of Theodore the Interpreter,
which is used by the Nestorians for about a third part of the year, is
both obviously and according to tradition translated from the Greek ;
but opinion has varied as to whether or not this version represents the
Anaphora alluded to by Leontius and the authentic work of Theodore.
Renaudot, through whose Latin version Z/eodore first became known
in the West (Zi#t. orient. coll. i p. 577), was unable to find in it
the alleged ‘ blasphemies’ and concluded that it is not the Anaphora
known to Leontius. G. S. Assemani (B. 0. iii 2z p. 228) replied by
pointing out a passage (xiii below) which might suffice to explain
Leontius’s charge. Le Brun (Zxplication xi 10) regards Theodore as
the rite of Mopsuestia, but doubts whether it is what Leontius refers to,

! ¢. Nest. et Eutych. iii 19 (Migne P. G. Ixxxvi 1368 c) dvagopdv yip axedidle Erépav
mapd Ty marpdfev Tais kxAnoiws rapadelouévyy, uhre Ty TAY dnosrélay aibeabels,
#iTe 52 Ty 708 peydrov Bagihelov &v 1§ adTd mvedpar: auyypapeioar Adyov Twds kplva
dtiav. & 7§ dvagopi Braodnudy, ob yop edbx@v, Teheriy dvenAfpuaey.
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unless perchance, writing ‘against the Nestorians, he has ‘¢ exaggerated
their faults’. For Palmer (Origines Liturg., ed. 1845, i p. 196),
Theodore and NVestorius ‘seem to have few claims to primitive
antiquity’, and Leontius’s story ‘does not prove the genuineness’ of
Theodore, which also ‘seems improbable’ on other (scarcely serious)
grounds. Neale (Zasfern Church i p. 334) holds that the Anaphora
‘may fairly be attributed to Theodore’; and Swete expresses his
agreement with Neale, adding that ‘both thought and language bear
the impress of Theodore’s mind’' (Dict. Christian Biog. iv p. 943).
This judgement, coming from such a source, may be regarded as
decisive ; and the purpose of the present Note is to collect some at
least of the evidence on which it may be supposed to rest.

The greater part of any fully developed liturgy is likely to be common
form, and marks of individual authorship are only to be looked for in
occasional features, whether of dogmatic statement or of characteristic
or favourite phraseology ; and of this kind the Anaphora seems to have
in common with the undisputed works of Theodore as much as could
well be expected and enough fairly to establish its authenticity.

In the following notes I use, with some modifications, the anonymous
translation ( Z%e Liturgy of the koly apostles Adai and Mari, &c., S.P.C.K.
1893) of the Syriac Liturgia sanctorum apostolorum Adaei et Maris, &c.,
Urmiae 1890, and the references are to page and line of the translation
followed by those of the text itself in square brackets.

L Tt is almost enough to run the eye casually over Theodore’s pages
to notice the singular frequency of (1) % ydpes Tob dylov Hvedparos (which
does not occur in N.T.); (2) 76 péyebos, magnitudo, of this and that ;
(3) émpérea, kndepovia, and cognates : cura, sollicitudo, diligentia. 1t is
needless to give references in detail : it is sufficient to note that, e. g., in
about 165 lines of 8vo pages of the commentary on Joel, outside of the
35 lines which are quotation, 3 xdpts kTA occurs once, 76 uéyefosrdv . . .
7 times, émuélea once, kpdepovia 7 times, and xyddpevos once; or in
about ror lines of the commentary on 2 Timothy, of which 26 are
quotation, magnitudo occurs twice, gratia Spiritus twice, sollicitudo 3
times, and di/igentia once. -So in the Anaphora : ¢the grace of the
Holy Spirit’ 40. 21 [32. 14], 44. 16 [37. 4], 46. 7 [38. 20] : ‘the greatness
of thine holiness’ 42. 14 [34.16]: ‘ Thou carest for the upholding ot
our life’ 43.4 [35.12]. To these might be added, though it is less
frequent, émi compia (of . . .): in Hos. praef, 2 ; in Amos praef. 1 (bis),
2,6 ; in Jonam praef. 4. So in the Anaphora, for the salvation of our
life’ 44.18 [37.5), 45.7 [37. 20)-

II. ¢Who alone art eternal’ go.10 [32. 8], ‘Thou art Lord from
everlasting and from eternity’ 45.20[38. 5]. Ecthesis (Hahn Bibliothek
§ 215: Swete Zheod. Mops. in Epp. Pawli comment. i p. 327) €is &va ®cdy
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‘Harépa. 4tdiov . « . dvwlev dvra @cov &idwov : in Hos. iv 15 7ov didiov kai
Svrws dvra Bedv.

III. Thy Only-begotten’ 40. 13, 27 [32. 10, 33. 3], In Zack. i 7-11
i Bedryra Tob Movoyevods : in 1 Zim. iii 16 deitas Unigeniti ««. Uni-
genitus Patris : 7z Rom. xiv 10.

IV. ¢ The Essence from everlasting’ 41.29 [34.5]. /n Hagg.ii 2-5
rijs Oefas xal didlov odoias: in Zack. 1 7-11 Ocdv T &tiov odoiav.

V. ¢The Lord and Maker of all things’ 41. 31 [34. 6]. /2 Hos.xiii 4
Mowyrijs tév dwdvrov dv... 7év drdvrov Kipos Swdpxov : 1i 22 Kipids re
kal ®eos § Tov drdvrwv pev Moufrys kal Aeawdrys : in Amosi 2 70v drdyroy
Iowmis Te kal Kipios dv: iv 12, 13 dre Kvpids Te xal Homprys rév drdvrav
vrdpxwv: ix 4 ®eds 6 T0b mavros ommis te xal Kipios: 11, 12 Oeov Tob
wavros Houryy ol Kipwov: in Add, 19—21 & ®cos & Kipids Te kat Iomis
70v dmdvrwv: in Jonam praef. 1 @cos o Acomdrys kol Howyras Tév drdvrov
i3 wdvtov . .. Acowdry xal Howrijy : in Zack. xiv 8 @cos 6 Tov mwavros
Iowuyris e xai Kipios.

VI. “The God Word’ 41. 32 [34. 7], 43- 8 [35- 15), 45.22 [38.7]. O
®eos Adyos passim, esp. in the dogmatic fragments.

VIIL ¢The Holy Spirit who is from Thee, the Father’ 42. 3 [34. 9].
Excthesis 76 Mvedpa 8¢ 70 dywov éx Ths 700 Peod Tvyxdvev oloias . . . &
obmep kar' odolav éoriv’ Mpels yop $yol ob T8 wredpa éNdBoper ol kéopou
dM\& Mredpa 78 &k Oeoi [1 Cor. ii 12] . . . kai odre vidv vopiloper olre Sid
Yiod Ty Swapéw eidndds.

VIII. ‘allrational natures visible and invisible ’ 42. 4 [34. 9]. Jn Rom.
vill 19 voyral . . . ddpator Pioeas; 22 Tas dopditovs .. . dre O Aoykds
in Epk. i 10 inuisibiles naturas . . . rationales uirtutes.

IX. ‘the feeble race of mortal men’ 42. 11 [34. 14]: ¢in a mortal
body and a changeable soul’ 45. 35 [38. 15] (where the negative before
‘ changeable’ both in text and translation is obviously a mistake or
a misprint). According to Theodore man was created mortal and
therefore weak and morally unstable (rpewrds). See fragment on
original sin and mortality, Swete ii p. 336: 72 Gal. ii 15, 16 and Swete’s
notes. '

X. “Thou hast created us out of nothing and hast accounted us
worthy of the great honour of freewill and of consciousness . . .and in
every hour carest for our life’ 43.2 [35.11]. Jn Mal. i 6 dre & 7ot p3)
dvros Duds els 70 elvar mapayaywy : in Zack. 1 7-11 xrigw 8¢ wdvra cvvrdpws
elmety 10 Y adrod &k Tob uy dvros els 7O elvar wapedphvlira: xil 1 Js
wouTs piv dwdvrov éoTi TdV vTwy, adrds 8¢ kal dvBpwmov werolnre Yuxis Te
oty kal wpobéoews Moyiijs peradovs: iz (Gal. ii 15, 16 qui bonitate sola
nos faciebat et factos tuebatur.

XI. ‘He put on our humanity, (1) a mortal body and a rational,
intelligent, and immortal soul, (2) of the holy Virgin by the power of the
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Holy Ghost, (3) and through them He fulfilled and perfected all his
great and marvellous dispensation prepared in thy foreknowledge
before the foundation of the world, and Thou hast fulfilled it now in the
last times through Thy Son " . . (4) and He is the fulfilment of all, and
all in Him is fulfilled ’ 43. 10 [35. 17]. ¢ Thou who in a wonderful and
awful dispensation which thy Only-begotten, our Lord Jesus Christ,
wrought through our humanity’ 40. 12 [32. 9].

(1) Ecthesis ék yvxijs 1€ voepds xai ocapkds guveathros dvBpumivys:
¢. Apollinarium iv 1 illa [anima] quidem immortalis est et rationalis,
caro uero mortalis et irrationalis. (2) ZEcthesis Ilvedparos dylov Svvdper
& 1§ Tiis mapbévov wirpe Samhacbhévra: ¢. Apoll. iii 1 ék Tis olelos Tis
mapfévov aquorav & T pyTpde yaoTpl kal 7)) Tob dylov Ivelparos dia-
whachiv Suvduer . . . yeyérwyrar 8¢ &k ywvakos 6 1 Tod dylov Ivedparos
Suvdpe Siarhaalels. (3) Fragm. ap. Narsai Hom. xvii (see Connolly Zzz.
"Hom. of Narsai p. 16) ‘in all generations Thou hast fulfilled and per-
fected thy dispensation as for the salvation and redemption of man’:
Ecthesis mwept Ths oixovoplas Wy Imép Tis jperépas comnplos év T kara
Tov Beoméryy Xpuorov olkovopln 6 deomorys éferélece @eds: in 1 Tim.
i 4 700 @cob T olxovoplav ral’ v Ty fHuérepav S Xpiorod elpydoaro
cworyplav: in Epk. i 4 olim (inquit) et ante mundi totius fabricam hanc
fecerat dispensationem secundum suam praescientiam. Jn Epk. iii 16
twep TouTwy drdvrev dv fHuiv mdpeoxev . . . obTws dvTov peydAwv xoi Oav-
pacTdY: 19 THs obTws peydAys kal Bavpaorijs Swpeds Tob @eod : in Joel ii
25—27 vwep bv &) peydlov kal GavpaoTdy Temolnxer eis tpas. (4) Fragm.
ap. Narsai Hom. xvii (see Connolly, p. 17) ‘and in Me shall be perfected
all the compacts and all the promises; and in Me shall be fulfilled
the mysteries and types (shewn) to just men of old’.

XII. “for. .. bishops and periodeutae and presbyters and deacons,
that . . . they may be approved by thy will so as to be accounted
worthy to receive from thee good and exalted degrees at the appearing of
our Lord Jesus Christ’ 44. 33[37. 15]. Zn 1 Zim. iii 13 bonum gradum
non in praesenti saeculo dicit: nec dixisset gradum sibi ipsi bonum
adguirunt—nam et diaconiae gradus bonus est—sed dixisset utique
‘maiorem’; nunc autem adiciens donum, non quia non bonus gradus
diaconiae, sed quoniam illum quidem gradum confitetur esse bonum et
iuuans eos qui eum adsequi uoluerint.

XIII. ‘The God Word (1) put on a complete man, our Lord Jesus
Christ, and (2) was perfected and justified in the power of God and in
the Holy Ghost’ 45. 22 [38. 7].

(1) Ectkesis b deamdrns @evs Adyos dvfpwmov edyder Tékewov. (2) Cat
Lecet, (Swete ii p. 326) Jesum enim (ait) de Nazareth, quem unxit Deus
Spiritu et uirtute [Acts x 38], cuius unctionem meritus et immaculatus
effectus est per omnia et ad diuinam naturam meruit coniunctionem.

M 2
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Neque enim coniunctionem suscepisset illam nisi prius immaculatus
factus fuisset, ut sic condeceat illius unitatem. ... Christum iustificatum
et immaculatum factum uirtute sancti Spiritus (sicut beatus Paulus modo
quidem dicit quod fustificatus est in Spiritu 1 Tim. iii 16], modo uero
qui per Spiritum aeternum immaculatum se obtulit Deo [Heb. ix 14]) mori
quidem fecit secundum legem hominum, utpote autem impeccabilem
uirtute sancti Spiritus factum resuscitauit a mortuis : ¢. Apol/. iii 7 Dicant
igitur nobis [sc. the Apollinarians] . . . si pro sensu [#z 2 7%. i 2 sensus
= vods] Domino Christo, qui est-secundum carnem, deitas facta esset,
sicut dicunt, quid sancti Spiritus cooperatione ad haec Christus indige-
bat? Nec enim Unigeniti deitas Spiritu indigebat ad iustificationem
sed nunc unctum esse dicit ipsum Spiritu et habitasse in eo Spiritum

. et doctrinam inde ipsum accepisse et uirtutem, et inde impetrasse
iustificationem et inde immaculatum factum esse.

F. E. BRIGHTMAN,

A DIALOGUE BETWEEN A CLUNIAC AND A
CISTERCIAN

Berore the historic controversy between the Cluniacs and the
Cistercians finally lost its immediately practical interest, as it began to
do not very long after the great protagonists had passed, St Bernard in
1153 and Peter the Venerable in 1158, it appears to have taken for
a while a somewhat academic shape, as of a question gravely and dis-
passionately debated in the schools. Itlost, in a measure, the verve of
aggressive partizanship and became rather restrained, detached, almost
Platonically detached. How far the Dialogue between a Cluniac and
a Cistercian monk, given by Marteéne and Durand in their Zkesawrus,! is
typical or otherwise it may be, as it often is in such cases, difficult to.
say, but it certainly is of the character suggested. Lists are opened
and the disputants meet one another, courteously enough, with dia-
lectic thrust and parry, and here and there a sally of grave humour or
a homely witticism, as of friends who will presently meet outside and
go home to a quiet meal together. The editors transcribed it from
a MS at Morimond to which the abbot of that house had given them
access, and which they assigned to the late twelfth. or the early

"1 Dialogus inter Cluniacensem Monachum et Cisterciensemn de Diversis Utriusque
Ordinss Observantiis (Marténe and Durand Thesaurus Nov, Anecd. v 1 569 sqq.).



