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Abstract

The aim of this dissertation is twofold. The first aim is to pro-

vide a critical text of the Liber de cardinalibus Christi domini nostri

operibus of Arnold, Abbot of Bonneval (ca. 1129-ca. 1159). The cecond
is to provide a context for this text. This second aim is achieved by
means of an examination of the textual history of this work, an inquiry

into Arnold’s life and ceuvre, and an explication of the theology of

this work based upon the results of the preceding studies. The result
of the dissertation is, I believe, a demonstration that Arnold, particu-
larly in this work, sought to show how the Augustinianism of the
Benedictine tradition completed the Augustinianism of the physicists of

the schools. Thus, the De cardinalibus Christi operibus provides a

propaedeutic to the monastic life for the scholar.
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Introductory Note

Arnold, abbot of the monastery of black monks at Bonneval near
Chartres from about 1129 to about 1159, is an obscure figure today. Had
his correspondence and the archives of his abbey survived, we should
know much more about him. But the importance of his abbey and of his
friends indicates that he was not an obscure figure to his con-
temporaries. Nevertheless, circumstances and his own genius conspired,
as the surviving documents and his literary remains suggest, such that
he spent himself largely on the government of his monastery and on study
and writing, Though his reputation has never been great, he has had
some influence on the later history of theology, in part through the

work an edition of which is provided in this dissertation, the De car-

dinalibus Christi operibus.

In the present introduction to the critical text, it is proposed to
follow the advice of St. Augustine and move ‘ab exterioribus ad interi-
ora, ab inferioribus ad superiora’,! that is to say, from an examina-
tion of the concrete remains of these sermons through a consideration of

Arnold’s life and oeuvre to an exposition of the theology of the

sermons.

Enarrationes in Psalmos CI-CL, CXLV.5, edd. E. Dekkers, 0.S.B., & J.
Fraipont, CCSL XL (Turnhout, 1956), p. 2108.

2



Chapter I

The Textual History of the

De cardinalibus Christi operibus

1. The Manuscripts

The following manuscripts of the De cardinalibus Christi operibus

of Arnold of Bonneval are known to have survived. 1 have used reproduc-
tions of all of them for my collations, except for L, which I had to
collate on the spot due to the fragility of the binding. I did have the
advantage of examining the codices C, B, and 0 on the spot as well, but
I did not have time to collate them.
P

P. PARIS, Bibliothéque Nationale ms. lat. 2946, 12th century, ff.

1-70 with ff. 86-89, 95-96, and 97-99, Preuilly.

DESCRIPTION in Bibliothéque Nationale, Catalogue générale des

manuscrits latins, tome III (Nos. 2693 & 3013A), Paris: Bibliotheque

Nationale, 1952, p. 319f.
On f. 99 the following ex-libris is found: ‘liber sancte marie
pruliacensis’, indicating that this book was once in the library of the

Cistercian monastery at Preuilly (founded in 1118 by Stephen Harding),



4
which is in the Diocese of Meaux and in the Department of the Seine and
Marne.l! It is bound in fawn-coloured calfskin over wooden boards with
a red medallion and the arms and monogram of Henry II of France,
indicating that it was in the Royal Library at Fontainebleau by around
the mid-sixteenth century. On f. 99¥ is found an inventory number from
the library at Fontainebleau (‘Invent. LXV'), which is also stamped on
the front cover. Folio 1* bears the catalogue numbers of Nicolas
Rigault (no. 1529), the brothers Dupuy (no. 1671), the later Royal
Library at Paris (no. 4378), and the Bibliothéque Nationale (no.

2946).2

The manuscript is written on parchment, has 99 folios, measures
175x120 mm, and has a single column of writing with 22 lines per page.
The first work in the volume (our work) is lacking its title and
author’s name, indicating the loss of at least one folio. The book
seems to have been fitted with clasps and a chain at one time. The ini-
tials are coloured and simply drawn and the titles are in red. The con-
tents are as follows.

Ff. 1¥-70r, Arnold of Bonneval, De cardinalibus Christi operibus,

missing the whole title save the words, ‘scripsit ad adrianum

papam’, and beginning with the prologue Sublimes materie (PL
189.1610-1615).

Ff. 70v-78v, Joscelin of Soissons, Expositio symboli (PL 186.1479~
1488),

Ff. 78v-86r, idem, Expositio de oratione dominica, (PL 186.1489-
1496).

13ee Enciclopedia Universal Ilustrada Europeo-Americana, vol. 47
(Madrid, 1922), s.v. "Preuilly’, p. 331.

Z0n Henry II and the library at Fontainebleau, see Henry Marcel et al.,
La Bibliothéque Nationale, vol. 2 (Paris, 1907), p. 97. On the
catalogues of Rigault and the Dupuys, ibid., vol. 2, pp. 4-9.




Ff., 86r-89r, Clementissime Deus, an anonymous eucharistic prayer,
attributed to Arnold by Dom Jean Leclercq.!

Ff., 90r-94v, St, Martin of Braga, Formule uite honeste (Martini

Episcopi Bracarensis Opera Omnia, ed. C.W. Barlow (New Haven,
1950), pp. 204-250).

Ff. 95r-96%, Solent matres, an anonymous letter, found also in the
editio princeps as the preface to Arnold’s De_cardinalibus Chrigti
operibus (PL 189.1609-1610).

Ff. 97r-99r, a fragment, which gives an explanation of the
eucharistic presence of the body and blood of Christ, attributed to
Arnold by Leclercqg.? This fragment is sandwiched between two very
short portions of Arnold’s sermon De cena Domini, found on ff. 36v
and 40T of this manuscript, as if (Leclercq argues) we were seeing
Arnold "retouchant son style et précisant sa doctrine". A certain
speciousness is lent to this argument, when one observes that the
first short portion from the De cena Domini added to this fragment
is identical with the first lines on f. 36T, while the second short
portion ends with the first three words where a new hand (perhaps
the same hand as in this fragment) takes up the text on f. 40r. It
seems as if the scribe wants one to substitute the five later pages
for the nine earlier pages. But this is hard to believe, when one
considers the fact that the omission of the esrlier pages, contain-
ing as they do a great variety of material, would impoverish the
sermon., An examination of the binding of the manuscript might help
here, but I have not had the opportunity to undertake it.

The manuscript is described as later twelfth-century: "XIIe s.
(fin)". One always hesitates to demur in the judgement of the

cataloguer, but the first hand in the De cardinalibus Christi operibus

could very well be mid twelfth-century, as it has several character-
istics associated with hands written in the years 1129, 1156, and 1167

in France.3 To be sure, the hand has the angularity of the gothic, but

13, Leclercq, "Les méditations eucharistiques d’Arnaud de Bonneval",
Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 13 (1946), pp. 43-45.

21bid, p. 48.

38, Harrison Thomson, Latin Bookhands of the Later Middle Ages, 1100-
1500 (Cambridge, 1969), plates 2, 3, and 4. The remarks which follow in
the text above are based upon Thomson'’s description of these manu-
scripts.




such characterigtics as the e caudata, used frequently, but not always
consistently or accurately, the use of soft ti in most cases, the gen-
eral use of the ampersand instead of the tironian et, all indicate a
date more towards mid century than the turn of the century.
M
M. MONTPELLIER, Ecole de Médecine ms. 400, 12th-13th century, ff.
65r-967, Clairvaux,

DESCRIPTION in Catalogue générale des manuscrits des Bibliothéques

Publiques des Départements, tome premier, Paris: Imprimerie Nationale,

1849, p. 443.

This must be one of the manuscripts transferred from the public
library at Troyves to the medical school at Montpellier in 1801 by a
government official, Dr. Prunelle.! It is a quarto volume written on
vellum in double columns of 41 lines with simple, vigorously drawn ini-
tialg and (if one can tell from a photographic reproduction) rubricated
titles. It is the second of three works in this volume, the first being

a Collectanesa ex patribus, the third being a Symboli expositio,

M descends from the same hyparchetype as P. The hand in which it
is written seems probably to be twelfth-century, gothic (to be sure) in
its angularity and using the soft ci generally, but retaining the amper-
s~nd much of the time and employing abbreviations with relative
infrequency, as compared with the manuscript to be described next. The

¢ caudata is not used.

1Dom André Wilmart, "L’ancienne bibliotheque de Clairvaux", Collectanea ‘
Ordinis Cisterciensium Reformatorum il (1949), p. 101f.
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T. TROYES, Bibliothéque Municipale ms. 509, 13th century, ff. 58r-
86, Clairvaux.

DESCRIPTION in Catalogue générale des manuscrits des Bibliothéques

Publiques des Départements, tome second, Paris: Imprimerie Impériale,

1855, p. 223.

This manuscript bears the number 0.59 from Clairvaux. It is a
folio volume with 172 leaves written on vellum by different scribes
using the gothic hand. There are simple, coloured initials, the titles
are in red ink, and the text is in two columns of 36 lines (in our
work). Arnold’'s work is the second of three works contained in this
volume, the first being a dialogue of Peter Alfonsi, the third being the

De peregrinante ciunitate Dei of Henry of Clairvaux. This manuscript

depends directly on M.
C
C. OXFORD, Corpus Christi College ms. 210, 12th century, pp. 1-
111, English.

DESCRIPTION in H.O. Coxe, Catalogus codicum mss. qui in collegiis

aulisque Oxoniensibus hodie adservantur, pars II, Oxford: the University

Press, 1852, p. 83.

This small volume measures 11x14.7 mm and has coloured initials
with titles in red. It is written on parchment in one column with 20
lines per page. The hand seems to be English of the second half of the
twelfth century. The "trailing-headed a", the "ample 8-like g", "the
final t with a downward tick at the end of the headstroke", "x with long
left-hand lower stroke curling neatly round the base of the preceeding

letter", and "vertical strokes finished by means of a... slightly slop-



ing angular foot"l-- all characteristic of the English script of this
period-- all appear.

The volume is bound in a cover probably of the late seventeenth
century.* It appears to have lost its last folio at that time, for the
last words of Arnold’s work have been copied at the bottom of page 111
in a seventeenth or eighteenth-century hand with this note: ‘Haec folio
sequenti eadem manu descripta addenda curavi,' Several leaves are also
missing from the volume between its pages 20 and 21, the equivalent of
about a semi-quaternion (1.2.7-8.6 of this edition). Perhaps these were
also lost during this rebinding, but I have not been able to determine
it. There is a table of contents written by William Fulman on the fly-
leaf.3

B

B. OXFORD, Bodleian ms. 197, 12th century, ff. 142v-180r, Read-
ing.4

DESCRIPTION in Falconer Madan and H.H.E. Craster, A Summary

Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library at Oxford, vol.

IN,R. Ker, English Manuscripts in the Century after the Norman Conquest
(Oxford, 1960), p. 35. The hand in Corpus Christi ms. 210 seems very
like that in Ker's plate 18b and like that in S. Harrison Thomson, op.
cit., plate 85.

21 am grateful to Christine Butler, Assistant Archivist at Corpus, for
this information.

81 am again indebted to Christine Butler for this information. Fulman
was archivist of Corpus in the late seventeenth century. On him see
Thomas Fowler, The History of Corpus Christi College with Lists of its
Members (Oxford, 1893), pp. 196-199, 212, & 215.

1W.D. Macray, Annals of the Bodleian Library, Oxford, A.D. 1598-A.D.
1867 (Oxford, 1868), p. 317; N.R. Ker, ed., Medieval Libraries of Great
Britain, A List of Surviving Books, 2nd ed. (London, 1964), p. 156.
Madan and Craster (see DESCRIPTION) do not make this attribution.




I1, part I, Nos. 1-3490, Oxford: at the Clarendon Press, 1922, p. 110,

See also A. Hoste, ed., Aelredi Rievallensis Opera Omnia, CCCM I, Turn-

hout: Brepols, 1971, p. 284.

This is a manuscript of vi + 225 leaves! measuring 21x30.4 mm
written on parchment in double columns of 34 lines each. The hand is
described as late twelfth-century English. There are whimairal,
coloured initials and red titles. The binding is an Oxford binding of
about 1610. It was acquired by the Bodleian about 1620, having been
owned on October 10, 1608 by one Richard Amye or Amyas, who tried
unsuccessfully to erase the name of the monastery from f. vi and then
wrote in his own.?2

The manuscript crntains works of Aelred of Rievaulx and Arnold of
Bonneval. Its contents are as follows.

Ff. 1r-103r, Sermons of Aelred’s, with a preface to Gilbert Foliot

(d. 1187), a Norman and a Cluniac monk, who was successively abbot
of Gloucester, bishop of Hereford, and bishop of London.3

1From a modern note written in the back of the volume. F. 145 is dou-
ble. Madan and Craster say, "vi + 224 leaves”.

21t is interesting to note that N.R. Ker has recently brought to our
attention the name of a hitherto ignored seventeenth~century antiquary,
John Langley of the Amies or Amyas, Shropshire (Ker, "The Migration of
Manuscripts from the English Medieval Libraries", in Books, Collectors
and Libraries, Studies_in the Medi~val Heritage, ed. A.G. Watson
(London, 1985), pp. 460~463). No Richard Langley occurs in the Langley
family history who could have written his name in this manuscript
volume, but still one wonders if there might not be some connection of
Richard Amyas with the Langleys of the Amyas (see A.F.C.C. Langley, '"The
Family of Langley of Shropshire", Transactiong of the Shropshire
4rchaeological and Natural History Society, 2nd series, vol. 5 (1893),
pp. 113-150).

31t is worth noting that Reading Abbey, although not a Cluniac depend-
ency, was thoroughly under the Cluniac influence, its first superior
coming from Cluny, its second, Hugh of Amiens, from Lewes, a Cluniac
dependency (Dom David Knowles, The Monastic Order in England, A History
of its Development from the Times of St Dunstan to the Fourth Lateran

Council, 940-1216, 2nd ed. (Cambridge, 1963), p. 281f.; Knowles et al.,

G

edd., The Heads of Religious Houses, England and Wales, 940-1216, (Cam-
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Ff. 103v-126F, Aelred, De spirituali amicitia.

Ff. 126v-142*, Arnold’s De _sex uerbis que Dominus in cruce locutus
est (PL 189.1677-1726),

Ff., 142v-179v, Arnold, De cardinalibus Christi operibus.

Ff., 180r-212v, "Tractatus domini Ernaldi abbatis Boneuallensis apud
Carnotum qui postea monacus fuit Clareuvallensis ubi obiit, de
operibus .vi. dierum"! (PL 189.1515-1570).

Ff. 213r-223v, Arnold, De laudibus beatae Mariae Virginis (PL
189.1725~1734), though there is no title in this manuscript.

This manuscript, though handsome in appearance, has a large number
of scribal errors, many of which have been corrected, apparently against
C, for B and C also share several scribal conjectures in common. B con-
sistently uses the double-u in euuangelium and other words of this stem.

L
L. OXFORD, Bodleian Laud Miscellaneous ms. 371, 12th century, ff.

38x-77v, English.

bridge, 1972), pp. 63 & 119). Hugh of Amiens (d. 1164), a Norman, too,
and later archbishop of Rouen, dedicated his own Hexaemeron to Arnulf of
Lisieux, vet another Norman and a friend, correspondent, and admirer of
Arnold of Bonneval’s (see Francis Lecomte "Un commentaire scripturaire
du XIIe siécle, le ‘Tractatus in Hexaemeron’ de Hugues d’Amiens...",
Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du moyen dge 25 (1958), p.
2356f.; the manuscript of this work came to rest at Clairvaux). Bishop
Foliot and Bishop Arnulf are also said to have met often in the course
of the public affairs of the Angevin Empire (Frank Barlow, ed., The Let-
ters of Arnulf of Lisieux (London, 1939), p. xix). Given the
ecclesiastical and political connections of these various figures, one
suspects that one has discovered the route by which Arnold’s manuscripts
made their way into England.

1Given the fact that the works of a Cistercian abbot and the abbut of a
convent of traditional black monks are found bound together in this
volume from a Cluniac abbey, and recollecting that Arnold the black monk
was invited to write part of the biography of St. Bernard the white monk
and that he was friends not only with Bernard, but also with Philip,
abbot of the Cistercian house of L’Aumbne (below, p. 83.), it seems
clear that respect and friendship could flourish amongst the wembers of
these different monastic traditions.
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DESCRIPTION in H.0O. Coxe, Bodleian Library Quarto Catalogues, 11,

Laudian Manuscripts, ed. R.W. Hunt, Oxford: Bodleian Library, originally

published 1858-1885. See also E. Colledge and J. Walsh, edd., Guigues

11 le Chartreux, lLettre sur la vie contemplative, Douze méditations, SC

163, Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1970, p. 18.

This manuscript was once attributed to Ramsey Abbey, but N.R., Ker
has denied the attribution.l! It was once owned by a Walter Curzon?
and came to the Bodleian in Archbishop Laud’s first gift of manuscripts
in 1635.3 It measures 15x21.5 mm and is written on parchment in a
single column with 32 lines per page. There are coloured initials, some
intricately done. A modern note in the back says it has 183 leaves
because f. 100 is double. The binding is late twelfth or early thir-
teenth century in white leather over boards with three clasps, the pages
and boards being flush.4 The scribe made many conjectural emendations,
some useful.

The manuscript contains works by Arnold, Drogo of Reims, Guigo II

of La Grande Chartreuse, Bernard of Clairvaux, and Hugh of St. Victor,

1Ker, Medieval Libraries of @Great Britain, p. 154.

Zperhaps the Walter Curzon who was at Corpus Christi (Oxon.) in 1547 and
a menber of the Middle Temple in 1558 (Joseph Foster, Alumni Oxoniensisg
1500-1714 (Oxford, 1891), sub nom.)

3Some of Laud’s manuscripts had formerly been owned by Archbishop Usher
and Augustine Lindsell, bishop successively of Peterborough and Hereford
(Macray, op. cit., p. 318).

4For references to the binding, see Graham Pollard, "The Construction of
English Twelfth-Century Bindings", The Library, 5th series, 17 (1962),
p. 15, n. 2 & p. 16, nn, 2 & 3. Dr. Bruce C. Barker-Benfield, Assistant
Librarian in the Department of Western Manuscripts at the Bodleian,
refers to the binding as late 12th or early 13th century in a letter to
me dated 3 January 1990.
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as well as an excerpt from St. Augustine in a much more recent hand,

The list of Arnold’s works is as follows.

Ff. 2r-37v, De operibus sex dierum.

Ff. 38r-77v, De cardinalibus Christi operibus.

Ff. 78r-97r, De sex ultimis uerbis Domini in cruce pendentis.

Ff. 97v-100v, De laudibus beatae Mariae Virginis, titled in pencil
in a modern hand.

It will be noticed that these are the same four works found in B, though

in a different order, and that in both B and L the De laudibus Mariae

lacks its title. Folios 101r-117¥Y contain a work entitled Meditationes
Arnulfi. Bishop John Fell accepted this attribution to Arnold and
printed it amongst Arnold’s works in his 1682 Oxford edition of St.
Cyprian of Carthage.! Thus, it made its way into subsequent printed
editions of Arnold. It is, however, as Dom Jean Leclercq has shown, a
work of Drogo of Reims.?

It should be néticed too that L was heavily marked and annotated by
a gixteenth-century hand, especially in the chapter on the Lord’s Supper

in the De_cardinalibug Christi operibus. One also finds the following

note in the same hand on f. 1r.

Arnulphus alias Ruffus, prepositus et Lugdunensis episcopus, postea
canonicorum regularium prefectus, Anselmi contemporaneus. Anno

domini 1108.

Oecolampadius cum Roffensi contendit opus esse Arnobii cuiusdam.

10n which see below, p. 21.

2Jean Leclercq, "Drogon et Saint Bernard", Revue Bénédictine 63 (1953),
p. 116.
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Roffensis contra sentit esse sermones diui Cypriani. Sed hic
apparet huius esse Arnulphi qui tamen (ut est probabile) multo max-
imam partem operis mutuatus est ex Cypriano.!

For a note on the use of the De cardinalibus Christi operibus during the

Reformation; see below, p. 180, n. 1.
0
0. OXFORD, All Souls College ms. 19, 12th century, ff. 557-80v,
English.

DESCRIPTION in H.O. Coxe, Catalogus codicum mss. qui in collegiig

aulisque Oxoniensibus hodie adservantur, p. 5.

This volume measures 20x29 wm and is writtem on parchment with one
column of text and 37 lines per page. The hand in which Arnold’s work
is written is English of the later twelfth century. It has the same
characteristics as C, except that the ‘trailing-headed a’ seems more
pronounced and that the downward tick on the headstroke of the final t
does not appear. Both soft ti and c¢i are employed and both the amper-
sand and the tironian et are used. The double-u appears in euuangelium.
The ‘seven and point’ punctuation mark or flexus is used, which may
indicate a Cistercian origin.? Since it is also strongly related to M
and T, one has some reason to think its provenance Cistercian. There
are both twelfth and fourteenth-century texts included. The binding,
with its boards and pages flush, is probably the original fourteenth-

century Oxford binding, though repaired in 1951. There are holes in the

1T am greatly indebted to Dr. Barker-Benfield of the Bodleian and to Dr.
Martin Kauffmann of his department for their help in reading this
scribbled note.

2N.R. Ker, English Manuscripts in the Century after the Norman Conguest,
pp. 47—49 .
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back cover for a chain, chains having been in use at All Souls until the
move to the new library in 1750,

The book was bequeathed to All Souls by Henry Penwortham (d. 1438).
Penwortham was Archbishop Henry Chichele’s registrar and treasurer from
1419 and helped Chichele acquire land for the foundation of All Soul’s,
which foundation occurred in the year of Penwortham's death. Penwortham
left 40 marks’ worth of books to All Souls, of which mss. 19, 37, and 82
survive.! There is what appears to be a fragment of a will in Latin
and English written on the first folio, perhaps Penwortham’s. Since the
book contains both twelfth and fourteenth-century material and was bound
in Oxford in the fourteenth century, it may have passed through the
hands of several scholars and booksellers before coming into Pen-
wortham’s possession.

Z

7. MECHLIN, Grand Séminaire de Malines cod. 45, probably 1557~

1561, ff. 135¢-170r, Prieuré de Bois-Seigneur-Isaac, Belgium.

DESCRIPTION in the Abbé Carlo de Clercq, Catalogue des manuscrits

du Grand Séminaire de Malines, Gembloux: Imprimerie J. Duculot, 1937,

vol. IV, pp. 107-112; see also pp. 10 and 15f.%2

1O0n Penwortham, see A.B, Emden, A Biographical Register of the
University of Oxford to A.D. 1500, vol., III (Oxford, 1959), p. 1460f.
Emden reports that only ms. 82 survives of Penwortham’s gift. This must
be corrected by reference to Sir Edmund Craster, The History of All
Souls College Library, ed. E,F. Jacob (London, 1971), p. 17. I am
indebted to Miss Norma Aubertin-Potter, Sub Librarian of All Souls, for
this reference to Emden and for information on the binding of this book.

2] am indebted to Mme Gilles-Raynal of the Section Latine of the Centre
Nationale de la Recherche Scientifique in Paris for informing me of the
existence of this manuscript,
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This manuscript measures 250x208 mm and has a total of 178 folios.
It is written on paper in one column with 35-40 lines per page. The
copiest was Henri Silvestre, a canon of Notre-Dame, Cambrai, who became
an Augustinian at Bois-Seigneur-Isaac in 1557 and died in 1561.
Arnold’s work is here attributed to St. Cyprian of Carthage; and indeed
the contents of the manuscript are largely a copy of Erasmus’ 1520 Basle
edition of St. Cyprian.l Folios 175v-177Y contain a letter of Pico

Mirandola, printed at Basle in 1557,

2. The Editions

Only the editio princeps is of value for establishing the text of

this work, but a brief history of the printed text is needful for the
light it sheds on certain historical problems.
e

e. Illustrium virorum opuscula: Diui Athanasii contra Arrium

hereticum de homousio subtillissima coram probo iudice gentili con-

trouersia; Diui didymi a diuvo hieronymo translata de spiritu sancto

elusque processu atque equalitate digceptatio; Aurelii Cassiodori atque

10n the copying of printed texts in the sixteenth century, see Curt F.
Bithler, The Fifteenth-Century Book, The Scribes, The Printers, The
Decorators (Philadelphia, 1960), pp. 33-39; Cora E. Lutz, "Manuscripts
Copied from Printed Books", in Essays on Manuscripts and Rare Books
{(Archon Books, 1975), pp. 129-138 & 163-165. What may be another copy
from a printed edition exists in Bibliothéque Nationale ms. lat., 3396,
ff. 59r-65v, an anthology of eucharistic texts compiled in England dur-
ing the reign of Edward VI and annotated by the Reformer Pierre
Alexandre. See Bibliothéque Nationale, Catalogue générale des manug-
crits latins, tome V (Nos. 3278 & 3535 (Paris, 1966), pp. 342-346. I
have not seen this manuscript.
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alterius non penitendi authoris de anima rationali profunda rimatio;

Plurimorum prestantium virorum diuersarum artium argutissime nec minus

scitu digne definitiones; Diui Cypriani aurei de cardinalibus christi

operibus sermones, Paris: Jean Petit, 1500.!

DESCRIPTION in Wilbhelm Hartel, ed., S. Thasci Caecili Cypriani

Opera omnia, CSEL, vol. III, part 3, Vienna: apud C. Geroldi Filium
Bibliopolam Academiae, 1871, p. lxxv.

The colophon on the last page reports the following information (f.
K4v).

Here you have, most honest reader, six works... It remains, there-
fore, for you to make grateful acknowledgement to those who have
produced them: in the first place to that eminent man Master Simon
Radin, who saw to their being brought to light from the obscurity
in which they were buried; next to F. Cyprian Beneti for his
editorial care [‘qui castigatrices manus apposuit’]; then to Jean
Petit, best of booksellers, who caused them to be printed at his
expense; nor less than these to Andrieu Bocard, the skilful chal-
cographer, who printed them so elegantly and with scrupulous cor-
rectness, June 28, 1500. Praise and glory to God.?

Jean Petit, one of four great booksellers licensed to the University of
Paris, practised his trade from 1492 to around 1530, establishing his

family for a hundred years amongst the premier booksellers of Paris.?

1The copy of this edition which I have used is held by the Houghton
Library, Harvard University.

2Translated by A.W. Pollard, An Essay on Colophons with Specimens and
Translations (orig. pub., Chicago, 1905), p. 98. See pp. 97-99 for a
discussion of the colophon from the point of view of the booktrade.

3Philippe Renouard, Imprimeurs Parisiens, Libraires, Fondeurs de
Caractéres et Correcteurs d’Imprimerie, Depuis 1’introduction de
l'imprimerie & Paris (1470) jusqu’a la fin du XVIe siécle (Paris, 1898),
pp. 291-293; idem, "Quelques documents sur les Petits, libraires
parisiens et leur famille", Bulletin de la Société de 1’Histoire de
Paris 23 (1896), pp. 133-153; H.W. Davies, Devices of the Early
Printers, 1457-1560, Their History and Development (London, 1935), pp.
371-375.
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André Bocard was a Parisian bookseller and licensed printer, who prac-
tised his trade from 1496 to 1531.1%

The salutation of the letter prefaced to this volume tells us a bit
about the two scholars involved in the production of this book.

Ad prudentissimum et iure consultissimum dominum Simonem Radin

christianissimi atque illustrissimi francorum regis consiliarium et

parrisiani ordinis senatorem accuratissimum. F. Cypriani Beneti

Albeldensis. sacri predicatorum ordii’'s/ vite videlicet regularis

congregationis Aragonice insequentium operum et eorum impressionis

commendatio. (f. alv)
Simon Radin, who brought these works to light (‘qui hec situ victa in
lucem edenda curauit’), evidently having access to some collection of
manuscripts, perhaps monastic, is decribed as a counsellor of the king
and a member of the Parliament of Paris. A cleric and lawyer, he is
known to have been a member of the parliament of Charles VIII in 1483.2
Cyprian Beneti, who applied his ‘corrector’s hands’ to the manuscripts
from which these works were printed, was a Dominican from Albelda in the

Province of Aragon. Nothing more is known to me of these men.

The editio princeps has several remarkable features in comparison

with the medieval manuscripts. First, it has a prefatory letter, Solent

matres, found otherwise only in P, where it is anonymous and bound apart

from the De cardinalibus Christi operibus. Secondly, it is attributed

to St. Cyprian of Carthage, while all the manuscripts attribute it to
Arnold, except P, which has lost the title of the work and author’s

name. Thirdly, it preserves two minor readings stricken from P, but

1Renouard, Imprimeurs parisiens, p. 33f.

2fidouard Maugis, Histoire du Parlement de Paris, De 1’avénement des rois
Valois & la mort d’Henri IV, tome III (orig. pub. Paris, 1916), pp. 115
& 119. This latter has a reference to the parliament of Charles XII,
which should be, it seems, to Charles XI.
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still legible, which occur in none of the other manuscripts. Fourthly,
it shows three almost identical long omissions with L. Fifthly, some of
its variant readings relate it clearly to the family CBL. Sixthly, it
containg a number of significant omissions, substitutions, and altera-
tions, which are unique to itself. Thus, though it so tantalizingly
resembles P, it must nevertheless be considered an independent witness
related to CBL. Moreover, as we shall see, it must have been edited by
Beneti and its ancestor must also have been edited in the twelfth
century.

r

r. Beatissimi Caecilii Cypriani Carthaginiengium presulig, oratoris

uerbique diuini preconis eloguentissimi: ac trini uniusque dei

proclamatoris uehementissimi opera hinc inde recepta, et in unum

uigiliis et sumptibus magistri Bertholdi Rembolt et Joannis VVaterloes

calcographorum peritissimorum ac ueracissimorum collecta et impressa:

quorum distinctio fronte sequenti notatur, Paris: Renbolt and Waterloo,

1512.

DESCRIPTION in Wilhelm Hartel, Cypriani opera (as above), pp. lxxv-

Ixxvii,!

Hartel reports that Arnold’'s work was first printed with St.
Cyprian’s collected works in this edition. It is printed at the back of
the volume with its own foliation. It is worth noting that the marginal

notes in this edition complete and amplify the notes in the editio prin-

1The title of Renbolt and Waterloo’s work given in the text has been
copied from Hartel. The copy of this work which I used, held by the
Bodleian Library, lacks its title page and has been identified by its
colophon. On Renbolt and Waterloo, see Renouard, Imprimeurs Parisiens,
pp. 317 & 372f,; Davies, op. cit., pp. 386-391.
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ceps, where indeed they do not occur after the first sermon. These
notes are gathered in a ‘'Tabula Materiarum’ at the end of the work,
Biblical references also appear first in the margins of this edition.

d

d. Opera Divi Caecilii Cypriani Episcopi Carthaginensis, ab

innumeris mendis repurgata, adiectis nonnullis libellis ex uetustissimis

exemplaribus, quae hactenus non habebantur, ac semotis iis, quae falso

uidebantur inscripta, una cum annotatiunculis, Atque haec omnia nobis

praestitit ingenti labore suo Erasmus Roterodamus, uir iuwuandis optimis

studiis natus, Basle: Johann Froben, 1520.!

DESCRIPTION in Wilhelm Hartel, Cypriani opera {(as above), pp.

Ixxvii-lxxix.

Erasmus includes Arnold’s work amongst the "opera quae videntur
falso asscripta Cypriano" (p. 349), and makes the following remark about
it.

Nec hoc opus esse Cypriani stilus arguit, licet hominis sit
eruditi, quales aetas illa complures habebat. Praeterea nec
habebatur in exemplaribus manu descriptis, quibus usus sum, et in
aeditione Badiana [sic, sed ‘Remboltiana’ scribenda erat?] sepa-
ratum habebatur a reliquo uolumine, Vita Cypriani interiecta, in
prioribus aeditionibus omnino non habebatur, sed tamen habenda
gratia iis qui causa fuerunt, ut haec nobis supersint, idque
debemus nomini Cyprianico, quod huius commendatione seruata sint,
fortassis alioqui peritura. (p. 417)

Erasmus’ attitude towards Arnold’s work throws some light on the ques-

tion why sixteenth-century scholars, though they knew the work was not

1The copy which I have used is held by the Houghton Library, Harvard
University.

2Dom Prudentius Maran, Praefatio in qua, post enumeratas Sancti
Cypriani operum editiones, de S. Martyris doctrina pluribus disseritur,
PL 4.11-12,
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Cyprian’s, gtill debated its meaning fiercely. They must have felt with
Erasmus that the work both had intrinsic merit and that it was
patristic.! Erasmus published further editions of Cyprian in 1530 and
1544,

Several other editions of Cyprian containing Arnold’s work should
just be noticed.? After Erasmus, Paolo Manuzio (Manutius) published an
edition at Rome in 1563 and Guillaume Morel (Morelius) an edition at
Paris in 1564. Next at Antwerp in 1568 Jacques de Paméle (Pamelius)
published an edition based on the editions of Manuzio and Morel with
many annotations and critical notes. Several Belgian editions based on
Paméle’s followed, to which was added a number of critical corrections
and conjectures of Cauchius Costerus.3 Paméle’s edition was

republished alsoc at Geneva in 1593 by Simon Goulart,* "de suo", Maran

1This was Melanchthon’s opinion. See his Sententiae veterum aliquot
scriptorum de ¢oena Domini (1530), in Corpus Reformatorum, edd. K.G.
Bretschneider & H.E. Bindseil, vol. 23 (Brunswick, 1855), col. 742. For
the use of Arnold’s text during the Reformation, see below, p. 180, n.
1.

28ee Hartel, op., cit., pps lxxix-lxxxvi; Maran, op. cit., coll. 11-16.

31 have used Jean le Preux’s 1593 Paris edition of Pamé&le’s Cyprian, in
which are incorporated many conjectures and corrections of the previous
editors., The copy I used is held by the Houghton Library, Harvard
University. 1 have not seen the editions of Manuzio and Morel,
although, of course, Pamele collated their work with his own. Nor have
I seen any of the Belgian editions based on Paméle’s work. I also regret
to say that Cauchius Costerus’ identity has eluded me so far, though his
name must mean Coster the Belgian. He is reported, however, to have had
two sons, "Antonius et Valerius Cauchii, jureconsulti Ultrajectini
fratres" (Dom P. Maran, in PL 4.13-14).

48ee also Paul Chaix e! _al., "Les livres imprimés & Geneéve de 1550 &
1600. Liste chronologique de titres abrégés, etablie d’aprés les
resources de la Bibliothéque Publique et Universitaire de Genéve",
Genava, n.s. VII (1i959), pp. 344 & 375ff. (this latter on the devices
used by the printer, Jean le Preux). Hartel (p. lxxxiv) did not see
this edition himself. There is a copy in the Library of the Episcopal
Divinity School, Cambridge, Massachusetts, which I have seen.
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observes, "addens longas et operosas legendum observationes, quibus
Pamelium refellere et S. Cyprianum calvinistam facere conatus est." 1In
1648 Nicolas Rigault, whom we have already met in connection with the
catalogue of the French Royal Library, published an edition at Paris,
which included Paméle’s annotations on Arnold’s sermons, but which

omitted his special animadversions upon the De cena Domini.?

Finally, in 1682, John Fell, bishop of Oxford, published an edition
of Cyprian at Oxford, to which he appended several of Arnold’s works,

among which was the De cardinalibus Christi operibus, at last correctly

attributed.? Fell used L, B, and O for his edition of Arnold, and thus
was able to print not only the work with which we are concerned, but all

the works attributed to Arnold in L and B.3 With the De cardinalibus

Christi operibus Fell adopted the course of adding to the received text
all the passages in the manuscripts which had been either omitted or
altered in the printed editions tc that time. The one exception was the
alternative ending to the fourth sermon (IV.8,1-9.13), where he put the
manuscript ending in the apparatus. The Oxford edition was not,
however, the source for the edition in the Abbé Migne’s Patrologia
latina. Migne used Rigault’s edition, with the result that the new edi-

tion will appear rather different at points.

1There is a copy of this edition in the library of the Boston Atlienaeum,
which I was able to examine through the kindness of the Rev’d David P.
Curry, then Curate at the Church of the Advent, Boston.

2A copy of this edition is held by the Killam Library, Dalhousie
University.

3Thus, he printed the falsely ascribed Meditationes of Drogo of Reims
amongst Arnold’s works. See above, p. 12.
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3. Stemma Codicum

The pedigree of these codices (see FIGURE below) resists analysis
to a certain degree, contamination being present particularly in the

English manuscripts. Nevertheless,

FIGURE. Stemma codicum
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there do seem to be two branches within the tradition, which descend
from a single imperfect archtype,fz. These two branches themselves
descend from the hyparchetypes & and B. TABLE I below demonstrates the
existence ofjl. TABLE II, in which the corrupt readings are in italics,
demonstrates the existence of the two branches # and B. The references

are to chapter, paragraph, and line of the new edition.
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Prol. 2.22
Prol. 3.14
1,9,19
1.12.4
1v.3.7
V.15.6
VI.10.13

VI.20.5
VIIT.2.15
[X.6.12
IX.12.1
IX.15.16
XI1.9.11
XII.11.2
XI1.13.22

Prol. 9.15
Prol. 12.6
1.12.4
111.5.4
I111.7.10
vV.16.12
Vi.8.3
VI.10.4
VI.13.7
VI.20.1
Vi.24.1
VIII.6.18
1X.3.2
X.12.9
X1.7.7
XII.6.4

The B-tradition divides into two.

which is the oldest manuscript and (with M) the nearest to the common

TABLE II.

TABLE I,

Archetype (3%)

facte
nec om,
et

non singulos dies in lune

maritis

tremulentus
mors penitus

Incensioc odor

leuitii
malitia
auctoritsas

ad compunctionum

spiritu
tam
ardentius

Hyparchetype ‘%

consentaneam

Verum om,

non singulos dies non lune

Errors in Archetype

New Edition

facta (OL)
nec (L)
ut
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non singulos in dieg lune

marito {OL)
temulentus

mors penitus consumpsit

(CB)

Incensi odor

Leuitidi

malitiam (OBC)
auctoritatis (0)
et compunctionum

Spiritui

tantum (MTO)
ardentibus (MTOL)

Errors and Variations in .« and 8

Hyparchetype B

consententaneam

Verum

non_singulos dies in lune

districtioribus

phalanx

ignobili, contemptipili

ueritate
cuius
deo
eligit

retractantur

cherubin
quod te

admirabili

matari
manna

districtionibus

phalans

ignobile, contemptibile

ueritatem
eius
domino
elegit

retractantes

a cherubin

gquod tu
admirabile

se... mutare

man

One branch is represented by P,
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archetype in descent. The other branch descends from M to T, the two
manuscripts from Clairvaux. Since P is from Preuilly, these three manu-
scripts represent a Cistercian tradition. P has the following sig-
nificant errors: VII.1.4: domino; X.5.22: apostolis; XII.13.12: se pro
sic. M and T have many common errors, Because M is the older, one
assumes that T descends from it. Although it seems that M should be as
important & witness as P, nevertheless it has a number of misreadings,
which weakens its credibility (e.g., Prol. 3.8: Non pro Homoj; I.4.1:
Veritas pro Veniunt; V.21.21; tabernacula pro taberna).

The «{~-tradition also divides into two. It seems necessary to posit
this division because the three English manuscripts C, B, and L have a
number of significant variations in common (TABLE III below!). There-
fore, the hyparchetype g has been posited. The other branch of the
tradition, descending from the hyparchetype ¥, is represented only by

the editio princeps, e.

TABLE 11II. Common Variations in CBL

Prol. 4.11-12 Ea que (L), Quia que (LB)
11.2.19-20 possimus uitare gic transp.

V.11.2 inuidia poterat sic_transp.

V.15.5 ab omni nationum pro abominationum
V.16.14 el scr. post munere

V1.11.8-9 transitoria eo modo gic transp.
Vii.1.1 dominus apostolis sic transp.
VII.5.7 Ne unquam pro uariis

I1X,10.7 quia _om.

X.8.4 christi mundatur om.

The pedigree becomes particularly difficult to determine at this

point. To be sure, I, and B share an impressive number of significant

1Cf. also TABLE XII below, p. 29.
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common errors., (%ee TABLE IV below.) They also share a few mutual cor-
rections. (See TABLE V.) Thus, their common descent from the hypar-
chetype £ is posited. More weight is lent to the hypothesis of their
common descent, when one remembers that only these two manuscripts con-
tain other works by Arnold-- in fact the same works, though in different

order-- and that both omit the title of the De laudibus B.V.M.!

However, two difficulties must be solved. First, L agrees with e in
having three significant omissions of text (TABLE VI below) and a few
minor errors in common (Prol. 4.18: odoramus; IV.6.15: eligit; X.1.7:
ullatenus). Seccngiy, B and C agree in a number of common errors, some
coming from their common hyparchetype (TABLE VII), others due to the
hand of a common corrector (TABLE VIII). Moreover, one notices that C
{and once B) has been corrected so as to agree with readings found in
e[B]JLO (TABLE IX). Thus, there is clear evidence of contamination and
it may not be possible to clarify the relation of these manuscripts fur-
ther.

Nevertheless, I have posited some sort of influence of x upon &,
indicated by the broken line between the two, thinking that successive
editors of € could have incorporated omissions and conjectural emenda-
tions from ¥y or from its tradition, such that the changes would have
spread variously within the € -tradition. Thus, B could have remained
closer to C than L did, though B and L shared a common hyparchetype,
since L would have been influenced to a greater extent and in somewhat

different ways by the redactors of &€ than B. O0f course, one must also

1Ccf. pp. 10 & 12 above. One must again note here that L contains a work
falsely ascribed to Arnold, viz., Drogo’s Meditationes (see above, p.
12.)
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posit an editor or editors of e to account for its differences from the

hyparchetype it shares with the §;traditon. One implication of this

argument must be, of course, that C is closer to the archetype.flthan

these other manuscripts and is therefore of almost equal weight with P.

This implication is given further substance by the fact that in several

cases C-- often only before correction-- agrees with P or Pe against the

readings found in BLO,!

within the §-tradition.

RN R R
o

I

VI.22.2
VI.22.16-17
VII.3.17
VII.6,7
VII.10.6
IX.11.8-9
X.11.9

VI.5.9
VI.13.2

This is evidence of even further contamination

(See TABLE X.)

TABLE IV. Common Errors in LB

forma daretur sic transp. (fort. et C)
mundi fabricator gic transp. (fort. et C)
deuota pro —-tam (fort. et C)

quem pro quam {fort. et C)

illuminarat pro -uerat (fort. et C)
humilitatis pro human- (B_a. corr.)
sententiam conuenere gic transp.
uirtututum

pinnaculum templi gic transp,

eis pro eo

carnales pro cansles

festinat pro -net

contritum cor sic transp.

absolutione pro ablu-

michi inquit sic transp.

abradat pro -det

mysterii pro minis- (B_a. corr., mis— et e)
causa pro clausa (B a. corr.)

TABLE V. Mutual Corrections in LB

frustra pro -ta (L_p. corr.)
findens pro fun- (ambo p. corr.)

lThere are a few cases where CP alone agree, There are other cases
where CB agree before correction with Pe.
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TABLE VI. Common Omissions in el

Ms. Laud Misc, 371

Prol. 12.6-26, Verum... uoluptas ditto

I|1-16—20’ et SOlutiSc-. diS—

sipari (ubi substitutionem et

fecit)

IVOB.]."'QQ 13) Dilecto. v

uirginitas (ubi substitutionem et

fecit)

Prol, 10.12

I1.5.1
11.6.4
11.6.7
Iv.8.13
V.2.15
V.16.5
VI.5.1
VI.9.3
VI,11,15

VI.19,11-12

1X.7.18
1X.15.15
X.6.3

XI.9.15-16

XI1.7.20

I.12.22
I11.6.13
V.5.4
V.23.16
v1.10.13
VIiI.2,12
VIiI.4.2
VIII.5.6
VIII.5.14
IX.6.2
1X.15.9

TABLE VII. Common Errors in CB

mens sui/sui mens ebria ueneno
post decretum_add. quod

est om,

erant pro erat (B a. corr.)
nolle pro minime

post uenatur add. et
confunditur sincera gic transp.
nouum_titulum add.

eandem pro eadem

christo pro ipso

sagmentatis pro sec-
utrarumque pro utrum-
oblationis pro ablu-
antecedebat pro -cedit

exurget ulla sic transp,
deleret pro -retur

TABLE VIII. Mutual Corrections in CB

est post peregrinum add. (C per superscr.)
perhibebant pro -bent (B_per_corr.)

magni pro -num (C per superscr.)

chalami pro cal- (B per corr.)

mors penitus consumpsit

emendaret ad emun- mut. (ambo per corr.)
obstrusit ad -struit mut. (ambo per corr.)
post sed add. et (B per superscr.)

quod pro quo (C_per corr.)

obuolueruntur pro in- (B _per corr.)

post dimisisti add. eis (B_per corr.)

ditto, Mandatum... uirginitas

27

1.1.15-2C¢, Oportuit... dissipari
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X.5.24 post reprobata add. est (ambo per corr.)

X 14,9 tue ad sue mut. (ambo per corr.)

£1.6.2 putabant pro sciebant (B per corr.)

X11.7.19 spiritus pro sanctus (B per corr.)

XII.9.11 uocationis pro ua- (C per corr.)

XIT.15.9 B errarios ad erroneos mut., C erarios supra

erronecs Scr.

TABLE 1IX. Corrections Affecting eCBLO

VII.8.7 fuerit pro -erat (sic eBO et fort. L, C per
corr., )

VIII.2.19 refertum pro -tur (gic eBLO, C per corr.)

1X.5.11 peccator pro -torum (sic eBLO, C per corr.)

TABLE X. Agreement of C with Pe against LB[O]

LB{O] CPle]
Prol, 5.14 incorpore/eo incorporo
1v.3.4 ne nec (C a. corr.)
VI1.5.9 frustra (L per corr.) frusta
VIII.6.11 post consequente add. eos eos om. {C a. corr.)
XI.6.1 apostoli apostolis (C a. corr.)

The last English manuscript, O, is impossible to fit precisely into
the pedigree. It shares significant variations with MT (TABLE XI), but
it also shares significant variaticns with C, with B, with CB, with CBL
(TABLE XII) and with L (TABLE XIII)., O must therefore be a hybrid of MT
and the € -tradition, expressed in the figure at the beginning of this
essay by broken lines. One might even see it as a hybrid of the Cister-
cian tradition of manuscripts (PMT) with a Benedictine tradition of man-
uscripts, the existence of which is suggested by the provenance of B.1

TABLE XI. Common Variations in MTO

— — ——

1cf., above, p. 9, n. 3.
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Prol. 3.3
1.13.17
II1,3.15
V.12.4
Vi.10.13
VI.11.15
VIiI.5.7
VII.5.7
IX.3.2
X.11.3
X.13.13
XI11.8.8
XI1,11.2
X11.14.13

TABLE XII.

I1.6.8
VIII.6.11
XI.6.1
XI.6.3
X11.10.8

TABLE

Prol, 2.22
1.9.5
Iv.3.7
1V.4.19
V.6.1
V.18.9
V.22.19
Vi.4.1
VIi.24.12
1X.4.9
IX.7.19
X.10.1
X.10.5
X.15.19

potuit aut sic¢ transp,
omnibus pro hominibus
aduersum bis pro -sus
abiecit pro ad-

moritur pro mors penitus
iudicio pro in-
nunguam pro uvariis
ablues pro -is

queratur pro -rant
forma pro -mam
coniungatur pro coniug-
oblatam pro ab-

tantum pro tam
prophetas pro -ta

singulare om.

post consequente add. eos (C_per corr.)
apostoli pro -lis (C_per corr.)
anxiebantur pro anxia- (IL_per corr.)

a patre om,

XI1I. Common Variations in LO

facta pro facte
sunt pro sint

marito pro maritis (L _fort. in ras.)

Common Variations in CBLO

post et add. ego
post crucis add. christi
Huic pro Hoc

pristino pro pistrino (L _in ras.)
Manifesta pro -tata (Q_a. corr.)

spirituali pro -tali
in eo om.

potuerit pro -erat
primi pro -ma

quem pro quam
doxologiam add.

29
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S8till to be discussed are certain problems found in the editio prin-
ceps, €. As we noticed above,! e has several remarkable features. We
have already discussed its relations to CBL[0], though it should perhaps
just be added here that e is of equal weight as a witness with C, and of
almost equal weight with P. We have yet to make sense of its relations
to P and of its own startling omissions, alterations, and substitutions.
If it were not for the fact the e seems to belong to the ot -tradition,
one would be inclined to take it as an apograph of P. That P lacks an
ascription, while e ascribes the work falsely, that both contain the

letter Solent matres, that both preserve two readings found nowhere

else, are facts that incline one to do so. But since e cannot be an
apograph of P, how then do we account for these phenomena?

It is hard to imagine that both P and the exemplar of e lost their
title and author’s name. Thus, one must assume that the editor of e,
Cyprian Beneti, deliberately changed the author’s name and the name of

the pope to whom the work was addressed. Bishop Fell took a similar

view, ascribing the change to some bookseller’s venal motives.? The

1p, 17f.

28ee the 1682 edition of St. Cyprian, p. 19 of Arnold’s works, which are
bound at the back of the volume with their own pagination. Fell does,
however, attribute the change to a medieval bookseller and make the
claim that the error persisted for hundreds of years. I have found no
evidence to support this conjecture, and the editor could not have found
any evidence in the manuscripts available to him. The editor’s words
are these. "Librarius quidam cum Arnoldi de Cardinalibus Christi
Operibus, ante secula aliquot, tractatum uenalem habuit: ut meliore
pretio eundem uenderet, Cypriani nomen substituit; & pro Adriani nomine
cui inscribebatur, Cornelii reposuit. Et siquidem periculum erat ne ex
operis principio fucus detergeretur, (quotusquisque enim Lector est, qui
primam paginam Libri cujusvis sibi obvii non inspiciat) praefationem de
suo addidit; quae utcunque inepta sit, per plures annorum centurias
fidem obtinuit. Porro nunc postquam dolus detegitur, hoc saltem nomine
utilis futura est, quod exinde licebit ingenium id genus hominum, (qui
pessimae teredines, libros depascuntur & corrumpunt) melius
deprehendere. Additamentum hoc, quod nulli Codices MSS. quos videre
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authors of the Histoire littéraire de la France perhaps came closer to

the truth, when they ascribed the change to the copiests’ sense that the
work was elegant and learned enough for a late antique author.! We

have already seen? that both Erasmus and Melanchthon thought the work-~
because of its style and because of its learning-- patristic. On read-
ing it, might not Beneti have felt the same way and ascribed it to the
Father he thought most likely?

The letter Solent matres makes a suitable prefatory epistle for the

De cardinalibus Christi operibus (pace Bishop Fell)., Tor Arnold edited

these sermons as a gift for Pope Hadrian IV, intending through them to
renew his plea for permission to retire from the abbacy of Bonneval.3
Arnold’s desire for an obscure retirement is the origin as well of Lhe
theme of the epistle, referred to again in the Prologue (‘suppresso
nomine nostro’, Prol, 13.10), as of Arnold’s suppliant attitude
(Epistola prefata 3.10-16; Prol., 13.8-16), Moreover, the style and the
literary culture exhibited in the letter were not beyond Arnold. There-

fore, considering that the letter is found not only in the editio prin-

contingit agnoscunt, hic infra exhibemus,"

lHistoire littéraire de la France, tome XII (Paris, repr. 1830), p. 536.
Here the change is attributed to the medieval copiests, but again (I
believe) without any evidence. The editors’ words are these. '"Frappés
de 1’élégance du style et de la beauté des pensées qui régnent dans cet
ouvrage, plusieurs des anciens copistes, et les premiers éditeurs de S.
Cyprien d’aprés eux, n’ont pas fait difficulté le mettre sur le compte
de ce grand prélat." See also p. 541. "Son style est élégant, fleuri,
correct, et dégagé des idiotismes du temps; son éloquence noble,
touchante et persuasive; ses pensées solides, quelquefois élevées, et
toujours justes,"

Zp, 19f,

3See below, p. 88f.



32
ceps, but alsoc in our oldest manuscript, (it certainly is not a Renais-
sance forgery!), I am inclined to accept it as Arnold’s. However, it is
still not known why it is not connected with Arnold’s work in P, and why
it is so in e. But if as is likely! Arnold edited an already existing
collection of sermons for the pope, he would have composed the prefatory
epistle separately; and if the revision of the work was interrupted in
1159 by news of the pope’s death, as also seems probable,? then this
epistle, which was never copied together with the archetype {1, could
easily have found its way haphazardly into the tradition.

The two common variations of these manuscripts referred to above are
these, a word and a sentence: Prol. 5.10, ‘inuoco’; V.2.18-20, ‘Extincto
spiritu quatriduano cadaueri sole supersunt exuuie, uirtutis species
exanimis et gimulacrum sanctitatis’. These occur in no manuscript
except P, and in P the first syllable of ‘inucco’ and the entire
sentence as quoted above have been deleted. It is self-evident that a
redactor’s hand has been at P here. Could it not be that a redactor
also altered the hyparchetypes <« and B with the result that no trace of
these readings descended to 8 and M, apparently copied later than Y and
P? It seems to me an adequate solution to the problem.

The omissions, alterations, and substitutions in e are perplexing.
We have already noticed three omissions shared with L, which must have

been made in the twelfth century.® In e two of these omissions are also

15¢e below, p. 88f.
2Below, pp. 109f.

30ne should note also that in MT two of the passages bear traces of what
may have been marginal editorial notes. At Prol. 12.26, where one of
these omissions ends, both manuscripts add the words ‘usque hic’. At
1.1.16, at the beginning of another of these omissions, one finds the
cryptic note ‘ade’. Then at 1.1.19-20, where this omission ends, the
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supplied with substitute passages: 1.1.16-20 and IV.8.1-9.13. The for-
mer is a matter of one half of a coordinate sentence, the substitution
being markedly inferior in sense, as it seems to me. The latter,
however, amounts to the omission of the concluding section of a sermon,
The substitution is a good piece of work, a long thanksgiving for the
Law and prayer for the grace of obedience, somewhat in the style of the
prayers of St. Anselm, or perhaps better, of John of Fécamp.! But it
is not as appropriate in this place as the ending found in the manu-
scripts, where the obligation of obedience is tied in with the charac~
teristic virtues of the monastic life. The passage substituted in e may
well be by Arnold, but I do not think it belonged here originally. Per-
haps it was added to % along with the short passage discussed above, by
a redactor, who had access to some of Arnold’s unpublished writings, as
he must have had access to the letter Solent matres.

The problem of omissions and alterations is much broader than this,
however. Five passages dealing with sacramental doctrine are omitted or
altered, throwing the work out of focus, since three of these passages
contain explicit reference to the Augustinian distinction of sacramentum

and res sacramenti (VI.6.1-6, VI.8.5-20, VI.9.7-12, VIII.6.8-12, X.8.8).

additional words ‘usque hic’ are found again.

15ee R.W. Southern, Saint Anselm and his Biographer, A Study of Monastic
Life and Thought, 1059-c. 1130 (Cambridge, 1963}, p. 46f. & p. 47, n. 1,
Southern argues that there is a great difference between the "poignant
personal and intellectual effusions of Anselm" and the "solid, bibli-
cally heavily-~laden, theological meditations of John of Fécamp." As
with Arnold’s work in general, the prayer seems to partake of both. For
John of Fécamp’s work, see J. Leclercq & J.-P., Bonnes, Un maitre de la
vie spiritueile au XI® siécle, Jean de Fécamp (Paris, 1946). Cf. J.
Leclercq "Ecrits spirituels de 1’école de Jean de Fécamp", Analecta
monastica, premiére série (Vatican, 1948), pp. 91-114.
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Nine other noteworthy omissions, alterations, and substitutions also
exist, most of which are fussy corrections of style or of scriptural
allusions or just plain mistakes, but one or two of which tamper with
characteristic types of twelfth-century doctrine. (The passages in
question are: V,21.1-5, V,23.23-25, V.24.10-13, VI1.20.4, VIIL.7.3-5,
X.9.2, X.10.1-10, X.13.9-10, XI.5.16~19.) The omissions in the latter
category were therefore probably not made in the twelfth century. We
know of a few slight changes that Beneti must have made: Vulgate read-
ings brought into accord with the corrected texts of the later Middle
Ages (e.g., IV.4.26); examples of bowdlerization (VII.10.17, XI.7.9),
and one example perhaps of misogyny (V.18.4)., Why not attribute these
other changes-- where doctrine is at stake or the biblical text-- to
his ‘corrector’s hands’ as well?

Two other short eucharistic texts-- a prayer and an epistolary or
homiletic fragment-- also exist in P. These have been attributed to
Arnold by Dom Jean Leclercq.! If they are by Arnold,2 then they could

have come from the same source as Solent matres and Arnold’s other

unpublished papers.

1See above, p. 5 & nn. 1 & 2.

2There is nothing in them inconsistent with what Arnold might have
taught, but neither is there any idea or element of style in them so
strikingly like anything of Arnold’s that one would immediately
attribute them to Arnold. They still await a careful examination.



Chapter II

Arnold’s Life

1. Sources

Little is known about Arnold’s life, but documentary evidence is

not entirely lacking.l One letter of St. Bernard to Arnold? and three

1Pace, e.g. A.H. Bredero, "Etudes sur la "Vita Prima" de saint Bernard
(I1)", Analecta sacri QOrdinis Cisterciensis 17 (1961), p. 253: "On
ignore tout de cet abbé bénédictin, sinon qu’il était connu pour avoir
écrit un certain nombre de traités de spiritualité.”

2Ep, CCCX, LTR, vol., VIII, p. 230. Bredero, art. cit., pp. 254-256,
argues that this is a forgery because it differs so markedly from
similar letters of Bernard, it being stated that Bernard writes in his
own hand to show his affection, details of Bernard’s illness being
given, and it being acknowledged that death is imminent (p. 254 & n. 2).
Moreover, Bredero argues, there is a priori evidence that the letter was
forged, in that the editor of Bernard’s Vita Prima, who had chosen
Arnold to write the second book, needed some justification from
Bernard’s pen for the choice (pp. 255 & 256)., But if this letter was
really written by Bernard upon his deathbed, then one should expect his
mind at some point to have become focussed on his sufferings and one
should imagine that at some point he must have accepted that it was his
moment to die. (Cf. the account of St. Aelred’s death, quoted in Dom
David Knowles, Saints and Scholars, Twenty-five Medieval Portraits (Cam-
bridge, 1963), p. 50.) Moreover, the editor of the Vita Prima, Geoffrey
of Auxerre, had no need to justify his choice of Arnold, for Arnclc had
been a frequent companion and old friend of Geoffrey of Léves, bishop of
Chartres, who had himself been a frequent co-worker of Bernard’s in var-
ious political crises and of whom Bernard spoke glowingly in his De con-
gideratione IV.v.14, LTR, vol. III, p. 459. (Cf. G,-M. Oury, "Recher-
ches sur Ernaud, abbé de Bonneval, historien de saint Bernard", Revue
Mabillon 59 (1977), p. 110f.) Bernard must have known Arnold (see

35
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of Arnulf of Lisieux! still exist. There is also a letter of Peter the
Venerable, which mentions Arnold,2 and there are several diplomas of
various kinds bearing on Arnold’'s years as abbot. Moreover, if onu
looks at the lives of the abbots who preceded and followed Arnold, one
finds a relative abundance of diplomatic and epistolary material bearing
on his abbey, which illuminates the problems he faced, while Suger’s

Vita Ludovici Grossi Regis helps set this evidence in context.,3 There

also exists a Breve chronicon of donations to the abbey, which is use-

ful.4 Of course, conjectures can be made about Arnold’s own life from

below, e.g., p. 72.) and Arnold must have been known to other important
Cistercians besides Geoffrey of Auxerre. Indeed, we know that Arnold
was friends with Philip, abbot of the Cistercian house of L’Aumbne and
formerly prior of Clairvaux (Oury, art. cit., p. 114; Arnulf of Lisieux,
Letter 11, ed. Barlow, p. 15, n. b.) Thus, it seems plausible that
Bernard’s letter is just what it purports to be: an affectionate thank-
you note and leave-taking to an old friend and friend’s friend. It is
interesting to note, too, that Bernard’s most recent editors have not
been convinced by Bredero’s arguments. Their judgement is: 'fortasse
spuria",

1The Letters of Arnulf of Lisieux, ed. Frank Barlow (London, 1939), pp.
15~18, Letters 11-13.

2The Letters of Peter the Venerable, ed. Giles Constable, vol. 1 (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1967), p. 5f., Letter 2. Constable dates this letter to
1134 or early 1135 (vol. 2, p. 97). But Arnold was abbot of Bonneval by
1129 (Oury, art. cit, p. 99 & n. 14). Therefore, pace Oury (p. 100f. &
n. 27), Peter is here referring to Arnold. This bears significantly on
the interpretation of Arnold’s life, as we shall see (below, pp. 56 &
75f.),

3Suger, Vie de Louis VI le Gros, ed. H. Waquet (Paris, 1929). The
diplomatic evidence will be discussed in its place. The letters of Ful-
bert of Chartres and of Ivo of Chartres will prove particularly useful.

4The entire chronicle is printed in Bigot (below, p. 45, n. 6). The
first part of the Chronicle is printed with discussion in R. Merlet,
"Petite chronique de 1’abbaye de Bonneval, De 857 & 1050 environ",
Société archéologique d’Eure~et-Loire. Memoires 10 (1896), pp. 14-38.
The complete abbey cartulary has not survived, though, as Bigot says,
"[qJuand, en 1715, dom Thiroux, un des religieux de Bonneval, entreprit
d’écrire l'histoire de son abbaye, le cartulaire contenait encore assez
de piéces importantes...”" (p. lii). The abbey was plundered by the
English in 1376, 1420, and 1425. In this last year it was also burned,
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what he reports of St. Bernard’s life in the second book of the Vita
prima,! and Arnold’s other works cast light on his intellectual forma-
tion and theological outlook.?2

But one cannot make this material cohere, unless one has three
aspects of eleventh and twelfth-century history in mind. First,
Arnold’s abbacy began as the investiture controversy in western
Christendom came to an end. It was a period during which, in circum-
stances of considerable tension and violence, western European man
achieved a workable distinction of ecclesiastical and secular power in
government and law.3 Arnold’s various conflicts and compromises with
the barons of his region represent the working out of this problem at
the local level and on the practical plane. Secondly, Arnold’s years as
abbot also coincided with the restoration of political order and the

articulation of a new political hierarchy among the western Franks after

&s it was burned again in 1568 by "les calvinistes de Condé" (Bigot,
loc, cit.). Henri Stein, Bibliographie générale des cartulaires
francais ou relatifs a 1’histoire de France (Paris, 1907; repr. 1967),
p. 75, has five entries for Bonneval: a fourteenth-century manuscript
containing 21 acts of the years 1109-1348 (no. 527); extracts from the
abbey scartulary made in the seventeenth century (no. 528); another
seventeenth-century collection of extracts (no. 529); a sixteenth-
century collection of abbey titles, containing bulls and acts 1144-1547
{(no. 530), and M. Lejeune’s collection of titles made in the nineteenth
century (no. 531). These are all in manuscript and I have seen none of

them. On M. Lejeune, see below, p. 46.

1pL, 185.267-302,

2Appart from the letter which serves as preface to the De cardinalibus
Christi operibus, none of Arnold’s letters appears to have survived.

38ee C.W., Previté-Orton, The Shorter Cambridge Medieval History (Cam-~
bridge, paperback ed. 1979), vol. 1, pp. 495-501. For the results of
the reform movement, see Colin Morris, The Papal Monarchy, The Western
Church from 1050 to 1250 (Oxford, 1989), pp. 169-173.
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the near anarchy, which followed upon the depredations of the Northmen
in the ninth and tenth centuries.! The wars, which were one means by
which this transformation was effected, had a continuing and serious
effect on Arnold’s ebbacy. Finally, eleventh and twelfth-century
Christians were also beginning to feel, if not adequately to articulate,
the distinction of the revealed knowledge of God from metaphysics, which
it was the great work of thirteenth-century scholasticism to achieve.?
The division was expressed practically, when scholars of the period,
such as Theodoric of Chartres, abandoned the schools to seek the
humility, obedience, and charity of the monastic life.3 Arnold, who
was skilled in the school philosophy and yet had a genuine monastic
vocation, can bhe better understood, if one keeps this division in mind.

Treatments of Arnold’s life in the past have suffered somewhat from
an unmindfulness of these historical currents. The older essays also

suffered because some of the documentary evidence was inaccessible and

1Previté-Orton, op., cit., vol. 1, pp. 360~368; E.M. Hallam, Capetian
France, 987-1328 (London, repr. 1990), pp. 13-18, 95; J.F. Lemarignier,
"Political and Monastic Structures in France at the End of the Tenth and
the Beginning of the Eleventh Century”, in Lordship and Community in
Medieval Europe, Selected Readings, ed. F.L. Cheyette (New York, 1968),
pp. 100-127,

2Cf, R.D. Crouse, "Semina Rationum: St. Augustine and Boethius",
Dionysius 4 (1980), p. 81; idem, "St. Thomas, 3t. Albert, Aristotle:
Philosophia Ancilla Theologiae", in Le Fonti del Pensiero di S. Tommaso
(Naples, 1975), p. 182f.

3A. Vernet, "Une épitaphe inédite de Thierry of Chartres", in Recueil de
travaux offert & M. Clovis Brunel (Paris: 1955), tome II, pp. 660-670,
Cf. J. Leclercq, The Love of Learning and the Desire for God, A Study of
Monastic Culture, tr., C. Misrahi (New York, 1977), pp. 241-243.




g

39
critical editions of the relevant letter writers had not been made.!
it will be well now to review the biographical literature on Arnold, a
literature which includes many short notices and a few longer reports.
The first notice, of which I am aware, is found in the De scrip-

toribus ecclesiasticis of Robert, Cardinal Bellarmine. I have seen a

nineteenth-century edition of this work only,? but Bellarmine's col-
lected works were first published 1617-1621. The only historical docu-
ment Bellarmine mentions is St. Bernard’s Letter 310. In 1656, Charles

de Visch published a notice of Arnold in his Bibliotheca scriptorunm

Sancti Ordinis Cisterciensis, notable for its attempt to place Arnold as

the abbot of the Cistercian monastery at Bonnevaux in the diocese of
Vienne, disproved by Dom Jean Mabillon in his 1667 edition of St.
Bernard's works.3 Brief mention is also made of Arnoid and of three of

his works in C.E. du Boulay'’s 1665 Historia Universitatis Parisiensis,

tom, II, p. 726.% Arnold’s works with notices of manuscripts and edi-

LQury, art. cit., p. 97, makes it his starting point that the cartulary
evidence published in the nineteenth century had to be integrated into
the account of Arnold’s life.

ZRobert, Cardinal Bellarmine, Opera, tom. VI (Naples, 1862), p. 85.
Oury, art, cit., p. 118, n. 2, notices an edition of Bellarmine’s work
published at Paris in 1660 by Lahbé. This must be the work of Phillipus
Labbeus noticed by Casimir Oudin, Commentarius de scriptoribus ecclesiae
antiquis, reprinted in PL 189,1511-1512 ad fin.

38ee Oudin, op. cit., coll. 1504 -4510ff. Mabillon’'s argument can be

found in Sancti Bernardi.., Volumen I: Genuina sanct) doctoris opera...
Post Horstium denuo recognita... tertiis curis Domni Johannis Mabil~
lon..., Nova Editio, Paris: De Launay, 1719, Notae Fusiores, col.

lxxxiv., The only edition of de Visch’s work which I have seen is the
Auctarium based upon it and edited by J. M. Canivez, published at
Bregenz in 1927, where Arnold is identified as 'Carnotensis’ (p. 11).

4] am indebted to the Abbé Zdouard Jeauneau for a photocopy of the entry
on Arnold in this work.
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tions are listed by Casimir Oudin in his Supplementum de scriptoribus

vel scriptis ecclesiaticis a Bellarmino omissis (Paris, 1686), p. 431,

but no attempt is made to relate his life. In 1697, L.E. du Pin pub-
lished a description of the contents of Arnold’s works in his Nouvelle

bibliothéque des auteurs ecclésiastiques, part 2, vol. 9, p. 91f.1 Du

Pin dates Arnold’s death to about 1154, because in that year, he says,
Geoffrey of Auxerre took over the narrative of St. Bernard’s life in the
Vita prima, although one wonders if 1154 is not a misprint for the cor-
rect year, 1145. Du Pin also uses Bermard’s Letter 310. In 1688 at
London William Cave published the first volume of his Scriptorum

ecclesiasticorum historia literaria, in which there is a notice of

Arnold (died 1162, he says) with a list of the printed editions of his
works.2 Not long afterwards Casimir Oudin followed up his earlier

notice on Arnold with an essay in his Commentarius de scriptoribus

ecclesiae antiguis, which contains a useful printing history of Arnold’s

works, a discussion of the attribution of the De cardinalibus Christi

operibus to St. Cyprian, and a quotation of Mabillon’s refutation of de
Visch's claim about Arnold’s Cistercian origins. Oudin also cites the
letters of Arnulf of Lisieux to Arnold, mentioned first by Mabillon in
his note on Bernard’s Letter 310.3 An edition of this work was pub-
lished at Leipzig in 1722, though I am not sure that this was the

original edition. The passage on Arnold is reprinted in Migne's

1The edition of this work which I used is bound in four parts, contain-
ing eleven volumes, published at Paris 1693-1702.

ZPO 630'

3Mabillon's edition of Bernard’s works, as cited above, Notae Fusiores,
col, lxxxiv.
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Patrologia latina.! In 1738 J. Liron published a notice of Arnold at

Paris in his Singularités historiques et littéraires,? which I have not

seen.
Dom Jean Mabillon and his colleagues drew much of the evidence for

Arnold’'s life together for the first time in the Annales ordinis s,

Benedicti, tom. VI, lib., LXXVIII, num. xxxiv and lib. LXXX, numm. v and
1i-1ii. This work was published originally in Paris, 1703-1739,3
though the edition I have used was published at Luca in the 1740’s.
They cite not only Bernard’s Letter 310, but also the letters of Arnulf
of Lisieux to Arnold and the letter of\Peter the Venerable concerning
the abbot of Bonneval, whom they took to be Arnold’s predecessor,
Bernerius. They also cite two diplomas from the abbey of Marmoutier,

one from the year 1148, as they say,? the other from the pontificate of

Alexander 1II,5 both of which were witnessed by Arnold.® The former,

1See above, p. 39, n. 2, The entry on Arnold runs from coll. 1507-1512,
2Tome I, pp. 414-424, cited by Oury, art. cit., n. 2.

30xford Dictionary of the Christian Church?, ed. F.L. Cross, s.vv.
‘Benedictine Order’ & ‘Mabillon’., Mabillon compiled the first four
volumes of the Annales by himself (published 1703-1707). The last two
volumes were continued and completed by the Benedictines R. Massuet, T.
Ruinart, and E. Marténe.

4Mabillon et. al., Annales, lib. LXXVIII, num. xxxiv (tom. VI, p. 350).

5Ibid., lib. LXXX, num. 1ii (tom. VI, p. 502f.).

6They also seem to have read the Breve chronicon. See tom. V, lib.
LXVIII, num. xxxix (p. 277): "... colligimus ex codice manuscripto ejus
monasterii, nuper a nobis viso, qui modo in bibliotheca Colbertina
adservatur". Cf. Bigot (below p. 45, n. 6), p. lxi.
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which elsewhere is dated to 1138,! they interpret as indicating that
Arnold made his monastic profession at Marmoutier and only afterwards
was elected to fill the abbacy at Bonneval. On the strength of the date
of this charter, they argue that Arnold went to Bonneval about 1144, The
latter charter, to which I have seen no reference elsewhere, was wit-
nessed this way: "Ernaldus quondam abbas Bonae-vallis"; from which they
conclude that Arnold retired to Marmoutier. They also conclude, perhaps

on other evidence, that his retirement occurred sometime during the

1They describe it this way: "Hic [Ernaldus] ex Majori-monasterio
assumtus fuisse videtur ex pacto quodam a Majoris-monasterii fratribus
cum archiepiscopo Turonensi initio anno MCXLVIII. cui post majorem
priorem cum aliis ejusdem loci monachis subscribit jam Bonaevallis
abbas." But in the Histoire littéraire de la France, tom. XII (repr.
Paris, 1830), p. 535, n. 1, we find: "Dans une transaction passé 1’an
1138 entre Garnier, abbé de Marmoutier, et ses religieux, d’une part, et
Hugues, archevéque de Tours, et son chapitre, de 1’autre, on voit la
signature d’Ernaud avec la qualité de profés de cette maison, et le
titre d’abbé de Bonneval"; and Dom E. Marténe & the Abbé C. Chevalier in
their Histoire de 1’abbaye de Marmoutier, tome II (Tours, 1875}, p.
93f., say: "Comme rien n’est plus souhaitable aux serviteurs de Dieu que
la paix, 1’abbé Garnier et ses religieux firent une transaction avec
Hugues, archevéque de Tours, et son chapitre, par laquelle ils
terminérent & 1’'amiable quelques différends qu’ils avoient entre eux au
sujet des moulins que les religieux possédoient dans 1'ile de
Marmoutier, et des églises de Saint~Maurice d'Ivry... et de Saint-Martin
de Cour-Léonard... Cette transaction est datée de 1’an 1138, indiction
I, sous le régne de Louis le Jeune, roi de France et duc d’Aquitaine, et
elle est signée par l’archevéque et son chapitre, 1’abbé Garnier et les
principaux religieux de son monastére, parmi lesquels on trouve aprés le
grand-prieur de Marmoutier, Arnaud, abbé de Bonneval." Though I have
not seen this diploma, I have no doubt that all three passages are des-
cribing the same charter and that the Annales have the date wrong. 1 do
wonder if the document still exists, Stein, op. cit., p. 321f., cites a
"Cartularium Turonense", already partially destroyed in the seventeenth
century, now lost, of which there exist extracts copied in the seven-
teenth century. These extracts have not been printed, though "de
mauvaises analyses" have been published, according to Stein. I have not
been able to obtain them.
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pontificate of Alexander 1II.! They also discuss Arnold’s works.
In 1744, the Maurist Fathers published their redaction of the Gal-

lia christiana at Paris, in which there is a history of the abbey of

Bonneval with a short article on Arnold.? They cite the letters of
Bernard and Arnulf to Arnold and make oblique reference to diplomatic
evidence. They also follow the Annales in dating Arnold’s accession to
the abbacy of Bonneval to 1144, but they date his retirement merely to
some time after 1156. J.A. Fabricius published a short note on Arnold

in his Bibliotheca latina medise et infimae aetatis (1734-1736), which

mentions only Bernard’s Letter 310, but which attempts a history of the

printing of Arnold’s works. Remy Ceillier’s Histoire générale des

auteurs sacrés et ecclésiastiques (Paris, 1763),3 though it treats

Arnold’s works at some length, nevertheless adds no new documentary evi-

dence and follows the Annales and the Gallia christiana in assigning

Arnold’s election to Bonneval to the year 1144 or thereabouts. The

notice on Arnold in the Maurist Histoire littéraire de la France,? pub-

1The words of the Annales, which follow a quotation from the letter
prefaced to the De cardinalibus Christi operibus, are these: "His
verbis, ut jam dixi, missionem a pastorali regimine postulabat Ernaldus,
quam quidem demum obtinuit, reversus ad Majus-monasterium, unde assumtus
fuisse creditur. Id colligitur ex quodam hujus loci instrumento, cui
subscribit Ernaldus quondam abbas Bonae-vallis. Verum id non contingit
ante pontificatum Alexandri III. ut suo loco videbimus". Unfortunately,
I did not locate the passage to which reference is made in these last
words before I returned the microfilm in the mail, though it may be a
reference to a letter of Alexander III. See below, p. 44, n. 1.

2Gallia christiana, tom. VIII, Paris: ex Typographia Regia, 1744, coll,
1234-1245 (the article on Arnold is at col. 1242f.). The history of
this work is noticed briefly in the Oxford Dictionary of the Christian
Church?, sub nom.

3Tom. XXIII, pp. 128-135.

4Tom. XII, pp. H535-541.
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lished also at Paris in the same year, is a far more useful piece of
work and can be read almost as a summary of all that was known of Arnold
and his works at that time. The documents already known seem to have
been reexamined, for (as we have seen) the date of the Marmoutier
charter subscribed by Arnold is corrected to 1138; and the relevance cf
a letter of Pope Alexander III to the date of Arnold’s demission is
first noticed.! A notice regarding Arnold is also found in H. Fisquet,

La France pontificale,? though I have not seen it.

The Abbé Marquis challenged the argument of the Annales that Arnold
came from Marmoutier in a lecture printed in the 1860’'s, in which he
claims that Arnold came from the Abbey of Saint-Pére, Chartres.3 He
does not, however, discuss the 1138 charter from Marmoutier. He cites
the letters of Arnulf of Lisieux, dating them more accurately than the
Maurists,? and the letters of Peter ths Venerable and Bernard of Clair-

vaux. But he casts his net wider, bringing in the evidence of the Breve

chronicon, a letter of Fulbert of Chartres, and evidence from the

ILetter 332, PL 200.355. The authors state: "Dom Mabillon et les auteurs
du nouveau Gallia Christiana cojecturent, sur une lettre du pape
Alexandre III & Thibaut, comte de Champagne, qu’il abdiqua depuis pour
aller finir ses jours dans 1’état de simple particulier au lieu de sa
profession” (p. 536). This seems to be a mistake. I can find no
reference to this letter in the Gallia christisna and the Annales. The
words of the latter on this subject (quoted above, p. 43, n. 1) seem
clearly to be referring to a Marmoutier charter of the period of
Alexander III. I did not, however, as I have noted, locate the Annales’
reference forward to Alexander’s pontificate, so it could well be that
they do cite this letter as evidence of the date of Arnold's demission.

2pp, 359-362, cited in Oury, art. cit., n. 2.

3The Abbé Marquis, "Arnaud de Bonneval, son abbhaye, ses contemporains,
ses oeuvres", Bulletin de la Société Dunoise 1 (1864-1869), p. 101. See
below, p. 70.

4Marquis, art. cit., p. 103f.
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cartularies;l and although he accepts the received opinion that the
community of monks at Bonneval was given to dissension,? he neverthe-
less sees for the first time that the depredations of Eberhard, the
neighbouring lord of Le Puiset, had a significant effect on Arnold’s
government at Bonneval.3 Another notice of Arnold is found in the

Histoire de 1'abbaye de Marmoutier by Dom Edmond Marténe, annotated and

completed by the Abbé C. Chevalier, published at Tours in two volumes in
1874 and 1875, This notice is a summary of the eighteenth-century
account of Arnold’s life.? There is, however, a description of the
1138 charter signed by Arnold, though the charter itself is not
reproduced. 3

The best nineteenth-century source for Arnold’s life is V. Bigot’s

edition of the Histoire abrégée de 1’abbaye de Saint-Florentin de Bon-

neval des RR, PP. Dom Jean Thiroux et Dom Lambert, continuée par 1’Abbé

Beaupére et M. Lejeune, published at Chateaudun in 1875.6 Thiroux and

Lambert were two Maurists, who both served as sub-priors of the abbey of
Bonneval in the eighteenth century.? Thiroux was only able to reach

the eleventh century in his narrative, but Lambert finished the account

1Marquis, art. cit., pp. 106-109.
21bid., p. 102.

3Ibid., pp. 104, & 108f.

4Marténe and Chevalier, op. cit., tom. II, pp. 109-111.
53ee gbove, p. 42, n. 1.

6y, Bigot, ed., Histoire abrégée de 1’abbaye de S8aint-Florentin de Bon-
neval (Chateaudun, 1875), pp. 68-73.

"Ibid., p. 3.
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of the eleventh century and pressed the the work as far as the beginning
of the seventeenth century. Next a vicar of Saint-Sauveur, Bonneval, M.
Beaupére, wrote a ‘voluminous’ history of the abbey to the year 1765,
using the work of Thiroux and Lambert and the abbey cartulary as
gsources, Finally, M. Lejeune, a solicitor at Bonneval during the Bour-
bon Restoration, compiled a complete history of the abbey to the Revolu-
tion, using the whole work of Thiroux and Lambert and extracts of
Beaupére’s work, It was this manuscript which Bigot published, with a
long introduction and certain additions.! This work is a mine of
information and especially of documentary evidence, not only on Arnold’s
abbacy, but upon the whole medieval history of the abbey. The additions
to our knowledge contained in this volume are too numerous to mention
here, but it should be noticed that Arnold’s entry into the abhacy is
dated as early as 11302 and that the evidence for Arnold’s difficulties
with neighbouring lords is much increased. However, the authors do not
seem to have been aware of the Marmoutier charter of 1138. They did
know of the letters of Fulbert and Ivo of Chartres, of Peter the
Venerable, Arnulf of Lisieux, and Alexander III, and drew the conclusion
that Arnold suffered dissension within his abbey as well as depredations
without.

In 1882 Lucien Merlet published at Orléans a notice of Arnold in

his Bibliothéque chartraine antérieure aux XIX¢ siécle,3 which merely

summarizes the account given of Arnold’s life in the eighteenth century.

1Ibid-’ ppo lii"liiio

21bid., pp. 68f.

3p, 11f.
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There are six articles on Arnold in various twentieth-century dic-

tionaries: A. Prévost, Dictionnaire d'histoire et de géographie

ecclésiastiques (Paris, 1930), tom. IV, coll. 421-423; J.-M., Cenivesz,

Dictionnaire de spiritualité, tom. I (Paris, 1937), coll. 888-890; J.

Balteaun, Digtionnaire de biographie francaise, tom. III (Paris, 1939),

col, 825f.; P. Pourrat, Catholicisme, hier, aujourd’hui, demain, tom. I

(Paris, 19487), col. 849; I. Cecchetti, Enciclopedia Cattolica, tom. I

(Vatican, 1948), col., 2000f, and J.C. Willke, New Catholic Encyclopedia,

vol. 1 (1967), p. 844, Although Prévost and Canivez provide useful
introductions to Arnold’s manuscripts and printed editions, they, along
with the others, again only summarize and repeat the eighteenth-century
account of Arnold’s life. The only real twentieth-century contribution
to Arnold’s biography, therefore, has been made by G.-M. Oury, 0.8.B.,
in his article "Recherches sur Ernaud, abbé de Bonneval, historien de

saint Bernard", Revue Mabillon 59 (1977), pp. 97-127, to which there has

already been occasion to refer in the notes. Oury adds considerably to
our documentary evidence and in so doing offers some thought-provoking

interpretations of the data, which will be examined in their turn below.

2. The Abbey of Bonneval

The abbey of black monks at Bonneval in the Dunois was founded in
the year 857 by Fulk, ‘toparch’ of Bonneval, with the permission of his

master, the "epileptic cipher"! Charles, king of Provence and count of

lprevité-Orton, op., cit., vol, 1, p. 345.
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Tours, who provided the first abbot and monks.! The abbey was
originally dedicated to St. Peter and St. Marcellinus, whose relics had
come to rest at Seligenstadt near Frankfurt and to whom Charles had
apparently learned a devotion from his father, the Emperor Lothar I.2
However, in 863 monks from Bonneval returned to Lyons in the kingdom of
Provence to aid in the reformation of a monastery there. When they went
back to Bonneval in 865, they brought with them as a gift from the abbot
whom they had obliged the relics of St. Florentinus and St, Hilary, to
whom the abbey of Bonneval was then rededicated.3

The abbey and borough of Bonneval lay about 33 kilometers south of
Chartres in flat country on the old Roman road to Chateaudun and

Tours.? The abbey itself occupied an island in the river Loir. In 911

1R. Merlet, art. cit., pp. 20-23.
21bid., p. 22 & n. 2.

3Ibid., pp. 24-27. 1 give the dates at which Merlet arrives by rigorous
argument. It is interesting to note that & series of twelfth~century
papal bulls mention only Marcellinus and Peter as patrons of the
monastery. (See J. Ramackers, Papsturkunden in Frankreich, vol. 6
(Gottingen, 1958), nos. 22 & 52, pp. 77 & 110; P. Jaffé-3. Loewenfeld,
Regesta pontificum Romanorum (Leipzig, 1885), no. 6734, vol. 1, p. 785.
See also below, p. 60, n. 3.) But these bulls were issued during the
era of the Hildebrandine papacy, and during an epoch in abbey history
when the abbey was struggling to determine its relations to the lay
powers (below, pp. 58-60). Thus it may have seemed expedient to the
popes and the abbot involved in the promulgation of these bulls to
stress the patronage of the Roman martyrs Peter and Marcellinus rather
than that of the Gallic martyrs Florentinus and Hilary. One remarks
alro that Adela, countess of Blois, in 1109 reconciled herself to the
monastery with offerings to both sets of patrons (Gallia christiana,
tom. VIII, Instr. XXXII, col. 312f.)

4A. Chédeville, Chartres et ses campagnes (XIe-XIIIe s.) (Paris, 1973),
pp. 56 & 442, "Une voie romaine allait vers Tours par Bonneval,
Chateaudun, Fréteval et Venddme; elle fut sans doute peu utilisée en
dehors des liaisons de ville & ville tant que la frontiére dont elle
était proche ne connut pas une paix durable. Au XII® siécle, elle ne
vit guére passer que des armées ou des ambassades..."
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Rollo the Northman, having been beaten back from the gates of Chartres,
ravaged the Dunocis and burned Bonneval to the ground.! Most of the
monks abandoned Bonneval and the monastic community only began fully to
revive, when the viscount of Chateaudun, Geoffrey, his son Hugh, and the
count of Blois, Theobald the Trickster, made donations of land in the
early 960's. But the chief benefactor of the abbey was Theobald’'s son,
Odo I, who gave land, built buildings, sought monks, and appointed
(posuit) an abbot.? A document also exists which purports to show that
in 967 he obtained the protection of Lothar, king of the Franks, for the
abbey through the intercession of Hugh Capet; but this instrument has

been shown to be a forgery.3

1Bigot, op. cit.,, p. 32f.

21bid., p. 35f. & p. lxv: "Inde vero extitit comes indictus nomine Qdo
filius ejus [Theobaldi} loci hujus aptissimus reparator, qui abbatem
Waldricum ad instruendum et reformandum in hoc loco posuit, et dedit in
augmentionem hujus loci quemdam locum hereditarium..." This is a pas-
sage from the Breve chronicon.

3The charter is printed in Bigot, op. cit.. pp. lxvii-lxix. Chédeville,
op. cit., p. 282, says that ‘at best’ this is a reconstruction of the
original charter. A critical text of the charter can be found in L.

France (954-987), (Paris, 1908), pp. 139-142. Halphen and Lot make this
a false act of Lothar on the grounds that Odo’s son Odo, mentioned as a
signatory of the charter, was only in his cradle even in 983 (p. 141).
Nevertheless, they do point out a number of details in the charter which
give it verisimilitude. They argue, therefore, that it is a fabrication
based on a real charter belonging to the monastery, but lost sometime
during the twelfth century by accident. But since Louis the Fat, they
continue, states in charters of his own of 1110 and 1122 (found in
Bigot, op. cit., pp. 58-60 & 65-67; also in Gallia christiana, tom.
VIII, Instr. xxxiii & xliv, coll. 313 & 322f.) that he had seen an act
of Lothar, which not only took Bonneval under his protection, as this
act does, but also confirmed the abbey’s possessions, which thig charter
does not do, this document therefore must have bheen fabricated after the
two acts of Louis, i.e., after 1122, That the act is a reconstruction
based on a true act seems a sound conclusion to me. But why should this
reconstruction have omitted Lothar’s confirmation of the abbey’s posses-
sions? If the exact contents of the act had been forgotten, reference
could have been made to Louis’ second sct, which gives some details.
Moreover, if the details of the abbey possessions had been forgotten,
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We know nothing remarkable about the history of the abbey under the

why were the details which lend such verisimilitude to the document
remembered? It seems much more likely to me that Louis was actually
shown two different documents, first the fabrication or forgery in 1110,
then in 1122 the original. For tie first act says merely: "ut quia
Bonevallense monasterium a piae recordationis antecessoribus nostris
Francorum regibus fundatum fuerat et dotatum, regalis etiam
munificentiae liberalitate ac protectione corroboratum, sicut gloriosi
regis (seu potius Lotharii) Clotarii praeceptum insertum litteris et
sigillo suo munitum, quod idem abbas [Bernerius] in auribus nostris
recitaverat, publice testabatur..." Louis here refers to the foundation
of the abbey by Charles and to Lothar's grant of protection. It seems
also to refer to benefactions of Lothar’s own. But there is no
reference to Lothar’s confirmation of abbey possessions. But in Louis’
second act there is. "[E]t donum illud cum caeteris dictae ecclesiae
donariis, gloriosi regis Clotarii (seu potius Lotharii) concessione
firmatum erat, sicut charta annuli ejus impressione signata, quam in
conspectu nostro praefati abbas [Bernerius] et monachi produxerunt, pub-
lice testabatur..." Yet we find here no reference to Lothar’s grent of
protection. It could be, of course, that Louis was shown the same docu-
ment on each occasion and that only the pertinent information was
recorded in each of his charters. But the argument seems weak to me in
the case of the act of 1110, where Louis’ mention of royal foundation,
endowment, and protection would only have been enhanced by mention of
royal confirmation of possessions. But why should this document have
been forged at that time? As we shall see (below, p. 58f.), when Abbot
Bernerius began his reign in about 1107, Adela, countess of Blois, was
persecuting the abbey by the imposition of an arbitrary tallage on the
borough of Bonneval. The monks had remonstrated with her and had shownr
her "antiquorum scriptorum testimonia" (Bigot, op. cit., p. 58.) One
recalls that at that time the word antiqui could be used as a reference
"to the last generation, or to the last two or three together", as R.W.
Hunt remarks, "Studies on Priscian in the Eleventh and Twelfth
Centuries", in The History of Grammar in the Middle Ages, Collected
Papers, ed. G.L. Bursill-Hall (Amsterdam, 1980), p. 7f. Thus, the
phrase antiqua scripta could well have been a reference to charters of
the last few generations, stretching back a hundred years or more. And
what better testimonium could Bernerius have shown Adela, to persuade
her that she had overstepped her authority, than a charter which stated:
"supplicibus votis jamdicti fidelis nostri Odonis comitis accedentes...
stabilimus et ad totius noticiam posteritatis litterarum seriei tradere
precipimus quatinus a die presenti in reliquum evum neque ipse aut ali-
quis judicum in presenti seu in futurum aliquid horum que aut legum dic-
tacione aut ipso usu existente ad judices, comites, vicecomites vel
vicarios vel ad quoslibet multiplicium professionum officiales dicuntur
respicere in cunctis finibus eorum que ad predictum monasterii dictionem
seu possessionem pertinent aut respiciunt vel religiosorum devota
oblacione per futura tempora ipsi adjacebunt divina gratia inspirante,
ulla ratione, ullo tempore presumat exigere"? This is an exemption from
all comital exactions. How opportune! What better time to have made
this forgery than this? And then to show it to King Louis in 1110, when
royal protection was confirmed and the count of Blois’s powers with
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new abbot, Waldric, and his successor, Godo.l But in 1023 Fulbert,
bishop of Chartres, had to intervene in the affairs of the abbey, in an
incident which has a twofold significance for our study.? Sometime
before 27 July of that year, Tetfridus, abbot of Bonneval, ran away from
the monastery with one monk, Dodo, and sought temporary refuge with Ful-
bert. The cause of Tetfridus’ flight was a charge of immorality
vigorously pressed against him by the monks. When Fulbert found it
impossible to disprove the charge, Tetfridus renounced his abbacy in
front of witnesses and retired to his home monastery, Fleary. There
Tetfridus persuaded Abbot Gauzlin, also archbishop of Bourges, to demand
a trial of the matter. Meanwhile, the community at Bonneval elected a
new abbot, Solomon, had him invested by Odo the Great, count of Blois,
"ut mos erat",3 and presented him to Bishop Fulbert for his blessing.
This stirred Gauzlin to excommunicate all the monks at Bonneval, which
drew down upon him a stern letter from Fulbert. Apparently, his letter

persuaded Gauzlin to lift the ban, fcr we find Fulbert writing next to

respect to the abbey of Bonneval defined as strictly viceregal? Thus,
there is more than a strong suggestion here that Bernerius had the docu-
ment forged as an instrument in his battle against Adela of Blois around
the year 1108, 1t is also possible, of course, that it was forged dur-
ing the reign of his predecessor for use in the struggle with Adela, and
then was used by Bernerius, too.

1Bigot, op. cit., pp. lxxix-lxxx & 36~38.
2The affair can be reconstructed from Fulbert’s Letters 73-75, The Let-

ters and Poems of Fulbert of Chartres, ed. & tr. F. Behrends, pp. 130-
137,

3Fulbert, Letter 74, ibid., pp. 132 & 134: "Monachi... alicm quendam ex
fratribus suis electum... obtulerunt Odoni comiti abbacia donandum ut
mos erat, michique deinde consecrandum."



52

inform Gauzlin that he would allow Tetfridus a trial, despite his
previous fears for the disgrace of the priesthood.!

This incident bears on Arnold’s biography in two ways., First, it
is universally assumed that Arnold had a great deal of trouble with
fractious monks. But this argument depends partly on the notion that
the monks at Bonneval had always been fractious; and this affair of Tet-
fridus always seeme to lie in the background.? But it is clear that
Fulbert was by no means convinced of Tetfridus’ innocence. Therefore,
one ought not necessarily to blame the Bonneval community for fractious-
ness in this case. Secondly, one should notice that the monks of Bon-
neval elected Solomon as abbot. No doubt, Count Odo and Bishop Fulbert
were consulted, if they did not let their will be known unbidden; and it
has been seen that the Count invested the new abbot and that the Bishop
blessed him: but the monks themselves elected him. This will have tell-
ing effect, as we shall see, on arguments Dom Qury has advanced regard-
ing Arnold’s last years.

Apart from the circumstances of his election, we know next to

nothing about the abbacy of Abbot Solomon, as we know little about the

11bid., pp. 130 & 134.

2Mabillon et al., Annales, tom.VI, lib. lxxviii, num. xxxiv (p. 350):
"Mirum est in illo Bonaevallis monasterio abbates passim vexatos aut
turbatos funisse, ut de Tedfrido, Gualterio & Bernerio patet, moxque de
Ernaldo patehit"; Gallia christiana, tom. VIII, col. 1235: "Sub hoc Ted-
frido, & sub quibusdam aliis qui post eum rexerunt abbatibus ad seculum
usque duodecim, excitatae sunt in hoc monasterio ingentes turbae..";
Ceillier, op. cit., tom. XXIII, p. 128: "Le méme qui avoit persécuté
Tedfride, Gautier & Bernier ses Prédécesseurs, le [Ernaud] traita si
inhumainement..."; Marquis, art. cit., p. 102: "Bonneval, plus que toute
autre maison, nourrit pendant longtemps un esprit d’opposition et de
tracasserie a l'endroit de ses supérieurs”"; Bigot, op. cit., p. 72: "il
semble néanmoins qu’il n'a pas été exempt de la persécution que quelques
religieuxy avoient Aéja fait souffrir & ses prédécesseurs...".
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abbacy of his successor, Hugh. The letters of Ivo, bishop of Chartres,
tell us a bit more about Hugh’s successor, Walter, originally a monk of
Marmoutier, elected to Bonneval in or before 1079.1 It appears that
Walter fled Bonneval with a number of good monks in 1090 or 1091 on
account of a ‘magna perturbatio’ in the community, as Ivo remarks in his
Letter 78.2 1In his Letter 4, Ivo tries to persuade Bernard, abbot of
Marmoutier, to send Walter to him, so that it may be determined whether
his demission should be approved or should be disallowed and Walter
reinstated in his office and monastery with Ivo's help., Ivo’'s words are
these:3

rogo... ut... transmittatis mihi domnum Gauterium, quondam
monasterii Bonaevallis abbatem, quatenus, audita ab eo suae dis-
cessionis causa, solutio ejus si probanda est, a nobis approbetur
vel, si approbanda non est, consilio et auxilio cooperatorum
nostrorum in officio et loco suo plenissime reformetur.
What was the cause of this revolt? There is no hint of any crime on
Walter’s part. In fact, he seems to have enjoyed the support of many of
his monks. But it is significant that Walter came from Marmoutier, for
Marmoutier had been reformed by Majolus, abbot of Cluny (954-994), and
therefore, though not & member of the Cluniac order, observed the

Cluniac reforms.? Moreover, one knows that during the eleventh century

Cluniac influence spread so extensively in France that by the second or

1Bigot, op. cit., p. 48.

2p[, 162.100B. The date 1090/91 can be deduced from the date of the let-
ter cited in the following note,

3A critical text of the letter can be found in Yves de Chartres, Cor-
respondence, ed. & tr. J. Leclercq, tom. I, pp. 10-15. The passage in
the text above is on p. 14. Leclercq dates the letter to 1091.

4Joan Evans, Monastic Life at Cluny, 910-1157 (Oxford, 1931), p. 16.
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third decade of the twelfth century Herman, abbot of St. Martin of
Tournai, could write "that it was hardly possible to find a monastery in
France or in Flanders in which the Customs of Cluny were not
observed.”"! Could it not be that Walter and a party of monks disposed
to the Cluniac ways had pressed a set of reforms too fast or too far,
thus alienating a stronger party of monks still attached to the old
customs and independence of the house and causing a revolt? In the
twelfth century, at St. Mary’s, York, a group of unusually devout monks
pressed the abbot to institute certain reforms, whereupon, when the
abbot refused, a riot resulted, and, after consultation with the
archbishop, the reformers moved away and ultimately became Cister-
cians.? It seems not unlikely that something similar occurred under
Walter, though he happened to be on the side of the reformers. But it
is important to note that the conservative monks were not being merely
fractious. They were attempting to preserve traditional and (no doubt)
dear ways. Perhaps they were wrong to resist the religious trends of
the day,? but that does not mean that they were perverse. Again, the
interpretation of this rebellion will have some bearing on Arnold’'s
abbacy.

At any rate, some Cluniac influence must have come to be accepted

after Walter’s return and during the reign of his successor Robert, who

iIbid., p. 26, n. 1.

ZDavid Knowles, Christian Monasticism (New York, repr. 1977), p. 87.

3It is interesting to note that we find Ivo urging them in another let-
ter to accept the decision of one of their brethren to become a hermit,
hermitism being another one of the trends of the day. See Ivo, Letter
269, PL 162.273; Chédeville, op. cit., pp. 128-132.
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was elected about 1100,! for upon Robert’s death about 1107 Bernerius,
one of the monks who had fled Bonneval with Walter, was elected abbot,?
perhaps through the influence of his friend Ivo of Chartres. Bernerius,
though in origin a monk of Bonneval, had clearly come within the Cluniac
orbit. He may well have taken advantage of the privilege of Cluny to
receive monks from other monasteries who wished to foilow the reformed
customs,3 and we know that he had already been chosen for the abbacy of
the monastery of Déols, a member of the Cluniac order, though he seems
never to have been received by the community.4 Moreover, he was well-
gnown and esteemed at the court of Paschal II,5 who though not a
Cluniac monk, nevertheless had close ties to the order.® It is fair to
say, therefore, that in electing Bernerius the monks of Bonneval showed
that they had come to accept the Cluniac reforms, though they did not
choose to become a Cluniac dependency. In consequence, one may also say

that the hard feelings of Abbot Walter’s day had been mollified. There

is, therefore, no _a priori reason to suppose, as almost all do, that

1Bigot, op, cit., pp. 49 & 50,

27here is a bull of Paschal II issued to Bernerius as abbot of Bonneval
in 1107. 8See below, p. 60, n. 3.

3Ivo, Letter 78, PL 162.100C, in speaking of Bernerius’ flight from Boun-
neval, says: "Habemus enim prae manibus religiosorum exempla virorum,
qui relictis probabili causa monateriis suis, ad Cluniacense
monasterium, vel ad alia monasteria secesserunt...” See also H.E.J.
Cowdrey, The Cluniacs and the Gregorian Reform (Oxford, 1970), p. 68.

4Ivo, Letter 78, PL 162.99D-100A. Cf. Cowdrey, op. cit., loc. cit. & P.
Calendini, "Bonneval", Dictionnaire d’histoire et de géographie
ecclésingstiques, tome IX, col. 1063 (Paris, 1937).

5Ivo, Letter 78, PL 162.100B-C, & Letter 147, PL i62.153A.

6§Cowdrey, op. cit., p. 61f. Evans, op. cit., p. 36, notes that Paschal
was a novice at Cluny in his youth.
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Bernerius sought demission from Bonneval because of the fractious nature
of the monks; and we have already seen that the letter of Peter the
Venerable, always cited as evidence for this supposition,! cannot be
dated to Bernerius’ day.? Thus, there is no reason to suppose that
Bernerius left his successor, Arnold, an abbey riven with dissent.

But Bernerius did have to face serious problems during his abbacy.
The great fact of life in the county of Blois throughout those years was
war. For Louis the Fat, a shrewd and warlike king, despite his beset-
ting sin, had made it his policy to bring his ungovernable barons to
heel one by one, first in the Ile de France, then in the counties bhor-
dering upon the royal lands. Thus, those lands suffered not only the
depredations of the marauding barons, but also the devastations of the
wars conducted to reduce them to obedience. Moreover, what Louis was
trying to do for the monarchy, the great magnates were mnlso trying to do
in their own territories.3 Thus, in the county of Blois, we find that
Hugh III of Le Puiset, viscount of Chartres, almost as troublesome a man
as that "ogre of insensate cruelty",? Thomas of Marle, reived

throughout the Beauce, the Dunois, the Orléanais, and the Chartraine in

1Beginning with Mabillon et al., Annales, tom. VI, lib. lxxviii, num.
xxxiv (p. 350).

2Above, p. 36, n. 2.

3Hallam, op. cit., pp. 115-117 & 28f.; R. Fawtier, The Capetian Kings of
France, Monarchy and Nation 987-1328, tr. L. Butler & R.J. Adam {}ondon,
repr. 1969), pp. 20 & 110f,

4Previté&-Orton, pp. cit., vol. 1, p. 576.
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the second and third decades of the twelfth century.! His depredations
were such that the Beauce, where some of the chief priories and farms of
the abbey of Bonneval were situated,? was depopulated and laid waste.3

The reiving of this choleric young man was indeed so great that Theobald

1See A. de Dion, "Le Puiset aux XI® et XII® siécles", Société
archéologique d’Fure-et-Loire., Memoires 9 (1889), pp. 23-30. The chief
primary source for Hugh’s conflict with the king is Suger, Vita Ludovici
Grossi xix-xxii, ed., H. Waquet, pp. 128-171., See also A. Luchaire,
Louis VI le Gros, Annales se sa vie et de son régne (1081-1137), avec
une introduction historique (Paris, 1890), pp. lxix-1lxx: "Hugue du
Puiset n’est que le type du baron dévastateur. Thomas de Marle,
scélérat d’une plus haute envergure, personnifie les excés le plus
odieux du régime féodal." G.V. Scammel, Hugh du Puiset, Bishop of Dur-
ham {Cambridge, 1956), p. 3, describes him as "a man of almost prover-
bial greed and energy, a great oppressor of the pious and innocent, and
one whose wickedness far surpassed the meagre range of contemporary
monastic simile." The subject of Scammel’s book is Hugh’s son, brother
of Eberhard IV, the future lord of Le Puiset. Their mother was Agnes of
Blois, sister of Count Theobald IV, King Stephen of England, and Henry,
bishop of Winchester (Scammel, p. 309f.; de Dion, art. cit., p. 29f.)

It is interesting to note that the dates of Hugh's reign (1109-1128)
correspond almost exactly with the dates of Bernerius’ (ca. 1107-ca.
1129)., It is also interesting to note that there was a family connec-
tion with the abbey of Marmoutier. Hugh’s great-uncle Eberhard II, vis-
count of Chartres, abdicated and retired to Marmoutier, while a cousin
of Eberhard IV was abbot 1178-1186 (de Dion, pp. 15 & 31).

2The abbey’s chief priories were Alluyes, Auneau, Chateauneuf-en-
Thimerais, and Patay (Chédeville, op. cit., pp. 43 & 45). Alluyes,
Auneau, and Patay were all within an easy ride of Le Puiset, as was Bon-
neval itself (about 40 kilometers). See Chédeville’s maps, pp. 136-137
& 269, and the folding map in Waquet’s edition of Suger’s Vita Ludovici.
We know also that Hugh and his father had abused their rights in the
abbey village of Baignolet (Luchaire, op. cit., no. 323, p. 150; Bigot,
op. cit., pp. 65-67, where the royal charter of 1122 issued in this
case, already mentioned above, p. 49, n. 3, is reprinted), and that in
1232 Simon of Rochefort, lord of Le Puiset and viscount of Chartres,
sold his extensive customary rights of tallage and lodgement on abbey
lands back to the abbey (Bigot, op. cit., pp. xciv-xcviii & 90-92).
These charters indicate long-standing and complex feudal ties of the
lords of Le Puiset to the abbot of Bonneval, which were easily abused.

3Chédeville, op. cit., p. 135 & n. 155; also p. 109; Luchaire, op. cit.,
no, 200 (A.D. 1115), p. 100 ("...la terre de Saint-Aignan en Beauce,

~

réduite presque & 1’état de désert par les exactions des seigneurs du
Puiset...").
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1V, count of Blois (the Second of Champagne), and his mother Adels,
daughter of William the Conqueror and former oppressor of the abbey of
Bonneval, finding that their strength was insufficient to suppress their
unruly vassal, turned to Louis the Fat for assistance.,! This led to a
coalition's being formed of King Louis, Count Theobald, and the great
prelates of the region, such as Ivo of Chartres, against Hugh at Melun
on 12 March 1111,2 and to a summer campaign in which Le Puiset was
destroyed and Hugh imprisoned.3 But Louis and Theobald immediately
fell out and went to war against each other, a war which Hugh joined on
Theobald’s side, when he was released from prison the following year.*
And so it went throughout Bernerius’ reign and on into Arnold’s,5 with
catastrophic effect, as we shall see.

Yet war was not the only problem Bernerius had to face as a result
of the politics of the time. For just as the relations of feudal
obligation had to be worked out and enforced during that period, so had
the relations of the lay and ecclesiastical lords to be made explicit.

Thus, we find Adela, Theobald’s mother, imposing tallage upon the

1Suger, Vita Ludovici (Waquet, pp. 130-135); Luchaire, op. cit., no.
108, p. 58 (before 12 March 1111).

23uger, Vita Ludovici (Waquet, pp. 134-135); Luchaire, op. cit., no.
110, p. 59,

3Suger, Vita Iudovici (Waquet, pp. 134-141); Luchaire, op. cit., no.
114, p. 61.

4Suger, Vita Ludovici (Waquet, pp. 141-153); Luchaire, op. cit., nos.
117, 121, 128, 134, pp. 62f., 64, 68, 70f. It should just be noted that
throughout the wars of Theobald and Louis, Louis’ ultimate antagonist
was Theobald’s ally and uncle, Henry I, king of England and duke of
Normandy (Luchaire, p. lxxxviii).

53ee Luchaire, op. cit., pp. lxxxvi-xciii.
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borough of Bonneval, where her late husband Count Stephen Henry had pur-
chased market rights from the abbey for an annual rent,! in revenge for
the death of one of her men, Hugh the Black, at the hands of abbey ser-

vants.? The tallage was ultra vires suas, and finally in 1109, perhaps

partly through the intercession of Ivo of Charlres, whose Letter 187
addresses Adela on this subject,?® she admitted her injustice and with~
drew the tax.? Then in 1110 Louis the Fat, attempting in effect to
define once for all the general structure of feudal obligations in which
Bonneval found itself, issued a charter taking the abbey under his pro-
tection, while at the same time making Theobald his viceregent, with all
the lord’s customary powers of advice and service, but confirming

Adela’s 1109 acknowledgement that she had no right to impose tallage.5

LBigot, op. cit., pp. 62-64, where Theobald declares in a charter of
1118: "... notum facio, quia antequam praefati abbas et monachi con-
cessissent piae recordationis praenominato patri meo [Stephano llenricol],
quod ipse cum beneplacito eorum institueret marcatum [sic] publicum in
burgo Bonaevallensi, ubi prius non fuerat, et in quo comes nihil anlea
habuerat, ipsa villa Bonsevallensis ita erat, libera, quieta, et
absoluta, abbatis et monachorum, ut nulli liceret in ea facere... nullam
oanino justitiam, nisi tantum abbati monachisque ejus. Verum quoniam
4+imor erat, ne libertas villa ante habita occasione mercati minueritur
... saepedicti abbas et monachi precibus venerabilis patris mei acquies~
cantes, ea tandem conditione in burgo suo Bonaevallensi mercatum
institui concesserunt, ut et ipsi haberent omnem justitiam quae
pertineret ad mercatum... Placuit etiam eidem patri meo saepe recolende,
ut... camerarius eorumdem... decem libras cursualis monetae de reditibus
mercati quod de novo institutum erat, annuatim haberet." This must have
occurred about 1096 (Chédeville, op. cit., p. 339, n. 35).

2pigot, op. cit., pp., 56-58; Chédeville, op. cit., p. 297 & n. 296.
3pPL 162.190.
4See alsc above, p. 48, n. 3.

5Bigot, op. cit., pp. 38-60; Luchsire, op. cit., no. 102, p. 55f.
Louis’ deputation of power to Theobald is interesting (Bigot, p. 59f.):
", .. comiti Theobaldo... injung[imusj, ut vice nostra ipsum monasterium
et monachos cum hominibus et possessionibus eorundem... centra insultas
malignantium defendat, consilium et auxilium suum eisdem monachis...
impendat; nec occasione hujus praecepti nostri aliquod eis gravamen
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We find a further attempt to define comital and abbatial rights in 1118,
in a charter of Theobald IV, in which he adjusts the procedure by which
payment shall be made to the abbey for his market rights, but also
accepts the concession of the right to administer high justice,! a
right which had been the abbot’s, "quia durum erat monachis de talibus
judicare".?

And yet all this took place while the abbey was under the direct
protection of the papacy, for Paschal II, whom one might almost call
Bernerius’ patron, as we have seen, issued bulls in 1107 and 1108, the
former probably being the year of Bernerius’ elevation to the abbacy of
Bonneval, which took the abbey of Bonneval under the protection of the
Holy See and confirmed all the abbey’s rights and privileges, including

the right to elect an abbot.3 But one must remember that those were

—

inferat... praeter id quod a monachis forte ei concessum fuerit au¥
donatum, jus sibi usurpet: quod et ante praeceptum nostrum et se et
patrem suum... libenter fecisse, sub attestatione monachorum
respondit...”" As viceregent, it was Theobald’s duty to defend the
abbey, but it was his right to give advice and exact certain services
("consilium et auxilium": see Niermeyer, s,vv.). One such service was
the right to levy horses from the burghers of Bonneval, renounced in
1183 by Theobald V (Chédeville, op. cit., p. 341, n. 46). Another was
the right of ordinary taliage from the same burghers, changed to an
annual rent in 1188 by Theobald V (ibid., p. 341, n., 43). Yet another
was a military obligation owed by the abbot to the count (ibid., p. 296,
n. 292). Louis issued this charter partly on the strength of a forged
act of his predecessor Lothar, shown him by Bernerius, as I have argued
above (p. 49, n. 3).

icf, Hallam, op. cit., pp. 12 & B4f.

2part of the charter has already been quoted above, p. 59, n. 1, which
one should see for further reference.

3The bull of 1107, promulgated at Troyes in Bernerius’ favour during the
pope’s sojourn in France (Suger, Vita Ludovici X (Waquet, pp. 50-69); E.
Amann, Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, tome 11, pt. 2 (Paris,
1932), col. 2060), is printed in Bigot, op. cit., pp. lxix-lxxi. The
bull of 1108, promulgated at Benevento, is printad in Ramackers, op.
cit., no. 22, pp. 77-78. Reference is made to these two documents in
Jaffé-Loewenfeld, op. cit., nos. 6139 & 6214, Ramackers says that the
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the very years in which a settlement of the investiture controversy was

latter is an expansion of the former and prints the additional material
in larger type, so that the two may be compared. The addition is simply
an expanded list of possessions to be held under papal protection.
Jaffé-Loewenfeld’s no. 6734 records a bull of Callistus II issued to
Bernerius with the same initium and the same peculiar invocation of §t.
Marcellinus and St. Peter as is found in nos. 6139 & 6214 (see above, p.
48, n. 3), I have not seen this bull, but Bigot, p. 64f., says that "il
confirme tous les biens et les droits de 1’abb. de Bonneval et 1’exemte
en méme tems de la visite de 1’évéque de Chartres..." Thus, the bull
may well have been simply a further expansion of the two previous ones.
Qury, art. cit., p. 113f., argues that the clause regarding the election
of the abbot found in these bulls was fabricated when the bull was
copied, along with the forged act of King Lothar (above, p. 49, n. 8),
upon some blank leaves at the end of the first part of the Breve
chronicon by the scribe who continued the chronicle in the 1150’s. (See
R. Merlet, art. cit., p. 16, on the composition of this chronicle). It
seems to have escaped Oury’s notice that the bull in the Breve chronicon
is of the year 1107, while Ramackers’ no. 22 is a bull of 1108 (see
Oury’s n. 79). This makes something of a difficulty for his argument,
gince it is somewhat hard to believe that the scribe of the Breve
chronicon would have gone out of his way to alter or replace the abbey
copy of the bull of 1108, too. And if Callistus’ bull of 1120 also con-
tains this clause, it makes it even harder to believe, for it would
argue a fairly thorough falsification of documents. It seems odd, too,
if the scribe knew of the bull of 1108, that he did not choose to copy
it, as it contains an expanded list of abbey possessions under pagpal
protection., Moreover, Oury’s arguments for the clause’s being forged
seem weak, too. His arguments are these. (1) The clause permits the
abbot to be blessed by the archbishop of Sens, if the bishop of Chartres
should ask for payment in return. But, Oury objects, neither Ivo nor
his successor at Chartres, Geoffrey of Léves, was e - guspected of
simony. (2) The first free election of an abbot -. . = :-=1 dates, he
asserts, to about the year 1165 (He cites Letter 3.© :+ . .~- Alexander
I1I, PL 200.355, written to Thecbald V, which seems :+ '« .n exhortation
to Theobald to exercise himself as viceregent and approve the election
of one Walter, "quem fratres ejusdem loci... in abbatem suum unanimiter
et concorditer elegerunt"). Is it not an anachronism, Oury asks, to
suppose that election of an abbot by the community should have been a
guestion in 11087 (3) The bull obtained from Lucius ~ by Arnold in
1144 (below, p. 80f.) should not a priori have differcu from Paschal’s
bull of 1108. Yet it does not repeat the clause regarding elections.
Should it not have done so, if the right had already once been con-
firmed? As to Oury’s second argument, we have already seen (above, p.
51) that it was the custom for the community of monks at Bonneval to
elect their own abbot. We do not know what degree of freedom was
enjoyed by the monks in their elections at any time in their history.
(U. Berliére, Les élections abbatiales au moyen &ge (Brussels, 1927), p.
4, remarks: "Si plus tard les rois dans leurs priviléges d’immunités et
les papes dans leurs bulles de protection confirment la liberté
d’élection, il est entendu que cette liberté consiste essentiellement
dans 1’acceptation d’un moine de la communauté ou d’un étranger proposé
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being reached. Paschal had been in France in 1107 and seems to have

reached an unwritten agreement with Louis the Fat, that there should be

PR

ou postulé par cette communauté, indiqué par le souverain, par 1’évéque
ou par un membre de la communauté, et que cette liberté et lz canonicité
de l’élection sont compatible avec la consentement et avec 1l’investiture
épiscopale, impériale ou royale.") But freedom does not seem to have
been the point of Alexander's letter, mentioned above, but unanimity,
for according to the Concordat of Worms (1122) the secular power could
interfere in an election only when there was a division in the vote (see
I.S. Robinson, The Papacy 1073-1198, Continuity and Innovation {(Cam-
bridge, 1990), pp. 437-439). In effect, Alexander seems to be ordering
Theobald not to interfere where there is no warrant. Oury’s first argu-
ment assumes that there was no reason for the provision against simony
to be included in 1108. But simony was one of the principal evils
against which the Hildebrandine party was fighting (Previté-Orton, op.
cit., vol. 1, p. 489; Robinson, op. cit., esp. pp. 226-228). Could it
not have been included here as a matter of principle? The third argu-
ment fails for a similar reason. The election of the abbot by the monks
of Bonneval had never been a question. But the whole question of
ecclesiastical elections was greatly vexed before 1122. Could the
clause not have been included just to reinforce the principle, a princi-
ple it was no longer necessary to stress in 11447 One can hardly doubt
it, when one considers that a similar guarantee of the right of election
is found in two charters of 1102 and 1107 granted by Paschal to the
Augustinian house of Saint-Jean-en-Vallée, Chartres (R. Merlet,
Cartulaire de Saint-Jean~en-Vallée de Chartres (Chartres, 1906), nos. 5
& 6, pp. 4-5). And indeed, one finds that Paschal II was generally con-
cerned with fostering monastic regularitas in his privileges (Robinson,
op. cit., pp. 235-237). Moreover, one must note, too, that Lucius’ bull
of 1144 is really very different from Paschal’s earlier bulls. To be
sure, a passage from the latter is quoted in the former, which Ramackers
(op. cit., p. 112) prints in smaller type. Thus, we can be sure that
Lucius had Paschal’s bulls to hand. Nevertheless, the initium is dif-
ferent, there is no reference to the forged act of King Lothar, and a
very specific historical situation seems to be addressed. For the
intention of the bull is to protect the farflung churches of the abbey
from lay depredations. In fact, &ll its major priories are mentioned
(cf. above, p. 57, n. 2). But the bulls of Paschal II, although they
make reference to certain specific possessions, nevertheless seem always
to be aiming at the grander Hildebrandine mark of redefining the rela-
tion of the abbey to the lay powers and of promoting regularitas.
Therefore, 1 see no reason to doubt the authenticity of the clause on
abbatial elections in the bulls of Paschal I1 respecting Bonneval.

Thus, I see no reason, as Oury does, to think Arnold, during whose
abbacy the Breve chronicon was probably completed, to have been guilty
of forgery.
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henceforth a distinction between spiritual rights and temporal rights,
and that the lay authority should have the power to bestow only the iat-
ter, a distinction developed by Ivo of Chartres.! One supposes, lLhere-
fore, that Bernerius was pursuing a twofold policy. On the one hand, he
gseems to have sought confirmation from the pope of the freedoms impor-—
tant to the Hildbrandine party, of which he appears to have been an
adherent. On thé other hand, he seems to have sought adequate defini-
tion from the king and count of the feudal relatiounships in which Lhe

abbey legally played a part. This same policy seems to have bheen

pursued by Arnold, as we shall see,

3. Arnold of Bonneval

Something can be said of Arnold’s education and intellectual f{orma-
tion from the books he is known to have read. If one merely skims the
columns of his works in Migne's Patrologia latina, one notices-- heyond
his thorough knowledge of Holy Scripture-- a familiarity with standard
classical authors, Horace, Ovid, and Seneca being quoted directly or

obviously summarized.? One also notices an acquaintance with Priscian,

1E, Amann, art. cit., col. 2070; J.N.D. Kelly, The Oxford Dictionary of
the Popes (Oxford, 1986), p. 161; Robinson, op. cit., pp. 423f. & 437,

2P, 189.1569C, 1581A, 1638B, 1681A, 1722B.
31bid,, 1571A, 1576A, 1584B&D.

41bid., 1517A-B, 1568C, 1580A, 1585B, 1612B.
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while among the Greeks, Origen, Basil, and Dionysius the Areopagite.l
0f contemporary autnors, he certainly knew Eadmer and 5t. Anselm, [or

his own De beatitudinibus ‘depends directly’? upon Eadmer’s De

heatitudine perennis_vitae, which is itself a report of a sermon of St.
Anselm, corrected by Anselm himself.3 He had also read St. Bernard's

sermons on Lhe Song of Songs and his De congideratione;? and his own

Hexaemeron may have been influenced by Guibert of Negent’s commentary on
Genesis.5 Moreover, Arnold certainly had read the work of Theodoric of
Chartres.® It is possible that he had also read William of Conches and
Peter Abelard, for while he identifies the Holy Spirit as the world

gsoul, he does it in much the way that Abelard does, per allegoriam.”

P U T

1Ibid,, 1517A-B, 15224, 1579B.

2J. Leclercq, "lLes méditations euchar-istiques d'Arnaud de Bonneval',
Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 13 (1946), p. 42, n. 1.

3See R.W. Southern & F.S. Schmitt, edd., Memorials of St. Anselm
(London, 1969), pp. 31-34 & 271-291.

4Arpnold. Vita prima Berpardi II.vi.40 & viii.b1l (PL 185.291B-D & 298B).

53ee R.R. Grimm, Parsdisus Coelestis, Paradisus Terrestris, Zur Aus-
legungsgeschichte des Paradieses im Abendland bis um 1200 (Munich,
1977), p. 139. 1 am indebted for this reference Lo Mr. Robert Miller,
M.A., of Brasznose (College, who was doing some work on a manuscript of
the Hexaemeron at the Bodleian while I was there.

6M.~D, Chenu, "Une définition Pythagoricienne de la vérité au moyen
dge", Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du moyen age 28
(1961), p. 13, n. 10; N. Hiring, "Chartres and Paris Revisited", in
Essays_in Honcur of Anton Charles Pegis, ed. J.R. O’Donell (Toronto,
1974), p. 289 & n. 886.

TArnold’s doctrine of the world soul can be found below, XII.3-5. T.
Gregory, Anima Mundi, La Filosofia di Guglielmo di Conches e la Scuola
di Chartres (Florence, 1955), pp. 137-139, discusses Arnold’s doctrine
in reference to William of Conches. 8See alsoc M.-D. Chenu, Nature, Man,
and Society in the Twelfth Century, Essays on New Theclogical Perspec-
tives in the Labtin West, trr. J. Taylor & L.X. Little (Chicago, repr.
1983), p. 9, who says that Arnold’s rejectin: nf the doctrine of a
primitive chaos resembles William’s doctrine. D.E. Luscombe, The School
of Peter Abelard, The Influence of Abelard’s Thought in the Early
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We see here much that we should have expected. The knowledge of Scrip-
ture, of the classical poets and philosophers, of the Greek and Latin
Fathers, even of Origen, was perfectly normal for a well-educated monk
of the early twelfth century.! What is unusual is his knowledge of the
Pseudo-Dionysius (it might be said?) and the influence upon his thought
of the School of Chartres and of Abelard,? though one does know that
some monks were sent to study in the cathedral schools, while others
took advantage of their proximity to a school or their friendship with
the masters of the schools to learn the scholastic doctrines.4

Arnold’s primary education, therefore, was of the sort he should
have received in any abbey of black monks of the day. However, his
education in the scholastic theology of his period reguires explanation.

As we shall soon see, the abbeys of Marmoutier, Bonneval, and Saint-

Scholastic Period (Cambridge, 1969}, pp. 123-125, mentions Arnoid’s doc-
trine in passing in a discussion of Abelard’s teaching on the woerld
soul. See also Chenu, Nature, Man, and Society, p. 22, n. 46, who
notices the similarity of Arnold’s doctrine to Abelard’s o this point.

1J, Leclercq, The Love of Learning, pp. 113-117, 118-124, 141-144, 175-
179; E. Curtius, Buropean Literature and the Latin Middle Ages, tr. W.R.
Trask {(Princeton, 1973), pp. 48-54; B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible
in the Middle Ages (Notre Dame, repr. 1978), pp. 1-36,

2Leclercq, The Love of Learning, p. 115 & n. 14; but see below, p. 163,
n, 1.

"responsive to the influence of Chartres"”, but also classes him with the
Cistercians as antagonists of the Chartrian teaching, pp. 22 & 69 with
n. 36. See also A. Vernet, art, cit., p. 667, who believed that Arnold
was opposed to the Chartrian doctrines. J. Leclercq, The Love of Learn-
ing, p. 244f., notes that the opposition between cloister and school was
a literary theme of the day.

4Leclercq, The Love of Learning, p. 239f.
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Pére, Chartres, have each been proposed as the abbey of Arnold’s origin.
It is certainly possible that from any one of these he could have been
sent to study in a cathedral school,! but there is no evidence to
permit us to determine it. 1t is, of course, also possible that he
learned the scholastic doctrines by reading the works of the masters as
they circulated in manuscript. However, we do know that Arnold was
friends with Geoffrey of Léves, bishop of Chartres (1116-1149), who
though probably not a disciple, had defended Abelard at the Council of
Soissons in 11212 and during whose episcopate the School of Chartres
reached its apogee.3 We know that he was also friends with Rotrou of
Beaumoni~le-Roger,%* first archdeacon of Rouen, then bishop of Evreux
(113¢-1165), and ftinally archbishop of Rouen (1165-1183), a ‘disciple’
of Gilbert of Poitiers, for whom he was witness at the Councils of Paris
(1147) and Rheims (1148).5 Arnold must have had many opportunities to
learn the scholastic doctrines from these men and may well have acquired
a sympathy for them from such friends.

In this connection, it is interesting to notice a certain pecu-

liarity about the second book-- Arnold’s book-- of the Vita prima of St.

li.e., Chartres or Tours. See C.H. Haskins, The Renaissance of the
Twelfth Century (Cambridge, Mass., repr. 1971), pp. 101-104 & 372.

ZR,. Aubert, Dictionnaire d’histoire et géographie ecclésiastiques, tome
XX, col. 546, claims that Geoffrey was a disciple of Abelard’s, a claim
which Luscombe, op.cit., p. 58, n. 1, rejects.

3Qury, art. cit., pp. 106f. & 110f.; A, Clerval, Les écoles de Chartres
au_moyen-8ge (du Ve_au XVie _giécle) (Paris, 1895), pp. 153-155,

4Qury, art. cit., p. 98.

5A. Clerval, op. cit., p. 185. See also G.R. Evans, The Mind of St.
Bernard of Clairvaux (Oxford, 1983), p. 177.
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Bernard of Clairvaux. After St. Bernard’s death (1153),! his secre-
tary, Geoffrey of Auxerre, persuaded Arnold to write Bernard’s life from
the point in the narrative at which William of Saint-Thierry had stopped
{1130) to the point at which Geoffrey himself could adequately take it
up (1145).2 By and large Arnold kept to these limits, although in fact
he did mention several events which took place after 1144, including the
Council of Rheims in 1148.3 But he does not mention Bernard’s con-
troversy with Abelard, which culminated in the Council of Sens (1140)
nor does he mention the trial of Gilbert of Poitiers at Rheims., Bredero
thinks that these omissions were due to the fact that Geoffrey had more
intimate knowledge of these affairs and so decided to treat of them him-
self.* But through Geoffrey of Léves and Rotrou of Beaumont Arnold
must have had considerable knowledge of these affairs and of the issues
at stake, if indeed he did not attend the councils himself. Might it
not be, therefore, that Arnold, being more in sympathy with Abelard and
Gilbert in these cases, wished to pass over these events in silence in
deference to the memory of the great abbot whose praises he otherwise
gladly sang? There is therefore a strong suggestion here that Arnold's
intellectual sympathies lay as much with the scholastics as with the

Cistercian reformers,

1Bredero, art, cit., p. 253 & n. 3,
21bid., p. 256.
31bid.. p. 255,

41bid., p. 256. Geoffrey had been a student of Abelard’s, but was con-
verted to the monastic life by a sermon of St. Bernard’s. See Luscombe,

op., cit., p. 7.
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Aside from his intercourse with these close friends, Arnold must
have come in frequent contact with the masters of the School of Chartres
in the course of ordinary business. For example, the cartularies show
us Arnold in company with Master Robert Petit in 1151 and with Dean Ivo
gsometime after 1156.1 Such meetings must have been common throughout
Arnold’s career and would have contributed significantly to his
intellectual development. In such circumstances and through such
friends and acquaintances as these, therefore, must Arnold have acquired

that Chartrian cast to his mind so noticeable in his writings.?

1H4dring, art. cit., pp. 276 & 289, n. 85. I myself find it almost
impossible to imagine that Arnold did not meet and converse with
Theodoric of Chartres (d. after 1151), Gilbert of Poitiers (d. 1154),
and William of Conches (d. about 1154).

2] realize that the very existence of a School of Chartres is a vexed
question. See R.W. Southern, "The Schools of Paris and the School of
Chartres", in Renaissance and Renewal in the Twelfth Century, edd. R.L.
Benson & G. Constable with C.D. Lanham (Cambridge, Mass., 1982), pp.
113-137 (but esp. nn. 1 & 2 for relevant literature). Professor
Southern has urged and still urges, as he says, four main points against
the notion that there was a School of Chartres in any broader sense than
that there was an actual scholastic institution at Chartres Cathedrsl:
"first, that the importance of the School of Chartres has been greatly
exaggerated by scholars in the last hundred years; second, that after
the death of the great master of the school, magter Bernard, in or about
1124, there is no convincing evidence of a continuing intellectual
tradition in the school of Chartres beyond what might be expected of any
cathedral school; third, that the association of Chartres with a unique
tradition of Platonism arose mainly from a mistaken identification of
master Bernard of Chartres with Bernard Silvester, and that the whole
theory of Chartrian Platonism requires radical revision; and fourth,
that from the early years of the century Paris had far outstripped
Chartres as a place of teaching and study, even in those areas of study
which have been particularly associated with Chartres" (p. 113). It is
my opinion that Southern’s third and fourth points are probably correct.
His Stenton Lecture (see his n. 2 or bibliography below) and this arti-
cle seem to demonstrate these points adequately. I have a doubt about
his second point, however, which, if well grounded, will cause also some
rethinking of his first point. My doubt is this. The reputation of the
School of Chartres in the early twelfth century rested upon Master
Bernard and Master Bernard’s reputation rested upon his teaching of
grammar. But grammar, as John of Salisbury tells us, "is the cradle of
philosophy, and... the first nurse of the whole study of letters"; it
"prepares the mind to understand everything that can be taught in
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Arnold appears for the first time titled abbot of Bonneval 16
August 1129.1 The abbey where he made his profession is not known.
The authors of the Annales argued that it must have been Marmoutier, as
his signature is found on a Marmoutier charter of 1138, "cui post
majorem priorem cum aliis ejusdem loci monachis subscribit jam
Bonaevallis abbas."? Oury has challenged this, saying that the charter
is "susceptible d’ailleurs d’une autre interprétation",3 though he nei-
ther quotes the charter nor states what this other interpretation might

be. He does, however, allege that Arnold was from the abbey of Bonneval

words", and since it "is the basis and root of scientific knowledge,
[it] implants... the seed [of virtue] in nature's furrow after grace has
readied the ground" (Metalogicon I.13, 21, 23, tr. D.D. McGarry
(Gloucester, Mass., 1971), pp. 37, 60, 65). Thus, it is not too much to
say that a medieval student’s education in grammar gave form to his
intellect and to his scholarship. Could it not be therefore that
Bernard, who seems to have been an innovator in the teaching of grammar
(R.L. Poole, Illustrations of the History of Medieval Thought and Learn-
ing (London, 1932), pp. 102-105), actually established 'a continuing
intellectual tradition’ amongst his students and their students by means
of his method of ‘reading’ texts (cf. John of Salisbury, . cit., I.24,
tr. D.D. McGarry, p. 65f.)? We know that his students William of Con~-
ches and Richard the Bishop taught John of Salisbury grammar and that
both William and Richard ‘retired’, when students rebelled against their
method, which was Bernard’s (ibid., I. 24, p. 71). One has this his-
torical precedent, too. Fulbert of Chartres’ exegetical method, his
method of reading the sacred page, influenced Berengar of Tours and his
student Lanfranc after him (B. Smalley, op. cit., p. 47f.). At any
rate, when I say that Arnold was influenced by the School of Chartres, 1
mean merely that he learned his scholasticism from Chartrian masters
with whom he frequently came in contact (see previous note).

1Ch, Metais, Cartulaire de 1’abbaye cardinale de la Trinité de Venddme,
tome II (Paris, 1894), p. 242, n. 1: "‘'Le 16 aofit 1129, Arnauld, abbé de
Bonneval, signe comme témoin dans une charte de Venddme, Geoffrey en
était encore abbé. Geoffrey (de Léves) était alors évéque de Chartres.’
(D. Verninac, mss. 394, f. 242.)" Oury, art. cit., p. 99 & n. 14, cited
this reference first.

2For reference and discussion, see above, p. 42, n. 1.

30ury, art. cit.,, p. 97.
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because of an 1127 charter of Saint-Jean-en-Vallée, Chartres, signed by
a certain "Ernsudus, monachus de Bonavalle";l! but he makes this identi-
fication (I presume) on the strength of the following note appended to
this signature by the editor of the cartulary: "Arnaud devint dans la
suite abbé de Bonneval vers 1130, Son amitié avec saint Bernard, abbé
de Clairvaux, a fait sa célébrité autant que les cuvrages qu’il a
publiés. Vers 1’année 1160, il se démit de sa charge abbatiale et
mourut peu de temps aprés."? But the editor tloes not prove that this
Arnold is our Arnold. Yet Arnold was a common name, as Oury himself
admits.? Therefore, I cannot regard Oury’s case as proved. The Abbé
Marquis ihought that Arnold must have come from the abbey of Saint-Pére,
Chartres, because his friendships with Bernard of Clairvaux, who had
many contacts in Chartres, Geoffrey of Léves, and Count Theobald IV
indicate a Chartraine origiu, since, as Marquis believed, Arnold only
reigned from 1144 to 1156, too little time, if he came from elsewhere,
to form friendships with men who died in 1153, 1149, and 1152 respec-
tively.?4 I do not think, given the present state of the evidence, that
one can be certain about the abbey of Arnold’s origin, though if one
were able to examine the Marmoutier charter, it might shed new light on

the subject.

1ibid., loc. cit.

ZR. Merlet, Cartulaire de Saint-Jean-en~Vallée de Chartres, no. 40, p.
27, n. 1.

30ury, art. cit., p. 98.

4Marquis, art., cit., pp. 99, 100, 101.
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OQury argues that Arnold may have been a member of the great
Chartraine family of La Ferté-Ernaud (now La Ferté-Vidame), to which
many dignitaries of the various ecclesiastical institutions of Chartres
belonged, and with which Arnold’s friends Rotrou of Beaumont and Arnulf
of Lisieux had some connection. But as he himself admits, this is only
a plausible hypothesis.?

Arnold came into the possession of a monastery which was relatively
stable internally, as we have seen;? and to a certain degree, he was
able to perform his abbatial duties normally. About 1130, for example,
he reached an agreement with William III Gouet, head of one of the great
Chartraine families, which possessed all the churches around Alluyes,
the site of one of the chief priories of Bonneval, and which owned prop-
erty in the borcugh of Bonneval itself,3 that the abbot should hence-
forth administer certain cases belonging to the high justice in Alluyes,
Bouville, and Saumeray, a right which William had usurped.? Before 3

August 1130 Arnold also obtained the confirmation of certain abbey

1Qury, art. cit., p. 98f.

2There is evidence from Letters 17 and 18 of Geoffrey of Vendome (PL
157.160-161) for some sort of angry reaction amongst the monks to some-
thing Geoffrey had said to Bernerius. Taking this in connection with
the letter of Peter the Venerable already mentioned (p. 36, n. 2), Oury,
art.. cit., p. 100f., argues for a state of rebellion against Bernerius
resulting in his forced retirement. As, however, Peter’s letter speaks
of Arnold and not of Bernerius, these letters of Geoffrey can be taken
as referring to an isolated incident and not to a state of unrest in the
abbey. See also above, p. b5f,

3Chédeville, op. cit., pp. 257f. & 324. One of his ancestresses was
buried in the abbey church in 968, according to the Gallia christiana,
tom. VIII, col. 1235: "Anno autem sequenti Mathildis mater Guillelmi
Goét Perticensium comitis, in hujus monasterii basilica sepulta est."

4Bigot, op. cit., p. lxxvii; Chédeviilé, op. cit., p. 304.
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rights in the diocese of Sens from Henry, archbishop of Sens.l That
same year il is probable that Arnold attended the Council of Etampes (11
September-24 October?), where France decided for Innocent II, for he
reports on the council in his biographical work on Bernard of Clair-
vaux,3 and his friend Arnulf of Lisieux tells us that the abbots of the
greal monasteries were all present with the bishops and lay lords.4
This may have been the occasion, therefore, when he learned to admire
5t. Bernard and when he began to cement his friendship with Geoffrey of
L.éves as a man of equal rank. It may well be too that Arnold was pre-
sent when Louls the Fat met Innocent IT at Orléans in January, 1131, for
Geoffrey of Léves also went there in order to conduct the pope to
Chartres;5 and it is more than likely that he was present when the pope
met King Henry 1 of England at Chartres, a meeting at which St. Bernard

dramatically persuaded Henry to accept Innocent as pope.® That same

18igot, op. cit., p. 68f. Oury, art. cit., p. 121f., n. 36, discusses
the date of this charter.

2luchaire, op. cit., no. 460, p. 214f,
SVita prima Bernardi I1.iii (PL 185.270A-D).

*Arnulf, Invectiva in Girardum Engolismensem episcopum V, quoted in J.D.
Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectioc (orig. pub.
1769-1798; repr. Paris, 1903, and again Graz, Austria), tom. XXI, col.
442, One should note that Arnulf dedicated this work to Geoffrey of
Léves, whose secretary he had been (Oury, art. cit., p. 112; Barlow,
ed., op. cit., p. xiv).

SLuchaire, op. cit., no. 466, p. 217; Arnold, Vita prima Bernardi II.iv
(PL 185.271A).

6Arnold, Vita prima Bernardi II.iv (PL 185.271A-B). It is certainly
also possible that Arnold accompanied the pope and St. Bernard on their
peregrination of France, to the Council of Rheims (1131), to their meet-
ing with the emperor at Liége, and to Clairvaux, upon all of which he
reports (PL 185,271B-272B). It is worth quoting Arnold’s account of
this last event because it suggests a sympathy with and admiration for
Bernard's spiritual programme. 'Rediens autem Leodio, Claram-Vallem
dominus Papa per se ipsum voluit visitare: ubi a pauperibus Christi, non
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vear Arnold came to an agreement with Theobald IV, which permitted the
count to build a lodge near the monastic grange at Bonneval.l

But when Arnold became abbot of Bonneval, he did find, I believe,
an abbey in serious material difficulties. We have already noticed the

devastation and depopulation which resulted from the reiving of Hugh III

purpura et bysso ornatis, nec cum deauratis Evangeliis occurrentibus,
sed pannosis agminibus scopulosam bajulantibus crucem, non tumultuantium
classicorum tonitruo, non clamosa jubilatione, sed suppressa modulatione
affectuosissime susceptus est. Flebant episcopi, flebant ipse summus
Pontifex: et omnes mirabantur congregationis illius gravitatem, quod in
tam solemni gaudio oculi omnium humi defixi, nusquam vagabunda
curiositate circumferrentur, sed complosis palpebris ipsi neminem
viderent, et ab omnibus viderentur. Nihil in ecclesia illa vidit
Romanus quod cuperet, nulla ibi supellex eorum sollicitavit aspectum,
nihil in oratorio nisi nudos viderunt parietes. Solis moribus poterat
inhiare ambitio, nec damnosa poterat esse fratribus hujusmodi praeda,
cum minui non posset asportata religio. Gaudebant omnes in Domino, et
solemnitas non cibis, sed virtutibus agebatur..." Cf. Bernard, Apologia
ad Guillelmum abbatem XII.28 (LTR, vol. III, p. 104f.) & Arnold’s
account of the Nativity (below, 1.4). Oury calls this passage an "éloge
dithyrambique de Clairvaux" and attempts to demonstrate on its strength
that Arnold’s Cistercian enthusiasm was the cause of great friction with
his monks (art. cit., p. 115). To be sure, Arnold seems to have admired
Bernard and Bernard’s writings and the spirituality of Bernard’s monks
quite highly. But this shows no more than that he shared the enthusiasm
of his generation for evangelical simplicity and poverty (cf. Chenu,
Nature, Man, and Society, pp. 239-269). It does not show that Arnold
made any attempt to introduce to his own monastery the characteristic
Cistercian reforms, i. e., the restoration of manual labour, the
rejection of the possession of extensive lands, and the simplification
of the liturgy (see Knowles, Christian Monasticism, pp. 69-71), which
reforms might well have caused a revolt.

1Bigot, op. cit., p. 70. Chédeville, op., cit., p. 280, indicates that
the nobles began to build themselves new dwellings outside the walled
cities during this period. It is hard to imagine that Theobald had had
no lodgings before this in Bonneval, one of only five cities in the
Chartraine at that time (Chédeville, p. 77f.). Oury, art. cit., p. 104,
asserts that Theobald compelled Arnold to grant this privilege and that
it thus became a cause of the war Thecbald was soon to fight with King
Louis. But there is no evidence of compulsion and there is this sugges-
tion that Theobald was merely following the instincts of his class,
which "trouve & la campagne un cadre plus favorable que dans le milieu
urbain".
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of Le Puiset and the war fought to stop him in 1111.1 But the wars did
not cease at that point. For, as we have noticed, King Louis and Count
Theobald fell out and went to war immediately after the defeat of Hugh,
who, upon his release from prison in 1112, allied himself with Theobald.
This led that year to the second seige and destruction of Le Puiset.?
Not even this disaster, however, brought Hugh to heel. By 1115 his
reiving had reduced the Beauce "presque a4 1’état de désert",? and in
1118 Louis again made war on Hugh, destroying Le Puiset for a third
time.4 Louis never again conducted a campaign against Hugh, though
Hugh does not seem to have reformed, for in 1122 we find the king and
count confirming a charter in which Hugh agreed to cease his illegal
demands upon the village of Baignolet, which belonged to Bonneval.5
But the wars and banditry associated with Hugh of Le Puiset were not the
only military operations in that region during those years, For in 1116
the intermittent war between Louis and Theobald flared up again, having

some effect on the Chartraine; and in 1119 Louis burned part of the city

LAbove, pp. 56-58.
2Luchaire, op, cit., no. 134, pp. 7G-72.

31bid., no. 200, p. 100 (cf. above, p. 57, n. 3).

4Ibid., no. 236, p. 114f.

5Ibid., no. 323, p. 150 & above, p. 57, n. 2. Hugh abdicated in 1128
and there is evidence that he planned to go to the Holy Land, where his
cousin was count of Jaffa; but there is no evidence that he ever arrived
there. The story that he was killed in a brawl in Acre in 1132 (de
Dion, art. cit., p. 29) arose through confusion with his cousin Hugh II
of Jaffa. See J.L. La Monte, "The Lords of Le Puiset on the Crusades",
Speculum 17 (1942), p. 101f.
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of Chartres in an act of vengeance too late regretted.! A long period
of hostilities between the two broke out in 1130, which directly
affected Arnold, for in 1132 or 1133 the royal troops burned Bonneval,
though the sbbey itself, being under royal protection, was spared.?
Thus, it can be fairly said that throughout the period from the acces-
sion of Hugh III of Le Puiset (1108) to the end of the wars of King
Louis VI and Count Theobald IV (11353), the monks of Bonneval led an
ever more precarious existence: their farms uncultivated, their villages
depopulated, their rents uncollected, their duties on the Bonneval
winepress, on cattle, on merchandise unpaid,? finally their city
destroyed. It is not to be wondered at that Arnold sought a radical
solution to this problem.

The solution he sought can be deduced from the letter of Peter the
Venerable, abbot of Cluny, which refers to Arnold.3 The reievant pas-
sage follows.

Abbas Bonae Vallis quae iuxta Carnotum est, cum quampluribus

honestis et sapientibus uiris ut asserit, Cluniacum uenire dis-

ponit, si per consilium sapientiae uestrae licentiam recedendi a

domino papa impetrare potuerit. Nostis enim causas quibus

irritatus, diu a suis retineri non possit. Vnde et super hoc lit-
teras sibi mitti precatur.

lSuger, Vita Ludovici Grossi (Waquet ed., pp. 198-201); Luchaire, op.
cit., nos. 207 & 262, pp. 103 & 125.

28yger, op. cit. (Waquet ed., pp. 270-273); Luchaire, op. cit., nos. 452
& 530, pp. 211 & 241f.; Chédeville, op, cit., p. 109.

3Luchaire, op. cit., no. 559, p. 254.

4Chédeville, op. cit., pp. 230 (n. 429), 295 (n. 280}, & 201 (n. 213),
attests to the existence of these duties in the later twelfth and early
thirteenth centuries.

5Above, p. 36, n. 2.
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Peter sent the letter to Matthew of Albano in "late 1134 (or possibly
early 1138)}", according to the editor, that is to say, only a year or
two after Lhe burning of Bonneval by Louis the Fat; and he states
plainly the cause which had stimulated Arnold to action: ‘diu a suis
retineri non possit’. What does this mean? The dubious phrase is ‘a
suig’.! floes il mean 'by his own monks’ or ‘by his own estates, rents,
and duties’? Marquis? and Oury® both translated it ‘les siens’,
indicating Lhat they preferred the former interpretation; and indeed
Lhey used this letter as evidence for serious dissension within abbey
ranks under Abbot Bernerius. But the latter meaning is just as good a
translation of the Latin and makes much more sense, when one imagines
that the abbey economy, already precarious, must have totally collapsed
after the great fire of 1132 or 1133. Thus, Arnold was seeking to
escape, at least temporarily, from a crushing poverty, which was making
Lthe monastic vocation, and perhaps life itself, impossible. In con-
sequence, it can be said that those ‘very many noble and wise men’, whom

Arnold wished to bring with him, were not the members of his own faction

in abbey politics, but all the monks who remained in the abbey, all

I'The word ‘retineri’ here seems to have the sense ‘to be mainteined’,
‘to be kept in existence’, attested in the Oxford Latin Dictionary (with
reservations). Ex: ‘post utriusque interitum classem olim commissam
retinuit, auxit etiam’, Suetonius, Nero 3.1. Cf. Du Cange, Glossarium
mediae et infimae latinitatis, ‘4. RETINERI, Aliquem in dignitate, quam
obtinet, tueri, conservare.’

IMarquis, art._cit., p. 102,

3Qury, art. cit., p. 101,
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those perhaps who had not run away as circumstances became
intolerable.!

What, then, was Arnold’s plan? Peter savs that Arnold had decided
to go to Cluny and was seeking ‘licentiam recedendi’ {rom the pope. The
word ‘licentia’ here simply means ‘leave’, ‘permission’. One sees the
same usage in Letter 78 of Ivo of Chartres: *Hoc solum abbas el monachi
objecerunt quod [Bernerius] sine licentia fratrum a monasterio dis-
cesserit.’? The word ‘recedo’ may here simply mean ‘withdraw’,

‘retire’; but one does know that St. Cyprian of Cartihage used it Lo sig~
nify a temporary retirement during a persecution.d Hence one finds

here the suggestion that Arnold might have been seeking a temporary
retreat for his monks and for himself at Cluny, while such prosperity
returned to Bonneval as should support them in their monastlic vocation
of prayer. At any rate, this much seems clear. Arnold was sccking
papal permission to withdraw from Bonneval to Cluny with his remaining
monhks because the abbey income had not been sufficient for their support
for a long time. Whether or not it was to be a permanent withdrawal,
one cannot tell. It is interesting to note, however, that Arnold’s cir-
cumstances were already known to Matthew of Albano, according to Peter,
and thus probably also at the papal court. Indeed, one knows that after

the Council of Pisa in 1135, the pope sent St. Bernard, Matthew of

1We have already seen (above, p. 49) how the abbey was virtually
abandoned after its destruction by Rollo in 911.

2Pl 162.100A.

3Cyprian, Epistolae 34.4 & 55.13, cited in Blaise, s.v.
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Albano, and Geoffrey ot Léves on a mission to Milan together.! No
doubt Arnold’s situation was discussed, and one suspects that at that
time Matthew decided not to recommend Arnold’s retirement to the pope.
Geoffrey would have had close knowledge of abbey affairs and the
politics of the Chartraine, while St. Bernard had considerable influence
with Count Theobald,? and it seems plausible that they should have
vorked out a more practicahle solution to Arnold’s difficulties.

Beyond the fact that Arnold signed a charter at Marmoutier in
1138, which involved an agreement between the abbot of that abhbey and
the archbishop of Tours,? we know nothing about his activities for the
rest of the 1130's, although he does report on the mission of Geoffrey
and Bernard in 1134 to heal a schism in Aquitaine and on Bernard’s
Ttalian negotiations on behalf of Innocent II in 1137.4 But it is
¢lear that Arnold’s first priority was to reéstablish the prosperity of
his monastery; and there is evidence that the abhey of Bonneval was
heavily engaged in the reclamation of waste land, in particular by
drainage.® It is probable, therefore, that under Arnold’s direction,

no doubt with the assistance of Count Theobald,® Bonneval was rebuilt,

1Arnold, Vita prima Bernardi II.ii.9 (PL 185.273D). Geoffrey and Mat-
thew were both important papal legates (Robinson, op., cit., p. 158f.)

2See below, n. 6.
3See above, p. 42, n. 1.

4Arnold, Vita prima Bernardi II.vi.34 & vii.41-48 (PL 185.287B & 291D-
297A).

5Chédeville, op. cit., p. 140 & n. 176, citing a charter of 11,l.

6There must be some reason, after all, for the fulsome praises Arnold
sings of Theobald, mentioning in particular his alms, which he distrib-
uted at the advice of St. Bernard. Theobald was in particular a patron
of the Cistercians, but there is no reason to suppose that he would not
have patronized one of his own great abbeys of black monks as well.
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its market restored, its farms returned to productivity and waste land
brought into cultivation for the first time. But these years cannot
have been entirely peaceful, since there is also evidence [rom the
1140’s that the new lord of Le Puiset, Eberhard IV (ruled 1128-1190),
Hugh’s son, was following in his father’s footsteps. In fact, the first
charter we have concerning him involves Bonneval. It is an accord of
1141 between Eberhard and Arnold, witnessed by the young Louis VII,
Count Theobald IV, and William Geouet, in which Eberhard renounces all
pretended rights in the abbey village of Cormainville.! There also
exist a royal charter in favour of the abbey of Saint-Pére, Chartres,
against Eberhard (1143) and a complaint to the king against Eberhard by
the chapter of the Cathedral of Chartres (1147/48).2 It is not therc-
fore hard to imagine that as the abbey of Bonneval became prosperous
again during the 1130’s, so it became once more a target for Lhe reivers
of Le Puiset.

Eberhard’s exactions, however, were not the only drain on the
prosperity of the abbey during the 1140’s. In 1142 the young Louis

began & war with Theobald IV, in which, as Arnold describes it, ‘rapinis

(See Arnold, Vita prima Bernardi Il.viii.52, PL 185.289A-C). We also
know that Theobald pursued a deliberate policy of encouraging trade in
Champagne (Hallam, op. cit., p. 49; M. Bur, La_ formation du comté de
Champagne, v. 950-v. 1150 (Nancy, 1977), p. 301). Would he, then, have
neglected to repair the prosperity of one of the great market Lowns of
the county of Blois?

iBigot, op. cit., p. 70f., where the charter is reproduced; de Dion,

art. cit., p. 30; Oury, art, cit., p. 105,

2De Dion, art. cit., p. 30; M. Pacaut, Louis VII et son royaume (Paris,
1964), p. 84, who notes another incident involving Eberhard and the
chapter of Notre-Dame, Chadteaudun, during the same period. See also ihe
discussion of the bull of Lucius II above, p. 60, n. 3 ad fin,
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et incendiis fere omnia ad [Theobaldum] pertinentia depopulatoribus
exposita erant; et operuit faciem terrae Regis exercitus, et passim
omnia vastabantur’.! The campaign took place in Theobald’s county of
Champagne, it seems, and therefore the county of Blois must have largely
escaped the actual fire and sword. Nevertheless, Theobald must have had
to impose extraordinary tallage and to make exceptional requisitions
both Lo wage the war and to repair the damages done. Thus, one supposes
that by the mid 1140's Arnold must have been hard pressed again to main-
tain the integrity and prosperity of his abbey over against the
demands-- some legal, others illegal, all oppressive-- of the secular
powers.

The settlement of the war between Louis and Theobald seems to have
opened a way for Arnold to defend his monastery. For after a treaty was
signed in October, 1143, an embassy was sent to the pope to ask that the
ban of excommunication on King Louis be lifted, Louis having been
excommunicated for refusing to admit the duly elected archbishop of
Bourges to his see, which was one of the causes of the war.? The
ambassador chosen was the permanent papal legate Geoffrey of Léves; and
although we cannot be certain that Arnold accompanied him to Rome,
nevertheless we do find them both at the papal court in April, 1144, on
the fifth day of which month Lucius II issued bulls in favour of Geof-

frey for his cathedral and of Arnold for his abbey, the latter taking

report on the war in Pacaut, op. cit., pp. 43-45, although Pacaut makes
William of Saint-Thierry the author of Armnold’s account.

Z0ury, art. cit., p. 1056f.; Bur, op., cit., p. 290f.
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the chief priories of the abbey under papal protection.! Thus, when
one recalls Arnold’s appeal to the royal court in 1141 and takes it
together with this appeal to the papal court, one begins to see that
Arnold was following the policy of his predecessor Bernerius, a policy
of making the temporal and spiritual relations of the abbey explicit.

We know nothing else of Arnold’s activities in the late 1140’s and
early 1150’s, apart from the scanty evidence of five charters, which he
signed.? They show him engaged in business with the other clergy of
his own region,3 with Henry, Theobald’s heir to Champagne, regarding
the rights of the chapter of the cathedral of Troyes,? and with the
Priory of Saint-Palais, Bourges.® In 1153, however, he received an
affectionate farewell letter from St. Bernard, who was on his
deathbed,® and sometime thereafter was asked by Geoffrey of Auxerre Lo

write Bernard’s biography for the years 1130-1144,7 in which Arnold was

loury, art. cit., p. 106f. Oury argues for Arnold’s winter sojourn al
Rome with Geoffrey from a passage in his Hexaemeron, where he describes
trees which are in leaf and bear fruit all winter (PL 189.1536D-15374A).
We do know that Geoffrey and Arnold sometimes travelled together at that
time (Oury, p. 111 & n. 73). On Lucius’ bull in favour of Bonneval, see
above, p. 60, n. 3 ad fin,

21t is hard to imagine, however, that he would have missed Abelard’s
trial at Sens in 1140 and Gilbert of Poitiers’s trial at Reims in 1148.

3H4ring, art. cit., p. 275, n. 67, & p. 276, n. 70; Clerval, op. cit.,
p. 205, n., 2.

4Prévost, art. cit., col. 422,
5E. Marténe, op. cit., tome II, p. 111,
80n the authenticity of this letter, see above, p. 35, n., 2.

"Bredero, art. cit., p. 253. Cf. above, p. 67,



82

t.o relate the ‘virtutes multas per [Bernardum] factas’,! which he was
in an excellent position to do, considering his friendship with Geoffrey
of Léves, Bernard’s comrade on so many legatine missions, It seems that
Arnold finished his portion of Bernard’s Life by 1155, because the
several books of the Vita prima "were published together with the
approval of an assembly of bishops and abbots held in 1155",2 which
Arnold must have attended.
The last years of Arnold’s life are illuminated somewhat by three
letters of Arnulf of Lisieux to Arnold.3 Of course, the dating of
these letters is therefore extremely important, The three letters are
Letters 11, 12, and 13 in Barlow’s edition.? Letter 13 is the only
letter to give hard evidence for a date., Arnulf writes,$
De aduentu uestro nichil audieram priusquam uester ad me nuntius
peruenisset. Neque enim uwideram dominum Ebroicensem; sed eadem die
ipsum et litteras uestras Turonum, quo ad regem ueneramus, accepi,
litterarumque breuitatem iocunda communis amici suppleuit oratio,..
Nuntium autem uestrum per aliquantulum temporis moleste detinui,
quoniam incertum me de reditu meo grauia que inter reges
uvertebantur negotia detinebant.
Barlow dates this letter to February-March, 1156, thinking that the
meeting of the kings to which reference is made was the meeting of Louis

VII and Henry II

‘in confinio Normanniae et Franciae’ on 5 February 1156... where
the business was the homage due from Henry and the question of his

2)., Morson, "Some Manuscripts of the Life of St. Bernard", Bulletin of
the John Rylands Library 37 (1955), p. 477 & n. 3.

8Clerval, op. ¢it., p. 205, n. 2, mentions a charter of 1156, of which
Arnold was a signatory. Cf. sbove, p. 68, n. 1.

1Above, p. 36, n. 1.

5Barlow, ed., op. cit., p. 18,
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brother Geoffrey’s continental possessions. Shortly after Geoffrey
fled to Anjou where he raised a revolt, and Henry followed him and
beseiged the castles of Chinon and Mirebeau... It must have been at
this time that Henry and Arnulf were at Tours, near the hostile
castles.!

The difficulty here is with the order of events. 1In 1156 the two kings
met near Gisors? and only then did Henry proceed to the Touraine. But
Arnulf’s letter clearly indicates that he joined the king at Tours for
the conference. Oury, on the other hand, dates the letler to the
beginning of 1159, for, he notes, the two kings actually mel al Tours al
that time before Henry’s unsuccessful seige of Toulouse.® This meeting
suits the order of events as described in Arnulf’s letter much bettier,
for it allows us to bring Arnulf and Henry together at Tours for the
conference of the two kings.

Arnulf’s Letter 11 begins with a reference to ‘our venerable
brother and friend the Abbot Philip’. Barlow identifies this personage
as "probably Philip, abbot of the Cistercian house of 1’Aumdne in the
diocese of Chartres, once archdeacon of Liége and prior of Clairvaux",
and dates the letter with some hesitation to 1155.% Oury also makes

this identification, made first (it seems) in the Histoire littéraire de

la France,® but points out that Philip did not become abbotl of L’Aumdne

iIbid., p. 18, n. a.

21,.F. Salzman, Henry II (New York, repr. 1967), pp. 24 & 242,

30ury, art. cit., p. 114 & n. 83, citing J. Boussard, Le gouvernemenl
d'Henri II Plantagenét (Paris, 1956), p. 418.

4Barlow, ed., op. cit., p. 15 & n. b.

5Tome XII, p. H535; but Marquis, art. cit., p. 104, suggests Philip,
abbot of Clermont, once a monk of Bonneval. I assume that Marquis is
referring to Clermont in the Beauvaisis. I believe this identification
to be less likely than the Maurists’ both because L’Aumbne is so much
nearer to Bonneval and because the abbot of L’Aumbne, a house founded by
Theobald IV in 1121 on the advice of Geoffrey of Léves (Gallia
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until 1156.1! Arnulf’s Letter 12 bears no indication of its date, but
does refer to a journey Arnold is about to undertake. Barlow dates this
with reservations also to 1155, perhaps because Letter 13, which he
dates to 1156, refers to a journey which Arnold had recently compleled.

What do these letters tell us about. Arnold? Barlow, by placing
them is this order,2 has brought out the logic of their relations to
one another. 1In Letter 11 Arnulf reports to Arnold that their mutual
friend Philip has told him of Arnold’s illness and he quite touchingly
laments the fact that this means that Arnold will have to cancel his
forthcoming visit to Lisieux and that he, Arnulf, will be deprived of
*sanctum illud dulceque colloquium’. Then he adds,

Denique dolor in miserationem conuersus est, dum incommoda uestra

laboresque contemplor, quibus innocentiam uestram sollicitudo

domestica et persecutoris inmanitas incessanter affligit.

The authors of the Histoire littéraire de la France date this letter to

1144, the year of Arnold’s first journey to Rome, and attribute Arnold’s
difficnlties to internal dissension.® The Abbé Marquis dates it to
1140, and while following the Maurists in supposing Arnold’s difficul-

ties to have been domestic, nevertheless identifies Eberhard of Le

christiana, tom. VIII, col. 1398), would have so much more naturally
been a member of Arnold’s ‘circle’ than Philip of Clermont.

10ury, art. cit., p. 114: Gallia christiana, tom., VIII, col. 1398.

2Arnulf’s Letters 11, 12, & 13 in Barlow are Letters 9, 48, & 15 in the
Giles~Migne edition. See Barlow, pp. lxxxvii-lxxxix.

3Tome XII, p. 535 & 536: "Il paroit que des contradictions domestiques
furent 1’occasion de ce voyage."
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Puiset as a source of trouble as well.l Oury, who dates this letter to
sometime after 1156, as we have seen, apparently without reference to
Barlow's edition, also sees Arnold’s difficulties as arising both from
internal and external sources, but identifies the source of external

pressure as Theobald V, count of Blois.? VWhat are we to make of these

theories?

On the one hand, the phrase ‘sollicitudo domestica® by no means
necessarily implies any Lkind of rebellion within the monastery. It
could, and very probably does, refer to Arnold’s paternal anxiety for
the welfare of the institution over which he was set. We have already
shown that the monastic community at Bonneval was not given, as if
organically, to a perverse fractiousness throughout its history. More-
over, we have shown that fractiousness was not the cause of Arnold’s

attempt to withdraw from Bonneval in 1134 or 1135. There is no reason

'Marquis, art, cit., p. 103 & 104: "Il est certain qu’Arnaud fut en
butte & des tracasseries d’intérieur qui lui firent, pendant tout le
Lemps de son administration, désirer 1’abdication. Quant & 1’agresseur
du dehors, nous le trouverions dans la personne d’Ebrard du Puiset."”

2Qury, art. cit., pp. 114 & 115. Oury identifies Theobald V as Arnold’s
persecutor because he thinks that Arnold and his monks had alienated him
by pressing for the right to elect the next abbot freely. Oury sees
this situation as the occasion of the ‘forged’ clause inserted intoc the
bull of Paschal II; but since there is no reason to think that that
clause is a forgery (above, p. 60, n. 3), one major support of Oury’s
argument is knocked away. Nor is there any reason to suppose that the
‘free’ election of the abbot at Bonneval was ever an issue, though elec-
tion of the abbot was customary (above, pp. 51 & 52). Oury does adduce
evidence for extraordinary exactions made by Theobald in 1158 for a
campaign against Henry II; but such measures need not have poisoned
relations between count and sbbot. We have already seen that it is
likely that Theobald’s father took similar extraordinary measures during
his war with the young Louis in the early 1140’s (above, p. 80). One
should nole too that Theobald V is credited with a generally ‘'effica-
cious’ administration of comital affairs (Chédeville, op. cit., p. 287).
Oury, by the way, does not appear to have consulted Marquis's article.
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to suppose it as a cause in this case, either. On the other hand, we
have seen that Eberhard of Le Puiset marauded throughout the 1140’s and
there is evidence that he continued to reive in the 1150°'s.! His
depredations and illegal exactions would have therefore continued to
depress the abbey economy and jeopardize abbey integrity throughout this
period. Thus, one may conclude with some confidence {hat Arnold,
‘afflicted unceasingly with misfortunes and toils by his anxiety for the
welfare of his community and by the savage persecution of the lord of Le
Puiset’, had finally been worn down to the point of illmess, which
robbed him even of the relief of a vacation with Arnulf in Lisieux, and
this sometime probably in 1157.

In Letter i2 Arnulf tells Arnold that he has ‘sacrificed the mar-
rowy holocaust’, that God might direct his way (iter) with prosperity.
Since Letter 13, written in early 1159, speaks of Arnold’s return from a
foreign sojourn, it may well be that Letter 12 was written before Lhat
journey, perhaps early in 1158.

Several things about this journey of Arnold’s can be deduced from
Arnulf’s Letter 13. Here is the relevant passage.

Gauissus sum de incoclumitate uestra, gauisus de peregrinationis

prouentu, gauissus quod uestram prudentiam et honestatem honore

debito Romana recognovit ecclesia. Ad cumulum tamen exultationis
accessit, quod in proximo uisitare nos dilectio uestra constituit,

ut et mutuis exhilaremur aspectibus, et iocundis alterne colluc-
tionis affatibus delectemur.

1De Dion, art. cit., p. 30, mentions a charter of 1150, in which Eber-
hard confirmed the rights of the Priory of Janville, and there are acts
bearing his signature from 1152, 1156, and 1158, though de Dion does not
mention the bearing of these documents (p. 31).
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First, then, the journey must have been made in 1158,! since this let-
ter was written in early 1159. Secondly, the journey was made to Rome,
to Pope Hadrian IV (reigned December, 1154-September, 1159). Thirdly,
the journey seems to have had the desired result, for Arnulf is ‘joyful
about the sucgcess of his foreign sojourn’. Fourthly, Arnulf seems to
have deemed the trip a success because ‘the Roman Church certified
Arnold’s good sense and integrity with the honour that was due’. Thus,
the journey must have involved an appeal to the pope regarding some
question aboul Arnold’s good sense and integrity, a question which was
settled in Arnold’s favour by the confirmation of some honour that was
due him.

The interpretation of this passage depends, of course, on the mean-
ing given the phrase ‘honore debito’. R.W. Southern, in an analysis of
Anselm’s Cur_deus homo?, has stressed the objective significance of the

word honor in feudal times.

In the language of feudal tenure a man’s honour was his estate.
Normally this was a unit of land, but the term honour also embraced
his title and status. The fundamental crime against a lord, and
against the social order, was the attempt to diminish the lord’s
honour. The seriousness of the crime was quite independent of the
rebel’s power to give effect to his evil intentions: it was his
disloyalty, the loosening of the social bond, which outlawed him.
At the time when Anselm was writing, the word ‘honour’ was at the
height of its development as a term of social importance. It was
the maintenance of a king's ‘honour’ which preserved his kin.dom,
of a baron’s ‘honour’ which preserved his barony, and so on down
the scale. Slowly honour dissolved into something private,
incommunicable and socially unimportant, but that dissoclution lay

0ury, art. cit., p. 115: "& 1'été de 1158, emportant avec lui le traité
‘De cardinalibus Christi operibus’ en chantier depuis quelque temps et
dont il comptait faire hommage au Pape."
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far in the future in Anselm’s day.!

Thus, when Arnull speaks of the ‘honour that was due’, he is gpeaking
not of some private, intangible aspect of Arnold’s character, lhut of
some concrete, objective, public aspect of that ‘permanent, organic
individuality’ constituted of Arnold’s title, status, and monaslery with
all that belonged to it. In other words, Arnulf is referring Lo some
diminution of that ‘individuality’, which had to be supplied. He is
speaking of some abbey vassal’s abuse ol the abbotl’'s rights, which had
to be corrected. It seems very likely, therefore, that Arnold had been
once again to Rome to seek papal approbation and protection in his
struggles against the temporal powers in his region, and probably in
particular against Eberhard of Le Puiset.

However, Oury holds that Arnold went to Rome in 1158 seeking
permission to demit his abbacy;? and from the following passage from
the letter which Arnold added as preface to the De cardinalibus Christii
operibus it seems clear that Arnold discussed his demission with the

pope while in Rome.3

1R.W. Southern, Saint Anselm and_his_ Biographer, A Study of Monastic
Life and Thought, 1059-c. 1130 (Cambridge, 1963), p. 112. In a note on
this page, Southern adds: "In feudal usage, the term honor was used, not
for land in itself, but for lands and rights with a permanent, organic
individuality; men could therefore be said, on inheriting itheir righls,
to come ‘ad honorem’, and to hold their righls ‘cum honore comitis’ or
‘de honore comitis’. In this same place, Southern also cites as an
example of this usage a passage from a letler of Odo II, couni of Blois,
Theobald IV’'s great-grandfather, written for him by Fulberi of Chartres.
For the complete text with translation and notes, see Fulbert’s Letter
86 (ed. Behrends, pp. 152-155). See also Fawtier, op. cit., p. 65f,

2Qury, art. cit., p. 115f.

3Below, Epistola prefata 3.10-16. On the authenticity of this letter,
see above, 31f.



89

Neque enim aliquid me existimo esse, cum nichil sim, quia hoc a
uobis maxima supplicatione guesiui, ut non essem quod sum, et
humiliter supplicaui, ut ab hac flamma, in qua crucior, me uestra
clementia liberaret. Temptaui, si possem {manu uestra me
sustinente) honeste descendere, quod, quia non potui urgentibus
flammis, non attendi quo prosilirem, dum me uvorax incendium non
cremaret.,
But Lhe use of the perfeclt tense in this letter-- ‘quesiui’,
‘supplicaui’, ‘temptaui’, ‘attendi’-- indicates that Arnold wrote the
letter after his conversation with the pope, that is to say, upon his
return to Bonneval. In other words, I do not think that Arnold took
this work to Rome with him to present it to the pope, as Oury does.!
Rather, I think that Arnold asked the pope privately, without the for-
mality of a gift, for permission to demit.. Arnold, therefore, must have
had two causes to plead at Rome. The first was the public cause, known
to Arnulfl, which he successfully argued. The second was the private
cause, which he did not argue with success, although he planned to press
his suil upon his return home with the gift of one of his works, pro-
vided with a suitable cover letter and revised prologue.?
Did Arnold, then, demit his abbacy? Mabillon and his confréres

conjectured that he retired to Marmoutier because they had seen a

charter of that abbey with this subscription: ‘Ernaldus quondam abbas

Above, p. 87 n. 1.

21t is, of course, quite possible that he never sent the work to
Hadrian, since Hadrian died in September, 1159. 1In fact, there is some
grammatical inconcinnity in the later sermons of the work, a fact which
may indicate that he never finished his revision of the work for the
pope. BSee below, p. 108, The prologue also concludes with a passage
which refers to Arnold’s discussion of this matter with the pore. See
Prol. 13.15-16.,
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Bonae-vallis’.! The authors ¢f the Histoire littéraire de la France
supposed that Arnold died at Bonneval becaunse of the wording of the fol-
lowing entry in the menology of the abbey of Clteaun (6 February).2

In dioecesi Carnotensi B. Arnoldus, abbas Bonae-Vallis, vir doc-

trina pariter et pietate celebris, gui postquam coenobium suum

magna sanctitatis laude rexisset, morte in conspectu Domini

pretiosa in pace quievit.
But Bodleian ms. 197 and Laud Miscellaneous ms. 371, which happen lo he
closely related,d both indicate that Arnold retired Lo Clairvaux, while
the former adds that he died there. Oury has found support for the
tradition of Arnold’s demission in a cartulary entry of 1159 or later,
which notices a judgement of Geoff{rey of Léves rendered in 1112 or 1143,
witnessed by "Arnaldo abbate quondam sancti Florenitii Bonae Vallis". As
all the other witnesses to this act had died by 1159, though none of
them received the designation ‘quondam’, Oury argues that "le redacteur
de la notice savait donc qu’il n’élait pas mori en charge".? What
little twelfth-century evidence we have makes it therefore secm not

unlikely that Arnold did finally receive permission to relire, either

from Hadrian IV or from Alexander III.5 1t is not at all clear,

1Above, p. 43 & n. 1. It should just be noticed here {Lhat Pope
Alexander III's Letter 332, which speaks of the demission of Lhe abbot
of Bonneval, taken byv Mabillon et al. apparently as a reference Lo
Arnold (above, p. 44, n. 1), refers in realily to the Lhird abbot after
Arnold. See Oury, art. cit., p. 116,

2Tome XII, p. 536.

3See above, p. 25. The references are Bodley 197, . 180 & Laud Misc.
371, £, 2r.

4Qury, art. cit.,, p. 116.

5Arnold’s successor, Gottschalk, ruled ¢, 1160-c¢. 1162 (Oury, ari. cit.,
p. 116).
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however, whether it is more likely that he retired to Marmoulier or to
!lairvaux, though again a fresh examination of the Marmoutier cartulary

might shed light on the subject.

Lel us now summarize our findings, We have only speculations, some
more likely than others, regarding Arnold’s family, the abbey of his
profession, and his demission., We do know, however, that he reigned at
Bonneval from about 1129 to about 1159. From an analysis of documents
relal.ing to several abbacies at Bonneval, it is clear that the great
problems faced by the abbots of Bonneval had more to do with economics,
politics and war than with a rebellious spirit amongst the monks., This
conclusion in its turn proved crucial for the interpretation of the evi-
dence about, Arnold himself. Thus, we saw that his attempted flight from
Bonneval in 1134 had to do with the collapse of the abbey economy, his
first appeal to the pope in 1144 with the inroads made on the abley's
now prosperity by Eberhard of Le Puiset, and his final appeal of 1158
with problems of a like sort, Moreover, we also saw him appealing to
the king against Eberhard in 1141.

Arnold’s friendships also shed light upon his life. Through his
friendships with Geoffrey of Léves, Arnulf of Lisieux, and Rotrou of
Beaumonl~le-Roger and through his direct contact with Chartirian masters,
Arnold must have acquired his sympathy for Chartrian philosophy. Arnulf
and Rotrou also served as his connections in the Plantagenet domains,
and they probably disseminated his writings in England.! Through Geof-
frey of Léves Arnold probably came to have some influence on the great

1See above, . 9, n. 3.
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ecclesiastical issues of the day, at least as a friend and confidant;
and through Geoflrey he also came to know St. Bernard of Clairvaux. In
St. Bernard, and perhaps in Philip of L’Aumdne, Arnold seems to have
found the stimulus to some critical reflection on the tradit.ional
monachism of the day! and perhaps on the Chartrian philosophy which had
engaged his attention earlier in life.? These Cigtercians also seem to
have disseminated his writings amongst Lheir own houses.3

We see therefore that ithe three great historical currents of the
time, which were described at the beginning of this chapter, certainly
had considerable effecl on Arnold’s life. His dealings with the lord of
Le Puiset, the counts of Blois, the kings of France and with the popes
were all aspects of the two great political struggles of that time:
between lord and vassal and between the spiritual and tLemporal powers;
while the movement in his own thought, of which we have had just a
glimpse, reflects the general movement of conversion [rom the schools Lo
the monasteries so widespread during that period. 1In the last two chap-
ters, we shall discover Lhe precise form and the extent, of thal movement

in his thought.

fAbove. p. 72, n. 6.
23ee below, e.g., p. 98.

3Above, p. 13.



Chapter III

Arnold’s Works

A thorough account of Arnold’s works is beyond the scope of this
dissertation. It must wait upon the production of a critical edition of
his entire opera. Nevertheless, a short, tentative account is in
order.!

”"

Dom Qury has suggested that Arnold’s Expositio super Ysaiam, "un

simple abrégé du Commentaire de Saint Jérdme", and his De

beatitudinibus, "qui dépend étroitement de 1’ouvrage de Saint Anselme",

both unedited and unprinted, were Arnold’s earliest works, the works of

a fledgling.2 I am inclined to wonder if, though early, they are not

1A list of manuscripts containing the works of Arnold can be compiled
from Qury, art. cit., p. 109 & n. 67, and the sources mentiocned by him.
I can add only four manuscripts to the list: Malines cod. 45 {(above, pp.
14f.); Vienna Schottenstift Ms. 290, ff. 13a-33b, 15th c. (De vii
verbis); Rein Ms. 11, ff. 118a-125b, 13th ¢. (De_laudibus with a frag-
ment of De vii verbis), and Yale Marston Ms. 268, ff. 1-52v, 12th c. (De
vii verbis, De laudibus). For the discovery of the two Austrian manu-
sceripts I am indebted to Fr. Knute Anderson, 0.S8.B., who searched the
incipit file at the Hill Monastic Manuscript Library for nme.

2Qury, art. cit., p. 109.
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studies that divide an early period, during which he was still digesting
his Chartrian scholastic learning, from a later mature period, in which
his whole science, sacred and secular, now well incorporated, nourished
his moral speculation on Scripture.

Arnold’s earliest work, I believe, is his Commentarius in Psalmum

CXXXII,l a series of four homilies on the three verses of this text,

with a fifth homily, which is really an entirely separate tractate on

loci,? though even the fourth is only loosely connected. Dom André

Wilmart has published a short preface to this work, which does not

appear in Migne.3
Filius ego sum mulieris illius que lanam et linum quesiuit in lege
et euangelio: et extendit in tenuissima fila ut uestiret domesticos
suos duplicibus. Turpe est ocium, sed non minus turpis labor
inutilis. Itaque contra ocium adhibeoc meditationem, contra
inutilitatem meditandi honestatem, ut ex utroque fiat labor
honestus, et ita sit labor contra ocium et honestas remoueat tur-
pitudinem a labore.

This preface is unique amongst Arnold’s surviving prefaces and

prologues,? since it does not prepare the way for the argument that

follows. It is rather an apology for taking up the pen in the first

place. Taken together with the very loose connection of the last two

1PL 189.1569-1590.

2This is the opinion of A. Wilmart, "Le recueil des discours de Serlon,
abbé de Savigni", Revue Mabillon 12 (1922), p. 30, n. 2, with which I
concur.

81bid., p. 30, n. 1.

45ee the Preface to the Hexaemeron, published by J. Leclercq, "Ecrits
monastiques sur la Bible aux XIe-XIIIe siécles", Mediaeval Studies 15
(1953), pp. 96-98 (also in Fell’s 1682 Oxford edition of St. Cyprian);
Prologue to the De cardinalibus Christi operibus, below; Prologue to the
De donis Spiritus sancti, PL 189.1589C-1591A; Preface to the De vii
verbis Dom. in cruce, PL 189.1677B-1680C; Preface to the Vita prima

Bernardi 11, PL 185.267B-268C.
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homilies with the others,l one is inclined to think this a raw, first
work. This inclination grows stronger, when one considers that he
quotes Horace twice verbatim,? refers to Priscian, Plato, and Aristotle
by name,?® and cites Dionysius Atheniensis, Jerome, Gregory the Great,
and Augustine,? none of which does he do very frequently in later
works, written when he had thoroughly digested his sources, as one
suspects.

The inclination becomes a virtual certainty, when one realizes that
his method of commenting on the text is scholastic. For example, in the
first hcaily, in which he exegetes the verse, "Ecce quam bonum et quam
jucundum habitare fratres in unum", he remarks,

In Deum motionem iﬁdicat; in Deo stabilitatem significat. Cum ergo

dicimus habitare in unum, vel consistere in Deum, Latina quidem

locutio dissonat, sed congruentia sensus aedificat: neque enim mag-
num et aliquoties peccare in Priscianum, si tali peccato aedificare
poteris Christianum. Dicimus itaque habitare in unum, ut et
habitare stabilitatem assignet, et in unum motionem eignificet.5

Here we see the intense interest in grammar which, according to Miss

Smalley, characterized the exegesis of the schools.® Arnold then

1But it is worth noting that Miss Smalley, op. cit., p. 72, tells us
that "long theological discussions" were inserted into their glosses by
Manegold, Bruno, Anselm and Ralph of Laon. Dom Leclercq notes with more
direct bearing on our subject that extended digressions were an ordinary
feature of monastic preaching due to their exegetical method of reminis-
cence (Love of Learning, p. 92). It may be, therefore, that Arnold’s
fourth and fifth sermons in this work did not seem out of place to
twelfth-century readers.

2PL 189.1569C, 1581A.
31bid., 1571A, 1576A, 1584B.

41bid., 15798, 1580A, 15858, 1584D, 1590B.
5Ibid., 1570D-1571A.

6Smalley, op. cit., p. 69.
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illustrates this point with an astronomical reference, jumping from the
trivium to the guadrivium.

Eo modo et sphaerem coeli videbant philosophi mobilem et immobilem:
mobilem, quia perpetuo motu circa Galatiam rotatur; immobilem, quia
a loco suo in alium non transfertur.!

Next he uses the dialectical science "to tunnel underneath the text".?

Unum, multifarie multisque modis: Dicitur namque unum secundum col-
lectionem, ut grex unus, cum sit ex multis pecudibus adunatis;
secundum similitudinem, ut multorum cantantium vox una; secundum
compositionem, ut corpus unum ex partibus diversis compositum;
secundum parvitatem, ut atomus unus, qui eo magis ad unitatem
accedit, quo sectionem non recipit; secundum simplicitatem, ut
anima una, quae, licet in se diversas habeat potentias, una tamen
et simplex est ejus substantia.3

Finally, he turns to a great master of the schools, Theodoric of
Chartres, for a definition of unity.

Trahit autem etymologiam de Graeco, et dicitur unitas quasi onitas,
_id est entitas sive essentialitas.?

And yet, his conclusion is entirely monastic.

Collectio pertinet ad monasticam congregationem, ubi Pastor bonus
collegit oves suas ab Oriente et Occidente, ut recumbant cum
Abraham et Isaac et Jacob in regno coelorum. Similitudo spectat ad
morum conformitatem, ut quemadmodum laudamus Dominum una voce, sic
et uno corde et concinua morum similitudine. Parvitas insinat
[sic] humilitatem, qui illi semper adversatur qui primus per super-
biam deseruit unitatem. Simplicitas respondet ad intentionis
puritatem, quae mundat et praeparat oculum ad Dei visicnem...5

It seems clear, therefore, that Arnold here is very much in the debt of

the schools-- and in particular of the school of Chartres-- and that he

1pL, 189.1571A.
28malley, op. cit., p. 72.
3PL 189.1571C.

41bid., 15724, On Arnold’s use of Theodoric in this case, see the
references above, p. 64, n. 6, See also p. 170 below.

5Ibid., 1572B-C.
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has not yet accomplished a mature synthesis of the liberal arts and the

monastic theoricus sermo.!

It may be that Arnold’s Expositio super Ysaiam and De

beatitudinibug followed the Commentarius in order of composition. I

have not read these works, so I do not know if they contain any clues as
to their relation to the Commentarius. But it is certainly a logical
possibility that Arnold could have turned to Jerome and Anselm as he
moved more deeply into the world of monastic spirituality. At any rate,

I believe that Arnold’s next two works in order of composition must have

been his Hexaemeron? and the De donis Spiritus Sancti.3 First, in
each Arnold’s reflections start explicitly from the point where ‘the

transitory science' of man fails. 1In his Praefatio in Hexaemeron, after

demonstrating that the mechanical and liberal arts, as well as
philosophy itself, gave no certain knowledge of God to man, "quidam...
inhaerentes ueritati, alii... lucis diuinae radios non ferentes", he
says,

Oportuit itaque, quia homo labilis et mutabilis est, et transitoria
scientia est, ut ad retinendos semel fixos limites suos, aeterna
ueritas certa et firma repagula opponeret, quae nec transire posset
catholicus, nec transire hereticus.?

Thus, he continues,

spiritus Domini repleuit Moysen cum esset in eremo, et quasi in
paradisum introducens eum, locutus est ei... Scripsit [Moyses]

18ee J. Leclercq, Love of Learning, p. 6, for this term. Cf. his dis-
cussion of the difference between scholastic and monastic exegesis in
this period, pp. 4-6,

31bid., 1589-1608.

4J. Leclercq, "Ecrits monastiques", p. 97.
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igitur in prima Geneseos parte, in capite libri, opera sex dierun,
in quibus mysticis et secretis rationibus et aeternitas Dei et
sapientia Verbi et benignitas Spiritus Sancti sic intimata est, ut
haberet simplicitas fidei, illuminata per Verbum, ad altitudinem
diuitiarum sapientiae Dei, secundum mensuram sibi datam, acces-
sibilem introitum, in quo exercitaretur donec, ablato quod ex parte
est, in ultimis consummaretur. Intimata est in hoc eodem libro
angelorum creatio et diaboli casus, licet manifeste non sit ibi
harum rerum expressa distinctio.!

What he is saying is this. Since man is unstable and changeable and his
science transitory, which things cause many to err and prevent any from
knowing God in a stable way, God revealed his own triune nature to
Moges, as the very beginning point of Scripture, that by supernatural
virtue man might come to "the riches of the wisdom of God". In other
words, although Arnold does not reject the liberal arts and philosophy,
he nevertheless sees them as inadequate for study in themselves, if the
object is to come to a saving knowledge of God. Thus, his exegesis of
the first chapters of Genesis will not focus on cosmology, as did

Theodoric’s,? but on the moral sense.3

Likewise in the Prologue to De donis Spiritus Sancti Arnold, after

promising the reader only ‘the science of humility’, remarks that

ante adventum Christi, scientia litterarum, scientia artium liber-
alium caeterarumque in mundo erat; sola perfectae humilitatis
scientia deerat. Homo per scientiam boni et mali seductus a
diabolo, et hac ipsa scientia inflatus, nesciebat se humiliare
homini, nesciebat et Deo. Deus igitur factus homo humiliavit se
homini usque ad lavandos pedes ejus[,] humiliavit se Deo Patri
usque ad obedientiam mortis: docuitque hominem humiliare se Deo,
humiliare se et homini et Deo, homo Deus. Homo autem, quia se non
humiliavit Deo, factus est miser et mortalis; si se humiliaverit

Ibid., p. 98.

28ee E. Jeauneau, "Note sur 1’Ecole de Chartres'", in his ‘Lectio
philosophorum’, Recherches sur 1’Ecole de Chartres (Amsterdam, 1973),
pp. 8-10.

3Cfa Grimm, OD. Ci‘t., Dp. 137"‘139-
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autem, fiet beatus et immortalis. Magna proinde scientia est, cum
docetur homo humiliare se Deo: docetur enim miseriam et mortem
evadere; quae si non evaserit, nulla ei scientia proderit. Non est
igitur absurdum scientiam Christi ad humilitatem referri.l
Here again we see the same subordination of human science to divine
science; only here the beginning point is no longer God's revelation of
himself to Moses, but God's incarnation in Jesus Christ. Here the
object is not so much to explain, as to move. The liberal arts have
been finally and adequately subordinated to the science of salvation.
There is nevertheless a continuing preoccupation in this work with the
first chapters of Genesis, for Arnold devotes several chapters (11-17)
to 'a comparison of the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit with the seven
days of the creation account.? This is another reason to see this work

as complementing the Hexaemeron.

The De donis Spiritus Sancti is also the first work of Arnold’s to

give reference to its occasion of composition. For, according to Dom
Oury, in Orléans Ms. 198 "le destinataire de la dédicace est désigné par
1’initiale R (1’édition imprimée de Migne n’a rien)".3 Thus, towards
the end of the Prologue we should read,

Jucundum mihi est, piissime et amabilis frater R, pio desiderio tuo
obsequi, et de sanctis tecum Scripturis, licet indoctus,
proferre.4

Oury suggests that R was Rotrou of Beaumont-le-Roger or perhaps one of

the abbots of L’Aumdne between 1144 and 1156 whose names began with this

1PL 189.1590C-D. See also 1599D, 1602B-C & 1606D-1607A.

21bid., 1603B-1608B,

30ury, art. cit., p. 109.

48ee PL 189.1591A,
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letter.! We have seen that Rotrou had been a student of Gilbert of
Poitiers and was afterwards archdeacon of Rouen (sometime before 1137)
and bishop of Evreux (1139-1165).2 Arnold’s apology for the scientia
humilitatis would certainly have been appropriate in & work addressed to
a man with a scholastic background. If then it was written for Rotrou,
one would be inclined to locate its composition in the mid 1140’s, by
which time a friendship could have developed between the older man and
th2 younger. One recalls too Dom OQury's argument that the Hexaemeron
must have been written after Arnold’s presumptive Roman sojourn of 1143
to 1144 because he speaks in this work of having seen trees which stay
in leaf and bear fruit all winter.3 A date between 1145 and 1150 for
these two works, whether addressed to Rotrou or to an abbot of L’Aumdne,
would therefore seem not implausible.

One should notice the unity of the De_donis Spiritus Sancti. It is

a connected disquisition written to please and instruct a friend. The

Commentarius in Psalmum CXXXII is not nearly so coherent and seems to

have been drawn together from sermons, perhaps delivered originally on

various occasions in the cloister or even in the fields.%* There is

1Cap. IV is entitled "Quod spiritus consilii praelatos specialiter
deceat" (PL 189.1596A). The term prelatus in those days could be
applied either to a bishop or to an abbot (Niermeyer, s.v.). Of course,
one of an abbot'’s chief duties was to take counsel (congilium) with his
community. See Benedicti Regula III.

28ee above, p. 66.
3See above, p. 81 n. 1.

4See Leclercq, Love of Learning, p. 207, for the places where monastic
sermons were delivered.
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some unevenness of composition too in the Hexaemeron, which has prompted

R.R. Grimm to remark,

Die Inkonzinnitat seines Traktats und die Briiche im Aufbau lassen
vielleicht noch etwas vom urspriinglichen Vortragsstil verspiiren.!

Nevertheless, it gives a coherent account of the first three chapters of
Genesis.

Of the four works of Arnold’s which remain to be discussed,? two
can be agsigned dates with some confidence. The second book of the Vita

prima Bernardi must have been written between 1153 and 1155.3 The De

cardinalibus Christi operibus must have been given its final form,

though surely not composed from scratch, after Arnold’s return from Rome
in 1158, probably during the first months of 1159. Certainly the
prefatory letter would have been composed at that time and the prologue
completed, as they both seem to refer to Arnold’s request to Pope
Hadrian for permission to withdraw from Bonneval.?

Casimir Oudin demonstrated that the De cardinalibus Christi

operibus was by Arnold, and not by Cyprian of Carthage, by showing the

likeness between certain passages in it and the De_laudibus B.V.M.5 and

the De vii verbis Domini in cruce.® He writes,

Exemplo sit quod auctor in libro De cardinalibus Christi operibus,
ubi de Nativitate haec verba profert: Genitrix est obstetrix, et

1Grimm, op. cit., p. 138.

2The Meditationes (PL 189.1733-1760) are not by Arnold, but by Drogo of
Rheims, See above, p. 12, n. 2,

38ee above, p. 81f.
4See above, pp. 31 & 89.
SPL 189.1725-1734.

61bid., 1677-1726.
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dilectam devotio soboli exhibet clientelam. Item eodem loco: Nec
praecedens delectatio aliquam expetat paenarum usuram. [Below,
1.4.7-8 & 5.10-11.] Qui uterque locus in Ernaldi libello De
laudibugs beatae Mariae Virginis in hunc modum legitur: Ubi virgo et
obstetrix et genitrix, sibi ipsi in illa celebritate exhibuit
clientelam. Et infra: Nullam ibi usuram poenarum [sic] pro volup-
tate ultro repetebat. [PL 189.1730B.] 1Illud luculentum quoque
hujusce rei argumentum est quod auctor libri istius Cyprianos
adscripti, ubi de Passione agit, eamdem [sic] sententiam habet, de
Mariae commendatione Joanni a Christo facta, atque Arnaldus [sic]
in sermone 3 De verbis Domini in cruce. Illic enim ita Arnaldus
loquitur: Ecce Joannes piae haereditatis suscipis testamentum,
eligeris et in hoc proponeris omnibus. Joseph, qui eatenus minis-
traverat, te subrogato cedit, nec maritalia jura opponit: ut
obstruatur os loquentium inigqua imposterum, quia matrimonium illud
dispensationi divinae, non copulae carnali servierat. Ideoque nec
Joseph, cum Joannes eam suscepit in parentem, queritur de disjuncto
connubio, quod dispensatorium fecerat, sine ullo carnali copulae
commercio. [PL 189.1696A-B.] Illic vero auctor iste in hunc modum:
Jam exigebat ratio ut conjugii removeretur opinio, nec ultra pater
Christi aestimaretur, qui eatenus vicem patris et conjugis
tenuerat. Habebat Joseph in hac Christi dispositione rationabilen
contradictionem, cum alteri commendaretur Maria, si se cognovisset
carnalem maritum, etc. [Below, IX.11.9-14.] Utrobique auctor et
Joseph in passione superstitem fuisse existimat, et Mariae com-
mendationem Joanni praetermisso sponso, factam dicit, ut carnalis
copulae removeretur opinio.!

These likenesses not only show that these works are by one author, but
also suggest a certain proximity in time and a common theological view-

point.

This suggestion becomes less tentative, when one notices four pas-

sages on the Holy Eucharist in the De vii verbis Domini in cruce which

are very close to passages in the De cardinalibus Christi operibus.

These passages follow.

(1)

1PL 189.1509-1510. Oudin also notes like treatment of the pediluvium at
the Last Supper in the De donis Spiritus Sancti, c¢. 7 and the De car-
dinalibus Christi operibus, tr. 8. It is true that both speak of

Christ’s humility; but this is the whole point in the former, while in
the latter the real point is that the pediluvium is the sacrament of the
daily forgiveness of sins (see below, p. 182f.)
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PL 189.1713A
Unum igitur agnum habet Ecclesia,
neque quoties Pascha revolvitur,
quaeri alterum necesse est, et
cum una sit tribus et familia
populi Christiani, uni populo una
sufficit hostia et in una domo
una ponitur mensa. Unum habet
panem et calicem universitas
fidei; et multitudini credentium
unus cibus apponitur, idemque
sumitur, nec consumitur...
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New Edition, p. 302f.
Una est domus ecclesie in qua hic
agnus editur... Iam nulla fit
panis mutatio... Distributus, non

demembratur. Incorporatur, non
iniuriatur. Recipitur, non
includitur.

New Edition, p. 353f.
... uerus agnus, solus inter
filios hominum sine macula
Christus, etate ultima, in qua
mundi uesperascit conditio, ab
una populi christiani familia in
unitate ecclesie assus in cruce
(proiectis foras hereticorum
fermentis) sincere fidei solidata
compagine inconsumptibiliter
editur, creditur, et tenetur.

One notices here especially that both works share the idea that all the

provisions of the Law for the Passouver are summed up in the one home,

family, and sacrifice of the Church.

One notices too the notion that

the bread upon which Christians feed is never consumed.

PL 189.1714A
Assatus est ergo agnus nosgter in
veru crucis, subter incensis
tormentorum carbonibus,; nihil
crudum aut carnale in eo jam
sapimus,.., sed ita illa boni
odoris assatio in patibuli flamma
induruit, its solidata est, ut
nihil in eo ultra supersit vel
passibile vel mortale...

(2)

New Edition, p. 287
In uweru crucis boni odoris
agssatio omnem excoquat carnalium
sensuum cruditatem et induret
solidetque mentis affectus.

In these passages one remarks a very close verbal likeness and an

identity of thought,

(3)



PL 189.1714B
++. et qui erat nostrum princi-
pium, ad finem quoque nostrum
accesit, constituens in se nobis
metam et terminum, per finem
temporalem revocans ad finem
infinitum, et consocians corpori
et capitis gloriam.

104

New Edition, p. 293
Ita ecclesia corpus Christi
effecta obsequitur capiti suo et
superius lumen in inferiora dif-
fusum, claritatis sue plenitudine
a fine usque ad finem attingens,
totum apud se manens, totum se
omnibus commodat et caloris
illius identitas ita corpori
assidet, ut a capite non recedat.

Here one notices an identical idea of the coinherence of Christ and his

Church through the eucharistic sacrament, though there is no verbal

identity.

PL 189.1714C~-1715A
Carnen igitur hoc modo comedimus,
ossa vero comburimus, gquia
sacramenta quidem (quae quasi
divinae virtutis caro sunt, et
veritatis integumenta)
visibiliter secundum suam speciem
percipimus et sumimus; ipsam vero
substantiam secundum
inintelligibilem et invisibilem
statum firmam omnino et solidanm,
nec frangimus nec minuimus, sed
flammis injicimus, id est
spiritualibus intelligentiis com-
mendamus, quod spiritus et vita
sint in divinis mysteriis, nec
fas sit intellectu humano tantae
rei confringi notitiam...

(4)

New Edition, p. 292
Panis iste, quem dominus dis-
cipulis porrigebat, non effigie,
sed natura mutatus omnipotentia
Verbi factus est caro et sicut in
persona Christi humanitas
uidebatur et latebat diuinitas,
ita sacramento uisibili
ineffabiliter diuina se infudit
essentia, ut esset religioni
circa sacramenta deuotio et ad
neritatem, cuius corpus
sacramenta sunt, sincerior
pateret accessus "usque ad parti-
cipationem Spiritus"...

Again one notices not so much a verbal identity as a like notion of the

eucharistic presence, almost Eriugenian.l

1Arnold's eucharistic

Eriugena’s conceptj
Eriugena’s Fragmer
the Periphyseon",

And so, when one also

gy is discussed below, p. 180, n. 1. On

nacrament, see my "Oratio Placabilis Deo:
tic Teaching in light of the Doctrine of
(1989), p. 113f.
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recalls that Arnold in the Vita prima Bernardi and in the De car-

dinalibus Christi operibus expresses too a common theological viewpoint,

in that case regarding the form of the evangelical life,l one is very
much inclined to see these four works as belonging to the same period of
Arnold’s life, to his maturity, namely, to the decade of the 1150's.
What characteristics do these works then share, if (according to
our argument) they were written when Arnold had himself become a master

of the conversatio theorica?? Chiefly, one notices that they all have

the Incarnation as their focus. Even the biography of St. Bernard is
about the Incarnation, in that Arnold has always in view Bernard’s
evangelical purity of life. "Quis enim ego sum," writes Arnold,

qui ad scribenda gesta sanctissimi viri Bernardi Clarae-Vallis
abbatis aspirem, qui nostris temporibus singulari religione floruit
et doctrina: cujus odor exinanitus universam replevit Ecclesiam:
cujus gratia, operante Domino, signis et miraculis declaratur?3

Moreover, the Incarnation is taken as the beginning point of all saving
science. '"Non modo," he declares in his last work,

mundi huius structuram admiror, non stabilitatem terre, cum eam
complectatur uolubile firmamentum, non singulos in dies lune defec-
tum et incrementum, non solem semper integrum et laborem eius per-
petuum, non temporum uicissitudines, in quibus quedam arent, guedam
virent et que mortua modo uidentur, deinceps reuiuiscunt. Miror
deum in utero uirginis, miror omnipotentem in cunabulis. Miror
quomodo Verbo dei caro adheserit, gquomodo incorporeus deus corporis
nostri tegumentum induerit. Miror in hac dispensatione tanti dis-~

13ee above, p. 72, n. 6.

2See Arnold, Vita prima Bernardi II. Praef. (PL 185.267D) for this term.

31bid., 267C. Cf. p. 72, n. 6 above. Indeed, when the Duke of
Aquitaine, as Arnold describes it (Vita prima Bernardi II.vi.38, PL
185.290B), falls down senseless before the Host displayed to him by
Bernard with reproachful words, there is a reminiscence of the falling
down before Jesus of those who came to arrest him (cf. below, IX.3.3-7).
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pendia temporis et tam lentos processus ad obedientiam
saluatoris.!

His whole effort now seems to be to impart ‘the science of humility’.
As compared with his first work, a further common characteristic is
the relative dearth of direct quotation from the poets, though their
influence is to be noticed often enough. At one point, as he begins to
tell a story from Hyginus, he exclaims, "ut aliquid poeticum inseram!'?
One notices too that the pagan philosophers and Christian Fathers are
less frequently named than they were in his earlier works, though again
their doctrine is everywhere present. The scholastic doctrine of his
age is also still very much with him, sometimes explicitly as in his
discussion of the Holy Ghost in the last chapter of his last work; yet
his arguments by and large no longer find their substance, as they did
in his first work, in a grammatical and dialectical analysis of the
text, but in the moral exposition of the moments of Christ’s life.

Finally, one notices that except for the De laudibus B.V.M,, they are

all long works in which a quantity of material is handled coherently.
One suspects that all of them, save the biography, first saw life as
sermons or talks delivered in his own monastery or in neighbouring

monasteries or in the fazmiline of his episcopal friends.?® But as they

2Below, V.15.5-6

3Arnulf of Lisieux regrete the cancellation of Arnold’s visit with these
words: "Occurrebat siquidem michi caritatis uestre sanctum illud dulce-

que colloquium, quo preualetis auditorum mentes rerum erudire sollercia

et aures iocundi sermonis suauitate mulcere" (Barlow ed., p. 15).
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now stand, they are quite clearly literary works, meant to be read, not
delivered from the pulpit.l

It is through these mature works too that Arnold’s theology has
come to influence later generations. Simon of Hinton, writing in the
second half of the thirteenth century, actually quotes Arnold’s De vii

verbis Domini in cruce.? But the influence of this text and of the De

laudibus B.V.M. must have been much more extensive, as 46 manuscripts of

the former and 25 of the latter seem to have survived, copies having
been made in every century from the twelfth to the fifteenth. Indeed,
the former is thought to be the earliest surviving example of preaching
on the ultimate dominical words, and Arnold may therefore have invented

this homiletic genre.3 The Vita prima Bernardi-- Bredero’s list of

manuscripts extends over almosty nine closely printed pages?-- seems to
have been written not only to edify as a piece of hagiography, but also
to further the cause of Bernard's canonization.® Thus, Arnold’s book

must have had both wide influence upon the idea men formed of the

1J. Leclercq, Love of Learning, pp. 208-214, discusses the difference
between the sententiae, in which the sermons actually preached were
recorded, and the sermons written to be read, which in fact often had
their origin in "actual preaching” (p. 212).

2B. Smalley, "Two Biblical Commentaries of Simon of Hinton", Recherches
de théologie ancienne et médiévale 13 (1946), p. 69 & n. 30.

3See A. Wilmart, "Le grand poéme bonaventurien sur les sept paroles du
Christ en croix", Revue bénédictine 47 (1935), pp. 263-265. Cf.
Arnold’s own prefatory words: "Ultima Christi verba, quae cruci affixus
novi testamenti haeredibus tractanda proposuit, licet sparsim a non-
nullis in commentariis Evangeliorum videantur exposita, movit me tamen
verborum sanctorum reverentia amplius eorum penetralia scrutari..." (PL
189.1677B).

4Bredero, art. cit., pp. 19-27.

5]dem,, Analecta s. o, Cisterciensis 18 (1962), pp. 33-46.
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evangelical 1life and considerable evidential force in the case then

being made for Bernard’s canonization. The De cardinalibus Christi

operibus, however, was not copied during the middle ages after the thir-
teenth century, perhaps because though devotional, its doctrine of
scientia, as we shall see in the next chapter, was so much a part of the
early twelfth-century debate between the schools and the monasteries.
Nevertheless, its eucharistic doctrine seems to have infiuenced William
of Auxerre’s Summa aurea (written between 1215 and 1225)! and also the
Reformation debates on this sacrament,?

Certain remarks remain to be made more specifically on the De

cardinalibug Christi operibug. First, as we have argued, it is a book

of homilies or tractates written to be read and studied, not to be
preached. The course of these homilies, each one taking as its subject
some chief moment of our Lord’s earthly life, presents a complete pic-
ture of ‘the science of humility’. That is to say, just as Arnold saw
the seven last words of our Lord on the cross as containing "in illo
verborum compendio Christianae fidei ratio",3 so here he sees the
moments of our Lord’s life as sacraments of the Christian ascetic life,
the life by which men return to their principle. It is a book, Arnold
says,

in quo fons sacramentorum est et discipline huius in qua stamus
origo, formam et exemplar recte uiuendi nobis proponens, ab humili

1Gary Macy, The Theologies of the Eucharist in the Early Scholastic
Period (Oxford, 1984), pp. 133, 134, 135.

25¢e above, pp. 12f. & 19f. and below, p. 180, n. 1..

3PL 189.1679A.
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Christi aduentu usque ad gloriosum eius reditum ad Patrem gradatim
conscendens.!

Nevertheless, though the work makes a coherent whole, one does sometimes
notice passages which, if removed from their context, would form com-
plete meditations by themselves.? Thus, one suspects that some of the
material included in this work was originally composed for other pur-
poses and occasions. One notices sometimes too in the later sermons
passages of a certain syntactic opacity.3 Since it seems certain that
Arnold decided to direct this work to Pope Hadrian only after his Roman
journey of 1158, perhaps this is evidence that he not only composed the
prefatory letter and completed the prologue at this stage, but also
undertook the revision of the entire work, a revision then interrupted
by news of the pope's death in 1159, This would mean that Arnold had
left the work in draft at Bonneval when he went to Rome in 1158 and that
he began to polish it as a gift for the pope upon his return, an
hypothesis made more credible by the fact that we possess no manuscripts

of the work without the ascription to Pope Hadrian, an indication that

1Prologus 13.10-14,

2E.g., V.13 (whether Christ’s translation to the pinnacle of the temple
was corporal); VI.10-11 (how human life differs from animal life, which
is in the blood); XII.3 (how the Holy Ghost may be considered the anima
mundi). At X.6.1, where one notices a boldface upper-case letter C, all
the manuscripts exhibit an ornamented initial (or leave space for one
which was never executed), though this is the middle of a sermon. Else-
where in the manuscripts of this work, such initials are reserved for
the beginning of sermons. Do we not therefore see here the joint
between two originally independent sermons?

3E.g., IX.5.8-10, nec eos..., iudicari (anacoluthon at best); IX.10.10-11
(perhaps an incorrect use of the ablative absolute); XI.6.4-7, minime
dubitantur quin... secuturos [esse] (Pamelius calls this a solecism, as
noted in the critical apparatus, but perhaps anacoluthon).
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all copies of the work descend from Arnold’s revision for the pope of
1159.

Secondly, Arnold was known in his own day as a considerable
stylist, "Recordabar,”" laments Arnulf,
quantam uobis scribendi gratiam bonitas diuina contulerat, in qua
nescio an magis quis sententiarum fructum an dicendi peritiam
debeat ammirari. Hec enim apud uos tanta sibi inuicem paritate
respondent, ut neque rerum maiestas uerborum coartari uideatur
angustiis, nec sermonis dignitas aliqua sententiarum excellentia
pregrauari in his sane, que uel intellectus concipere uel humana
facundia sufficit explanare.l

His reputation remains undiminished to this day.? Certain elements of

his style in this work can be isolated., First, he uses the cursus well,

but very flexibly, chiefly in the freedom he takes with the caesura.3
For example, at 1.9.10, we find "(ascensi)énibus | attinget", which is a

form of the planus sometimes known as the cursus trispondaicus, but with

the caesura placed after the second unstressed syllable rather than the
first.4 At VI.13.8, we find "(anteri)éra | exténdimur", a type of

tardus, though the caesura should fall after the second unstressed syll-

1Arnulf, Letter 11, Barlow ed., p. 15.

2A. Wilmart calls him "ce brillant et seduisant styliste", Auteurs
spirituels et textes dévots du moyen &ge (Puris, repr. 1971), p. 323
(quoted by Smalley, "Two Biblical Commentaries", p. 69). See also
above, p. 31, n. 1.

3There is a brief and useful account of the cursus in P. Toynbee, ed.,
Dantis Alagherii Epistolae, 2nd ed. (Oxford, repr. 1966), Appendix C,
pp. 224-247, with a convenient "Table of the Clausulae” on p. 230f, A
more extensive account of the cursus can be found in the standard work
on rhymed prose, K. Polheim, Die Lateinische Reimprosa (Berlin, 1925),
pp. 70-87., Polheim’s account of the clausulae is not quite so rigid,
because not quite so schematic, as Toynbee'’s.

4Polheim, op. cit., p. 80, names this "Klauselform q". It does not
appear in Toynbee. But see his p. 230, n. 1, for a comment on the
trispondaicus.
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able. Of course, it is a case here of a biblical quotation, and perhaps
Arnold’s rather slight regard for the rules governing the caesura comes
from his familiarity with scriptural examples. It must be remarked that
this aspect of Arnold’s style has some bearing on the editing of his

text. For example, at VI.10.13, one finde the alternatives consumpsit,

noritur, aboleuit, and exsiccauit, all of which yield an adequate

clausula and all of which, save the first, have the correct caesura. If
Arnold’s use of the caesura were always correct, then one would be able
to eliminate the reading consumpsit. But as it is, one cannot; and as
it turns out, consumpsit is the reading to be preferred, in my opinion,
because of its biblical association.

Secondly, Arnold employs a variety of grammatical constructions to
compose sentences of complexity, power, and beauty. For example, in the
following sentence he uses an adversative clause, an accusative and
infinitive with a verb of perceiving, and a relative clause all to good
effect.

Huius sempiterna uirtus et diuinitas, cum in propria natura ab

inquisitoribus mundi antiquis philosophis proprie inuestigari non

posset, subtilissimis tamen intuiti sunt coniecturis compositionem
mundi, compositis et distinctis elementorum affectibus presentenm,
omnibus animam affuisse, que secundum genus et ordinem singulorum
uitam preberet...!

He also often uses a rhyming prose, as in the following example,?
Quem predixit Gabriel inuenitur Emmanuel. Ciuitas paruula, domus

paupercula, supellex exigua. Nulla domus ambitioc ubi reclinatorium
in stabulo, mater in feno, filius in presepio. Tale elegit "fab-

lXII-3-4-‘9-

20f Arnold Polheim remarks (op. cit., p. 418): "Ernaldus oder Arnaldus,
abbas Bonaevallis, 1156, schreibt in ziemlich reich gereimter Prosa".
Polheim’s book should be consulted on the subject of rhyming prose.
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ricator mundi" hospitium, huiusmodi habuit delicias sacre uirginis
puerperium.!

His vocabulary is large and draws heavily on the poets and Fathers. For
example, at V.21.22, he uses the phrase uaras manus. In some manu-

scripts this became auaras manus; but one rejects this reading, when one

realizes that the image of bowed, outstretched arms is used in poetry.?

At VII.4.2, one finds the readings obstrusit, obstruit, and obstruxit.

One chooses the first reading, when one realizes that Augustine also
uses this form of the postclassical verb obstrudo.3 Again, at

VIII.2.15, one discovers the readings Leuitii, Leuitici, and Leuitice.

I corrected these readings to Leuitidi, when I realized that Prudentius
also used this adjective.? Arnold also uses some poetic inflections,
chiefly and frequently the perfect third person plural indicative ending
-ere, but also (if I am correct®) occasionally the -e¢ ending in the
ablative singular and the -um ending in the genitive plural of adjec-

tives with two endings.

1104.1"'5.

2E.g., Ovid, Metamorphoses 9. 33, LCL, vol. II, p. 4 (cited in LS,
S.V.).

3Augustine, Contra Cresconium Donatistam I1I.x1iii.47, PL 43.521 (cited
in Blaise, s.v.}).

4prudentius, Psychomachia 502, LCL, vol. I, p. 314 (cited in LS, 8.v.).

58ee for example the critical apparatus at V.16.12,
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Chapter IV

The Theological Purpose

of the De cardinalibus Christi operibus

1. The Problem of the Liberal Arts

The course of the preceding argument has made it clear that
Arnold’s intellectual life was dominated by the problem of the relation
of the liberal arts to the philosophy of Christ, by the problem of the
relation of the scholastic way to the monastic way. This problem was,
of course, as old as western monasticism itself. 8St. Benedict of Nur-
sia, considered to be the father of western monasticism,! himself felt
the inadequacy of the liberal arts and abandoned the schools first for
the eremitical, then for the cenobitic life. Benedict, St. Gregory
tells us,

liberiori genere ex provincia Nursiae exortus, Romae liberalibus

litterarum studiis traditus fuerat. Sed cum in eis multos ire per

abrupta vitiorum cerneret, eum quem quasi in ingressu mundi
posuerat, retraxit pedem: ne si quid de scientia ejus attingeret,

1This is a retrospective judgement, of course, since Benedict’s Rule did
not gain its universal importance until after the work of St. Benedict
of Aniane (d. 821). See Dom David Knowles, The Monastic Order in

England?, pp. 3-30.
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ipse quoque postmodum in immane praecipitium totus iret. Despectis
itaque litterarum studiis, relicta domo rebusque patris, soli Deo
placere desiderans, sanctae conversationis habitum quaesivit.
Recessit igitur scienter nescius, et sapienter indoctus.!

already Benedict, by rejecting the scholastic life because it was

not concerned with stabilizing the will, but allowed vice to flourish,

was supplying the monastic critique of the scholar’s life that would

eventually find its most radical exponent in St. Bernard of Clairvaux.

The stabilizing of the will was the monastery’s chief business.

Benedict concludes the fourth chapter of the Rule, "Quae sunt

instrumenta bonorum operum", with these words.

This

Officina vero, ubi haec omnia diligenter operemur, claustra sunt
nonasterii et stabilitas in congregatione.?

workshop of good works St. Benedict also saw as a school.

Constituenda est ergo nobis Dominici scola sarvitii: in qua
institutione nihil asperum, nihil grave neg constituros speramus.
Sed et si quid paululum restrictius, dictante aequitatis ratione,
propter emendationem vitiorum vel conservationem caritatis proces-
serit, non ilico pavore perterritus, refugias viam salutis, quae
non est nisi angusto initio incipienda. Processu vero con-
versationis et fidei, dilatato corde, inenarrabili dilectionis dul-
cedine curritur via mandatorum Dei, ut ab ipsius numquam magisterio
discidentes, in eius doctrina usque ad mortem in monasterio per-
severantes, passionibus Christi per patientiam participemur, ut et
regno eius mereamur esse consortes. Amen.3

Thus, the monastery was what the secular school could not be: an

institution where the will might be stabilized and directed through the

study of and adherence to the divine law as revealed in the person of

1Gregory the Great, Dialogus II, in_init. (PL 66.126A-B).

2Benedicti Regula IV, ed. Dom Ph. Schmitz, 3rd ed. (Maredsous, 1962), p.

39.

3Ibid., ‘Prologus’, pp. 11 & 13.
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Jesus Christ. The monastery was thus the true school,! where not only
memory and understanding were trained,? but also the will in the serv-
ice of God.
But if the monk was to forsake the secular schools, he was not
therefore also to leave letters altogether. The sense of the phrases

scienter nescius and gapienter indoctus is not ‘unlettered, but wise in

Christ’,® but ‘learned only for Christ’s zake’.? Although St.
Benedict’s Rule makes no provision for the educaticn of the young,
nevertheless it assumes that monks will be literate, for meditation and
reading of the written word are seen as integral to the monastic way of

life.

lsee Christine Mohrmann’s essay "La langue de saint Benoit" in ibid., p.
xxxiv. "Le cénobitisme n’étant plus considéré comme un degré
préparatoire, scola n'a plus le sens d’école d’entrainement
préparatoire, mais plutdt d’'école, ou d’institut d’entrainement au serv-
ice de Dieu. Ceci veut dire que le génitif servitii n'exprime pas le
but qu’on s’est proposé, mais plutdt le contenu méme de 1l’entrainement,
qui constitue, comme tel, le service de Dieu." M!le Mohrmann points out
the close connection between the terms servire and militare (ibid., pp.
xxix-xxxii) and indeed shows the close conceptual conception between
scola and militia (pp. xxxii-xxxiv).

ZFor an account of the classical Roman education in grammar, see H.I.
Marrou, A History of Education in Late Antiquity, tr. G. Lamb (New York,
1956), pp. 274-283. TFor the persistence of the Roman educational method
into late antiquity, ibid., pp. 308-310. Augustine emphasizes the
training of the memory at grammar school, Confessions I.xiii (LCL, vol,
I, p. 38): "nam utique meliores, quia certiores, erant primae illae lit-
terae, quibus fiebat in me et factum est et habeo illud, ut et legam, si
quid scriptum invenio, et scribam ipse, si quid volo, quam illae, quibus
tenere cogebar Aeneae nescio cuius errores, oblitus errorum meorum..."

3Though such an interpretation might have been allowed in the East (Mar-
rou, op. cit., p. 333).

41t is interesting to note that the phrase docta ignorantia was
Augustine’s before it was Cusanus’. See R.D. Crouse, "What is
Augustinian in Twelfth-Century Mysticism", forthcoming in Collectanea
Augustiniana, n. 15 and text at that point.
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Otiositas inimica est animae; et ideo certis temporibus occupari
debent fratres in labore manuum, certis iterum horis in lectione
divina.l

‘Divine reading’, therefore, lectio divina, becomes the intellectual

labour of the monk, The memorization and understanding? of the Scrip-

1Benedicti Regula XLVIII, ed. Schmitz, p. 141. On p. 143 of this edi-
tion the word bibliotheca is used in reference to the assignment of
Lenten reading. Since at least the ninth century, this has been
understood to mean ‘library’ (A. Mundd, "‘'Bibliotheca.’ Bible et lec-
ture du caréme d’aprés saint Benoit", Revue bénédictine 60 (1950), p.
65f.). Anscari Mundé has shown, however, that bibliotheca refers to the
separate codices into which the books of the Bible were divided and
bound, nine in all {ibid., pp. 78-83). Thus, Benedict was ordering that
the Bible should be read in Lent. Giles Constable, "The Study of
Monastic History Today", in Essays on the Reconstruction of Medieval
History, edd. V. Murdoch & G.S. Couse (Montreal, 1974), p. 47, n. 105,
remarks that Mundé’s "article has profound implications for the accepted
view of Benedictine literary culture." One must remark, however, that
Mundé’s research in no way challenges the view that there would have
been a library in each monastery. Just for example, Mundé says, "Ici il
[sc. Benoit] veut seulement, que durant la préparation pascale, ce livre
[sc. la Bible] soit particuliérement et pour tous 1’aliment de 1’ame,
dés le premier dimanche de caréme. On comprend facilement que, ainsi
qu’il 1’établit pour 1’office nocturne (c. 9), ici aussi on puisse
recourir a un commentaire patristique..." {(ibid., p. 85). If there were
copies of patristic commentaries about, there must have been a library.

2Benedict uses the words meditare and legere (ibid., p. 145) for this
aspect of the monk’s labour. Legere meant ‘reading out loud’. This
seems to have been the common practice right through the middle ages.
See H.J. Chaytor, "The Medieval Reader and Textual Criticism", Bulletin
of the John Rylands Library 26 (1941/42), pp. 49-56. In making his
point that it was the common medieval practice to read aloud to oneself,
Chaytor cites (p. 61f.) Benedict’s Rule, ch. XLVIII, "which ordered the
monks ‘post sextam (horam) surgentes a mensa, psusent in lecta sua cum
omni silentio; aut forte qui voluerit legere, sibi sic legat ut alium
non inquietet’, which suggests that the common manner of reading to
oneself meant whispering or muttering.”" Meditare seems to have meant
‘exercising oneself in a text’, i.e. ‘getting a text by heart’. See
Blaise, s.v., where he cites Benedict’s Rule, ch. VIII: "Quod vero
restat post Vigilias a fratribus qui psalterii vel lectionum aliquid
indigent, meditationi inserviatur.” But surely it had for Benedict also
the more general meaning ‘to reflect upon a text’ (see LS, g.v.
‘meditor’). Thus, lectio divina would have consisted both in the read~
ing aloud of a text until one had it by heart and in the pondering of
what was then stored in the memory. Cf. Dom U. Berliére, L'asgcése
bénédictine des origines & la fin du XIIe siécle (Paris, 1927), p.
171f.: "Grace & un commerce quotidien et familier, le moine arrivera a
la [1’Ecriture] comprehendre, & la posséder de mémoire, parfois d’une
fagon si compléte, que la pensée divine du texte sacré deviendra en
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tures and Fathers become his learning, a learning by which he will be
instructed in virtue and through which he may come to the perfect way of
life.

Quae enim pagins aut qui sermo divinae auctoritatis veteris ac novi
Testamenti non est rectissima norma vitae humanae? Aut quis liber
ganctorum catholicorum Patrum hoc non resonat, ut recto cursu per-
veniamus ad creatorem nostrum? Nec non et Collationes Patrum et
Instituta et Vitae eorum, sed et regula sancti Patris nostri
Basilii, quid aliud sunt, nisi bene viventium et oboedientinm
monachorum instrumenta virtutum?i

And so, the memorization and consideration of these books, these

instrumenta virtutum, were established as one of three chief modes-—-
along with the daily offices and manual work-- by which the will should
be converted from the endless, restless search for happiness among the
mutable things of this world to a stable, singleminded love of God, who
is its true happiness. Therefore, though the methods of monastic study
were borrowed from secular learning and though the elementary texts of
the later monastic schools were the works of the ancient pagan
authors,? nevertheless monastic learning aimed specifically at the sta-
bilization of the trinitarian subjectivity of man-- memory, understand-

ing, and will-- such that ‘by the right way we might reach our Creator’.

gquelque sorte le moule de sa propre pensée et de son style." In other
words, lectio divina would have had both a sensuous, outward aspect and
a rational, inward aspect, and it would have involved both the memory
and the intellect equally, I think that this account of the lectio
divina agrees with that given by J. Leclercq, The Love of Learning, pp.
18-22, although it draws on different sources. See also Smalley, _op.
cit., pp. 26-36, for another good general survey of the subject and C.R.
Evans, The Mind of St. Bernard of Clairvaux (Oxford, 1983), pp. 46-49,
for an account of the lectio divina amongst the Cistercians.

1Benedicti Regula LXXIII, ed. Schmitz, p. 205.

2See the references above, p. 65, n. 1, for the ‘curriculum authors’.
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Such a relation of secular to sacred learning had, of course, been

taught by St. Augustine in his De doctrina christiana, a work to which

monastic scholars turned throughout the middle ages for a theoretical
discussion of this problem.! Though this work was conceived as a
manual for preachers,? only the last book is concerned with the art of
instruction. The first three books are concerned with the interpreta-
tion of things and signs in preparation for giving instruction.3 Thus,
Book I contains a treatment of things (res, ‘realities’), Book II a
treatment of unknown signs, Book III a treatment of ambiguous signs.
Augustine divides his treatment of unknown signs between literal signs
and figurative (II.x.15). His treatment of figurative signs he divides
between the knowledge cne must acquire of languages through grammar and
the knowledge one must acquire of things (II.xvi.23). This latter
knowledge in particular, involving as it does the acquisition of pagan
learning, must be gained, says Augustine, according to this principle:

... quisquis bonus uerusque christisnus est, domini sui esse
intellegat, ubiscumque inuenerit ueritatem" (II.xviii.28).

1A brief survey of the influence of this work can be found in Augustine,
On Christian Doctrine, tr. with notes by D.W. Robertson, Jr.
(Indianapolis, repr. 1978), p. xiif., where Cassiodorus, Rhabanus
Maurus, Hugh of St.-Victor amd Peter Lombard are mentioned in the period
with which we are concerned. A critical examination of the relation of
Hugh’s Didascalicon to Cassiodorus’ Institutiones and to the De doctrina
christiana can be found in Jerome Taylor, tr. and ed., The
‘Didascalicon’ of Hugh of St. Victor, A Medieval Guide to the Arts (new
York, 1961), pp. 28-36. Helpful comments on Peter Lombard’s use of the
De _doctrina christiana can be found in W.J. Hankey, God in Himself,
Aquinas’ Doctrine of God as expounded in the ‘Summa Theologiae' (Oxford,
1987), pp. 22-27.

2Augustine, De doctrina christiana, ed. Joseph Martin, CCSL XXXII (Turn-
hout, 1962), Prooem. 1

31bid., I.i.1 & IV.1.
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He proposes, therefore, a distinction in pagan learning and lore between
things of divine institution and things of human institution, the latter
again being divided between things which are not superstitious and
things which are (II1.xix,29). These last are rejected out of hand as
unsuitable objects of knowledge for the Christian student, along with
such of the former human institutions as are superfluous (II.xx-xxv.38).
He then treats very briefly of such human institutions as are not super-
stitious (II.xxv.39-40).

Augustine next discusses things of divine institution, that is to
say, such sensible and intelligible realities ordered by God as the
pagans have been able to reduce to scientific form. The sciences of the
gensible and contingent discussed by Augustine are history, geography,
natural history, astronomy, the mechanical arts and sports (IT.xxviii-
xxx); the sciences of the intelligible, logic, dialectic, rhetoric,
mathemetics and philosophy {II.xxxi-xl). For the appropriation of this
last, and indeed of all the liberal arts, Augustine develops one of the
fundamental metaphors of medieval thought.

Sicut enim Aegyptii non tantum idola habebant et onera grauia, quae

populus Israhel detestaretur et fugeret, sed etiam uasa atque

ornamenta de auro et argento et uestem, quae ille populus exiens de

Aegypto sibi potius tamquam ad usum meliorem clanculo uwindicauit...

sic doctrinae omnes gentilium non solum simulata et superstitiosa

figmenta grauesque sarcinas superuacanei laboris habent, quae
unusquisque nostrum duce Christo de societate gentilium exiens
debet abominari atque uwitare, sed etiam liberales disciplinas usui
ueritatis aptiores et quaedam morum praecepta utilissima continent
deque ipso uno deo colendo nonnulla uera inueniuntur apud eos, quod
eorum tamquam aurum et argentum, quod non ipsi instituerunt, sed de
quibusdam quasi metallis diuinae prouidentiae, quae ubique infusa
est, eruerunt et, quo peruerse atque iniuriose ad obsequia daemonum
abutuntur, cum ab eoraw misera societate sese animo separat, debet

ab eis auferre christianus ad usum iustum praedicandi euangelii
(I1.x1.60),

Two chapters later he extends the metaphor.
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Quantum autem minor est auri, argenti uestisque copia, quam de
Aegypto secum ille populus abstulit, in comparatione diuitiarum
quas postea Hierosolymae consecutus est, quae maxime in Salomone
rege ostenduntur, tanta fit cuncta scientia, quae quidem est utilis
collecta de libris gentium, si diuinarum scripturarum scientiae
comparetur. Nam quicquid homo extra didicerit, si noxium est, ibi
damnatur; si utile est, ibi inuenitur. Et cum ibi quisque
inuenerit omnia, quae utiliter alibi didicit, multo abundantius ibi
inueniet ea, quae nusquam omnino alibi, sed in illarum tantummodo
scripturarum mirabili altitudine et mirabili humilitate discuntur
(IT.x1ii.63).
All truth, Augustine is saying, is God's, it is God's institution, it is
the result of God's providence. The pagans have mined much of this
truth, as if it were gold and silver, and fashioned it into the precious
vessels and vestments of the liberal arts and philosophy. These
sciences, therefore, although they may have been put to abominable uses,
are not wicked in themselves. They are useful to the Christian, since
they can help in the interpretation of unknown and ambiguous signs in
Scripture. Nevertheless, there is no truth in the sciences developed by
the pagans which is not contained in Scripture, though perhaps in a form
unknown or ambiguous to our minds. Moreover, there is a wisdom in
Scripture that was quite unknown to the pagans, a wisdom the sole goal
of which is to build up faith, hope, and charity, a wisdom whose only

intent is to stabilize the will by the acquisition of divine virtue

(I.xxxvii-x1).! Thus, we find here expounded the theory behind the

1At T.xxxix.43 Augustine remarks: "Homo itaque fide et spe et caritate
subnixus eaque inconcusse retinens non indiget scripturis nisi ad alios
instruendos. Itaque multi per haec tria etiam in solitudine sine
codicibus uiuunt." Books, therefore, primarily Scripture, but also sec-
ondarily the scientific treatises of the pagans, are necessary for the
building up of a virtuous soul. See also Augustine, De Trinitate
VIII.iv.6, edd. W.J. Mountain & Fr. Glorie, CCSL L & LA (Turnhout,
1968): "Vbi sunt enim illa tria propter quae in animo aedificanda omnium
diuinorum librorum machinamenta consurgunt, fides, spes, caritas nisi in
animo credente quod nondum uidet et sperante atque amante quod credit?"
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Benedictine practice of reading both sacred and secular texts, and we
are brought again empirically to the realization that the purpose of
this reading is to order man’s subjectivity towards union with God. How
then do we explain this empirical fact?
If, then, for Augustine philosophy and religion are one and the
same,l what is the beginning point for Christian reflection? In the De

doctrina christiana, where he is speaking about our journey home to the

immutable truth through the purgation of our souls, Augustine remarks,

Quod non possemus, nisi ipsa sapientia tantae etiam nostrae
infirmitati congruere dignaretur et uiuendi nobis praeberet
exemplum non aliter quam in homine, quoniam et nos homines sumus.
Sed quia nos, cum ad illam uenimus, sapienter facimus, ipsa, cum ad
nos uenit, ab hominibus superbis gquasi stulte fecisse putata est.
Et quoniam nos cum ad illam uenimus; conualescimus, ipsa, cum ad
nos uenit, quasi infirma existimata est. Sed quod stultum est dei,
sapientius est hominibus, et quod infirmum est dei, fortius est
hominibus. Cum ergo ipsa sit patria, uiam se quoque nobis fecit ad
patriam (I.xi.11).

That is to say, the beginning point of Christian reflection is God’s
incarnate Wisdom, the Word expressed eternally now become man, that we
might make our way back to God, that we might know Wisdom in this
sensuous form and come by way of reflection to the clear knowledge of
God.

According to Augustine the beginning point for pagan philosophy was
also sensuous, the philosophical knowledge of God being reached, as it

was, by a stripping away of every attribute from being until one arrived

1

1Augustine, De vera religione V.9, tr. J. Pegon, BA 8 (Paris, 1951), p.
36: "Sic enim creditur et docetur, quod est humanae salutis caput, non
aliam esse philosophiam, id est sapientiae studium, et aliam religionenm,
cum ii quorum doctrinam non approbamus, nec Sacramenta nobiscum com-
municant.” Augustine’s argument here has been that where the pagan
philosophers saw philosophy and religion as different things, Christians
know them as one, capable of moving the great mass of men to a
philosophical way of life.
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Just for a moment at the perception of a reality where being and
attribute are one.! But such a knowledge of God, though it taught
truly that God is the intelligible, immutable principle of all that is,
nevertheless proved inadequate because it lacked a mediator. It was
momentary, it bestowed no stable knowledge of God Beyond the perception
of his own simple abstraction from the realm of the same and the dif-
ferent, and therefore compelled men to seek mediation in created things
and in the ministry of demons.?

The true mediator, however, says Augustine, is Christ. For in
Christ "are hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge".3 In him
the sensible and the intelligible, nature and thought, man and God are
perfectly united. There is thus in Christ a way to travel from the pre-

sent knowledge of human things to the wisdom which comes from knowing

divine things.

Scientia ergo nostra Christus est, sapientia quoque nostra iden

Christus est. Ipse nobis fidem de rebus temporalibus inserit; ipse
de sempiternis exhibet ueritatem. Per ipsum pergimus ad ipsum,
tendimus per scientiam ad sapientiam; ab uno tamen eodemque Christo
non recedimus in _quo sunt omnes thesauri sapientiae et scientiae
absconditi.?

lAugustine, De Trinitate VIII.ii.3. See also Confesgiong VII.x.16, and
the comments upon Augustine’s Platonic vision of the truth in C.J.
Starnes, Augustine’s Conversion, A Guide to the Argument of ‘Confes-
sions' I-1X (Waterloo, Ontario, 1990), pp. 183-187.

ZAugustine, De Trinitate IV.x.13 & XIII.xix.24. See also Confessions
VII.xix.25 and the comments upon it in Starnes, op. cit., pp. 191-194.
See also D.K. House, "St. Augustine’s Account of the Relation of
Platonism to Christianity in the De Civitate Dei", Dionysiusg 7 (1983),
pp. 46-48.

3Augustine, De Trinitate XIII..xix.24, where he is quoting Col. 2.3.

41bid., loc. cit.
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Here it is well to recall that, according to Augustine, there is a divi-
sion between the activity of reason according as it serves the outer and
according as it serves the inner man. The knowledge which reason
obtains through the senses and imagination is called scientia, which, if
it be not puffed up (I Cor. 8.1), is concerned ,'ith the cardinal virtues
and with action; the knowledge it obtains from an understanding of the
things above itself is called gapientia, which is concerned with the
theological virtues and with contemplation and which is finally nothing
other than religion.! Human reason, therefore, can look both outward
through the senses and the imagination to what is below itself and
upward to those things "quae nec fuerunt nec futura sunt sed sunt'".2
It has this capacity, through the impressions in the memory either of
sensuous phenomena or of conceptions of divine things, when led to it by
the w1ll,3 to pass "ab exterioribus ad interiora, ab inferioribus ad
superiora".4 Thus, man’s trinitarian subjectivity-- nemory,
understanding, and will, the spiritual self-relation which constitutes
the image of God in man5-- can, if it exercises its powers virtuously,
encompass all knowledge and wisdom, all good works and all true worship,
in Christ. That is to say, if the rational soul of man be converted
upon Christ by faith, hope, and charity, it will not only use the things

of this world properly with reference to God's purpose, but it will also

11bid., XI.i.1, x.,17; XII.i.1-iv.4, xiv.21-22.
21bid., XII.xiv.23.

3Ibid., XI.ix.16 & XII.xiv.23.

4See p. 2, n. 1 above.

5See De Trinitate XIV.xii.15.
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come to enjoy God, the knowing and loving of whom constitute our true
goal and happiness.

And so, we see whence the Benedictine duty of reading derived its
ascetical value. It was essentially the application of the believing
mind to the external and sensuous testimonies of God’s incarnate Wisdom,
so that love might be deepened and God enjoyed. It is a character-
istically Augustinian movement, well described by R.D. Crouse,

Thus, the reformed philosophia, whereby St. Augustine aspires to

the contemplation of the eternal Trinity, must begin with belief in

the temporalia of revelation, in terms of which a new scientia is
constituted, and its modus, or method, must be the movement from

the temporal to the eternal, from the external to the internal,
from fides to intellectus, per scientiam ad sapientiam.l

And it is a movement which ascends, as does Scripture itself,? from the
depths of humility to the loftiness of the visio dei.

This ‘reformed philosophia’ of St. Augustine therefore gives con-
tent to the bare notion of lectio divina as St. Benedict described it in
his Rule. Now it is clear that the monastery was to be the school where
men, converted from pride to humility, might learn Christ through com-
munal prayer, holy reading and the work of their hands, stabilizing
their own subjectivities as they moved continually back and forth
between science and wisdom, between action and contemplation, between
the exercise of the cardinal virtues and the exercise of the theological
virtues. It was, in a word, to be the school of the ome true

philosophy, which is the religion of Christ.

1R.D. Crouse, "St. Augustine’s De Trinitate: Philosophical Method", in
Studia Patristica, vol. XVI, Part II, ed. E.A. Livingstone (Berlin,

1985), p. 506.

2Cf. Augustine, De doctrina christiana I1.x1ii.63, quoted above, p. 120.
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%. The Twelfth-Century Crisis

St. Augustine’s notion that philosophy and religion are one, that
the seeker after wisdom must begin by faith from God’s sensuous self-
revelation in Christ, if he is to reach his goal, persisted until the
twelfth century,! finding its purest expression in 8t. Anselm.

Domine, incurvatus non possum nisi deorsum aspicere; erige me, ut
possim sursum intendere. JIniquitates meae supergressae caput meum
obvolvunt me, et sicut onus grave gravant me. Evolve me, exonera
me, ne urgeat puteus earum os suum super me. Liceat mihi suspicere
lucem tuam, vel de longe, vel de profundo. Doce me quaerere te et
ostende te quaerenti; quia nec quaerere te possum, nisi tu doceas,
nec¢ invenire, nisi te ostendas. Quaeram te desiderando, desiderem
quaerendo. Inveniam amando, amem inveniendo. Fateor, Domine, et
gratias ago, quia creasti in me hanc imaginem tuam, ut tui memor te
cogitem, te amem. Sed sic est abolita attritione vitiorum, sic est
offuscata fumo peccatorum, ut non possit facere, ad quod facta est,
nisi tu renoves et reformes eam. Non tento, Domine, penetrare
altitudinem tuam, quia nullateinus comparo illi intellectum meum;
sed desidero aliquatenus intelligere veritatem tuam, quam credit et
amat cor meum. Neque enim quaero intelligere, ut credam, sed credo
ut intelligam. Nam et hoc credo: quia nisi credidero, non

intelligam, 2

Anselm, black monk and philosopher, here unites all the themes which we
have been studying: the consciousness of one’s alienation from God and
of one’s need for God’'s self-revelation as a starting point for one’s
return; the awareness of the power of love both tu arouse one to seek
God and to enjoy God once found; the knowledge that the seeking and the
finding are made possible and accomplished through the enlightenment--

the purgation and reformation-- of one’s own godlike subjectivity, i.e.

1See Crouse, "St. Augustine’s De Trinitate", p. 44, n. 1.

2Anselm, Proslogion 1, Latin-German ed. of F.S. Schmitt, 0.S.B.
(Stuttgart, 1962), pp. 82 & 84.
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the memory, the understanding, and the will, and finally the conviction
that all of this must begin with faith, for it is the adequation to
reason of the content of faith! which leads to understanding and the
enjoyment of God. As St. Augustine had said,

Quamobrem quoniam trinitatis aeternitatem et aequalitatem et
unitatem quantum datur intellegere cupimus, prius autem quam
intellegamus credere debemus uigilandumque nobis est ne ficta sit
fides nostra. Eadem quippe trinitate fruendum est ut beate
uivamus: si autem falsum de illa crediderimus, inanis erit spes et
non casta caritas. Quomodo igitur eam trinitatem quam non nouimus
credendo diligimus? An secundum specialem generalemue notitiam
secundum quam diligimus apostolum Paulum??
That is to say, just as we can, for example, love a hero of church his-
tory not in his particularity, which is now unknowable, but in his
specific or generic nature, which is a knowledge we do have and which
gives certitude to the historical particularity we cannot know, but 4,
believe; so we can attain to some knowledge of the Holy Trinity through
a created image, which will serve as the object of our will, since it
certifies our faith, though God’s nature remain truly beyond our com-
prehension. That is why faith seeks understanding.
Nevertheless even in Anselm’s day, but more generally as the

twelfth century progressed and as theology developed as an academic dis-

cipline,3 there grew a sense that a jar had been set between philosophy

1Cf, J.A. Doull, "What is Augustinian ‘Sapientia’?", Dionysius 12
(1988), p. 63: "This knowledge [of faith] was complete as to its content
but defective in form, having only a factual and transient certainty.
The impulse to think what he believed was from the need to overcome this
defect and know the faith as necessary and true for thought."

ZAugustine, De Trinitate VIII.v.8.

3See G.R. Evans, 0ld Arts and New Theology, The Beginnings of Theology
as _an Academic Discipline (Oxford, 1980), p. 3. See also J. de Ghel-
linck, Le mouvement théologique du XII® siécle, 2nd ed. (Bruges, 1948),
pp. 49-52.
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and religion. More specifically, the application of the rejuvenated
science of dialectic to such crucial doctrines as that of the Holy
Trinity seemed blasphemous to many educated men of the day.l! Chief
amongst these was St. Bernard, the learned contemplative of Clairvaux.?

St. Bernard entered the abbey of Citeaux in 1112, where he learned
the Rule of St. Benedict during the early years of the abbacy of St.
Stephen Harding.3 Stephen Harding, an English monk with a "clear grasp

of principle and tenacious will",? had joined a group of hermits at

1The misuse of dialectic in discourse about the doctrines of the faith
had been already censured in the 1060’s by Lanfranc, De corpore et
sanguine Domine VII (PL 150.417A, quoted in R.W. Southern, "Lanfranc of
Bec and Berengar of Tours", in Studies in Medieval History presented to
Frederick Maurice Powicke, edd. R.W. Hunt et al. (Oxford, repr. 1969),
p. 41) and Peter Damian, De divina omnipotentia 17.37-74 (in Pierre
Damien, Lettre sur la toute-puissance divine, ed. A. Cantin, SC 191
(Paris, 1972), pp. 474-476)., Neither Lanfranc nor Peter Damian objects
to dialectic itself; but the former thinks it more fitting to support
one’s argument with the teachings of the authorities, while the latter
goes farther and argues in Boethian fashion (Consolation V, prose iv)
that the rules of human thought do not apply to the divine subjectivity.
(This is the interpretation of R.D. Crouse, given in his lectures on
medieval philosophy at Dalhousie University, 1988-1983. For another
account, see H. Liebeschiitz, in The Cambridge History of Later Greek and
Early Medieval Philosophy, ed. A.H. Armstrong {Cambridge, 1967), pp.
608-610. See also M. Grabmann, Die Geschichte der Scholastischen Meth-
ode (Graz, 1857), vol. 1, pp. 224-234.) Dante, a great student of
Boethius, has Peter Damian’s soul, found in the contemplatives’ heaven,
admonish mankind: "La mente, che qui luce, in terra fuma;/onde riguarda
come pud 14 gite/quel che non pote perché 'l ciel 1'assumma" (Paradiso
XXI.100-102, Singleton ed.). Also, it is interesting to note that
Peter’s fundamental vocation was as a hermit (A. Cantin, op. cit., p.
19; Knowles, Monastic Order?, pp. 194-197).

2See G.R. Evans, The Mind of St. Bernard, p. 96: "Bernard is, then, a

preacher with an impressive learning underlying his exposition of the

Bible, not in the forefront of the work of the schools, but up-to-date
nevertheless."

30n Bernard’s noviciate, see W. Williams, St. Bernard of Clairvaux (Man-
chester, repr. 1952), pp. 12-16.

t¥nowles, Monastic Order?, p. 199.
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Molesme in the last years of the eleventh century and, having failed in
an attempt to reform the community, had been one of the leaders of a
secession in 1098, which led to the founding of Citeaux.l! William of
Malmesbury has left an account of the speech Stephen delivered at

Molesme calling for reform.

Ratione... supremus rerum Auctor omnia fecit, ratione omnia regit;
ratione rotatur poli fabrica, ratione ipsa etiam quae dicuntur
errantia torquentur sidera, ratione moventur elementa; ratione et
aequilibritate debet nostra subsistere natura. Sed quia per
desidiam saepe a ratione decidit, leges quondam multae latae;
novissime per beatum Benedictum regula divinitus processit quae
fluxum naturae ad rationem revocaret; in qua etsi habentur gquaedan
quorum rationem penetrare non sufficio, auctoritati tamen adquies-
cendum censeo. Ratio enim et auctoritas divinorum scriptorum,
quamvis dissonare videantur, unum idemque sunt: namgue cum Deus
nihil sine ratione creaverit, et recreaverit; qui fieri potest ut
credam sanctos patres, sequacis scilicet Dei, quicquam praeter
rationem edicere, quasi soli auctoritati fidem debeamus adhibere?
Itaque illorum, quae procuditis, aut rationem aut auctoritatem
afferte. Quamvis non multum debeat credi, si quid humanae rationis
possit allegari, quod aequipollentibus argumentis valeat ener-
vari...2

lIbid. Y ppv 198"200.

2yilliam of Malmesbury, De gestis regum Anglorum IV.334, ed. W. Stubbs,
vol. II (London, 1889; repr. 1964), p. 381. Stubbs remarks (p. cxvii):
"The account of the Cistercians was, perhaps, derived from Stephen Hard-
ing, himself a pupil of Sherborne and possibly an acquaintance of our
author. He became abbot of Citeaux in 1109, and was alive when the
Gesta was written. He died in 1134." G. Constable asserts that Wil-
liam’s account is "for the most part fictional" ("Renewal and Reform in
Religious Life, Concepts and Realities", in Renaissance and Renewal in
the Twelfth Century, edd. R.L. Benson & G. Constable with C.D. Lanham
(Cambridge, Mass., 1982), p. 62, with a translation of this passage on
the preceding page). Surely no one would argue that the speech is a
verbatim report, but if it is fictional, it must be fictional in the
sense that Thycidides' speeches are fictional: "it was in all cases dif-
ficult to carry them [the speeches reported] word for word in one's
memory, so my habit has been to make the speeches say what was in my
opinion demanded of them by the various occasions, of course adhering as
closzly as possible to the general sense of what they really said" (The
Peloponnesian War I.xxii, Crawley translation). Consequently, one may
say that William probably conveys the gist of what Stephen said, fleshed
out by William’s own rhetorical skills and historical understanding.
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We do not find here a rejection of reason at all. We find rather a
Boethian confidence in the rationality of all things of divine institu-
tion: "O qui perpetua mundum ratione gubernas...'.l Reason indeed is
the law of our own nature; but because we often decline from reason by
our own degeneracy many laws have been promulgated, the latest of these
being the Rule of St. Benedict, divinely inspired, which is meant to
call the instability of our nature back to reason., To be sure, some-
times one may not understand the reasonableness of a particular measure
in the Rule; but one must obey the authority, though it seem to conflict
with reason, because God could not have allowed the Scriptures and the
Fathers, our authorities, to contain anything that was unreasonable.

Any monastic custom, therefore, must be rejected, if it is debatable, if
reasons of equal weight can be advanced for and against it, if it is the
product of an inconclusive human dialectic.? In his controversies with

the great scholastics of the day, Bernard displayed this already charac-

1Boethius, Congolation 1II, metre ix (LCL, p. 270). For literature on
the medieval commentaries on this poem, see E. Jeauneau, "Un commentaire
inédit sur la chant ‘0 qui perpetua’ de Boéce", in "Lectio
Philosophorum", p. 311, nn. 1-3.

2pequipollentia is a term from the science of dialectic. See R.W,
Southern, "Lanfranc of Bec", pp. 41-43. Abelard devotes a portion of
his Dialectica to the treatment of such arguments (I.ii, ed. L.M. de
Rijk (Assen, 1956), pp. 199ff.). It may be more than coincidence that
both Peter Damian and Stephen Harding, both pioneers in the eremitical
life, both also arrived at a radical critique of the powers of human
reason, seemingly on the strength of a reading of the great logician
Boethius (above, p. 127, n. 1). Stephen had travelled in Italy before
he settled at Molesme (Knowles, Monastic Order?, p. 199). Indeed, R.
Duvernay, "Citeaux, Vallombreuse et Etienne Harding", Anslecta s. o,
Cisterciensis 8 (1952), pp. 379-495, argues, in G. Constable’s words
("The Study of Monastic History Today", p. 49, n. 139), "that Citeaux
was the end of a development which began at Vallambrosa and that Stephen
Harding visited Vallambrosa on his trip to Rome in 1080/90."
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teristic Cistercian attitude to reason and authority, learned no doubt
during his noviciate at Citeaux.!

Peter Abelard and Gilbert of Poitiers were the two scholars whom
Bernard caused to be tried for heresy and himself prosecuted in court,
the former at Sens in 1140, the latter at Rheims in 1148.2 It is
beyond our purpose to examine the controverted points of doctrine, but a
discussion of the underlying causes of these affairs will furnish the
last evidence we need to understand Arnold’s thought on the distinction

between the gcientia artium liberalium and the scientia humilitatis.

The epistles with which Bernard tried to sway the pope and certain
cardinals to his side in the controversy with Abelard point to two dif-
ficulties in Abelard’s position which, according to Bernard, underlay
all his several questionable teachings. The first point is one with
which we are already familiar from Peter Damian and Stephen Harding: the
application of dialectic to the study of the divine subjectivity and
other mysteries considered to be beyond reason.

Habemus in Francia novum de veteri magistro theologum, qui ab

ineunte aetate sua in arte dialectica lusit, et nunc in Scripturis

sanctis insanit... Qui dum cmnium guae sunt IN CAELO SURSUM EST,
guae IN TERRA DEQORSUM, nihil, praeter solum "Nescio", nescire dig-

natur; ponit in caelum os svum et scrutatur alta Dei, rediensque ad
nos refert verba ineffabilia, quse uon licet homini loqui; et dum

1Following the Rule pure ad litteram was certainly one of Bernard’'s
bvasts (De praecepto et dispensatione XVI.49, guoted by Constable,
"Renewal and Reform", p. 57 & n. 110).

20n Abelard see Luscombe, The School of Peter Abelard, pp. 103-142, who
concludes: "The council of Sens had not wholly cleared the air nor was
ity verdict wholly convincing." See also E. Little, "Bernard and
Abelard at the Council of Sens, 1140", in Bernard of Clairvaux, Studies
presented to Dom Jean Leclercq (Washington, D.C., 1973), pp. 55-71. On
Gilbert, see Evans, The Mind of St. Bernard, pp. 173-190, and N.M.
Hiring, ed., The Commentaries on Boethius by Gilbert of Poitiers
(Toronto, 1966), pp. 3-13.
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paratus est de omnibus reddere rationem, etiam quae sunt supra
rationem, et contra rationem praesumit, et contra fidem. Quid enim
magis contra rationem quam ratione rationem conari transcendere?
Et quid magis contra fidem quam credere nolle quidquid non possit
ratione attingere?l
And a little later on,
Et sic promittens intellectum auditoribus suis, in his etiam quae
sublimiora et sacratiora profundo illo sinu sacrae fidei con-
tinentur, ponit in Trinitate gradus, in maiestati modos, numeros in
aeternitate.?
Bernard perceived this difficulty in Gilbert’s teaching as well. The
second point, however, is peculiar to Abelard, and has to do with the
contradiction hetween Abelard’s monastic profession and the use to which
he puts his mind and learning.
Monachum se exterius, haereticum interius ostendit, nihil habens de
monacho, preeter nomen et habitum... Rudes et novellos auditores ab
uberibus dialecticae separatos, et eos, qui, ut ita dicam, prima
fidei elementa vix sustinere possunt, ad mysterium sanctae
Trinitatis, ad Sancta sanctorum, ad cubiculum Regis introducit...3
These two points can be examined more fully in two other Bernardine com-
poaitinns: a sermon delivered to the clergy and scholars of Paris not
long before Abelard’s condemnation in 1140 and a book on consideration,
Bernard’s jast work, addressed to Pope Eugene III, which was written

with Gilbert’s recent trial very much in mind.

Bernard’s Sermo ad clericos de conversione was delivered at Paris

between Lent, 1139 and the beginning of the year 1140.% Two recensions

ot e et

1Bernard, Epistola CXC.i.1 (LTR, vol. VIII (Rome, 1977), p. 17f.).

21bid., Epistola CXC.i.2 (LTR, p. 18). See also Epistola CCCXXX (LTR,
vol. VIII, p. 267.)

3Bernard, Epistola CCCXXXI (LTR, vol., VIII, p. 260f.) See also Epistola
CCCXXXII (ibid., vol. VIII, p. 271).

4LTR, vol. IV, p. 61 & n. 1.
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exist, the shorter a first redaction, probably close to that which was
preached at Paris, the longer a revision so expanded as to have become a
treatise,! which will be the subject of the following remarks. But
before proceeding, one ought just tonotice that the term conversio had
two common meanings in Bernard’s day: either a turning in spirit from
the world to God or a leaving of the worldly life for the life of the
monastery.? This particular sermon seems to have worked both kinds of
conversion in some men, for twenty-three of Bernard’'s auditors left
Paris with him the next day for Clairvaux.3

The De conversione is, in effect, a treatise on that change of mind

by which the human subjectivity comes to its true and proper-- its
monastic-- self, It can, therefore, be read as something of a com-
mentary upon Bernard’'s notion that Abelard was a monk in name and habit,
but not in the formation of his mind.

The sermon is written, in large part, as a dialogue of two

faculties of the soul, ratio and voluntas, the third, memoria, supplying

the ground of the conversation.? The dialogue begins when reason,

1Tbid., loc. cit.

2See. G.R. Evans, "A Change of Mind in Some Scholars of the Eleventh and
Early Twelfth Centuries", in Studies in Church History 15, ed. D. Baker
(Oxford, 1878), p. 27.

3Williams op. cit., p. 305.

41 could not disagree more with the opinion of E. von Ivanka, "La struc-
ture de 1’ame selon s, Bernard", Analecta s. o. Cisterciensgis 9 (1953),
pp. 203-206, who argues that memoria, ratio, and voluntas are not
faculties of the soul, but states of spiritual experience in St.
Bernard. His argument rests first of all on the notion, which he
derives from the fact that Bernard changes the order which St. Augustine
gives these terms, that memoria in Bernard no longer is regarded "comme
le fondement de la vie spirituelle, comme la présence de 1’étre
spirituel & soi-méme, le lieu des principes mémes de la connaissance"
(p. 204). I hope to show that in the context of the De conversione,
which is an argument about self-knowledge, memoria, enlightened indeed
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having heard the word foris, is awakened to the voice of God intus.

Ad hanc ergo interiorem vocem aures cordis erigi admonemu., ut
loquentem Deum intus audire quam foris hominem studeatis (I.21).

This inner voice, this inner light, shows the soul to itself, so that it
may know itself.
Quid enim illo agitur sive radio, sive verbo, nisi ut noverit
[anima]l semetipsam? Aperitur siquidem conscientiae liber, revol-
vitur misera vitae series, tristis quaedam historis replicatur, .
illuminatur ratio, et evoluta memoria velut quibusdam eius oculis
exhibetur (II.3).
In other words, reason, responding to the voice without, which it also
recognizes within, reflects upon the ground of its own self-knowledge,
the content of memory, and is dismayed.
Transiit enim velociter totus ille pruritus delectationis iniquae,
et voluptatis illecebra tota brevi finita est; sed amara quaedam
impressit signa memoriae, sed vestigia foeda reliquit (I1I.4).
It is dismayed because it discovers in memory-- that faculty which
retains the impressions both of sensible phenomena and of intelligible
realities, as St. Augustine teaches?:-- it discovers the impressions,
the traces, of its sins. Moreover, it sees there that the soul does not
ceagse to sin, for the impressions of new sins are continually added to

the old. Thus, reason, obeying the counsels of God, tries to restrain

the affections of the soul, so that no more sins may be committed. The

from above, does precisely supply the ground of all the soul’s activity.

1A11 references to the De conversione in the following remarks will be
to LTR, vol. IV, pp. 59-116. I have also consulted the translation of
G.R. Evans in Bernard of Clairvaux, Selected Works, CWS (New York,
1987), pp. 65-97.

28ee above, p. 123.
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affections, however, cannot be restrained while the will is still weak

and they incite will against reason.

Exsilit igitur vetula furens, et totius oblita languoris, procedit
horrentibus comis, veste lacera, pectore nudo, scalpens ulcera,
frendens dentibus et arescens, atque ipsum inficiens aerem flatibus
virulentis. Quidni confundatur, si quid adhuc superest rationis,
ad taleim miserae voluntatis occursum et incursum? (VI.10)

And so, reason’s knowledge of the problem deepens and it recognizes that

every faculty of the soul is corrupt.
Nunc autem et ratio minus habens, caeca guodammodo, quod hactenus
ista non viderit, infirma omnino, quod ne agnita quidem praevaleat
reparare, et memoria foedissima pariter et foetidissima, et
voluntas languida et horrendis ulceribus undique scaturiens
invenitur (VI.11).

Reason, therefore, must persuade will to rule the affections, which

reason attempts with arguments, reminiscent of the second book of

Boethius’ Consolation of Philosophy, concerning the imperfect nature of

all earthly consolations (VII.12-XI.23).
Consideret, ingquam, nec intus, nec subtus, nec circa se sibi occur-
rere consolationem, ut vel tandem aliquando discat quaerendam sur-
sum, et desursum esse sperandam (XI.23).
Thus, having learned to gaze above itself, reason now finds a place
where it can finally rest from its wearying journey through the
unsatisfactory consolations of this earth, and little by little the will

begins to yearn for that stability and rest as well.

Excitabitur desiderium voluntatis, et non modo videre locum, sed et
introire paulatim, et mansionem inibi facere concupiscat (XII.24).

But once the will is converted to rightecusness, memory itself must be
purged, the hardest task of all. "Quomodo enim a memoria mea excidet

vita mea?" (XV.28) Yet God, by remitting sins, can do just that.
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Huius indulgentia delet peccatum, non quidem ut a memoria excidat,
sed ut quod prius inesse pariter et inficere consuevisset, sic de
cetero insit memoriae, ut eam nullatenus decoloret (XV,28),1

And if one then extends the mercy one has received to one’s fellows, and
tries to restore peace with them, the whole soul will be ready for the
vision of God:

non modo illuminata ratio et correcta voluntas, sed ipsa gquoque

memoria munda, ut ex hoc iam voceris ad Dominum, et audias vocem
dicentis: BEATI MUNDO CORDE, QUONIAM IPSI DEUM VIDEBUNT (XVI.29-
XVII.30).

And so, the restoration of the faculties of the soul is complete.
Bernard sees the conversion of soul as possible really only if one
converts from the worldly to the claustral life. Concluding his sermon,

he cries,

Fugite de medio Babylonis, fugite et salvate animas vestras. Con-
volate ad urbes refugii, ubi possitis et de praeteritis agere
paenitentiam, et in praesenti obtinere gratiam, et futuram gloriam
fiducialiter praestolari (XXI.37).

Flee the schools, he cries, and fly away to the monasteries, where con-

ditions are such that you may exercise you reason in the only fitting

1The memory thus purged becomes the ground, then, of the soul’s reformed
activity. See De diligendo Deo III.10 (LTR, vol., III, p. 127). "Quod
vero sequitur: MEMORIA MEA IN GENERATIONE SAECULORUM, hoc dicit quia,
quamdiu stare praesens cernitur saeculum, in quo generatio advenit et
generatio praeterit, non deerit electis consolatio de memoria, quibus
nondum de praesentia plena refectio indulgetur... Memoria ergo in gener-
atio saeculorum, praesentia in regno caelorum: ex ista glorificatur iam
assumpta electio, de illa interim peregrinans generatio consolatur.”

And at IV.12 (p., 129): "Ceterum fidelis anima et suspirat praesentiam
inhianter, et in memoria requiescit suaviter, et donec idonea sit
revelata facie speculari gloriam Dei, crucis ignominia gloriatur...
Merito in laeva admirabilis illa memorata et semper memoranda dilectio
collocatur, quod, donec transeat iniquitas, super eam sponsa recumbat et
requiescat." Thus, just as the foul memory is the ground of misery, so
the pure memory is the ground of happiness in this life, a doctrine
reminiscent of Eriugena’s, that the memory is the ground of wretchedness
or of blessedness in the life to come (Periphyseon V.36, PL 122.977C-
978A).
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way: in the persuasion of the will to righteousness and in the purifica-
tion of memory. It is the call of St. Benedict, made philosophically
intelligible through consideration of the reflections on subjectivity
and providence of St. Augustine and Boethius. It is the perfect appeal
of the monk to the scholar, a plea which, Bernard would argue, Abelard
has not heeded, for he has exercised his reason not in the stabilization
of his own subjectivity, but in great matters, which are tco high for
him, as a philosopher in the schools. Far different were those twenty-
three young scholars who recognized the "formam verae philosophiae",!
when Bernard showed it to them, and "conversi ab inanibus studiis ad
verae sapientiae cultum, abrenuntiantes saeculo",? followed St. Bernard
back to Clairvaux.

Bernard’s De consideratione ad Eugenium papam was composed

piecemeal between 1149 and 1152 or 1153,3 the latter being the year of
his death. The fifth and last book, though completed four or five years
after the inconclusive trial of Gilbert of Poitiers at Rheims, neverthe-

less still contains reflections on Gilbertine doctrine which Bernard

1Vita prima Bernardi VII.xiii.19 (PL 185.423D, =Exordium magnum Cister-
ciense). Peter the Venerable seems to have recognized thei Abelard was
seeking in the wrong place, for in his epitaph for Abelard he writes:
".,.. sed tunc magis omnia vicit,/Cum Cluniacensem monachum moremque
professus,/Ad Christi veram transivit philosophiam" (quoted in J.G.
Sikes, Peter Abailard (Cambridge, 1932), p. 237). That is to say, on
Peter the Venerable’s view, Abelard’s coming to rest at Cluny during his
last years after the trial at Sens was a coming ‘to the true philosophy
of Christ’, i.e. to the Benedictine way. He became at last a monk in
mind as well as in name and habit.

2yita prima Bernardi IV.ii.10 (PL 185.327B). Amongst the twenty-three
was Geoffrey of Auxerre, as we have already noted (above, p. 67, n. 4),

3LTR, vol. III (Rome, 1963), p. 381,


http://VII.xiii.19
http://IV.ii.10
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considered heretical.! In this last book, Bernard develops an
epistemology, which should cast light on the first problem raised above:
the application of dialectic to the study of divine mysteries.

If Abelard exposed himself to the specific criticism of having
neglected the properly monastic cultivation of the mind, both Abelard
and Gilbert were subject to the general criticism that they were employ-
ing dialectic in speculations the objects of which were beyond the
powers of that science. In his report on Gilbert’s trial at Rheims,
John of Salisbury claims that this criticism had its roots in the dif-
ference between the forms of learning possessed by the monk Bernard and

the scholar Gilbert.

Erant tamen ambo optime litterati et admodum eloquentes sed dis-
similibus studiis. Abbas enim, quod ex operibus patet, predicator
egregius, ut ei post beatum Gregorium neminem censeam conferendum;
singulariter eleganti pollebat stilo, adeo diuinis exercitatus in
litteris ut omnem materiam uerbis propheticis et apostolicis
decentissime explicaret. Sua namque fecerat uniuersa et uix nisi
uerbis autenticis nec in sermone communi nec in exhortationibus nec
in epistolis conscribendis loqui nouerat... Seculares uero litteras
minus nouerat, in quibus, ut creditur, episcopum nemo nostri
temporis precedebat. Vterque ingenio perspicax et scripturis
inuestigandis deditus, sed abbas negociis expediendis exercitatior
et efficatior. Et licet episcopus bibliothece superficiem non sic
haberet ad manum, doctorum tamen uerba, Hylarii dico, Ieronimi,
Augustini, et similium, sicut opinio communis est, familiarius
nouerat. Doctrina eius nouis obscurior sed prouectis compendiosior
et solidior uidebatur. Vtebatur, prout res exigebat, omnium
adminiculo disciplinarum, in singulis quippe sciens auxiliis mutuis
uniuersa constare.?

Bernard’'s thought, that is to say, was a product of the lectio divina,

the traditional monastic memorization and consideration of the Bible and

N e

1See, e.g., De consideratione V.vii.15 and cf. John of Salisbury, His-
toria pontificalis VIII, Marjorie Chibnall, ed. (Oxford, repr. with cor-
rections, 1986), p. 18, Cf. Evans, The Mind of St. Bernard, p. 183.

2John of Salisbury, Historia pontificalis XII (Chibnall ed., pp. 26-27).
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other authoritative texts. He was also gifted in practical matters, but
his knowledge of the liberal arts was not so thorough. Gilbert, on the
other hand, was the product of the schools, learned in every field of
knowledge and confident that ‘since the various disciplines were of
assistance to one another, all taken together must be in accord with
each one taken separately’, a form, of course, of the Augustinian notion
the religion and philosophy are one.

It is difficult to make the content of John’s distinction concrete;

but if we look at the De consideratione, we may find the means. St.

Bernard wrote this, his last, treatise to his spiritual son,! the

Cistercian Pope Eugene III, in order to encourage him to adopt the prac-

tice of ‘consideration’? for his soul’s health and the well performing

of his office., Bernard distinguishes contemplation from consideration:
potest contemplatio quidem diffiniri verus certusque intuitus animi
de gquacumgue re, sive apprehensio veri non dubia, consideratio
autem intensa ad vestigandum cogitatio, vel intensio animi
vestigantis verum (II.ii.5).

Strictly speaking, consideration is not, therefore, the enjoyment of the

truth known, hut the seeking of the truth that it may at last be

1De consideratione Praefatio (LTR, voi. III, p. 393): "Amor dominum nes-
cit, agnoscit filium et in infulis.”" (All quotations will be taken from
this edition of the Opera. I have also consulted the translations of
J.D. Anderson & E.T. Kennan, The Works of Bernard of Clairvaux, vol. 13,
Cistercian Fathers Series 37 (Kalamazoo, 1976) and of G.R. Evans,
Bernard of Clairvaux, Selected Works, CWS (New York, 1987), pp. 145-
172.)

2The term seems to have been taken from Gregory the Great, Regula
pastoralis I.1 (PL 77.13A), as noted by Prof. Evans, The Mind of St.
Bernard, p. 210, n. 47, who herself depends here on J. Leclercq. But
one should note that Boethius too speaks of reason working universali
consideratione (Consclation V, prose iv, LCL, p. 410).
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enjoyed; and one considers, as St. Augustine seems to recommend,!
oneself, the things which are below one, the things which are around
one, and the things which are above one (II.iii.6). What, then makes
this different from the investigation of the schools?

Et si sapiens sis, deest tibi ad sapientiam, si tibi non fueris.
Quantum vero? Ut quidem senserim ego, totum. Noveris licet omnia
mysteria, noveris lata terrae, alta caeli, profunda maris, si te
nescieris, eris similis aedificanti sine fundamento, ruinam, non
gtructuram faciens. Quidquid exstruxeris extra te, erit instar
congesti pulveris, ventis obnoxium. Non ergo sapiens, qui sibi non
est... A te proinde incipiat tua consideratio; mnor solum autem, et
in te finiatur (II1.iii.6).

This consideration, that is to say, will be an investigation of one's

self, such as Bernard has already descrived in the De conversione. It
will be an investigation into the state of one’s soul, the propriety of
one’s aclions and the objects of one’s hopes, such that humility and
love may be established. It is a consideration that will benefit the
soul by reforming it, without which benefit all other learning is
nothing worth, and to which benefit secular learning may contribute very
little,

The purest form of consideration, however, is directed towards the
things above us, since such consideration has no admixture of activity,
but is purely reflective and leads one out of exile to one’s true home.
"Sic considerare, repatriare est" (V.i.l). Nevertheless, even this form
of consideration must still use visible things to climb to the
invisible, since we do remain in exile until death.

Sublimior iste praesentium ac dignior usus rerum, cum, iuxta
sapientiam Pauli, INVISIBILIA DEI PER EA QUAE FACTA SUNT,

1Cf. Augustine, De doctrina christiana I.xxi1ii.22 {(noted by Evans, The
Mind of St. Bernard, p. 205, n. 12).
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INTELLECTA CONSPICIUNTUR. Sane hac scala cives non egent, sed
exsules (V.i.1).

Thus, consideration has three necessary stages or grades.

Magnus ille, qui usum sensuum, quasdam veluti civium [sc.,
civitatis Dei] opes, expendere satagit, dispensando in suam et
multorum salutem. Nec ille minor, qui hunc sibi gradum ad illa
invisibilia philosophando constituit, nisi quod hoc dulcius, illud
utilius, hoc felicius, illud fortius esse constat, At omnium maxi-
mus, qui, spreto ipso usu rerum et sensuum, quantum quidem humanae
fragilitati fas est, non ascensoriis gradibus, sed inopinatis
excessibus, avolare interdum contemplando ad illa sublimia con-
suevit.,., Porro haec tria ita contingunt, cum consideratio, etsi in
loco peregrinationis suae, virtutis studio et adiutorio gratiae
facta superior, sensualitatem aut premit ne insolescat, aut cogit
ne evagetur, aut fugit ne inquinet (V.ii.3).

Consideration, therefore, is a movement of the soul by which sensuous
nature is either suppressed by the practice of good works or channelled

by the practice of philosophy, i.e. monastic lectio, or escaped by the

grace of contemplation. Moreover, its modes can be defined this way.
Dicamus, si placet, primam dispensativam, secundam aestimativanm,
tertiam speculativam. Horum nominum rationes diffinitiones
declarabunt. Dispensativa est consideratio sensibus
sensibilibusque rebus ordinate et socialiter utens ad promerendum
Deum. Aestimativa est consideratio prudenter ac diligenter gquaeque
scrutans et ponderans ad vestigandum Deum. Speculativa est con-
sideratio se in se colligens et, quantum divinitus adiuvatur, rebus
humanis eximens ad contemplandum Deum... Ergo quod prima optat,
secunda odorat, tertia gustat (V.ii.4).
That is to say, consideration, seen as a repatriation to our homeland,
is an activity of the soul-- memory, understanding, and will-- which
regulates the soul’s use of the senses and of sensible things for the
good of the community of men, to earn merit with God; which, with the
help of the liberal arts, to be sure, prudently and diligently examines
and weighs each created thing, to find traces of God, and which, insofar

as it is helped from above, recollects itself and removes itself from

human affairs, in order to enjoy the knowledge of God. It is an
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activity by which the righteous soul acts for God, reflects upon God,
and is raised above itself to God. It is thus clearly an Augustinian
movement from the outer to the inner man, from science to wisdom, in
which philosophy and religion are one.

But more specifically it is a Boethian movement, a movement which
takes its structure from the hierarchy of the sciences developed by
Boethius in his De Trinitate from the semina rationum in Augustine.l
For Boethius had taught that speculation has three parts: naturalis,
the objects of which are the inseparable forms of bodies in motion, with
their matter; mathematica, the objects of which are the inseparable
forms of bodies mentally abstracted from their matter, and thus not in
motion, and theclogica, the objects of which are God and all those
abstract and separable forms of which bodily forms are mere images.?
Moreover, in the consideration of the objects of natural science (in

naturalibus), one proceeds rationabiliter, by the immediate application

of reason to natural phenomenon as sensation and imagination present
them. In the consideration of the objects of mathematics (in mathe-

maticis), one proceeds disciplinaliter, reason treating its objects now

1Boethius, De Trinitate, ‘Prologus’ (LCL, p. 4). Cf R.D. Crouse,
"Semina Rationum", p. 84f. H. Chadwick, Boethius, The Consolation of
Music, Logic, Theology, and Philosophy (Oxford, repr. 1983), p. 110f.,
shows that this division of the sciences had pagan Neoplatonic prece-
dents. I do not think that such sources necessarily preclude an
Augustinian influence as well. Another source, too, of these spiritual
motions for St. Bernard could have been the Pseudo-Dionysius, who speaks
of straight, spiral, and circular motions not only in the human and
angelic subjectivities, but also in the divine. These are, of course,
in the human case, the sensuous and imaginative, the discursive, and the
contemplative motions of the soul respectively. See The Divine Names
4,8-9, 7.2, & 9.9, in The Complete Works, tr. Colm Luibhead, CWS (New
York, 1987), pp. 78, 106f., 118f. (PG 3.704D-705B, 868B-C, 916C-D).

2Boethius, De Trinitate II (Loeb ed., pp. 8 & 12).
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according to the precepts of the liberal arts. Finally, in the con-
sideration of the objects of theology (in divinis), one proceeds

intellectualiter, reason, quite apart from the objects of sense and

imagination, trying to understand the divine intelligence, form
itself,! "quantum humanae rationis intuitus ad divinitatis valet celsa
conscendere".? These sciences, therefore, reflect the ascent-- out-
lined by Boethius in his Consolation-- from sense through imagination to
reason and thence ahove the human soul to divine intelligence itself,?
this last stage, the province of theology, finding its starting point in
the Catholic faith? and proceeding as much as possible simplici
intellectu, having rejected all images, in which sameness and otherness
are combined,?

St. Bernard’s division of consideration into dispensativa,
aestimativa, and speculativa is clearly modelled upon Boethius® division

of speculation into rationalis, mathematica, and theologica, both sets

of terms describing the soul as it acts directly upon the objects of
sense and imagination, as it acts upon the same objects according to the
rules of human science, and as it stretches above itself to understand
the principles upon which all such phenomena depend. But Bernard dif-

ferg from Boethius in two ways. First, as we noticed above, considera-

lIbidn’ p. 80
21bid., ‘Prologus’, p. 4.

3Boethius, Philosophiae Consolatio V, prose iv & prose v ( rcL, pp.
411F. & 417).

4Boethius, De Trinitate I (LCL, pp. 4 & 6).

51bid., c. VI (LCL, p. 30). Cf. Chadwick, op. cit., p. 219.
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tion is directed primarily at the reformation of self, at the trans-
formation of one’s own subjectivity, while speculation, as Boethius des-
cribes it, is directed primarily at the world around us and at the
invention of its underlying principles. Secondly, while Boethius, as
Augustine, moves from faith through the categories of human thought to

an understanding of the nature of God simplici intellectu,l! Bernard

describes the movement from dispensative consideration to speculative
rather differently. For he argues that the objects of consideration
which are above us can be investigated partly by opinion, partly by

faith, and partly by intellect (opinio, fides, intellectus, V.iii.5).

Is [sc. Deus], et qui cum eo sunt beati spiritus, tribus modis,
veluti viis totidem, nostra sunt consideratione vestigandi,
opinione, fide, intellectu. Quorum intellectus rationi innititur,
fides auctoritati, opinio sola veri similitudine se tuetur. Habent
illa duo certam veritatem, sed fides clausam et involutam,
intelligentia nudam et manifestam; ceterum opinio, certi nihil
habens, verum per veri similia quaerit potius quam apprehendit
(V.iii.5).

For example, one believes that the angels are a blessed, spiritual
hierarchy, one opines that they have bodies or not, and one reasons it
out that they have understanding (V.iv.7)., Indeed, the nature of God is

subject to the same modes of investigation (V.vi.13-14)., But by

I1Chadwick, op. cit., argues that, "Boethius is less sanguine than
Augustine (or at least than the young Augustine) about the capacity of
the divinely illuminated reason to attain to adequate statements about
God. 1In the Consolation of Philosophy (v m. 3) he is ready to envisage
the parallel affirmation of two truths which reason cannot reconcile."
R.D. Crouse, "Semina Rationum", p. 84, whose interpretation I follow,
argues, "In the Tractates generally, the principles are there to start
with, as universally established, but in the undemonstrated form of
faith. To demonstrate them, to ‘conjoin faith and reason’, means to
provide the logical, categorical explication of them."
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definition-- "Quid est Deus? Quo nihil melius cogitari potest"
(V.vii.15)1-~- God is beyond the limit of human thought.

Ipse sibi forma, ipse sibi essentia est. In hoc interim gradu
suspicio illum, et si alter potior appareret, illum potius darem.
Numquid verendum, ne cogitatis transvolet illum? Quantumcumgue in
altum proficiat, ultra est. Infra quod homo cogitare possit,
altissimum quaerere, ridiculum est; statuere, impium. Ultra, non
citra quaerendus est (V.vii.16).2

Therefore, his unity and his trinity must be investigated at last only
by faith,

Dicamus itaque tres, sed non ad praeiudicium Unitatis; dicamus
unum, sed non ad confusionem Trinitatis. Neque enim nomina vacua
sunt, nec absque significantia cassae voces. Quaerit quis gquomodo
hoc possit esse? Sufficiat ei tenere sic esse, atque hoc non
rationis perspicuum, nec tamen opinionis ambiguum, sed fidei per-
suasum (V.viii.18).

And such faith, resting upon the authority of Scripture (V.xiii.27-
xii.29), finally comprehends God, not by the scholastic art of disputa-
tion,3 but by monastic sanctity.

Non ea disputatio comprehendit, sed sanctitas, si quo modo tamen
comprehendi potest quod incomprehensibile est (V.xiv.30).

LAn adaptation of Anselm’s definition in the ontological argument of the
Proslogion II-III: "aliquid guo maius nihil cogitari potest” (Schmitt
ed., p. 84). See Evans, The Mind of St. Bernard, p. 183

2Bernard is here quite directly addressing the first capitulum brought
against Gilbert at Rheims: "Quod videlicet assereret divinam essentiam
non esse Deum” (quoted by Evans, The ¥ind of St. Bernard, p. 178).
Bernard secwms to be saying that the divisions human thought knows
between form and matter and between essence and bheing do not exist in
that being than which nothing potior can be thought and in whom, there-
fore, essence and being are undivided. In reference to the entire
debate upon the capitulum, Dr. Evans writes, "Bernard is talking, not
about the problem of theological language, the verba, but about the con~-
tent of what is expressed, the res" (The Mind of St. Bernard, p. 185).

3See Smalley, The Study of the Bible, pp. 209-213, on the scholastic
disputatio at this period.
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That is to say, the transformation of one’s own subjectivity, which is
the material cause of monastic consideration, is the ground also of
one’s comprehension of God, which is the final cause of consideration.
Consideration creates that sanctity which is the ground also of one’s
comprehension of God.

And so, Bernard has here, in effect, shown how a favorite

scholastic text can quite legitimately be interpreted in a monastic way,

an achievement not unlike that of the De conversione, In doing so,

however, he has altogether rejected the more strictly Boethian science
of the scholars, who sought to discover the underlying principles of
things. In some sense, Bernard now sees the learning of the schools as
falling outside the movement from faith to understanding, or rather, he
has transformed that movement into a movement from faith to comprehen-
sion, a comprehension by means of holiness, a comprehension essentially
by means of the will.! And so, what had been merely a jar between
scholars and monks, in St. Bernard, St. Benedict’s most extreme son,
became perfect discord.

To be sure, Gilbert, as John of Salisbury reports it, rejected this

notion of contemplation.

Cum uventum fuerit ad inuisibilia Dei conspicienda a nature
recedatur usu, abigantur fantasie creaturarum, tollatur rerum quas
nouimus imaginatio, et mens per ea que facta sunt ad ea que facta
non sunt erigatur, et affectus seipsum in superiora extendens, quia
non sufficit apprehendere, saltem suspendat se et temporalia
deserat mente dum interim celestia penetrare non potest; hoc
suspendium contemplatiuus eligit, nec abhorret sed pocius delec-
tatur quociens ipsum gratia introducit, ut quo modo fieri potest
uideat que ab eterno singularum in Trinitate sint propria per-
sonarum. Spiritualis est, licet eum redarguat animalis

L1Gf. E. Gilson, The Mystical Theology of St. Bernard, tr. A.H.C. Downes
(London, repr. 1955), pp. 125-129 and passim.
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fantasiasta, qui non didicit differentias et fines facultatum, et
quod in fisicis rationabiliter, in mathematicis doctrinaliter, in
theologicis intellectualiter uersari oportet. Ipse enim in omnibus
naturaliter credit esse uersandum... Si uero didicisset facultatum
fines et theologicas rationes, rationis euectus beneficio in
intelligentiam puriorem, fantasiis huiusmodi non seruiret.t

Contemplation for Gilbert is precisely the scholastic effort to
determine the natures of things.? In the sciences, the scholar finds
the modes of thought proper to the different grades of reality. And
although God is truly beyond our reason, nevertheless the theological
mode of thought teaches the scholar to abstract his affections from
sensible things, so that free of the images which sensibles leave in the
memory, the mind and will may fix themselves upon and depend from pure
form, as often as grace grants it. Bernard’s difficulty, Gilbert seems

to be saying, is that he uses the mode of thought proper to sensibles in

contemplating intelligibles.3 That is to say, he uses words in their

1John of Salisbury, Historia pontificalis XIII (Chibnall ed., p. 37f.).

28ee Gilbert, Expositio in Boecii librum primum de Trinitate I.ii.9
(Héring ed., p. 80), where Gilbert calls the three speculative sciences
of Boethius ‘"naturales"’. There may be an Eriugenan influence here, as
Gilbert elsewhere uses the fourfold division of nature of Eriugena’s
Periphyseon I (PL 122.441B) to explicate Boethius’ second definition of
nature: "natura est vel quod facere vel quod pati possit" (Contra
Eutychen I (LCL, p. 78). Gilbert's words are these: '"Perfecta uero
esset diuisio si ita dixisset: uel quod facere et non pati uel quod pati
et non facere uel gquod et pati et facere uel guod nec pati nec facere
potest" (Expositio in Boecii librum contra Euticen et Nestorium I.45,
Haring ed., p.251; noticed first by R.L. Poole, Illustrationsg of the
History of Medieval Thought and Learning (London, repr. 1932), p. 157,
n. 16).

3Bernard had tried through John of Salisbury to arrange a meeting with
Gilbert to discuss their differences further after the Council of
Rheims, to which Gilbert replied: "abbatem, si plenam intelligenciam
Hylarii affectaret, prius in disciplinis liberalibus et aliis predis-
cendis plenius instrui oportere" (Higtoria pontificalis XII, Chibnall
ed., p. 26).
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proper sense when discussing the nature of God, and not as analogues.!

Sed theologica dumtaxat fide, spe, et caritate in mente sunt, alias
autem, sicut apostolus ait, superant omnem sensum. Eis ergoe
proprie non conueniunt uerba que sua sunt aliorum. Sed ne deuotio
muta sit, translatis utitur uerbis uel ad se excitandum, uel ut
instruat paruulos suos, uel ut confundat et conterat inimicos.
Docet hoc Boetius in libro de Trinitate, dicens decem esse
predicamenta quae predicantur de rebus omnibus, sed de Deo
predicata mutantur, quia talia sunt predicata, qualia subiecta
permiserint... Exuuntur ergo sermones propriis significationibus,
et cum hii, sicut ait Aristotilis, sint note earum passionum que
sunt in anima, id est intellectu, res illas conantur ostendere quas
sine defectu suo aut nunquam aut raro percipit intellectus.?

1poole, op. cit., pp. 157 & 159, sees Gilbert’s theory of theological
language as a theory of analogy. John of Salisbury reports that Gilbert
thought that in theology one should use translatis uerbis (see the pas-
sage which follows in the text above); and Gilbert himself says at one
point: "Hic commemorandun est quod, cum facultates secundum genera rerum
de quibus in ipsis agitur diuerse sunt i.e. naturalis, mathematica,
theologica, ciuilis, rationalis, una tamen est, scilicet naturalis, que
in humane locutionis usu promptior est et in transferendorum sermonum
proporcionibus prior" (Expositio in Boecii librum primum de Trinitate
ITI.1, Héring ed., p. 115). This theory of the proportional or analo-
gical use of language, though refined only in the next century (cf. & .
Thomas, Summa theologiae 1.13.5 resp., "Dicendum est igitur quod hui-sz-
modi nomina dicuntur de Deo et creaturis secundum analogiam, idest
proportionem"), was nevertheless imported to the Latin world in the
ninth century by Eriugena. See Periphyseon I (PL 122.463B): "Attamen...
quemadmodum fere omnia, quae de natura conditarum rerum proprie
praedicantur, de conditore rerum per metaphoram, significandi gratia,
dicuntur; ita etiam categoriarum significationes, quae proprie in rebus
conditis dignoscuntur, de causa omnium non absurde possunt proferri, non
Lt proprie significent, quid ipsa sit, sed ut translative, quid de ea
nobis quodammodo eam inquirentibus probabiliter cogitandum est,
suadeant.”" 8. Tugwell, ed., Albert and Thomas, Selected Writings, CWS
(New York, 1988), p. 44, traces the problem of speech about God as it
occurred in the West back to Eriugena and to the Dionysian writings
which so influenced him. The difficulty with Tugwell’s treatment of the
twelfth century (pp. 44-50) is his argument that the theologians of the
period used language equivocally about God, rather than analogically.
This may be the case with Alan of Lille (p. 49), but it does not seem to
have been the case with Gilbert; and Theodoric’s use of theological lan-
guage translatiue (p. 46f.) does not reduce it necessarily to mere meta-
phor, since the metaphorical use of language about God is proportional,
as both Gilbert and Thomas teach. On Theodoric, see further below, p.
165, n. 1.

2Historja pontificalis XIII (Chibnall ed., p. 36f.).
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Of course, Bernard was aware of the problem of words in theological dis-
course, as we have seen. But instead of falling back on the doctrine
of analogy, he rejects the scholastic effort altogether and reinterprets
Boethius to suit the monastic life, the life of ‘true philosophy’, ‘the
cult of true wisdom’,

St. Bernard’s radical critique of the scholastic life was not
without effect, for a number of scholars abandoned the schools for the
Cistercian way of life during the twelfth century, such as Geoffrey of
Auxerre and Alan of Lille. Even Theodoric of Chartres, "dignus
Aristotilis successor', who "repetens rerum primas ab origine causas/in
summo vidit cardine cuncta simul"-- this great practitioner of
scholastic contemplation--~ abandoned his school for Cistercian solitude,
as his editor thinks.?

Hoc Driadum saltu gratisque recessibus olim

Cedens urbe frequens Teodericus erat.

Complacuere sibi fratres quos consociarat

In latebris heremi religionis amor.?2
That is to say, he abandoned his former contemplation for the Cistercian
school of love,3 preferring at last, it would seem, St. Bernard’s

interpretation of the Augustinian tradition on subjectivity and the

knowledge of God to his own.?

1A. Vernet, art. cit., p. 668f, & strengthened by Hdring, ed., Com-
mentaries on Boethius by Thierry of Chartres (Toronto, 1971), p. 52.

21pid., p. 670.
38ee Gilson, op. cit., pp. 60-84.

4Some years ago Edouard Jeauneau remarked, "Il y a d’ailleurs plusieurs
‘augustinismes’, comme il y a plusieurs ‘platonismes’" (La philosophie
médiévale, 3rd ed. (Venddme, 1975), p. 7)., More recently R.D. Crouse
has emphasized the fact that the twelfth century was a period of alter-
native or competing Augustinianisms ("Anselm of Canterbury and Medieval
Augustinianisms", Toronto Journal of Theology 3 (1987), pp. 60-68; "A
Twelfth-Century Augustinian: Honorius Augustodunensis", in Atti del Con-
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3. Arnold and the Liberal Arts

St. Bernard’'s first biographers were William of St.-Thierry, Arnold

e e e o

gresso Internazionale su S. Agostino, vol. III (Rome, 1987), pp. 167~
177). More specifically, of twelfth-century mysticism he has written,
"The possibility of differing Augustinianisms is implicit in the works
of St. Augustine. Aimé Solignac speaks of ‘La double tradition
augustinienne’: there is a ‘tradition lumineuse’, and also a ‘tradition
ombreuse’, both of them founded in the texts of St. Augustine, but
offering quite different perspectives, optimistic or pessimistic, in
regard to man and nature. With regard to mystical theology and prac-
tice, various possibilities suggest themselves. Certainly, the starting
point must be somehow in faith, but will the method be primarily experi-
ential and rational at the outset (as in the Confessions), or must it
necessarily be exegetical and dogmatic (as St. Augustine insists at the
beginning of De trinitate)? Among twelfth-century Augustinians, St.
Anselm, for instance, chooses the former way (and is criticized for it
by his Augustinian master, Lanfranc), while Rupert of Deutz, and many
others, would adopt the latter way as properly Augustinian. 1Is the
ascent to be found immediately in the soul’s self-knowing, as might be
suggested by St. Augustine’s Solilogquies, and by St. Anselm’s Pros-
logion; or is the way of return an ascent through all the hierarchies of
the sensible, rational and intellectual cosmos, as implied by Confes-
sions XIII, De trinitate, De genesi ad litteram and De civitate Dei?

The mystics of St. Victor, the ‘physicists’ of Chartres, and Honorius,
would all be inclined towards the latter way. Those who followed that
latter way would find the perspectives of Procline-Dionysian mysticism
congenial, especially as integrated with St. Augustine’s
‘Trinitatsmystik’ at the hands of John Scottus Eriugena. And they would
be right in seeing that as a legitimate development within the tradition
of Augustinian mysticism" ("What is Augustinian in Twelfth-Century
Mysticism?", typescript, p. 11f.). If one accepts this division, one
would have to place Bernard on the side of the dogmatic, exegetical and
subjective~- the pessimistic-- mysticism, while Gilbert would be found
on the rational, objective, and optimistic side, both equally
Augustinian. One does indeed find here a reminiscence of the two
Neoplatonic traditions of Plotinus and Proclus. See W.J. Hankey, op.
cLt., p. 33: "Common to Plotinus and Augustine, and separating them from
Eriugena and Aquines, is the conviction that man must turn inward toward
his noetic soul in order to ascend to God. Dionysius provides his heirs
with the Proclan view that, because the descent into the material of the
hvuman soul is complete, it has no alternative-but to turn outward to
move upward. The human body and the sensual are thus given a value even
in this world which Christians had not hitherto adequately appreciated.
Becsuse they lack this aspect of the philosophical means for fully valu-
ing man’s whole being, they retain something of Plotinus’' misanthropy.”
Thus, St. Bernard’s position would reflect the Plotinian side of
Augustine’s thought, while Gilbert’s would reflect that side of
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of Bonneval, and Geoffrey of Auxerre. William had stood very much with
Bernard in the prosecution of Abelard, indeed he stirred Bernard up to
the prosecution; and Geoffrey was Bernard'’s partisan in the prosecution
of Gilbert long after the principals were dead.! They were both
decidedly opposed to the teaching of the schools and they were both
white monks. Arnold, on the othé; hand, a black monk, from a tradition
very far removed from its eremitical roots, seems to have felt some
ambivalence towards Bernard’s prosecution of Abelard and Gilbert, as we
have noticed.? Was his attitude towards the schools in general, then,
less extreme than the Cistercian? To be sure, he shared the heritage of

St. Benedict with them, knowing the monastery as a school where through

the lectio divina the subjective self was reformed in the image and

knowledge of Christ., Moreover, he shared with them the Augustinian con-
text of monastic life, thought, and scholarship: the notion that one may
spoil ancient literature and thought, the conviction that religion and

philosophy are one, the distinction between scientia and sapientia, the

desire to comprehend the mysteries of the faith, the trinitarian view of
human subjectivity. But to what extent and in what manner did Arnold

see dialectic, the science of our divided thinking, as inadequate to the

Augustine found in the De genesi ad litteram (cf. Crouse, "A Twelfth-
Century Augustinian", p. 171f.) and made explicit by Eriugena’s
Dionysian reflections upon it. These are important points to make
because they emphasize the fact that Bernard’s thinking is entirely
traditional, thoroughly Augustinian, and perfectly philosophical and
rational in its conception and in its working out.

13ee Evans, The Mind of St. Bernard, pp. 148-151 & 174f.; Poole, on.
cit., p. 162, Fr. Hiring, in his edition of Gilbert’s commentaries (p.
12), calls Geoffrey "Gilbert’s relentless defamer"”.

2Above, p. 66f.
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simplicity of the divine nature? To what extent and in what manner did
he reject the scholar’s life as unphilosophical? In answering these

questions, we should finally arrive at an understanding of the De car-

dinalibus Christi operibus itself,

Arnold states the aim of the De cardinalibus Christi operibus

quite explicitly at the end of the prologue.
Libellum igitur quem de cardinalibus Christi Domini nostri operibus
scripsi, paternitati uestre... misi, in quo fons sacramentorum est
et discipline huius in qua stamus origo, formam et exemplar recte

uiuendi nobis proponens, ab humili Christi aduentu usque ad
gloriosum eium reditum ad Patrem gradatim conscendens... (Prologus

13.8-14).1
Its aim, that is to say, is moral. It will be an extended meditation on
the life of Christ from the time of his arrival from his Father
(aduentus) until his going back to his Father (reditus), in which the
pattern for living rightly will be shown. Moreover, Christ’s life will
be studied under these two forms: as the fountainhead of the sacraments

and as the origin of monastic discipline (in gua stamus?), the using of

1A11 unattributed references in this portion of the text will be to the
new edition. Most of this passage is also quoted above, p. 108f.

2Hadrian IV was a regular canon (Kelly, op. cit., p. 174) and Arnold, of
course, a black monk. Both were therefore devoted by profession to the
life of evangelical purity, the life of following not only the precepts,
but also the counsels of Christ (I Cor. 7.25; cf. Arnold, De donis
Spiritus Sancti, PL 189.1593A). On the canons in the eleventh and
twelfth centuries, see Morris, op, cit., pp. 74-78 & 247-250; and Chenu,
Nature, Man, and Society, pp. 202-219, on the controversy between monks
and canons over which form of discipline was the vita apostolica, and
pp. 219-230, on lay aspiration to the vita apostolica. G.M. Oury, "La
vie monastique dans 1’oceuvre d’Ernaud, abbé de Bonneval", Revue hist.
spir. 51 (1975), p. 268f., remarks: "La premiére remarque que l’on peut
faire, est que pour Ernaud de Bonneval la vie monastique se situe dans
1’exact prolongement de la vie chrétienne, elle n’en est que
1’intensification; lorsqu’il prononce le mot de ‘religio’-- le fait est
éclairant-- il entend souvent parler de la vie chrétienne et non pas
seulement de la vie monastique au sems strict..." Dom Oury’s remark is
correct, as far as it goes. However, as we shall see, the De car-
dinalibus Christi operibug was written with the problem of scholastic
and monasstic learning specifically in mind. Thus, we are justified in
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the one and the following of the other constituting right living, con-
stituting, it would seem, our participation of Christ such that we too
may mount with him out of this world to the Father.

It is, then, meant to be a moral treatise in this way. It is meant
to show how one may find true knowledge and sure access to God.

Ea igitur que licita sunt et concessa tangamus, et circa cunabula
saluatoris prima infantie eius fercula degustemus et circumcisi et
loti (uicto diabolo) sanctificatis affectibus in cena cum domino
recumbamus, ubi pane angelorum refecti post illius cibi delicias
surgamus ad transitum, ut de hoc mundo uehiculo crucis euehamur ad
celum, Spiritu sancto nos replente, qui deinde nos doceat et
patefaciat quicquid in exilii huius peregrinatione moles corporis
et imperfectionis lippitudo fecit obscurum {Prologus 13.1-8).

That is to say, through these sensible forms instituted by God, namely,
through the sacraments and through monastic discipline, which is the

vita apostolica, man may pass across to the heavenly life, as if con-

veyed upon the vehicle of the Cross, the Holy Ghost removing everything
carnal and obscure from our understanding, so that we may know God
spiritually. Moreover, these sensible forms, summed up in the symbol of
the Cross, are the only lawful (licita) means we have to come to such
knowledge, for as Arnold has already argued in this prologue, as we
shall see, we cannot attain this knowledge in a stable way by an unaided
study of created things.

We are here very close, therefore, to St. Augustine’s great image
of the Cross as a ship upon which we may come to a stable and abiding
knowledge of God

Cum uideatis ergo ista omnia esse mutabilia, gquid est quod est,

nisi quod transcendit omnia, quae sic sunt, ut non sint? Quis ergo
hoc capiat? Aut quis, quomodocumgue intenderit uires mentis suae,

limiting the reference here to the monastic life.
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ut adtingat quomodo potest id quod est, ad id quod utcumgue mente
adtigerit, possit peruenire? 8ic est enim tamquam uideat gquisque
de longe patriam, et mare interiaceat; uidet quo eat, sed non habet
qua eat. 8Sic ad illam stabilitatem nostram ubi quod est est, quia
hoc solum semper sic est ut est, uolumus peruenire, interiacet mare
huius saeculi qua imus, etsi iam uidemus quo imus: nam multi nec
quo eant uident, Vt ergo esset et qua iremus, uenit inde ad quem
ire uolebamus. Et quid fecit? Instituit lignum quo mare
transeamus. Nemo enim potest transire mare huius saeculi, nisi
cruce Christi portatus. Hanc crucem aliquando amplectitur et
infirmus oculis. Et qui non uidet longe quo eat, non ab illa
recedat, et ipsa illum perducet.!

And then he adds,
Itaque, fratres mei, hoc insinuauerim cordibus uestris: si uultis
pie et christiane uiuere, haerete Christo secundum id quod pro
nobis factus est, ut perueniatis ad eum secundum id quod est, et
secundum id quod erat.?
Because (8t. Augustine is saying) we can only just touch God for a
moment with our minds by means of pagan philosophy, but must always fall
away from him again;3 because by that means we can only see our
homeland afar off, but have no means of returning to it, God sent his
only Son into the world to be the means of our return, so that we might
be conveyed across the intervening sea of sensuous instability upon the
ship or vehicle of the Cross to a stable and abiding knowledge of God;
and our Christian living constitutes our passage upon that ship. Thus,
we are here right back in the midst of the problem of the relation of

pagan wisdom to Christian, the problem, as it came to be felt in the

twelfth century, of the relation between the philosophy of the school

lAugustine, Tractatus in Iohannis euangelium 1I.2, CCSL XXXVI (Turnhout,
1954), p. 12. See also the other references to Prologus 13.5-6 in the
second register in the text below.

2Ibid,, II.3, ed. cit., p. 12.

icf, =bove, p. 121f.
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and the philosophy of the monastery. And indeed, an examination of
Arnold’s prologue will show that he is addressing this problem directly.

But before we examine the prologue, it will be helpful to look

again at an earlier work, the De donis Spiritus Sancti, in which Arnold

has a great deal to say about the relation between liberal learning and

the scientia humilitatis.! There Arnold treats the problem of

philosophy and the liberal arts in the general context of the relation

between sapientia and scientia, a context afforded by the seven gifts of

the Holy Spirit themselves, but developed in an Augustinian manner.
Arnold divides the seven spiritual gifts into two groups linked by
fortitude, the one depending on sapientia, the other on scientia, both

interpreted in light of Job 28.28. The locus classicus for this inter-

pretation is, of course, St. Augustine’s De Trinitate.

Verum scripturarum sanctarum multiplicem copiam scrutatus inuenio
scriptum esse in libro Iob eodem sancto uiro loquente: Ecce pietas
est sapientia; abstinere autem a malis scientia est, In hac dif-
ferentia intellegendum est ad contemplationem sapientiam, ad
actionem scientiam pertinere. ‘Pietatem’ quippe hoc loco posuit
‘dei cultum,’ quae graece dicitur @eoséha«,,, Et quid est in
aeternis excellentius quam deus cuius solius immutabilis est
natura? Et quis cultus eius nisi amor eius quo nunc desideramus
eum uidere credimusque et speramus nos esse uisuros,.. Abstinere
autem a malis quam Iob scientiam dixit esse rerum procul dubio
temporalium est quoniam secundum tempus in malis sumus, a quibus
abstinere debemus ut ad illa bona aeterna ueniamus.?

But Arnold himself writes,

1See above, p. 98f,

Z2Augustine, De Trinitate XII.xiv.22; see also XIV.i.1l. The same point
is made at Enchiridion 1.2, tr. J. Riviére, BA 9 (Paris, 1947). pp. 102
& 104,
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Cum igitur Scriptura dicat: Ecce theosebia, id est Dei cultus, ipsa
est sapientia, quisquis Deum recta intentione, ac devota sedulitate
colit, hunc vere sapere, hunc spiritu intelligertiae agi credo.l

And again,

Sed hoc de illa scientia sermo est, quae Spiritus Dei praecipuum
donum est, quae in Scripturis scientia Dei vocatur, quae apponit
dolorem, de qua dicitur: Recedere a malo, scientia.?

So, the fact that Arnold conflates the Vulgate version of the text,
"ecce timor Domini ipsa est sapientia et recedere a malo intelligentia',
with the text as quoted by Augustine, and the fact that he quotes
Augustine’s definition of theosebia both seem to indicate that Arnold
has in mind Augustine’s distinction between scientia and sapientia, a
distinction between the essential activities of the inner and of the
outer man, of the rational soul of man as turned either towards the
sensuous and historical or towards the intelligible and eternal.3 And
indeed, this observation is borne out by the fact that Arnold sees

',4 a humility

scientia as ‘beginning from and persevering in humility
which makes possible the service of man (pietas) and obedience to God

(timor),5 while sapientia, on his view, is ‘to have no taste for

1Pl 189.1591D~1592A. It is interesting to note the use of the word
intelligentia here, since it denotes for Boethius the highest mode, the
divine mode of knowing, which is beyond our properly human and rational
mode (above, p. 141f.). As we shall see (below, p. 157), part of the
context here is Boethian.

2pL, 189.1598C.
3See above, pp. 123f.

4Pl 189.1598D: "Porro haec scientia, et ab humilitate incipit, et in
humilitate perseverat."”

5Ibid., 1600C-D: "Attestantur et duo extrema dona quae restant, pietas
et Dei timor, quae nonnisi umbra humilitatis sunt; sed alterum ad
homines, ad Deum alterum."
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earthly things and to run thirstily tc the fountain of wisdom’,!
whence, as it may be, are also derived the graces of understanding
(intellectus) and counsel (consilium).2 The two sides of Augustine’s
distinction are clearly present.

But there is also a difference. Augustine relates sapientia to the
contemplative, and scientia to the active life. Arnold, on the other
hand, relates sapientia to Jacob’s one wife Leah, a figure of the active
life, and intellectus to Jacob’s other wife Rachel, a figure of the con-
templative life,3 Leah standing for those who seek the fountain of wis-
dom, but do not necessarily penetrate the opaque places in Scripture or
understand God from his creatures,? Rachel standing for those, who,
whether wise or not, have the intellectual graces to understand God in
nature and in revelation. Thus, since it is apparent that not only
Catholics, but also pagans and heretics have had understanding of these
things, intellectus is unequal to sapientia and is really of no worth at
all unless humility be joined to it.

Nam et Psalmista non absolute ait: Beatus qui intelligit; sed
addidit, super egenum et pauperem, ut tunc solum intellectum

11bid., 1592A: "Sicut ergo istos in spiritu sapientiae excellere
manifestum est, eo ipso quo terrena non sapiunt, et ad fontem sapientiae
in siti currunt..."

21bid., 1595D: "Restat ergo ut qui spiritu sapientiae et intellectus
caret, spiritum consilii sibi non arroget."

3Gregory the Great, Moralia in Iob VI.xxxvii.61 (PL 75.764B).

4pPL 189.1592A: "... ita in spiritu intellectus eos non eminere apparet,
vel quia <in> Scripturerum opaca non penetrant, vel quia ex creaturis
Creatorem non intelligunt." This is, by the way, the other half of the
comparative sentence quoted in n. 1 above. The phrase in Scripturarum
opaca may be a reminiscence of Augustine’s Confessions XI.ii (LCL, vol.
II, p. 212): "neque enim frustra scribi voluisti tot paginarun opaca
secreta..."
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prodesse declaret, si se ad humilitatem inclinaret, si paupertatem
guam intimam non dissimularet, si Christi pauperibus compati atgue
servire amaret.!

That is to say, unless the philosopher, the scholastic philosopher in
Arnold’s context, employ his mental gifts humbly and in the fellowship
of the ‘poor men of Christ’, in Arnold’s context the monks,? his gifts
will do him no good. ‘'Wisdom itself without understanding suffices for
salvation, although understanding itself, except it be directed by wis-
dom, rather departs from salvation.’3
Arnold therefore here is interpreting the traditonal figures of

Leah and Rachel in an untraditional way, making them stand the one for

Christian wisdom, dei cultus, the other for knowledge obtained

intellectualiter, as Boethius says, whether it be Christian or not. The

latter he sees as virtuous if it is planted in the soil of humility in
the monastic life; vicious if not. He thus shows himself aware of the
Jjar which had developed between scholastic and monastic learning, though
he does not condemn learning itself.

Scientia Arnold treats in the same way, distinguishing between a

virtuous and a vicious form.

ek it e o i g . ot s S B Y o B e . B 7t A e

1pL 189.1592B-C,

2Cf., Bernard, Apologia XII.28 (LTR, vol. III, p. 106): "Denique quid
haec ad pauperes, ad monachos, ad spirituales viros?" On poverty as a
monastic ideal at this time, see Chenu, Nature, Man, and Society, esp.
p. 211,

3PL 189.1592C: "Et ipsa [sapientia] quidem sine intellectu isto sufficit
ad salutem, cum ipse intellectus nisi a sapientia dirigatur, magis
elonget a salute."
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Tanta est igitur scientiarum diversitas, ut scientia inflet,
scientiam dolorem apponat; cum inflatio superbia, dolor vero non
modo humilitas, sed et profunda humilitas sit.?

Here Arnold depends upon Augustine again.

Qui uero iam euigilauit in deum... hunc ita egentem ac dolentem
scientia non inflat quia caritas aedificat. Praeposuit enim
scientiam scientiae; praeposuit scire infirmitatem suam magis quam
scire mundi moenia, fundamenta terrarum et fastigia caelorum, et
hanc apponendo scientiam apposuit dolorem, dolorem peregrinationis
suae ex desiderio patriae suae et conditoris eius beati dei sui.?

Both the distinction between sciences based upon I Cor 8.1 and the pecu-
liar form of the reminiscence of Eccle. 2.18,3 prove the dependence.
So, Arnold is saying that the knowledge of created things gained through

the study of the liberal arts, gained disciplinaliter, as Boethius would

say, though in itself useful, must be subordinated-- scientiam
scientiae-- to the ‘science of humility’, to the study of the service of
men and of obedience to God. Otherwise it will be merely self-serving,
a matter of pride.

Scientia saeculi in verbis est eloquentiae, scientia Christi in
factis humilitatis: scientia saeculi, ut alius alium verbis con-

171bid., 1598C. See also 1606C-1607A, where Arnold interprets the works
of the fifth day this way. "Per aquas enim scientis~ gignificari notum
est... Aquae igitur reptilia et volatilia producunt  i1ia ex scientia
quidam inflati nimis ut reptilia remanent; quidam vero humiliati ad
coelestia velut aves evolantes exaltantur."

2pugustine, De Trinitate IV, Prooem.1. See also ibid., XII.xi.16: "Cunm
enim neglecta caritate sapientiae quae semper eodem modo manet con-
cupiscitur scientia ex mutabilium temporaliumgue experimento, inflat non
aedificat..."”

3The Vulgate has "qui addit scientiam addat et laborem'", where Augustine
has "apposuit dolorem" and Arnold "dolorem apposuit". At 1606D Arnold
quotes the whole text in the Augustinian form: "Qui apponit scientiam
apponit dolorem."
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cludat; scientia Christi ut frater fratri per humilitatem ser-
viat.1

But the notion of subordination is real, Arnold does not regard this

knowledge itself as superfluous.,

Igitur scientiam litterarum, scientiam artium diversarum non
negamus esse scientiam. Verum sicut is qui necessaria corporis
8ibi suisque scit providere, dominorumque, vicincrumque suorum
gratiam habere, honeste secundum hoc saeculum gerere apud homines
sapiens vocatur: et cum omnis sapientia a Domino Deo sit, ille
tamen si in aeternis sibi suisque prospiciendis, non sapuerit,
spiritum sapientiae accepisse dicendus non est, ita ille qui lit-
teras, qui artes, qui ipsas etiam divinas litteras scit, nescit, si
spiritum scientiae sese accepisse confidit, seipsum decepit.?

That is to say, the scholar who devotes himself to the sciences by which

created things are known, the scholar who proceeds disciplinaliter, but

without making humility the starting point of his knowledge, service and
obedience its means of acquisition, will lose the benefit of his knowl-
edge. To be sure, this knowledge is useful, just as it is useful to
know how to provide for one’s family and dependents and to deal with
one’s neighbours and superiors; but if it is not subordinated to the
higher goal of wisdom, if one enjoys it rather than uses it, to recall
an Augustinian distinction, then one has lost sight of its end, just as
one will have lost sight of our heavenly goal, if one attends only to
the temporal needs of one’s family and dependents. Thus, in this work
Arnold, through the concepts of humility, poverty, service, and
obedience, clearly subordinates the Boethian modes of knowing dis-

ciplinaliter and intellectualiter to the Augustinian modes of scientia

1pL 189.1599D. See p. 123f. above for the Augustinian form of this
argument about scientia.

ZpPL 189.1602B-C.

I
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and sapientia, themselves constituting the fulness of Christian
spiritual life as lived by the sons of St. Benedict.!

In the prologue to the De cardinalibus Christi operibus, Arnold

pushes this point much farther, his argument there being designed to
show how the knowledge of God attained by means of the liberal arts is
unstable and unrewarding and thus why the only sure path to true knowl-
edge is the monastic life.

Arnold’s argument begins with a statement of how difficult it is to
have any knowledge at all of ‘lofty matters’,? such knowledge being
possible of attainment only by those learned in the ‘liberal dis-
ciplines’.

Exercitati in liberalibus disciplinis (simul ingenio conueniente et

studio) philosophari possunt et secure aggredi res abditas
{Prologus 1.3-4).

1Arnold does not seems very far here from the position of Hugh of St.-
Victor, who argues that study is the monk’s preliminary to the pursuit
of perfection. See Didascalicon V.viii (PL 176.796C-D). "Si monachus
es, quid facis in turba? 8i amas silentium cur declamantibus assidue
interesse delectaris? Tu semper jejuniis et fletibus insistere debes,
et tu philosophari quaeris? Simplicitas monachi philosophia ejus est.
Sed docere, inquis, alios volo. Non est tuum docere, sed plangere. 8i
tamen doctor esse desideras, audi quid facias. Utilitas habitus tui, et
simplicitas vultus, innocentia vitae, et sanctitas conversationis tuae
docere debent homines. Melius fugiendo mundum doces quam sequendo. Sed
adhuc forte prosequeris, ecquid inquiens, nonne saltem si volo discere
mihi licet? Supra dixi tibi, lege, et occupari noli. Exercitium tibi
esse potest lectio, sed non propositum. Doctrina bona est, sed
incipientium est. Tu vero te perfectum fore promiseras, et ideo tibi
non sufficit, si incipientibus coaequaris. Plus aliquid te facere
oportet. Considera ergo ubi sis, et quid agere debeas facile agnosces.'
Cf. the passage from Augustine quoted above, ». 120, n. 1. Arnold him-
self once remarks that prayer preceded by study and fasting cannot fail
(below, V.7.1-2).

2prologus 1.1: "Sublimes materie...”
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Thus, ‘as well in the study of the revealed nature ci God as in the doc-
trines of the philosophers’l a thorough preparation in the liberal arts
is indispensable.?2 Indeed, the seraphim which Isaiah saw veiling God’s
face and feet (Is. 6.2) are a figure of this, for by covering ‘the
beginning and the end of majesty’ they forbid the approach of ‘rash
thinkers and writers’, that is, the curious.3

But even careful, well instructed thinkers can only know so much,

for inuestigatio fidelis, though it can somehow ‘smell or sense’

1prologus 1.8: "... tam in diuinis quam in philosophorum doctrinis..."
Boethius uses the term diuina to designate the objects of theology (De
Trinitate II, LCL, p. 8). Arnold’s division of the doctrines of the
philosophers from theology either may hark back to Augustine’s notion
that the pagan philosophers were somehow set over against the Christian
philosophy and were to be spoiled or may reflect the contemporary fact
that Christian thinkers and pagan were once again being studied side by
side.

2Gilbert had taunted Bernard by saying he was not so prepared (above, p.
146, n. 3).

3Prologus 2.1-4. Arnold seems to have tsken this interpretation of Is.
6.2 from St. Bernard, De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae X.35 (LTR,
vol. III, p. 43). "Seraphim namque aliis quidem alis suae con-
templationis de throno ad scabellum, de scabello ad thronum volantia,
aliis caput Domini pedesque velantia, ad hoc ibi posita puto, ut sicut
peccanti homini paradisi per Cherubim prohibetur ingressus, ita et per
seraphim tuae curiositati modus imponatur, quatenus nec caeli iam magis
impudenter quam prudenter arcana rimeris, nec Ecclesiae mysteria cog-
noscas in terris, sed solis contentus sis cordibus superborum, qui nec
in terra esse dignantur sicut ceteri hominum, nec sicut angeli volant ad
caelum." Bernard claims the inventicn of this interpretation as his own
(ibid,, Retractatio, LTR, vol. III, p. 15). It should be noted that
this piece of exegesis is found in Bernard’s chapter on curiositas,
which is, he says, "primus... superbiae gradus" (ibid., X.28, LTR, vol.
111, p. 38). Dr. Evans remarks (The Mind of St. Bernard, p. 163), "In
the De Gradibus Humilitatis Bernard gives almost as much space to
curiositas, the pursuit of knowledge which does not lie on the road to
salvation, as he does to the other eleven Z:-grees of pride together."
Thus, Arnold’s use of this interpretation here indicates his elimination
of the speculation of the curious from consideration at this point. He
is talking about those who faithfully consider the objects of theology.
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divinity, nevertheless cannot ‘see and grasp’ the pure divine essence.!
In fact, ‘no affirmation about God’s essence can be held before the eyes
nor indeed can divinity be defined; but remotion more truly and genu-
inely shows by negation what divinity is not than it shows what it is by
assertion.’

Affirmatio quippe de dei essentia in promptu haberi non potest
neque enim diffinibilis est diuinitas, sed uerius sinceriusque
remotio indicat negando quid non sit quam asserendo quid sit...
(Prologus 2.7-10)
This is the case because ‘nothing that can be heard or seen or known
befits the eternal majesty.’ ‘The acuteness of the senses is dull in
this consideration and vision is clouded.’? The seraphim are a figure
of this, too, for their standing still images the immobility, their fly-
ing the loftiness of this ‘invisible light and inaccessihle nature.’?
But even if the divine essence is properly unknowable, the nature
(ratio) of the works of God is not hidden from ‘the sincere contempla-
tion of a pure heart’, the same heart which shall finally enjoy the
vision of God (Matth. 5.8). For whether made from nothing as the angels
and the elements or made from matter and form, all God’s works are

intelligible, a reality imaged by the fact that the seraphic wings in

Isaiah's vision are visible to pure minds.?

1Prologus 2.4-7: "... aliquomodo odoratur uel sentit, sed puram eius
essentiam nec conspicit nec comprehendit.”

27bid.,2.11-13: "Quicquid audiri uel uideri uel sciri potest, non con-
uenit maiestati. Hebes est in hac consideratione omnis acies sensuum et
caligat aspectus.”

31bid., 2.13-19: "Hanc inuisibilem lucem et inaccessibilem naturam..."

41bid., 2.19-24: "Nec tamen ale ille que dei uelant substantiam nostros
conspectus diffugiunt, sed ille puris mentibus se uisibiles exhibent et
operun dei ratio siue eorum que ex nichilo sunt, siue eorum que ex

materia uel facta sunt uel fiunt se intelligibilem exponit et que circa
deum et que sub deo sunt mundi potest cordis quoquomodo sinceritas con-
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So, while the curious are forbidden the study of lofty matters,
nevertheless those well instructed in the liberal arts may undertake
their faithful investigation. Such scholars must be clear, however,
that the essence of God cannot be known by affirmative theology
(affirmatio), which asserts (asserendo) what that essence is by a com-
parison with the objects of the senses and of the mind. The divine
pature in fact so far exceeds all activity of reason that it is much
beltter known by negative theology (negando), which removes (remotio)
from osur thinking about God every conception which falls short of his
majesty. However, though this be the case with God’s essence, neverthe-
less all his works are intelligible from the loftiest angel to the
lowest creature composed of matter and form, and an understanding of
these things can be attained by the faithful investigation and sincere
contemplation of pure minds, though such understanding will esrape the
merely curious, as we have already noted.

Arnold’s point of view here is, of course, Dionysian and
Eriugenian. To be sure, he could have known the works of these two
thinkers immediately or he could have known the works of the latter

through the work of Honorius Augustodunensis.! But it can be

templari.” In his Tractatus de sex dierum operibus 2 (Hiring ed., p.
5556f,.), Theodoric tries to show that the material cause of creation--
the four elements-- was created from nothing.

1How widely Dionysius and Eriugena were read in the twelfth century and
by whom are vexed questions. J. Leclercq has held for years that the
Pseudo-Dionysius had almost no influence on the monastic thought of the
twelfth century and that his influence was confined chiefly to
scholasticism (The Love of Learning, p. 115, orig. pub. in French in
1957; "Influence and noninfluence of Dionysius in the Western Middle
Ages", in Pseudo-Dionysius, The Complete Works, CWS (New York, 1987),
pp. 27-29), His view has recently been challenged by R.D. Crouse, who
sees the tendency of modern research as showing the Dionysian-Eriugenian
influence to be quite extensive and who sees Leclercq’s distinction
between scholastic and mystic as being too rigid ("What is Augustinian
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demonstrated that he knew this point of view through a study of
Theodoric of Chartres and possibly of Gilbert of Poitiers as well.

The distinction between affirmative and negative theology is made
once in Theodoric’s undoubted works! and twice in two works, themselves
closely related, which may well be by Theodoric or, if not, were
certainly written directly under his influence.? The undoubted pas-
sage, to which I shall confine my remarks, is as follows, where the con-
text is Theodoric’s statement, "Et hoc modo quidem de deo theologice
loqui dehemus, non ponere genera uel species et formas in deo..."3

62 Sed iuxta primam theologiam de summo deo loquendum est qui est
infinibilis interminabilis qui nec intelligi nec significari
potest. Est autem theologia de summo deo duplex: est per
affirmatiorem quando scilicet aliqua de deo attribuuntur per
similitudinem: et est per negationem quando a deo aliqua remouentur
per priuationem.

And he continues.

63 Quod ostendit et exequitur Dionisius summus theologus in
Girathia ubi theologiam per affirmationem exequitur dicens quod
deus est sapientia uirtus prudentia iusticia fortitudo. Que omnia
de deo affirmat et ei conueniunt per translationem: non proprie.
Ipse enim ut diximus nullo uccabulo significari potest., Deinde
aggreditur theologiam per negationem dicens quod deus nec uirtus
est nec sapientia nec prudentia nec iusticia et ita de aliis:
guippe nichil horum proprie deoc conuenit. Et idcirco negat ea a

in Twelfth-Century Mysticim?'", typescript, pp. 7-9). On Honorius as a
scholar of Eriugena, see R.D. Crouse, "A Twelfth-Century Augustinian",
pp. 172-177,

1Fragmentum Londiniense contra Eutychen 111.62-63 (Haring ed., p. 246).
On the authenticity of this work see the Haring edition, pp. 28-32.

ZTractatus de Trinitate 26-27 (Hdaring ed., p. 309f.); Commentarius Vic-
torinus de Trinitate 99-112 (Hdring ed., pp. 501-504). On the author-
ship and relationship of these works see Haring’s edition, pp. 33f., &
38-45.

3Fragmentum Londiniense 61 (Hdring ed., p. 246).
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deo exequendo theologiam per negationem. Et qui peritus esset
theologie tam per affirmationem quam per negationem peritissime de
deo sciret loqui. Unde errant in loquendo de deo qui theologiam
ignorant.
How, then, does the beginning of Arnold’s prologue compare with this?
First, the context is the same, a discussion of the possibility and
modes of human thought about God. Second, it is claimed that those who
are uninstructed in the proper modes of thought will err in thinking
about God. Third, God’s nature is said to be properly beyond the reach
of human reason and understanding. Fourth, theology is divided into the

two modes of affirmation or assertion and negation or remotion, the for-

mer saying things that befit God per translationem (or as Arnold says,

"aliquomodo odoratur uel sentit"), the latter stripping these same

assertions away because properly they do not befit God.! Therefore,

11n his Lectiones in Boethii librum de Trinitate, a book which Arnold
seems to have read (see above, p. 64, n. 6, where the reference is to
Lectiones II1.48, Hiring ed., p. 170), Theodoric argues the questinn of
human speech about God at greater length and concludes this way. "Ita-
que cum dicimus: Pater est deus Filius est deus Spiritus sanctus est
deus non predicatur illa res que est diuina essentia sed hoc solum nomen
deus predicatur quod quid sit deus quodam modo innuit nobis substantiam
que est supra omnem substantiam per translationem. Et propositio
veritatem retinet propter illam innuicionem, ut ita loquar, non quia
nomen predicet ibi rem aliquam quam significet sicut potes uidere in
simili: Prata rident. Hic predicatur hoc uocabulum rident sed non
predicatur hec res risus, Et hoc uocabulum innuit aliud translatiue per
simile quod non significat ex inuentione: scilicet florere. Et retinet
proprie ueritatem propter innuicionem, ut ita loquar non quia uocabulum
predicatum suam rem in re subiecta ponat sed innuit aliud per simile ut
ostensum est. Sic enim solet esse in translatiuis locutionibus"
(IV.15). Tugwell, op. cit., p. 46, refers to this passage in a discus-
sion the point of which is to show that Theodoric "leaves it unclear how
any real knowledge of God can be possible". One would have to ask what
‘real knowledge' of God is, I suppose; but in a brief reply to Tugwell
one might just say that Theodoric argues very clearly that speaking
translatiuve does convey truth. In the example which he gives rident
does not convey its own res or risus; but the res of the meadow,
florere, it does convey itranslatiue. Or as he says a little later in
the same work: "Quod autem deus non sit ens aperte dicit Dionisius in
lerarchia dicens quod deus potius accedit ad nichil quam ad aliquid. Ad
nichil i.e. ad nullum ens accedit quia non est ens sed est entitas uel
essentia omnium rerum a quo entia fluunt et habent esse" (IV.28).
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considering the fact that Arnold is known to have read Theodoric, as we
have noted, and considering the close correspondence of ideas and terms
in these two passages,l it seems certain that Theodoric was a chief
source for Arnold’s thinking at this point.

Thus, though Arnold starts with a Bernardine image for the exclu-
sion of the curious from true knowledge of God, he much extends this
image, so that it now represents the whole problem of human knowledge of
‘lofty matters’. Now the image is used to show incidentally that the
curious are excluded from such knowledge, but principally that even for
humble, faithful thinkers the knowledge of the divine essence is prob-
lematical, though everything created be intelligible. Arnold’s use of
the image is far more constructive therefore than Bernard’s. For where
Bernard uses it simply to demonstrate that the curious are without
fruit, Arnold uses it to bring into his argument a scholastic theory of
epistemology, not simply to exclude it immediately as fruitless
curiosity, but to show how its own logic-- what is true in it-- actually

demands a conversion to the monastic way of life.

Speaking translatiue, that is to say, we can think of God as something;
but the theology of negation compels us to think rather of God as
nothing: and the two taken together leave us not in a quandary, with no
real knowledge of God, but at the point where the affirmation and the
negation can be held together at once in the statement that God is
"entitas uel essentia omnium rerum..."

1See also Lectiones 1V.27 (Hdring ed., p. 195): "Deus quoque potius per
priuationem intelligitur quam aliquo alio modo. Unde Augustinus: Potius
intelligo quid non sit deus quam quid sit..." Gilbert of Poitiers also
uses the language of remotion. See his Expositio in Boecii librum con-
tra Euticen et Nestorium I.25 & 33 (Hdéring ed., pp. 247 & 249). Of
course, so does Boethius, Contra Eutychen I (LCL, p. 78).
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Arnold now proceeds by considering the proper objects of our minds,
*the things around God and the things below God’, which are represented
by the seraphic wings covering God’s face and feet. And he shows that
though the works of the six days reveal their maker’s eternal power and
Godhead {Rom. 1.20), nevertheless man, even before the fall, did not
know the maker in the same way that he knew the things the maker had
made (Prologus 3). Moreover, even our intercourse with the angels is
not about the nature of the divine princijyle, since God simply is beyond
the capacity of our minds, which know only by ‘number and measure and
weight’ (Prologus 4.1-11).! To be sure, the Church itself has means of
access to God: "que ad cultus iusticie, que ad ordinem uite, que ad
gradus ascensionum, gque ad conuenientiam morum, que ad honestatem huius
conuersationis et gratiam pertinent contemplationis" (Prologus 4.13-
16);%2 yet even these things, though God is sought through them, do not
reveal him as he is.3 Thus, ‘we taste, sip, and smell’ the divine
nature and ‘it is near’; but ‘when we approach, it is farther away’.4
And so, he concludes this paragraph (drawing on St. Augustine),

Et quomodo fulgur nubes disrumpit et repentina choruscatio non tam

illuminat quam hebetat oculum, ita aliquando nescio quo motu

tangeris et tangi te sentis, eum tamen qui te tangit non intueris
(Prologus 4.19-22),

1Cf. Augustine, De Trinitate XI.xi.18.

2Arnold is here still interpreting Is. 6.2: "que... sub ipso sunt
implent templum” (cf. Prologus 4. 11-12). He is following Bernard, who
interprets the things below God as pertaining to the Church.

3Prologus 4.16-17: "Hec aguntur et exercentur in templo presenti et per
hec deus queritur., Nec tamen quesitus ilico inuenitur."

4Prologus 4.17-19: "Gustamus, delibamus, odoramur et prope est. Cumque

accesseris, longius abi."


http://XI.xi.18
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Compare this passage from the De Trinitate.

Ecce uide si potes, o anima praegrauata corpore guod corrumpitur el

onusta terrenis cogitationibus multis et uariis, ecce uide si

potes, deus ueritas est. Hoc enim scriptum est: Quoniam deus lux
est, non quomodo isti oculi uident, sed quomodo uidet cor cum
audit, ueritas est. Noli quaerere quid sit uveritas; statim enim se
opponent caligines imaginum corporalium et nubila phantasmatum el
perturbabunt serenitatem quae primo ictu diluxit tibi cum dicerenm,
ueritas, Ecce in ipso primo ictu qua uelut coruscatione per-
stringeris cum dicitur ueritas mane si potes: sed non potes.

Relaberis in ista solita atque terrena. Quo tandem pondere,

quaeso, relaberis nisi sordium contractarum cupiditatis uisco et

peregrinationis erroribus?!
The use of the image of light and of the word choruscatio in both pas-
sages suggests Arnold’s dependence here on Augustine, while the paral-
lelism of thought to be noticed makes the dependence seem fairly
certain. For what both writers are saying is that something affirmed of
God seems to give a certain brief apprehension of the divine essence;
but when we try to think through the affirmation, the divided nature of
our thought makes the affirmation seem unfitting, and our momentary
apprehension of God disappears. It is this thought, then, which Arnold
now pursues, having carefully introduced St. Augustine inlo Lhe discus-
sion.

The next part of Arnold’s discussion hangs upon this notion of an
undeniable, but indefinable knowledge of the principle of all things
present within our souls.

Dicuntur tibi quedam uerba archana intrinsecus, que effari non suf-

ficis, ut dubitare non possis, quia iuxta te est, immo intra te qui
te sollicitat (Prologus 5.1-3),

1Augustine, De Trinitate VIII.ii.3.
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As Arnold says, Rachel, who represents intellectus, as we have seen
above,! is drawn toward the smell, not the eating of Leah’s mandrake
roots, Leah representing sapientia. That is to say, the spirit of
understanding just barely senses, so to speak, what the spirit of wisdom
holds in its hands. The spirit of understanding indeed must begin in
faith, for it does not yet have immediate knowledge. "Tu sponso fide,
non complexu coniungeris" (Prologus 5.5). To be sure, Rachel stands for
the "uisum principium", as St. Gregory tells us; but the principle is
not seen or understood as it was from the beginning with God, since we
have only certain inadequate names with which we try to affirm that
which we ought perhaps more properly to negate. It is rather known as
it became flesh in Jesus Christ, as it made itself accessible to our

divided thought. As he says,

Rachel quippe "uisum principium" sonat. Quod Verbum in principio
apud deum suo proprio esse michi non patet, sed guibusdam nominibus
deum inuoco et dico: iusticia, uweritas, sanctificatio, caritas; et
quero aliquas species uel formas per quas quod sentio quoguomodo
intimem. Nam quod Verbum caro factum est facilius uideo et hoc
sensui meo quasi esu incorporo (Prologus 5.9-14).

Two things must be noticed here. First, Arnold seems to be using these
two verses from the prologue of the Gospel of St. John (underlined in
the quotation above) as Augustine does in the De Trinitate, where he
includes the first verse in the objects of sapientia and the second
verse amongst the objects of scientia.? Second, he draws in again the

doctrine of Theodoric, this time on the divine names, a Dionysian theme,

lAbove, pp. 156f.

2Augustine, De Trinitate XI1II.i.2-4,
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to show the inadequacy of the gift of intellectus.! Arnold has here,
then, adroitly shifted the focus of the argument from intellectus alone

to the relation of intellectus to sapientia and scientia, showing that

the beginning point of intellectus must be gcientia, if it is ever to
arrive at sapientia.
Arnold now clarifies the argument by turning to St. Bernard's dis-

tinction of opinioc, intellectus, and fides,? saying that since our

properly human mode of knowing regards intellectualia from afar through

the mediation of sensuous creation, and our apprehension of things must
therefore be partly merely by opinion, partly by the true understanding

of the proper objects of human reason, and partly simply by faith in

1gee Theodoric, Lectiones in Boethii librum de Trinitate I1.48 (Hdring
ed., p. 170): "Sed mos est auctorum cum de deo locuntur quia deus nullum
nomen habet uti multis nominibus ad loquendum de deo ut per illa possint
intimare quod de deo sentiunt qui EST IPSUM ESSE..." One notices here
especially the parallel use of sentio/sentiunt and intimem/intimare.
These parallels taken together with the fact that this is the very same
passage where Theodoric defines unity as onitas, a definition which
Arnold borrows elsewhere, as we have seen (above, p. 96), demonstrate
Arnold’s dependence on Theodoric here.

28ee above, p. 143. It should be noted that Theodoric teaches that the
Boethian physical science proceeds by opinion, while the science of
mathematics knows ‘the truth’ about those objects of opinion (Lectiones
in Boethii librum de Trinitate II.29; Hdaring ed., p. 164). Of the
objects of theology Theodoric says that one must proceed quite apart
from images in a unified way (ibid., 11.33; Hiring ed., p. 165f.). It
seems likely, therefore, that Arnold is here approximating Theodoric’s
position and St. Bernard’s, thus showing how Bernard’s three modes of
consideration of things above us are really equal to the three Boethian
levels of speculation as explicated by Theodoric. (St. Bernard does not
do this, equating rather his levels of dispensative,; estimative, and
speculative consideration to the Boethian levels of speculation.) Of
the third level Arnold says, "in multis magnitudine rerum oppressi
exclamamus cum apostolo, O altitudo diuitiarum sapientiae et gcientiae
dei!"™ At this point, then, Arnold seems to be subordinating Theodoric’s
conception to Bernard’s, in that this last level merely oppresses the
properly human mode of thought and leaves us entirely dependent on
faith,
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what God has revealed, it is absolutely necessary that God offer some,
as it were, sensation of himself to the mind, so that we may be invited
and provoked to pursue him, the desire which then moves us also purify-

ing us and transforming us little by little ad formam dei, restoring the

image and similitude of God (Prologus 5.14-30).! Of course, human wit
would fail, were it not for the magisterium of the incarnate Word, the
incarnate principle, whose own desire is that we should share his clear
knowledge of divinity, which we do do through what he reveals of God’s
triunity, though we must wait the second coming before this knowledge
will be plain (Prologus 6.1-14). Thus, though we seek this knowledge at
God’s command, nevertheless our mediation regards ‘the eternal years’
from afar and by the very difficulty of the subject is driven back upon
‘the visible things of this world’ (Prologus 7.1-16).

Moreover, a consideration of the human soul itself reinforces and
amplifies this conclusion, for we know neither its constitution
(Prologus 8.1-9) nor why it is so prone to sin {9.1-15), especially con-
sidering the fact that it seems more capable of the reprobation of what
is evil and the election of what is good than it does of the decision
between true and false in other matters. That is, the judgements of the
human soul have more certainty for us when they are given in cases
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1¢f. Augustine, De Trinitate XIV.xvii.23. "In agnitione igitur dei
iustitiaque et sanctitate ueritatis qui de die in diem proficiendo
renouvatur transfert amorem a temporalibus ad aeterna, a uisibilibus ad
intellegibilia, a carnalibus ad spiritalia, atque ab istis cupiditatem
frenare atque minuere illisque se caritate alligare diligenter insistit.
Tantum autem facit quantum diuinitus adiuvuatur... In quo prouectu et
accessu tenentem mediatoris fidem cum dies uitae huius ultimus quenque
compererit; perducendus ad deum guem coluit et ab eo perficiendus
excipietur ab angelis sanctis, incorruptibile corpus in fine saeculi non
ad poenam sed ad gloriam recepturus. In hac quippe imagine tunc p