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komen voldoende 4an bod Deze besprekıng kan zeker de lezing Vd het
rtikel zelf nıet Dıt opstel VOrmt ccn Va de vele belangrijke
recente studıies OVeT Kappenberg ddIimeec INecenNn ın de toekomst 7a] dıenen
rekenıing te houden

Mankevosstraat RAUWEN Praem.
B-18 Meıse

Zachary of Besancon and the Bıble’s contradıctions.

Zachary, who taught In the school al Besancon from 31-4 and who
Wäds Premonstratensian ofSt artın’'s aon about HSR Wäds the
author of sequel tO Tatıan’s Diatessaron and Augustine’s Concordance
of the Gospels wrıtten 1n the early S, ıIn 1C he brought together the
VIEeWws of those who had wrıtten Ssince Augustine’s time*). met eed
and proved popular work. (It Urvives 1in about hundred manuscrı1pts,
maınly of the thırteenth century).

Zachary had the intention of eing comprehensıve. 1S, he SaYS,
PTODCI for hım nclude discussion of the excellence of the Gospel and
how it dıffers from the Law; to examıne the indıvidual Evangelısts and
theır WdYy of writing MO scribendi) and the pomints 1C WOU be
consıdered Dy an y master when he introduced hıs pupıils NCW book
ıth short orma UCCESYSUS the subject-matter (materia) of the Gospel;
ıts intention (intentio); ıts Purposc INIS and the branches of phılosophy
it belongs 18 (ad QUAS partes philosophiae spectet) The subject-matter
of the Gospels, for example, 15 the mMYSTeTrYV of the Trmity, Christ ın hıs
dıvine and human nature, hıs sayıngs and actions and the sayıngs and
actıons of others to hım The intention and PUrDOSC 1S to show INCN that
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Incipiente (Barcelona, 13-4; De Luscombe, The School of Peter Abelard
(Cambridge, 224, Smalley, "Some Gospel Commentarıies of the arly Iwelfth
Century Recherches de theologie anclenne el medievale, (1978) 76-80; Zachary’s uper
Unum el Quatuor dated by Van den ynde between 140 and 1145, 15 ın 186
Augustine’s De COonsensu Evangelistarum 15 edıted by Weıhrich, Corpus Scriptorum
Ecclesiasticorum Latınorum 43 (1904)

186 11  > On the ACCESSMUS SCcC R.B Huygens, ÄCCESSUS ad Auctores (Leıden,



32() Miscellanea

Jesus IS the Son of (GJ0d and that IN have ıfe hrough theır al 1ın
hım.) He also draws upON the doectrinal teachıng he OUnN! in such
contemporary collections AS the Sententie Anselmi and the Summa
Sententiorum”). The central dıfficulty 16 Zachary addresses hım-
self 15 that of the contradıctions and discrepancıles between the
Gospel aCCoun 15 ere that he makes sıgnıfıcant contrıbution in hıs
discussion of the methods of reconcılıng them

He emphasıses point made Dy Remig1us of Auxerre wrıting
Matthew that when Sa Yy that there AdICc four Gospels AI speakıng
of four o0Oks, noL four teachıings; the doctrine 15 0)81  @ As Bede
DUuts e the sententia 15 ONC, the VE tıtle Zachary has chosen (taken from
Jerome) emphasıses the poıint : QOuatuor Evangelia eEsSSEC UMNÜUML, el UNUM

quatuor*).
Zachary WOU. rather spea of dıvergences d diversae than 4S

adversae. He begins from Augustine and 00 al the WdYy of speakıng of
the Evangelısts Thıs shows, he suggesis, that ıt 15 nOoLt intended that the
words of the Gospel chould be dıfficult understand confusing. On
the CO  9 they ATIC ‘“accessible everyone’. The Gospel speaks ıke
famılıar frıend the mınds of both earned and sımple IN  S Yet it 18 also
esigne exercise men’s minds, teach them nOTL only what 15 OPCH
and obvıous but also secret truth®) oes by of allegory in
such WdY that the surface of words covering the deeper meanıng 1s
removed Dy the usc of images, cComparısons, proverbs, and above all,
Dy the transference of meanıng from ıts obviıous applıcatıon iın the
natural WOT. specıal reference God When head, CYCS, CaIs,
mouth, lıps dIC attrıbuted to God that 15 not be taken lıterally, d

though God had body, but spirıtually 1S in the 1g of thıs multiple
s1ıgnıfıcatıon of what read that should approac the
contradıctions and contrarieties ın the text

In Augustine’s De CONnsensu Evangelistarum Zachary 1n Varıous
1N! of ap contradıction dismissed. One Evangelıst mi1sses out
hat another includes. They do not keep to the SdINe order. ere 15
repugnantıia in these thıngs It 15 probable that each of the Evangelısts

Smalley, C 76-7 discusses Zachary’s usec of ese SOUTCES
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old the in the order God suggested it h1s recollection, SdyS
Zachary If there AaPPDCal be coniflicting of detaıils, must
look SCC whether dıfferent incıdent 15 eing spoken of 1ın the first
acCcount and in the second.

He has, he Sa Yy5, taken hıs OW fu] es for resolving these dıscrepancıes
from Augustine and other authoritıes. He has observed the followıng
charaecteristics in the wrıting of the Evangelısts They often recall the
reader tO past narratıve OT incıdent, AsSs Matthew oes ın hıs aCCount of
the Sermon the Mount S where he begıns Dy sayıng that Jesus went

nto the mountaın and ends Dy sayıng that he Came OoOWn from the
mountaın 8.1) Sımilarly, Mary Magdelene ICapPCAIS ın the account of
the Passıon Conversely, they often mention somethıng 1C 1s
COMIC, 4S Luke oe€es when he descrıibes Jesus’ baptısm and refers the
time when eTrOo| Was tO imprıson John the Baptıst ese 11l not
SCCI1H ıke inconsıstencıles oddıtıes ıf understand that hey follow
rule?). The AaWAaATENESS hat thıs 1l] be CINOVCS an y dıfficulty about
such statements that of Luke where Mary 1n Jesus 1ın the
Temple and SayS LO hım Y our father and ave sought yOUu SOrTOWI1Ng).
‘Father‘’ ere ‘he who Wäas hought be the father of Jesus’. In
Matthew 14.9 read that ero Wäds$ when the head of John the
Baptist Was presented hım dısh d he had ordered 1S’, SayS
Zachary, ‘he Was hought be SOITY' 10) In such what read 1S

opınıon, nOTL fact, eXxpression chosen because it represents what
Was hought elleve: Dy those present al the time: IUuXta opinionemMiscellanea  324  told the story in the order God suggested it to his recollection, says  Zachary. If there appear to be conflicting accounts of details, we must  look to see whether a different incident is being spoken of in the first  account and in the second.  He has, he says, taken his own fules for resolving these discrepancies  from Augustine and other authorities. He has observed the following  characteristics in the writing of the Evangelists. They often recall the  reader to a past narrative or incident, as Matthew does in his account of  the Sermon on the Mount (5.1) where he begins by saying that Jesus went  up into the mountain and ends by saying that he came down from the  mountain (8.1). Similarly, Mary Magdelene reappears in the account of  the Passion (28.1). Conversely, they often mention something which is to  come, as Luke does when he describes Jesus’ baptism and refers to the  time when Herod was to imprison John the Baptist (3.20). These will not  seem like inconsistencies or oddities ıf we understand that they follow a  rule?). The awareness that this will be so removes any difficulty about  such statements as that of Luke (2.48) where Mary finds Jesus in the  Temple and says to him:: ‘Your father and I have sought you sorrowing’.  ‘“Father’ here means ‘he who was thought to be the father of Jesus’. In  Matthew 14.9 we read that Herod was sorry when the head of John the  Baptist was presented to him on a dish as he had ordered. ‘That is’, says  Zachary, ‘he was thought to be sorry’!°). In such cases what we read is  an opinion, not a fact, an expression chosen because it represents what  was thought or believed by those present at the time: iuxfa opinionem ...  rerum appellationes.  These reflections are developed at some length and Zachary has a good  deal more to add of a more technical nature in which he makes use of  some elementary principles of grammar and dialectic. It is here that he  points the way to a method of analysis of Biblical language which Peter  the Chanter was to take substantially further within a few decades, a  rearrangement of the Augustinian approach into something systemati-  cally adapted to twelfth century study!!). Zachary sets out to show in  what ways the language of the Bible differs from ordinary usage so that  9) PL 196. 20A-B, cf. De Cons. Ev. II. xvii. 36, pp. 136-7, where Augustine makes a  related point and II. xiv. 93, pp. 199. 23-5.  1)-PE 186. 20B  'l) On Peter’s De Tropis Loquendi see my articles, ‘Peter the Chanter’s De Tropis  Loquendi; the Problem of the Text’, New Scholasticism SS (1981), 95-104, and ‘A Work of  Terminist Theology?’, Vivarium 20 (1982), 40-58.appellationes

ese reflections AICcC developed al SOINEC length and Zachary has g00d
deal INOTC add of INOTEC technıcal nature iın 1C he makes usec of
SOINC elementary princıples of STamMmMar and dıalectic. 1S ere that he
polnts the WaY method of analysıs of 1DIl1CcCa Janguage 1C Peter
the Chanter Was take substantıally urther wıthın few decades,
rearrangement of the Augustinian approac nto something systematı-
cally adapted welfth cCentury study * *). Zachary sefts Out show ın
what WaVYS the Janguage of the dıffers from ordınary that

196 20A-B, cf. De Cons. Ev I1 XVI. 36, 136-7, where Augustine makes
elated pomint anı {1 XIV 93, 199 Tn  n

10) 186 20B
ll) On Peter’s De I ropis Loquendi SCC I1 y artıcles, Peter the anter s De FopISs

Loquendl; the Problem of the exX New Scholasticism (1981), 95-104, and A Work of
Terminist eology Vivarıum (1982), 40-58



A 1SCellanea

the reader 11] become alert ıts DIS pomlnt hım what it has {O
teach hım The unconventıional WaYS of putting thıngs find 1ın the
Bıble ATe there d s1gnposts.

Many of Zachary’s polnts dIC sımple, and moOost of them COINC from
Augustine ONMNC of hıs other OUICCS Hıs OW contrıbution 1S place
NCW, twelfth-century emphasıs theır possı1biılıties. 1S often the CaC,
for example, that 1S spoken of ın the Gospels DY the dINeC of 1ts
effect In Mark 925 167 Oul, deaf and dumb spirıt”, the spırıt itself 1Ss NOT
deaf and dumbh but it CAaUuscs hım whom ıt POSSCSSCS be deaf and dumb,

surde el mule WOU read: faciens surdum el if thıs WEeIC

ordınary plece of wrıting ** Equally, the word for 1S sometıimes
g1ven for the effect ark Gospel 5SayS that the Lord cast demons out of
Mary but ıt lıterally that he cast Out the VICces 1C had been
introduced into her Dy the demons, that 1S, the {fects the demons had
had upDON her) In both these examples achary’s CONCETN 1S {O adjust
the language the facts, the verba the re.  C

urther Lype of nomaly MaYy arıse where OINCONeE 15 saıd
{O ave one somethıng 1C he dıd NOTL hımself do but hıs ancestors 0)8
SUCCESSOTS (De diversis INn eadem SUCCESSIONE DOSILLS). Zachary refers to the
PaAassarc where Jesus SaYyS that the 00 of all the rıghteous 1C has
been shed upON the earth from Abel’s 00 that of Zacharıas: "whom
YOU slew between the temple and the altar’, be upON the present
generatıon. The present generatiıon dıd not slay Zacharıas but theır
athers (  a  eW Sımllarly, when Jesus sa1ıd : ‘1 wıth yOU to
the end of the world’ (  CW He dıd nOot INCan the you of the
generatıon then lıving only, but also those who Came after them 14)
en 'the ıng sıgnıfıed takes ıts Name irom lıkeness the thıng

sıgnıfyıng) (significata res similitudine rel significantis SuSCIpit).
When Jesus 5SdyS 4 the Vıne’ an! in other where Christ 1s saıd
tOo be lamb, lıon, eagle, and ONn **); he 1S eing described
DYy the 1Namne of something IC 15 ın SOMNEC WAaY 1ıke hım Conversely, the
thing sıgnıfyıng 15 understood sometimes by the ıng sıgnıfied. When
John the Baptist Sa  < the heavens opened and the Spirıt descending 1ıke
dove CW 3:16 Mark 1.10; Luke S Z John 1.32), he Wäds$ see1ng
the Spirıt iın ealıty, but the reader understands what he Sa  < Dy WaYy of

12) 186 20B
13) 136 20C-D
l4) 186 20D
15) 186 21A



Miscellanea 323

the Oove 1C sıgnıfies the Spirıt and 1C 15 brought ın ere fOr
comparıson (‘lıke dove’) When read hat "sOome of those standıng
ere 11l not ea untıl they SCC the Son of Man comıng 1ın Hıs
Kıngdom Mar 9.1), understand Dy the transfıguration the future
comıng of Chrıst ın glOrVY

Sometimes the ole 15 understood Dy reference part “The
Word Wds$s made es thıs must be understood be man
1.14) Oomet1mes specıfic numbers aTeC g]1ven, then what 15 1s

The demons who WEeTC cast out from Mary stand for the
ole collection of VICES which WEeETC cCast Out from her ometimes
plural 15 gıven for sıngular. In Matthew an Mark {tWO obbers
crucıfied wıth Chriıst mock Hım, but In Luke only ONec Mar EB
Luke Luke SdaYy>S that soldıers Caimnle and offered the yıng Jesus
vinegar (23:36) Matthew and Mark mention only ONC (  a  CW 27.48 :
Mark

achary’s 1st of those USagCcSs MC unless understand theıir
function INa Yy ead us 1n there ATIC contradıicetions ın Scripture, 1s not

long ONC, NOT o€es he attempt, Peter the Chanter W as do,
provıde Scriptural examples for all the technical devıces discovered by
con  p  arYy grammarlans and dıalecticians. But In placıng
phasıs the resolution of D  en contradıctions by techniıcal rules of
s1igniıficatıon eOTrYy ın the text of the Gospels he shows hımself have
been somethıng of ploneer ın thıs aIca The continumg popularıty of
hıs work nto the thırteenth CeNtLuryuthat hıs treatise proved to be
of astıng value 1ın CVCNMN INOTC technıcally-minded dgC
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