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NOTES ON THE APOSTOLIC CONSTITUTIONS.

II. Tue ArostoLic CANONS.

Ix the number of the JourNaL for October 1914, in the first of some
‘notes on the Apostolic Constitutions’, I tried to emphasize, to a point
beyond what previous scholars had done, the ingrained Arianism of the
compiler. At the end of that note I expressed the intention of following
it up with another on the Apostolic Canons, with special reference to
the genuineness of three canons on Baptism; and that intention
it is the purpose of the present note to carry out. As I indicated in
my former note, the problem with which I am now dealing has been
raised, and discussed with his customary brilliance and acuteness, by
Prof. Eduard Schwartz!; and though I do not agree with his con-
clusions, and indeed am venturing to offer a quite different solution, it
is but fair to say that I am largely dependent upon him for my material.

The Apostolic Canons are preserved for us in several different lines
of transmission, of which the following are the chief :—

A. GREEK.

(1) In numerous MSS of the Greek Canon Law, among which the
oldest are probably the two Patmos MSS POB’, POT", of about the year
A.D. 800 ; 85 canons without other prologue than some title like xavdves
ékkAnoaoTikol TGV dylwv dmooTdlwy, but in most or all cases with the
same epilogue as is printed just below under no. 2.

(2) In the MSS of the Apostolic Constitutions, at the end of the
eighth and last book, but to all appearance as an integral part of it,
the same 85 canons, with the same or similar title,” and with the
following epilogue or conclusion to the whole work: Taira xal mepl
kavdvov Suiv Sarerdxfo map’ Hudv, & érioxomor dpels 8¢ dupévovres [pev]
adrots cwbijoeoble kai elpimy iere, dmrelbotvres 8¢ xoraobijoeale kal wéXe-
pov  per’ dAMAov didoy &fere, Slxqy Ths dvywolas THV mpogijkovoay
Tvivres.  Oeds 8¢ & pdvos dyévipros kal Tav Sdwv Sia XpioTod woumis
wdvras Spds Sk s elpivns &y mvedpart dyle dvdoe, karaprioe eis wiv Epyoy
dyafov drpérrous duéumrovs dveykhifrovs, xarafudoe Te Tis aloviov {wijs
ovv Gy Bt s peoirelos ToD fyamyuévov Tadds adrod Inoot XpioTob Toy
feod kai cwripos Hudv- & ob % 86fa adrd 7§ &ml wdvrwy Oed kal marpl &
dyle mvedpart TG TapakAirw, viv Te kal de kal eis Tods albvas TéV aldvov,
Ay,

Y Ueber die pseudoapos;‘ohlschen Kirchenovdnungen : von E. Schwartz, (Schriften

der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft in Strassburg.) K. J. Trtibner, Strassburg, 1910,
% The original title here was probably xavéves éxxkAnoiacTikol.
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(3) In some MSS of the Apostolic Constitutions and in the
¢ systematic’ collection of John Scholasticus—made in the middle of
the sixth century and by a long way the earliest form of Greek Canon
Law generally accessible '—the same 85 canons with the same epilogue,
but with the addition of another passage, also in some degree partaking
of the nature of a concluding address, after the last of the canons on
Baptism, no. 50: Awaoxéole pérror & Bamrildpevos . . . dpels odv
& ériokomor els éva marépa kal vidv kal dywv wvedpa Tplrov PamricaTe katd
v 100 Kuplov yvduny xai mpv fjperépav & mvedpar: Sudrafw. This passage
I printed in /. 7".S. xv (Oct. 1913) p. 57, and I do not reprint it here,
because I shall have occasion lower down to print what I think is clearly
a more original form of it, as rendered by Schwartz from Syriac into
Greek.

B. LaTin.

(4) In the version or versions of Dionysius Exiguus, made early in
the sixth century, only the first 50 canons are included.? The title in
both forms of the version is INCIPIVNT CAPITVLA CANONVM APOSTO:-
LORVM. ..INCIPIVNT REGVLAE ECCLESIASTICAE SANCTORVM APOSTOLORVM
PER CLEMENTEM PROLATAE [ + ECCLESIAE ROMANAE PONTIFICEM Dion-
II]; the colophon is EXPLICIVNT CANONES APOSTOLORVM. There is
nothing at all in the nature of either prologue or epilogue.

(5) Not yet known when Schwartz wrote in 1910, because it was first
published in Ewlesiae Occidentalis Monumenta Iuris Antiguissima
(Iii 1) in 1913, a Verona fragment of Book viii of the Apostolic
Constitutions contains the complete number of the Apostolic Canons,
separated from the preceding part of Book viii only by the title
REGVLA|E] EcCLEsIASTICA[E], and equipped with the same epilogue as
the Greek MSS of the Constitutions. The canons are here not num-
bered, and perhaps were not numbered in their original form ; but after
the leaf which ends almost at the end of the second canon on baptism
(that ordinarily numbered 47) one or possibly two leaves are lost, the
next extant leaf commencing in the middle of the 52nd canon. The
intervening canons would not cover a whole leaf, and it is therefore fairly
clear that the Verona MS once contained something like the insertion
Adaoiéofo & Barmldpevos described above under no. 3. If what is
here lost is only one leaf, as I assumed in /. 77 S. xv pp. 56, 58, then the
Verona insertion was decidedly shorter than the one described above

! The canonical collection known as that of ‘the 14 titles’ has been edited by
a distinguished Russian scholar, Dr Beneschewitch of Petrograd, but it can hardly
be said to be as yet accessible in the West. Schwartz speaks with real enthusiasm
of the value of Beneschewitch’s work.

% In the first form of Dionysius’s version, these 50 canons are, by a slightly

different system of numeration, made into 49: see my Ecclesiae Occidentalis Monu-
menta Turis Antiquissima 1 1-32.  But the amount translated is exactly the same.
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from Greek sources: but now that we know through Schwartz’s
publication from the Syriac (no. 7 below), that all extant Greek sources
give what is only an abbreviated and doctored recension of the original
insertion, it becomes likely enough that the loss in the Verona MS was
one of two leaves, and that the Latin like the Syriac represented the
full and highly unorthodox form which I print below. If so, there is
really no need to be surprised that some orthodox reader of the MS
took offence and removed these pages as obviously unedifying and, if
the document were apostolic or even orthodox, obviously spurious.

C. Syriac.

(6) The. Apostolic Canons are unfortunately not contained in
Schulthess’s valuable edition of the Syriac versions of the early Greek
Councils. But in fact the collection of early Syriac MSS in the British
Museum has preserved three copies of the Apostolic Canons, Add.
12155 fol. 203 & (saec. viii), Add. 14526 foll. 4% (saec. vii) and 446
(saec. viil): and I am fortunate enough to possess a series of notes on
the text of these copies made for me by the kindness of Mr. E. W,
Brooks. In all of these the last three of the four canons which deal
with baptism—canons 47, 49, 5o—are omitted : and a forfiori the
passage appended to these canons in no. 3 and probably in no. 5 above,
Adaokéobw 6 Barrilduevos, is not found either. The title is ¢ Eccle-
siastical canons of the holy apostles’, as in Greek MSS of Canon Law:
and just as in the Greek MSS, the epilogue Taira wepi xavdvwy, with
the following doxology, is found ‘also in the Syriac.

(7) Just as in Greek and Latin, so also in Syriac we find the Apostolic
Canons preserved not only in their secondary form as a constituent part
of Greek Canon Law, but also in their original position as a constituent
part of the Apostolic Constitutions. Funk made use of two Syriac
authorities for this purpose, one of which, the Nomocanon of Ebed-
Jesu,! must apparently have drawn its text of the canons directly from
a MS (Syriac or Greek) of the complete Constitutions, while the other,
the well-known Paris MS from which Lagarde published the Syriac
Didascalia, contains the canons and other parts of the eighth book of
the Constitutions as books iv-viii of a ¢ Clementine Octateuch’. Both
these Syriac witnesses give the whole number of 85 canons, including
(that is) all the four canons on Baptism : both give the epilogue Taira
mept kavévwv and doxology: both insert after canon so the passage
Atdaoréobo & Bamrilépevos. From Funk’s apparatus one would have
concluded that both give this last passage in the form known to us
from John Scholasticus, and published by myself in /. 7 S. xv 57 from
cod. Vat. gr. 1506 of the Constitutions. But it is one great merit of

1 Accessible in Mai’s Scriptorum veterum nova collectio vol. x,
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Schwartz’s tractate that he has retranslated literally into Greek the
Syriac of Lagarde’s text; and it is clear at once on examination both
that this Greek differs widely from the Greek text hitherto known, and
also that it is beyond doubt the earlier and purer form of text, of which
John Scholasticus and the other Greek witnesses give us a shortened
and orthodox recension. For proof of this I print, after Schwartz,
but with some slight approximations to the known Greek text, the Greek
that appears to underlie Lagarde’s Syriac.,

Aldackéafo pévror & Barrilipevos 31 6 dyéwntos Beds® otre éoravpuly
ovre yévwnow dvlpdmov Vméuewer,? dBacihevtos® Gv 008¢ EN\ov Oelfioer
7 yrdpn* Gwoxeipios: olre 8¢ & mapdkhqros® dvfpwmos éyévero xal olrws
NOev * [ eis Tovde Tov kéopov] dAN’ oldt 70 mdbos SméoTy & daapros—ob yip
égaprdbn T t—[élvrpdaaro 8¢ Tov Kbopov THs émkeyévys Spyfis| pévos
6 povoyers vids. érmpbpdmnoe® vip Pphavfpuris,® éavrd ék mapbévov abpa
dvamhdoas (H copia yip groAomucen €ayTh ofkon °) bs Snpuiovpyds,'® oravpdy
8¢ dmépewer éxdw auyxwphioer watpds,t éfelhero 8¢ TOV Kéopov Tis émike
pévns dpyist? bs dpxeepels.’

PBartiiépeba olv els 76 Svopa Tol marpds, ody s dvfpdmov yevopuévov
3 wabévros, odde ds dpxrepéus Twés,'® AAN ds afBévtou M edBoxvoartos pév
™ yevrhioe suyxwphicartos 8¢ 18 mdfos ® mpoodefapévou 8¢ Ty peorreiar § Tob
dpxrepéus: els 8¢ 76 Svopa 10D viev ol ds albévtou, ol &s wpoodetapérou,
ol ds ouyxwpdoartos, AN &s dmooTdvros yévmow,'® bs tmopeivavros
aravpdy, bs dmobavévros kal dvasrdvrost’ eis 8¢ 76 vopa ToD mapakhfiTov,
olre ds matpds olre ds viol &AN' &s paprupolvros® T Te eddokia Toi Oeod
kal T§ ouyxwphioe kol T & Taow wakofj Toi povoyevods.'

ol 8¢ py ofrws PBamrilovres ds dyvoolvres TO pvoripiov Tis edoeSelas
kabapelofuaar. 6 yap Tov warépa memovbévar Aéywy doeBei Tovdalwv
Bopirepa, pera XpioTod kal Tov watépa wpoayAiv'® & 8¢ Tov klpiov dpvod-
pevos Bt 8 fuds gaprobijvar kai Tov oravpdy tmopeivar Beopdyos * éorlv kal
oy dylov wodépos & 8¢ Tdv mapdkMTov marépa Svopd{wy %) vidw dvem-
orjpwv oty [ kal dvénros], Tdv Budkovor To povoyevols gurBnuiovpydr kal
aupmpovonTy * kal ouvvopoBémy kai auykpiTiy kal ouvaitior§ Tijs dracTdoews
% dpxrepéa Spdipor 1§ vid i 7§ warpl dmodewviwy, 7 Bbo dvdpyous Bofdfwy
# 360 marépas Néywr,** dviioos Toi Aéyovros Kypioc 6 8edc simdn Kkypioc eic
éerin.®  Tabra B¢ &’ Gudv Sluev 6 pdyos éppeifato omdaas T movnpdv
kol AaomAdvov kai dorarov els éavtdv mveipa ™ kal da Tpudvupor ™ evor
Plvapiigas Tov Oedv, more 8¢ kal 10 mdbfos Tob XpioTod kal Ty yévmow
wepikdyas.®

+ 1 have kept od yap éoaprdify of the Greek, which suits the context much better
than Schwartz’s ob ydp §v dpxuepeds : and again in the third paragraph I retain
gapwadifvar with the Greek, where Schwartz gives évplpamyréva,

t I have substituted pesireiay for Schwartz’s mpeoBeiay.

§ I have substituted ovvaitiov for the peclrny of Schwartz : cf. afriov of the Greek.
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Tpels ody, & érlokomor, els &va Oedv warépo xal viov kai dyiov mvedua
rpirov Barrizare kard Tiv r0d Kuplov ywduny kai Ty fperépav év mvelpar
Sudratw.

In the above text the words or sentences in heavy type are those
which are now for the first time added on the Syriac evidence to the
Greek as hitherto known. It is obvious that they completely change
the doctrinal complexion of the whole passage, which instead of being
orthodox becomes rather definitely Arian. Those who accept the
argument of my former Note in /. 7. S., ¢ The compiler an Arian’, will
not see in this a feature which makes it more difficult to identify the
author with the author of the Apostolic Constitutions, but rather
the reverse. But in any case it is desirable to shew in some detail the
close relationship which exists between the language and thought
of both parts of this passage—of the parts common to the Greek and
Syriac texts, and of the parts known only from the Syriac—with the
language and thought of the Apostolic Constitutions and the pseudo-
Ignatian letters, An asterisk distinguishes those words or phrases
which are common to the Greek and Syriac texts of our passage.

1. Cf. A. C.vii 41 (Funk 444. 15) Barrilopar els &va dyévvmrov udvov
axnawav Oedv, and passim.

*2. Cf. Ps.-Ign. Phil, 3 €ls yap 6 évavfpumiocas, obre & marjp ovre
6 mapdrhyros dAAG pdvov § vids.

3. Cf. A.C. viii 5 (474 2) 6 p.ovos a‘yewm'os‘ xal a.,BaO'chvfos, Vil 12
(496. 19) Tov pdvov dyévvyrov Kal dvapyov xai dfacilevrov xai ddéomworov.

4. Cf. Ps.-Ign. PAil. 7 & wire ywopy rwos pijre éovaia elxwv. Perhaps
we ought to read eikov in our passage, rather than (with Schwartz)
tmoyelpos. yvoun (= will) is also one of the words selected in Brightman
Liturgies Eastern and Western p. xxiv as characteristic of the inter-
polator of the Didascalia, A. C. books i-vi.

5. Cf. A.C. vi15 (337. 16) feds . . . Xpiords . . . wapdrdyros, V 7
(263. 10, 11), and Ps.-Ign. Pkilad. 4 €is dyénmros 6 Beds ral marip, xal
els povoyevis vids . . . xal €ls 6 mapdrdyros: also Phil. 3 quoted above
under 2. wapdkhyros is a specially characteristic word throughout
A.C.: Brightman gp. cit. p. xxv.

6. A. C. vii 22 (406. 6) Tod éAfdvros XpiaTod.

7. Cf. A.C. viil 12 (506. 27) éoapkaby 6 doapros.

*¥8, Cf. A.C. v 5 (245. 6) 8 v els Huds dpuravfpomiay Imopelvas . . .

*g. Cf. Ps.-Ign. Trall. 10 émolyoev éavrd obpa ék . . . Tis mwapbévou,
Phil. 3 % yip copila ¢xoddunoey éavrfj olkov, kai éyewvijly bs dvbpumos

. perd coparos ék Tis wapfévov: Smyrn. 2. _

*IO Cf. A. C. viii 12 (506. 18) ed8dkyoev . . . & Snpeovpyds dvbpdmov
dvBpwrmos ycveo-ﬂaL vii 23 (408 11, 12): Ps.- Ign Hero 4 (I owe this
reference to Schwartz) éx udvys tis mapbévov . . . os dnuiovpyd.
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1. Cf. A.C. viii 1 (464. 6) ovyxwprice. Beod oTavpdy dmépewev, and
elsewhere. Ps.-Ign. Phil. 7 gravpd mpooyrdabar . . . Tivos ovyxwpl-
oayTos ;

*12. Cf. A.C. viii 12 (506. 21) 76 kOopw kaTiANafer kal Ths émiker
wéms Spyiis Tovs wdvras Hhevbépucer.

13. Cf. A.C. viii 46 (560. 30) T} pioe dpxrepeds & povoyers Xpiords,
and with dpyiepéws Twvés, ‘ high priest of any one’, 560. 23 Tov T0d warpds
dpxrepéa.  Ps.-Ign. Smyrn. 9 tov... pévov Tf Pice Tob warpds dpxrepéa,
Magn. 4. Brightman, p. xxv.

14. A.C. v 7 (263. 9) éri adberriy T0b feod TOV Sav S5 éomw adrod
Tarip. ’

15. A.C. vii 25 (410. 17) owexdpnoas mabely . . . eddéxyoas Sofdaar :
ii 24 (91. 23) cvvexdpyoey mabeiv.

*16. A. C. vii 36 (434. 2) &s 8¢ Huas yéveow vméary.

17. Ps.-Ign. Magn. 11 16 mdfos droardvre . . . kai gTavpov viropelvavre
kai dmrofavévr kal dvacrdyri,

18. The Holy Spirit as witness is a common thought in A. C., cf. -
Brightman, p. xxv: e.g. iii 17 (211. 22), vii 22 (406. 6), viii 5 (474. 12).

19. A.C. vii 43 (448. 18) dmijkoov adrdv yevéabor év waoe.

*20. Ps.-Ign. PZil. 7 oravpd mposyrdobfar 7ov dvapyov.

*21. A.C. vi 26 (367. 13) dpvodvrar ydp kal ™y xard odpka airod
vévmaw, Tov aravpdy éraayxivovrar.  Ps.Ign, PAil 3 drov Tis dpviron Tov
aravpdy : Hero 2.

*22. A.C. vi 5 (309. 16) &s Beopdyor. Ps.-Ign. Zrall. 11 Tov oravpdy
dpvodpevor kai 76 wdfos e’#aw’xvvép.evot kaAvrrovat Ty " lovdalwv rapavoulay
70V feopdyov.

23. A. C. vii 36 (434. 28) 7ov pealryy Tov wpovonrijy Tov vouoléryy Tov
dvaordoews aimov. For the compounds with v compare A.C. vii 43
(450. 4) overavpubivar kai cwarofavely kol cvvradivar kai cvvavacTivar.

24. A.C. vi 8 (319. 6) ol 8¢ Tpels évavriovs dvdpyovs . . . 8ofdlovaw,
vi 10 {323. 9) ol 8¢ 7pels dvdpyovs, ol 8¢ 8Yo dyemirovs: in both contexts
Simon is named or implied. Ps.-Ign. Pl z els olv feos kai mwarip,
kol ob dvo od8t Tpels . . . olTe odv Tpeis watépes olre Tpels viol olre Tpels
mapdkAnToL.

25. Quoted A, C. ii 6, vi 23- Ps. Ign Phil. 2, Ant, 2.

*26. Ps.-Ign. Philad. 5 & kal 70 alro eldxvoay 1rov77pov kal dmarnAoy
kal AaomAdvov wvetpa.
*27. Ps.-Ign. Phil. 2 olre eis &va Tpiévupor.

*28. A.C. vi 26 (367. 13-16) dpvotvrar xai Ty xatdk odpra abrod
Yévnow . .. 76 wdfos ddofodar . . . Ty mpd aldvev alrod yévwmow wept-
kérrovow. Ps.-Ign. Phil, 4 75 wdbos e’1ral.a'x15vea'0al. <« . ™ é wapBévov
Yévwnow mwepidmrew : ib. 5 1( weplkomrers TV ‘yew*r/m.v,

When these parallels are digested, there will remain I think no doubt
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that the author of the whole passage was one who moved familiarly in
the plane of the same ideas and phrases as the editor of the Con-
stitutions and of the interpolated Ignatian epistles. Those who, with
myself, believe that the same hand edited the pseudo-Clementine
Constitutions and the pseudo-Ignatian epistles, will naturally attribute
the same authorship to the passage which has been here under
discussion.

D. EcypTIAN.

Three forms of the Apostolic Canons are known which may be
grouped together under this head.

(9) The first of these to be printed was Tattam’s Apostolical Con-
stitutions or Canons of the Apostles in Coptic, with an Englisk transia-
tion, London 1848. The work is what is otherwise known as the
Clementine octateuch ; it is divided into seven or eight books, each book,
from the 2nd to the 7th, bearing an alternative number from 3rd to 8th.
The Canons of the Apostles form the last (seventh = eighth) book,
under the title ‘The Seventh Book of the Canons of our Holy Fathers
the Apostles by the hands of Clement, which is the end of the Eighth
Book’. The numbering of the canons is not that of the Coptic text,
but is borrowed by the editor from the ordinary Greek texts. The four
canons 47-50 are omitted : the epilogue and doxology after can. 85 are
present. The colophon explains that the whole work has been rendered
into the dialect of Lower Egypt from the dialect of Upper Egypt: it is
in fact no doubt a translation from the next item on our list. Tattam’s
MS was acquired by the Royal Library at Berlin (Orient. Q 519).

(10) Lagarde’s Sahidic text—printed on p. zog of his Aegyptiaca
(Gottingen, 1883), but without any translation into either Latin or
German—is taken from a British Museum MS, Or. 1320, to which Light-
foot was the first to call attention: the colophon gives the year 722 of
Diocletian, i. €. A.D. 1006. - The title implies in Greek something like
kavdves EkkAnaiacTikol TOV droaTélwy ol ia K\juevros: the epilogue and
doxology are represented in full. The canons are 71 in number, partly
because the numeration is independent of the ordinary Greek tradition of -
the text, partly because between the canon on the reception of heretical
baptism or eucharist—ordinarily numbered 46, but in this MS 38—and
the canon following—ordinarily numbered 51-—the same group of four
canons, 47-50, is omitted as in Tattam’s book. Of these four the first
and the two last deal with baptism, the second with laymen and divorce.

(11) Last of all mention may be made of an Ethiopic edition of the
canons: Canones Apostolorum Aethiopice, ed. Winandus Fell, Leipzig
1871. The title, epilogue, and doxology are all as in the Sahidic. The
canons themselves are 56 in number: between the 33rd and 34th—

VOL. XVI. M m
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which are identical with the 37th and 38th of the Sahidic—the same
group of four canons drops out. At the end of the edition a Latin
translation is given. ‘ )

These three Egyptian and Ethiopic documents do not really constitute
more than one authority : even if the Ethiopic is not derived (as very
likely it is) from our extant Sahidic, both derive no doubt from only
a single source, whether that source was Greek or Syriac. And it is
further to be noted that this Egyptian group omits not three canons but
four: canon 48, on laymen and divorce, disappears equally with the
three canons 47, 49, 50, on baptism. This does not look as though we
had here an original text, expanded in our other witnesses by interpola- .
tion, but rather an abbreviated or mautilated text in which what has
happened was simply that more has been struck out than was strictly
necessary'for the purpose of the abbreviator.

The explanation offered by Schwartz of the differences between the
different forms of text above enumerated is roughly as follows. He
distinguishes four scholars as having been at work on the Apostolic
Constitutions, the Apostolic Canons, and the pseudo-Ignatian letters.
The eight books of the Constitutions (without the Canons) were
published after the year 370—for the Christmas festival of December 25
was not known in the East before that date—but not very long after,
since the second writer, who composed the Apostolic Canons, knew the
Constitutions and refers to them in the last of the Canons,’ and he
himself wrote long enough before the year 394 to be quoted as an
authority in the synod held at Constantinople in October of that year:
K xpivar wpds 16 ééijs pnde mapd Tpuby, witrye mapd Svo, Tov twedbuvoy
Soxipalduevor rabarpeioBor, dAE ydp mhelovos auvdBov Yride kal Tév THs
érapxias, kabbs kal of dwoorohkol xavdves Swploavro: the reference in
these phrases being clearly to Ap. Can. 74. A third writer emerges
in the interpolator of the Ignatian letters, who wrote after the triumph
of the Nicene cause in the East—between the years, I gather Schwartz
to mean, 380 and 400. To a fourth writer again Schwartz attributes
the three Apostolic canons on Baptism, numbered in the ordinary texts
47, 49, 50, together with the disquisition Awaoxéobe & Bamrrléuevos in
its original form, as now represented only in the Syriac texts: these
additional canons were certainly in their present place in the collection
before the Council of Chalcedon, possibly before the Council of Ephesus
—on a later page (p. 15) Schwartz takes them even further back, ‘into
the fifth century, if not into the fourth’.

1 Edayyéia Téooapa, ds kal év Tois mpoAaBotow eimopev [where the reference is to
A.C. ii 87 (163.1) 7d edayyéAa & éyd Marbafos kal “Iadvins wapedrapey uiv kal of
avvepyol IadAov mapeAnpéres xarédenpav vuiv Aovkds xkal Mdpxos] . . . kai ai Awrayal
Uply Tols Emandmors 5 Epod KAfpevros &v k7l Pufhiots wpooTepmnuévar,
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Schwartz seems to me to have succumbed to a temptation which is
not rarely fatal to historical critics. Just as those who approach the
history of the early Church from an ecclesiastical point of view tend to
regard things centripetally and to overestimate the amount of unity or
uniformity that existed beween different individuals or schools or
generations, so those who approach it from the critical point of view
fall into the opposite danger and exaggerate every element of difference.
Documents are resolved into component parts: one writer becomes
several: divergences are magnified into irreconcilable enmities: emphasis
on one aspect of things is treated as denial of every other or comple-
mentary aspect. Schwartz is peculiarly liable to this fault: his pro-
foundly anti-ecclesiastical bias combines with an extraordinary acuteness
of critical power to produce a temper in which he sees as it were with
the multiplying capacity of a pair of field-glasses the least indication of
dogmatic difference, and quite similarly in literary problems leans to
the solution which brings into play the largest number of contributors.
For myself I believe that the pseudo-Clement of the Constitutions, the
pseudo-Ignatius of the Epistles, and the author of all the Apostolic Canons
are no more than one and the same person: and I think that Schwartz
underestimates, if he does not rather entirely forget, the natural differences
and changes which mark or may mark the work of the same scholar at
different periods of his life. It is likely enough that even the eight
books of the Constitutions were not brought into their present shape
all at the same moment : and at the end of this paper I shall venture
to submit the conjecture that the true explanation of the bewildering
difference between our early authorities for the Canons is that the
editor composed them and attached them to the Constitutions in two
different forms, the one earlier and shorter, the other longer and later,

It will be convenient here to insert the text of all the canons that
refer to Baptism, and for the sake of completeness the one canon which
breaks the series (no. 48) will be included.

46. "Emiokomov i) wpeoBitepov aipericiv Sefapévovs PBdrricpa i Gvolav,
kafapeiofar  wpoordoooper: Tis yip ovuddvyors Xpiorod wpos
Beliav, ) tis pepls 0T perd dniorov;

47. "Eniokomos 9 wpeoBirepos tov kar d\ifeav Exovra PdmTiopa v
dvwbev Bamrioy, § Tov F-G[I-OA.U(TF.G/I;OV mapd Tv doePBbv éav p3) Barrioy,
kafupelofo os yeldv TOv oravpov kal Tév Toi'v Kuplov Gdvarov Kai

- Suapivay iepéas Yevdiepéwy.

48. El mis MAaixds Tiv éavrod ywvaika éxBaldv érépav Adfor
dM\ov dmoleAvpévmy, ddopléobuw. »

49. E! 75 émloxoros 4 wpeaBirepos xard myv Tob Kupiov Sudrafw
Bawrioy €is marépa xal vidv kal dywov mvedpa, dANS % eis Tpels dvdpxovs
7 €ls Tpeis viovs 7 els Tpels wapaxdirovs, dpopléobn.

Mm 2
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50. El mis émioxomos 1) mpeafurepos pi) mpla Barriopora is pnjoews
émiredéoy @A & Bdmricpa 76 els Tov Bdvarov Tod Kvplov didpevov, kab-
apelobor ob yap etrev 6 Kvpios fuiv  Eis 70v Odvardv pov Bamrrioare, GANL
Mopev@évres pabnrevoare mdvra ra é0vy, Bamtilovres adTods eis
76 dvopa Tod warpds kal Tod viod kal Tod dylov TVEV LATOS.

These canons are given in this order in all extant Greek and Latin
authorities : the Verona Latin, in which as we have seen (p. 524) there is
a lacuna after canon 47, implies the full text just as clearly as the other
witnesses, since if 47 is retained there is no reason at all to suppose that
49 or 50 were absent. Of the Syriac texts, one, and that probably the
most important of them, also has all the disputed canons, though with
small differences of order and number. The presumption is therefore
rather strong on external grounds in favour of the genuineness of the
ordinary text, What then are the reasons adduced by Schwartz in
favour of the contrary conclusion?

1. A large number of the Oriental witnesses omit these canons—
Syriac, Sahidic, and Ethiopic: the Syriac authorities for omission being
as ancient as the seventh and eighth centuries. And the omission of
genuine canons is less likely than the insertion of spurious ones.

But it is doubtful how far these Eastern texts are independent of one
another; and though omission may be in itself less likely than insertion,
we have the parallel of the treatment of the last canon of Nicaea in the
Latin texts—this canon, against kneeling at Eastertide, is absent from
half a dozen of the oldest authorities—to warn us that omission becomes
possible enough as soon as there is a motive for it. In the case in
point the omission may possibly have been due to the attitude adopted
in canon 47 towards heretical baptism, V

2. The 48th canon as it stands interrupts very strangely the sequence
of the four canons dealing with Baptism—all of them addressed to
bishops and presbyters—by a canon dealing with alien subject-matter
and addressed to the laity.

This is true enough ; but if there is one thing more characteristic
than another of the whole code of the 85 Apostolic Canons, it is their
extraordinarily haphazard and unsystematic arrangement. It looks as
if the author had simply jotted down from time to time, as each new
thought struck him, an additional canon or group of canons, regardless
of its logical place in the series. Take for instance canons 76-82: the
first four of these deal with disqualifications for ordination ; the halt
and maimed may become a bishop but not the blind or dumb, the
demoniac may not become a cleric, the neophyte may not become
a bishop: then comes canon 8o, to the effect that bishop and presbyter
may not undertake public offices, harking back to canon 7: but canon 81
returns to the disqualifications for ordination, forbidding it to slaves
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save after emancipation: and canon 82 once more returns to the subject
of canon 8o, the competing claims of the government service and of
clerical duty. The parallel with canons 46-50 is sufficiently close.

And against these arguments of Schwartz there are others to be set
based on internal evidence, which converge to the same result as that
to which on external evidence alone we should arrive.

I have shewn how intimately intertwined the dogmatic passage
Adaokéofo 6 Bamrrfduevos is in its whole texture with both the
Apostolic . Constitutions and the pseudo-Ignatian epistles. The same
relation is to be found in the three disputed canons, and common
authorship is again the obvious solution. With canon 47 compare
the following from A.C. vi 15 (337. 10-25): Bawriopar. & dpketofar
pwove 16 els Tov Tov Kupiov Odvarov Sedopéve . . . 7¢ wapd 70v dpéumrov
tepéwv dedopdvy eis 76 Svopa Tod warpds kal tod vied kal Tob dylov
mvedpaTos pijre 8¢ 16 waph 7av doeBdv Sextov duly EoTw, miire 76 Tapd
1év bolwv dxvpovolfo S Sevrépov. ds yap els & Geds xal eis 6 XpioTos kai
els 6 mapdihyros [cf. can. 49] .. . of ydp elow éxeivor iepels . . . ofre v
ol BanTiocbévres im’ abréy peplnyrar AN peporvouévor dmdpxovow . . .
dvaoravpolow tov Kipov . . . yeAbow ta Gela. For canon 49 compare
the parallel phrases about the Eucharist in A. C. viii 12 (510. 5) xard
v adrov Sudrafw, and about Baptism, with a similar reference to
Matt. xxviii 19, A. C. vii 22 (406. 2) ds 6 Kvpios dierdfaro Huiv: for the
Tpeis dvdpxovs see the references to A. C. and ps.-Ign. collected under
no. 24 on p. 528 above. The matter is a little different with canon §o,
since the Constitutions are stuffed full of allusions to baptism as
‘baptism into the Lord’s death’} following Rom. vi 3: but the full
baptismal formula of Matt. xxviii 19 is throughout implied and often
expressed : A.C. iil 16 (211. 13), vi 15 (337. 12), vii 22 (406. 3), vii 40
(444- 7), and the writer of the Constitutions, though his terminology is
that of a school which laid stress on this aspect of baptism and pre-
pared the way for the substitution of a baptism ‘into the Lord’s death’
as the actual formula,? certainly did not contemplate such a substitution

1 A C.ii 7 (43. 15), iii 17 (211. 18), v 7 (263. 9), Vv 16 (285. 22), vi 15 (337. 17), Vi
23 (361. 8), vii 22 (406. 22), vii 25 (412.6), viii 8 (484. 1). Ps.-Ign. Pkl 1. Ofall
these passages there is only one which even seems to suggest that baptism into the
Lord’s death had anything to do with the formula, A&. C. v 7, but there, too, the
Trinitarian formula is obviously implied, and an explanation of it is given on
the lines of the writer’s theology, padnretoar mévra 7d vy xal Bamricar els Tov
adTol fdvarov éml adbevria T Ocol TdV SAaww, s éomiv adTol narfp, xal paprupia
nveduaros, &s EoTw mapdrAnTos,

? This became a practice of the extreme Arians: Conc. Constant. can. 7 (a.p.
382) Ebvomavods Tobs els plav kardbvow Bammiopévovs: Philostorgius H. E,
x éBanrilov ol mept Edvbuiov odx eis Tpels karadioes dAN eis piav, €els Tov 6dvaTov Tob
Kupiov Bantiovres, 8y dnaf pdv AN odxi dis § 7pis dmép Hpdv dvedéfato : Socrates
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himself, and could quite honestly condemn it. It should be noted
also how fond he is of the use of pvéw and winots in connexion with
baptism.’

Nor is this dependence upon the Constitutions anything peculiar
to the three suspect canons and the dogmatic passage which is bound
. up with them. With the canons of Antioch and the canons of Laodicea
the Constitutions form a third main source of the Apostolic Canons.
The following canons appear to depend directly on the Constitutions :—

can, 1 A. C. iii 20 (217, 12), viii 27 (530. 2).2
can. 8 A.C. v 17 (287. 10-135).

can. 17 A.C. vi 17 (339. 20-341. 2).

can. 18  A.C. vi 17 (341. 7-9).

can. 26 A, C.vi 17 (341. 3-7).

can, 336 A.C.vii 28 (414. 15, 16: 416. 4, 5).

can. 51 A.C. vi 10 (323. 10, 11), Vi 11 (325. 21-24).

can. 52 A,C, ii 24 (91. 14-16), ii 13 (51. 5-7).

can. 53 A.C.v 18 (289. 10~-12), v 19 (293. 13), Vv 20 (301. 3-5).
can. 6o  A.C. vi 16 (339. 12-14).

can. 64° A.C.v 20 (301 1,2), v 14 (281. 2, 3), vii 23 (408. 7-10).
can. 65 A.C.ii 61 (175. 26).

can. 69 A, C. v 13 (271. 1), Lent fast; v 2o (299. 20), vii 23
(408. 3), Wednesday and Friday fast.
can. 79 A, C. viil 32 (534. 20-22).

In some of these instances the resemblance is so close that the parallel
text in the Constitutions is of decisive weight in estimating the proba-
bilities of one-or another ‘ varia lectio’ in the text of the Canons. Thus
in canon 26 the evidence is divided between 7év eis xAfjpov wape)févrav
and 7&v els k\jpov mpoocedfévrov and Tév. eis xAfjpov mpoeABévrwy: and
the MSS are similarly divided in the source from which the canon is
derived: but both in vi 17 and in the canon the best MSS agree on
rapeddvrov. Or again in canon 64 the Greek MSS (except Vat. gr.
1506) read wAsv Tob évds pdvov, but the Verona Latin ‘excepto uno’:
and we find that the latter reading is demonstrated to be correct by its
agreement with the ‘source’ in A. C. v 20 7av ¢dBBatov dvev Tod &vds.
But further the phrageology of the Canons is the phraseology of the
H.E. v 24, some Eunomians 7o Bdnriopa mapexapatay: ob ydp eis toy Tpta&a. GAN" els

7ov XpioTob Bantifovor GvaTov.

! In the sixth, seventh, and eighth books of A.C.: vi 15 (337. 22, 24), vii 22
(406. a2), vii 25 (412. 10}, vil 39 (440. 12), vii 42 (448. 12), viii 6 (478. 27, 480. 19),
viii 8 (484. 1, 9), viii 15 (520. 3), viii 34 (542. 11).

? Note that the sth canon of Nicaea is not the source, for it speaks of three
bishops, whereas both Constitutions and Canons speak of ¢ two or three’.

® The older editions give canons 64-66 in wrong order, 65, 66, 64.
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Constitutions, even where we cannot say that a particular passage of
the one depends directly on a particular passage of the other. With
t*he language of cann. g, 51, 63, El 7is érioxomos 3 wpcoﬂt?‘l:fpos ) Budxovos
% [BAws] & rod xaraAdyou Tod ieparod compare A. C. iii 15 (209. 3)
fl-'r"re odv émigromos ,.uf-re rpeaﬁtf‘rcpos p.'r)"rz Siudxovos p.'r)'re d\os Tis ék ToD
xaTaMdyov 70d ieparikod. With canon zo Khqpuds éyyvas diods xalfac-
peicfw compare A. C.ii 6 (39. 11) &rrw 8 & émioxomos . . . p3) éyyvdpevds
mwa. With canon 22 adropoverris ydp éorw cf, A. C. viii 2 (468. 16)
kai Koiddas Yorepov adropovevris éavrod yéyovev. With canon 29 és
Sipwv & pdyos vm’ duod ILérpov cf. A.C. iv 7 (227. 28) 4M\\& xal Sipwv
6 pdyos éuol Ilérpyp xai ‘Twdvy. With canon 30 xoouwxois dpxovot
cf. A. C.ii 45 (141. 3) xoopurods dpxovras, Vi 10 (325. 2) Tods Koo pikoVs
dpxovras. Of canon 37 the main structure is derived from Antioch
can. 20; but several phrases are independent of the Antiochene canon,
and with ra 8éypara rijs edoeBeias compare A. C. iii 5 (189. 23) & 7is
eboefeias ddypara, with dvridoyias Swahvérwoay A. C. ii 45 (141. 6) 7as
dymidoylas Swehfgar. So in the next canon the Antiochene model has
TV Tijs éxxdyoias Tpaypdrwy, but the copy v éxknoaoTikdy mpaypdrwv,
and éxxAqnowaoTikds is a favourite word of the Constitutions: cf. A. C.
il 35 (121. 14) Swouyry Tév éxkAnowoTicdy mpayudrov. And quite
similarly in canon 40 7& vpuaxd is substituted for the Antiochene
10 Swapépovra T ékxkhyoin: cf. A. C. ii 25 (93. 17) Tois Kvpiakots
xexprjofo and (95. 2) xpdpevor éx 7ov rkupaxdy. In canon 61 use is made
of a word dmyyopevuéiys (mpdéews) of which the editor of the Constitu-
tions is very fond in this sort of connexion, e. g. iv 7 (227. 24) ékdrepa
yap Tois vépows dmyydpevrar: 1 3 (13. 2) émelmep xai 6 vépos dmwayopeder is
very like canon 63 rofro yap &6 vépos dmeimev. With canon 73 wapd-
vopov ydp compare the similar turns in which the same word is employed
in A.C. ii 49 (145. 26) wapdvopov yap 76 ToL0BTOY, 1il 9 (201. T) émopalés
ydp, p@dov 8¢ wapdvopov kel doeBés: ps.-Ign. Magn. 7 16 yap TowotTov
mapdvopov. And with the last words of can. 81 kara v kvpaxyy wapa-
xéhevgw compare the last words of a sentence in A.C. ii 44 (139. 12)
kaTd T kvplakyy Géow.

Last of the passages belonging to the Canons comes the final
epilogue and doxology (see p. 523 above). When the relation between
this and the Constitutions is established by the same method of
argument as that employed up to this point, we shall have brought
every part of the document before us into line.

1. Talra wepl Kavévwy Spiv Sraterdxfo map’ Apdv. A.C. viil 15 (520.
28) ratra wepl Tijs pvoTws Aarpelas Saracadpeda Tueis ol dmdorolot
Dpiv.

2. & éwiokomor. So in A.C. ii 54 (153. 34), iv 2 (219. 17), vi 1
(303. 3)- :
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3. éupévortes [sc. Tois kavdow]. A.C. viii 46 (556. 11) upévew
4 rdfer 7f Sobery.

4. Oeds & povos dyémmros.  A.C. vil 41 (444. 15) €ls &o dybvyrov
pévov éAnfwov Oedv: viil 5 (474. 1) 6 Oeds 6 mavroxpdrop 6 péves dyévwnros
xai dBacilevros: viii 6 (480. 5) 7% udve dyervire Ged.

5. T@v 8hwv Bid Xprotol morris. A, C. vili 37 (544. 18) 6 Tév SAav
woupris Sa Xpiorod xai kndepdv. :

6. atpémtous dpépmrous dveykMjrous. A.C. vili § (476. 11), vill II
(492. 18), viii 12 (514. 6), viii 18 (524. 7), viii 41 (552. 16): afavourite
tag of the Constitutions.

7. katafidoel Tis aluviov fwis. A. C. viii 9 (486. 12-14) karafiwbbow

. . Toxwow Tis aloviov wis.

8. dua Tﬁs p.ed'l.‘relfa.s. A.C. viii 13 (514. 16) S ‘rﬁq Iuca'u'e[ag TOU
XpigTob avrod.

9. ol fyampévou waidds aldrol 'l X. A. C. viil 5 (474. 23) 1@ Hyamy-
péve gov wadi I X.

10. 1. X. 7o Oeoll xai owtfjpos Apdv. A. C. viii I (460. 4) 0¥ feod Kal
qurfpos Hpdv I X,

11. 8 ol 4 86fa adrd . . . & dylw wvedpart 14 wapaxMire. A.C. viii
73 (546. 11), corrected in accordance with cod. Vat. 1506 (Funk’s d),
8 ob oo kal ) éwdfios Spelkerar mpoTKliais . . . & myvepare dyly 74
TapaxAiTe els Tovs aidvas.

12. 1§ ém whvtev Oeg kal watpl. A.C.1i8 (21. 18) 10f 8 Xpiorod
kedaky 6 éml wdvrov Oeds wal wamip adrod: iil 17 (213. 1) warjp & émi
wdvrwy Beds: vi 26 (369. 2). Ps.-Ign. Zars. 2 ol 8¢, dru adrés éorw & &l
wovrov Oebs: Phil. 7.

The process of argument has been long and perhaps tedious: but it
leads to a clear result. All parts and portions of the Apostolic Canons,
including the doubtful canons and the two epilogues—both that attached
in some authorities to canon 50 and that attached to canon 85—shew
everywhere the same intimate relation with the style and language of
the Constitutions and, where opportunity of comparison offers itself,
of the pseudo-Ignatian letters. The whole body of this literature comes
from the same workshop, if not (as I myself prefer to believe) from the
same pen.

But how then can we explain the presence in the middle of the series
of the 85 canons of the lengthy doctrinal disquisition which follows the
group of canons on Baptism? There is no question that it is out of
place where it stands: it breaks into the continuous series of canons,
while itself partaking rather of the nature of a summary and conclusion.
I cannot see that Dr Schwartz has really made any attempt to solve the
literary problem : for it is no solution to say that it, together with the
three canons which go with it, ‘ was added in the margin and found its
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way into the series of canons’. There is room for a sol'ution which
will explain the breach of continuity and at the same time preserve the
unity of authorship.

I venture to propose the view that the writer or editor of the Canons
(that is, as I think, the editor of the whole book of the Constitutions)
-drew up the series of canons in two recensions—first a series of 5o,
closed with the passage Awaoxéorfw pévror, and later on a larger series
of 8z, closed with the epilogue and doxology Tafra wepl xavdver.
Whether in the later recension the passage Awdaoxéofo was retained or
omitted, I should not like to say : if this recension was posterior to the
accession of Theodosius and triumph of the Nicene cause, it is possible
that the author thought it wise to suppress a profession of faith so highly
Arian, particularly as it occupied a position as the conclusion of the
whole work where it could hardly escape attention.

Now too for the first time the riddle of the version of Dionysius
Exiguus is explained. Why should Dionysius have translated only fifty
of the canons, if he had more in his hands? His preface refers expressly
to people who refused to admit the authority of these canons, but
he speaks throughout as though he was producing a complete transla-
tion.! Prof. Schwartz indeed considers that he has himself cleared up
the difficulty: Dionysius found the passage Aidacxésfw in his Greek
MS and broke off the work of translation, because the colour of the
passage was too obviously heretical. We should all agree that Dionysius
would hardly have served up to the pope a faithful version of Adaokéobw
in its genuine form as a work of the holy apostles. But nothing would
have been simpler than just to omit the passage, which after all was in
no sense a ‘ canon’, and go on to translate the rest of the series. That
Dionysius should have rendered into Latin the canons rejecting heretical
baptism—which baptism the Roman Church, as we know, accepted
—shews that he was an honest workman: and when he says that he
translated ‘the canons’ of the apostles, I entertain no doubt that he
translated the whole series that lay before him. Doubtless the epilogue
Adaoxéorfo was also before him, and it is certain that he omitted it:
but he did exactly the same with regard to non-canonical material for
the remaining councils. No Latin canonical collection is so rigid in its
limitation of its subject-matter : no other one for instance omits, as
Dionysius does, the Nicene Creed. Even if the orthodox recast

1 Preface to his second edition (Maassen, p. 961) ¢ In principio itaque canones qui
dicuntur apostolorum de graeco transtulimus, quibus quia plurimi consensum non
praebuere facilem, hoc ipsum vestram noluimus ignorare Sanctitatem’ : preface to
his third edition (6. p. g65) ¢ Canones autem qui dicuntur apostolorum, et Serdi-
censis concilii atque Africanae provinciae, quos non admisit universitas, ego quoque

in hoc opere praetermisi, quia . . . et hos in illa prima digessi translatione, et vestra
Paternitas auctoritatem qua tenentur ecclesiae orientales quaesivit-agnoscere.’
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of Awdaoxéobe that we meet in John Scholasticus had lain before
Dionysius (and it is possible that it did), we may be quite sure that
it would have been excluded from his Latin version of the Greek Canon
Law.

But I cannot close this paper without expressing once more my sense
of the debt under which all students of the subject lie towards
Prof. Schwartz for the very remarkable essay, one part of which it has
fallen to my lot in this paper to criticize. One may agree with Schwartz,
‘or one may disagree with him; but one can never neglect him. It is
'safe to say of any work of his that it is not written at second-hand, but
that it is original, in the best sense of the word, from beginning to end.

C. H. TURNER.

UN TEXTE PEU REMARQUE DE SAINT AUGUSTIN
SUR LE CANON DE LA MESSE,

QUE peut-on savoir du contenu du canon de la messe en Afrique
au temps de saint Augustin? Jai touché i cette question dans mon
livre 2’ Eucharistie (1913) pp. 430—433. Sans avoir connu le travail de
W. C. Bishop, ‘ The African Rite’, publié par le Jowrnal of Theological
Studies t. xiii (1912) pp. 250-277, j’avais cité les mémes textes d’Augustin
que cite M. Bishop et qui jettent quelque lumiere sur le point 3 éclaircir® :
De Trinitate iii 21 ; Epistula cxlix 16; Sermo ccxxvil; Sermo inedit.
vi 3. Javais cité ailleurs (p. 425) le Sermo cclxxii, que cite M. Bishop,
mais qui a moins directement trait au canon. De ces divers textes
d’Augustin le plus explicite est celui du Sermo inedit. vi 3. Augustin
y dessine les grandes lignes de 'anaphore africaine : d’abord la salutation
- Dominus vobiscum, e Sursum cor|{da), et le Domino Deo nostro gratias
agamus. Ala fin, 12 ‘dominica oratio’ pour cléturer Pactien, les ‘acta’,
comme s’exprime Augustin. Entre ces préludes et le Pater se place la
pridre consécratoire, qu’ Augustin rappelle en termes imprécis, parce qu’il
adresse le sermon 2 des catéchumenes :

Et inde iam (suppléer: sequuntur) quae aguntur in precibus sanctis,
quas audituri estis, ut accedente verbo fiat corpus et sanguis Christi.
Nam tolle verbum, panis est et vinum. Adde verbum, et iam aliud
est. Et ipsum aliud quid est? Corpus Christi et sanguis Christi.

! Rapprochez Dom Cabrol, article ¢ Afrique ’ (Liturgie postnicéenne), du Drctionn.
darch. chr. et de liturgie t.1 (1907) pp. 635-636. F. Mone Lateinische und griechische
Messen (1890) pp. go-101.



