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The aim of this study is to examine the biblical conr entaries 

of Andrew of St. Victor, abbot of  .ignore (d.1175)jand to pay 

particular attention to his Jewish sources.

Andrew wrote commentaries on most of the books of the Old 

Testament. His work can be divided into three groups: commentaries 

on the historical books, written before 1147; interpretations of the 

prophetical books, written shortly after £.1134; and his exposition of 

the Song of bongs, Proverbs and >cclesiu.stes, written before 1161 or 

1163. ver since Miss ^nalley's articles in the Rech.Theol . anc.med. 

of 1938 and 1939 and her book, The ^tudy of the Bible in the Middle 

Apes, the importance of Andrew as a comnentator has been recognized, 

but the fact that his work exist in manuscript form only, apart from 

his corrmentaries on j cclesiastes and Jonah, has prevented his v.ri tings 

from becoming more widely known. i^or this reason I originally 

intended to prepare an edition of a coiianentary on one of the 

Pentateuchal books. However, as it became clear that an edition 

would lose much of its value without an examination of the sources 

Andrew used, J decided to concentrate on the latter. The large 

number of his COOTTIentaries mad- it necessary, all the same, to 

select one or two for special study. The interpretations of jcodus 

and Isaiah were chosen, first because they v;ere written during 

different periods of Andrew's life, thus making it possible to follow 

any changes in his extgetical method; and secondly oecause the 

different contents of these books present their comi;entators with 

different problems.

Andrew, probably an Englishman by birth, began his studies 

at St. Victor under Hugh ^d.1141). At the time f>t. Victor was very 

much a part of what is so conveniently called f the twelfth century 

Penaissance 1 , of which the theological aspects have been so well 

described in fere Chenu'a il.a Jheologie au douzieme siecle. The



Victorines, being both claustrales and scholares, played an important 

part in transmitting the lectio divina iron the s-cluded atmosphere of 

the cloister to the school, the new urban centre of intellectual 

activity. The library of St. Victor was well stocked with the pagan 

classics; Hugh lectured on the literal sense of the historical books of 

the Old Testament and wrote his .De bacramentis <-J.on£ historical rather 

than theological lines, and also provided his pupils with maps and a 

guide to reading. As far as the study of Scripture was concerned, 

he took Gregory's advice seriously, once again, to lay first the 

fundamenta historiae before passing to allegorical and tropological 

exposition. This new evaluation of the literal sense was, of course, 

inspired by Jerome, 'patron de 1'exegese littera]^ , rather than by 

Gregory. It is not surprising, therefore, that *uidrew, when he 

decided to make the literal interpretation of the uible his special 

field of study, regarded Jerome as his great master and precursor.

It may be noted here that, amon£ modern historians of medieval 

thought and doctrine, there are some differences of opinion on the 

importance of the rediscovery of historia and of the literal sense at 

the expense of allegoria; on the influence of Jerome and Hugh in 

bringing about this change in biblical studies; and on the role of 

this rediscovery in the general emergence of a scientific theology in 

the twelfth century. In particular Pere de Lubac, at the beginning 

of the second part of his invaluable xegcse medleyale differs from 

Miss bmalley, as well as from the ieres Uandonnet, Lpioq, de Ghellinck 

and, to a lesser extent, Chenu, on this point. However, it seems 

undeniable that there was a renewed interest in the explanation of the 

literal sense during that period, as is illustrated by the works of 

men like Hugh, ...ndrew, 'the anonymous cocimen tutor on Leviticus' 

(of, Lmalley), and Herbert of Bosham's cau. entary on Jerome's Hebrew 

Psalter, as well as by the increasing popularity of Andrew's
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In this study Andrew's method of interpretation is examined, 

his knowledge of Hebrew is discussed, and his Jewish sources are 

analysed as far as possible. An attempt is made to discover Andrew's 

own attitude towards Jewish exposition - how far was he prepared to go 

in accepting their interpretations, and how did he try to avoid the 

risk of beinj accused of judaizin^ by his contemporaries. As his 

work had much in cannon with the twelfth century French Jewish schools 

of biblical exegesis, a chapter is devoted to these schools and to their 

most prominent representatives. borne attention is also paid to the 

controversy between Jews and Christians from early times onwards over 

the interpretation of Is.vii.14, since -oidrew's explanation of this 

particular verse, an important part of his commentary on Isaiah, is 

a good illustration of his evaluation of Jewish exposition^ and also 

because it was to attack Andrew's comments on this verse in particular 

that Richard of St. Victor -wrote his De /nnanuele. Lastly, the 

Jewish interpretation of the servant passages in Isaiah are discussed in 

some detail, again as a background against which to sec -ndrew's 

explanation of the prophecies concerned. In studying the commentaries 

I have adopted the method of examining selected passages, while some longer 

extracts are printed in an Appendix.

One of the main problems in the examination of Andrew's 

commentaries is his vagueness, and his refusal, in good medieval 

tradition, to commit himself firmly to one or the other interpretation. 

This did not prove much of a hindrance as regards his commentary on 

jcodus, as in the interpretation of a book of this kind it is often 

quite informative to have several possible explanations put forward. 

In his conments on Isaiah, however, it means that it is often difficult 

to decide whether he understands certain prophecies as referring to the 

actual historical situation of the people of Israel, or to an eagerly
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awaited messianic future. It seemed to me theit this ambiruousness 

reflected partly the Jevdsh approach to ^cripture, which often likes to 

insert a note of messianic hope into its interpretations, partly 

Andrew's fear of coundtting himself too firmly to Jev/ish (messianic) 

explanations, and partly the sometimes enigmatic character of the words 

of the prophet himself. Another problem is the anonyndty of his 

sources, another medieval vice, and the fact that all Jewish 

explanation came to him at second hand. Also, his own ambiguous 

concept of the 'literal sense' and the fact that he tended to regard 

all Jewish interpretation, whatever its content, as 'literal', makes 

his comments at times somewhat confusing^ and leads him to state 

occasionally that seme prophecies of Isaiah can be understood as 

referring to 'our' Messiah as well as to the Jewish one.

The comparison of the two commentaries shows that one of the 

differences between them is that in ijcodus much stress is laid on the 

linguistic information Andrew received from the Jews, while in Isaiah 

it is the Jewish exposition he was most concerned with. Another 

striking difference in .Andrew's interpretational method in exodus and 

Isaiah is that in Ixodus he showed himself a keen collector of information 

on the literal sense, both from Jewish and con-Jewish sources, which he 

used rather indiscriminately. In Isaiah, on the other hand, he is 

more selective in the choice of his material and he shows a much 

greater measure of independence towards his sources, especially Jerome, 

while his conments are of a more thoughtful and substantial character. 

Most important, however, is the change which was beginning to emerge in 

his recording of Jewish information. While in xodus he took the 

teaching of the Jews as it came, in Isaiah he began to sense that it 

was sometimes necessary to distinguish between Jewish spiritual and 

Jewish literal explanation. It was in the chapter on the suffering 

Servant that this new attitude made its first noticeable appearance.
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Andrew's conrrentaries, therefore, constitute a significant 

stage in the development of medieval biblical studies. Not only did 

their author look back to Jerome, and followed him in going to the 

Jews for the literal explanation of Scripture, he also prepared the 

way for Hebrew scholarship in the following centuries, and contributed 

to a new evaluation of the literal sense and Jewish interpretation.
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EKEFACE  

The works of .Andrew of St. Victor take a unique place among 

medieval biblical commentaries, partly because they give a purely 

literal explanation of ScriptureT partly because they demonstrate 

that references to the Hebrew text and contemporary Jewish exposition 

had already found a place in Christian commentaries more than a 

century before the Fostillae of Nicholas of lyre.

Since Miss Smalley first called attention to Andrew* s work, now 

more than 30 years ago, in a series of articles in Recherches de 

Theologie ancienne et medievale and later on in ' The Study of the 

Bible in the Middle Ages, the importance of Andrew as an exegete has 

been generally acknowledged; but the absence of a detailed study of 

his writings and above all of a critical edition of some of his more 

influential commentaries has prevented full recognition. Apart from

an edition of his commentaries on Ecclesiastes and Jonah his works are/

accessible in manuscript form only. This circumstance has led me to 

elaborate on Miss Emalley's 'impressionistic studies', as she likes to 

call them. Although I initially intended to prepare an edition of 

Andrew's commentary on one of the Pentateuchal books, it became clear 

that an edition would lose much of its value without a thorough 

examination of the contents of his work and of the sources used. An 

investigation of these /therefore f seemed of primary importance, leaving 

an edition to some later time perhaps. This approach has the advantage 

that, by not being limited to the study of one commentary in particular, 

it is possible to follow Andrew's exposition over a longer period of 

time.

All the some, the number of his coirmentaries made some selection 

necessary,! have paid particular attention to the interpretation of 

Exodus and Isaiah, because these date from different periods of his
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life, thus making it possible to detect any changes in his method of 

interpretation. I'urthermore, the different contents of these books 

make diffei-ent demands on a coi.znentator of the literal sense. I have 

used MS.B.Nat.Lat. }$6 f Paris (microfilm), collated with MS.Laud.Lat. 1Q5 

(Bodleian Library), for Andrew on the Pentateuch, o.ran.45, 

Cambridge (partly the actual Mb, partly microfilm), collated with 

MS.Maz.l75> Par-is (microfilm) for .aidrew on Isaiah.

In this study I have attempted to elucidate Andrew's method of 

interpretation and to investigate his sources, I have concentrated 

especially on his references to Jewish exposition, since the latter 

fonn the most striking, but at the same tajme the most neglected aspect 

of his work. In the examination of his Jewish sources I had to rely 

much on translations and the help of other scholars,as ray knowledge of 

Hebrew did not allow for reading the medieval commentaries independently. 

I have discussed Andrew's knowledge of Hebrew, and the type of 

information he derived from the Jews. This information was found to be 

influenced to a large extent by contemporary Jewish schools of biblical 

interpretation, although Andrew himself may not have been aware of this. 

Another point of interest was that not all of Andrew's references to 

Jewish exegesis could be accounted for. Although someone more 

experienced than I in the field of medieval Jewish biblical interpretation 

would most certainly be able to allocate most of these, some may point 

to Jewish oral tradition and deserve further investigation. Also 

Andre\v l s own unsystematic approach to his work came to light, and his 

lack of distinction between Jewish literal and spiritual interpretation,
 *

which led him to incorporate all Jewish exposition rather indiscriminately 

as belonging to the literal sense. I found one notable exception to 

this rule.

Ify- basic method has been to analyze Andrew* s most relevant comments 

on a particular chapter or group of chapters, selected for their 

special interest, and to follow this examination with a discussion of the 

results of the investigation. I-xodus, however, retired a somewhat different
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approach because of Andrew's own treatment of the text, which involved
were consulted 

the use of a greater variety of sources thanfvfor his commentary on

Isaiah, Moreover, I thought it necessary to pay more attention to 

the general characteristics of his manner of interpretation in the 

diacussion of iocodus, bein£ the first commentary dealt with, than in 

the chapters on his exposition of Isaiah. In order to form some idea 

of the kind of Jewish interpretation /jidrew was likely to come acroes, 

a chapter on the contemporary Jewish biblical schools and one on the 

Jewish treatment of the servant passages of Isaiah have been added. 

Some longer extracts of his commentaries on Ixodus and Isaiah can be 

found in the A jpendix.

I would like to express here my gratitude to my supervisor/ 

Miss Beryl Smaller,for the encouragement she gave me throughout the 

preparation of this thesis, and for the v<ay she made hex wide knowledge 

of the subject available to me. Without her help and suggestions and 

above all, her initial studies of Andrew this thesis would have been 

inconceivable, I also like to mention here Professor C.W. Monnich 

of .Amsterdam, who av^akened my interest in the Middle .Ages by his 

enthusiastic and thoughtful appreciation of the period. Much of his 

own love for the subject has been reflected in his students, I am 

grateful to Lir, Hayim ^oloveitchik who has helped me with the tracing 

of some of the Hebrew material, and to Dr. Paul Hyams for his critical 

reading of much of the manuscript.

For generous financial assistance I have to thank the Johanna van 

Tussenbroek Fund, the Netherlands Organisation for the advancement of 

Pure Research (Z.W.O.) and St, Hugh's College, Oxford, which awarded me 

the Yates Senior Scholarship,

Finally, I want to acknowledge my debt to my parents and my husband / 

David, for the opportunity they gave me to embark on and finish this 

research.
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Editorial Procedure*

1 ) .ror Andrew on the 'entateuch i.i,.i;.Nat.Lat. 356 (referred to as P.) 

has been used, collated with .....i^aud.Lat. -^ (referred to as 0,); for 

Andrew on Isaiah L£.Pera.4i> (referred to as C.), collated with i,± .kaz.1?5 

(referred to as M, ). Manuscript folio numbers are ^iven in the 

footnotes, except in the longer extracts in ^ppenaix J.V where they are

"reed i; the right hand margin^' those of u. •••••>* . are shov."". between 

brackets in the footnotes. In chapters deali.ig exclusively- with 

either xodus or Isaiah the syiiibol referring to the manuscript is 

ommitted. ach manuscript folio is divided into columns a, b, c and 

d ̂ and the end of each column j... shown as /.

2) The text is substantially that of the manuscripts ̂ except for 

conjectural readings made necessary by damage and defective writing, 

or for editorial additioris, which are all placed within ^ S , 

Passages which should be omitted frou. the text are placed vdthin IT 3   

Occasional explanatory notes, for example SQ.»» are placed \vithin ( ), 

The most important other departures from the manuscript reading are 

marked with a superior lett r, a, b, c etc. and recorded in the 

footnotes. .-.s no attempt has been made to edit the transcribed texts, 

only the significant variant readings are noted. _hese are likewise 

marked v.ith a superior letter a, b, c etc. in the text anu given in 

the footnotes. -for the same reason y expci.'iueu ouijre.vj._Lions and 

interlint-;c.ir or marginal writings are not indie ted, nor is evidence of 

erasure or deletion* obvious mistakes are not mentioned either, 

following Professor U>uthc.rn*s advice in these matters, that there is 

no point in repeating the errors or the past.

3) Capittdisation and puncu ,.   ..^i are regularized in accordance 

with modern usage. The division into chapters and verses is made
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according to the Vulgate, for v*hich the :enedictine edition ( 

1959) v,aL used. Followi:^ , , v..,iev/hat arbitrary principle, in 

references to the Psalms the numbers of the . . are given, and the 

"Vulgate numbers shown between brackets where necessary.

4j ^H scriptural quotations are itaiizta throughout, here 

the manuscript reading was substantially different i'rom the Vulgate,, 

this is noted in the footnotes. In a few cases, where this made 

better sense, the Vulgate text ms preferred to the manuscript version. 

References to biblical texts other than Ih^st uiiucj.- euutiiut,-ien.Av>u are

, x^i ohe footnotes,

or the spelling of Scriptural names the munuscripts are

»

foll^ -..is closely as possible >vdth occasional modifications in 

accordance with the Vulgate readi.ig.

6) ihe spelling of Latin is standardized and 'modernized 1 throughout,

, _i..e: c before i>t (iusticia> iustitia;; i >i (ymago ̂  imago); 

h before vowel is left out (honus> onus); p between m and n is left out 

(dampnatio>damnatio); h alter c is Itft out (sepulchrura^sepulcrum), 

except in nichil. The medieval practice of v/riting e for ae and oe is 

observed. Numerals are given in full  writing.

7) In both Latin and English quotations the spelling of the sources 

is follov.ed, including the use of capitals and brackets ( ), 

jtplanatcuj .^o... in quotations if more important than (^c,,,.) are 

placed \vithin £ 3 > txce^t in quotations frou the baby Ionian Talmud 

(ed, pstein) whei-e square brackets are used by the editor.

1, 'ihe Isaiah volume of the gretit j^enedictine edition ap;.jeared too late 
to be consulted for this thfcsii. ;ie sake of convenience, therefore, 

the wcoau£ volume was not used



Andrew of bt« Victor* abbot of Aiiosore. His life and work.

Andrew, in all probability an Knfliahnan by birth, began his studies 

at St« Victor under flfeater Hugh (d.1141), though we do not know when he 

first entered the order. Thex~e is evidence thai he held the office of 

prior for a short period at »arao time around the year 1148, since it is 

in this capacity that the ..urustini&n canons of a daughter house of 

bt. Victor in Herefordshire naked hia to become their abbot.

This small foundation, which had only recently been founded, had 

already known many troubles in its short existence. Several brothers 

from the mother house had been sent to nf land to help the young 

coiisnunity organise itself, but most of them quickly returned to Paris, 

hoaosick and re/- -arding life at the el ah. border too uncivilized to bear for

long* The early thirteenth century History of the Foundation of */i^wore

2 Abbey, which describes the foundation of the house under King Stephen

and its Mstory until about 12^1, aeations as 9ms of the 

problems the difficulty of finding a suitable site; this was mainly due to 

the unreliability of their patron Hugh de Mortiiaer, who kept theio moving 

from place to place* Thus, when Andrew arrived he found awaiting him 

aa almost inaccessible church and a rough uncomfortable house with an 

insufficient water supply, inhabited by canons who were difficult to rule 

and harassed by a continuous threat of robbery and war. It is therefore 

hardly surprising that fairly soon, about 11 >k, a 'coolness*, aa the

1* The biographical material has been taken from B, &aalley, '.Andrew of 
St« Victor, Abbot of V.i^ooret a twelfth century Hebraist 1 , keen* rheol, 
anc-jacd, , x (193B), 336-73 s»d from fcb* chapter on .\ndrew leT The, 
Study of the Bible in Uie Middle /tees (2nd csdn., ,xford, 19>2), p. 112 ff. 
Here after this work will be referred to aa ^

2, Printed in T. Bright, Tto History of ludlow (Uadlow, 18^2), p. 102 ff. _, 
and recently edited from the muxuscxdpt by J.C. Dickinson and I -.T. Kioketts, 
 The ;jnglo-Norman Chronicle of »vifmore /ibbey' , , Tyans« <.oolhope 
yatur&lists' Field Club, xxxU (1^69), part iii.



chronicle calls it, arose between the brethren and Andrew, who after all 

was more of a scholar than an administrator, which made him decide to go 

back to St. Victor and take up his studies again*

In the mean time the canons succeeded in finding a permanent site 

near Wig more; consequently there was a considerable improvement in their 

position. Thus, following the death of Andrew's successor, Abbot Roger, 

they agreed to recall Andrew. The bishop of Hereford, Gilbert Foliot, 

wrote a pleading letter on their behalf to the abbot of St. Victor, which

three of their wisest brothers personally took to Paris in an attempt to

1 persuade Andrew to come back. The History states that they managed to

do no with much difficulty, and that the canons received their former abbot 

with great joy. This happened between 116*1 and 1163. Andrew stayed in 

Wigmore until his death in October 1175 and was buried there'with great 

honour.

It seems that in v.-igmore most of his time was occupied with ruling 

the house and caring for the brethren. This demand on his time probably 

explains why all his work was written in Paris. Such an impression is

emphasised by Richard of St. Victor, who in his De J^rnmanuele refers to

2 Andrew as to someone who is already dead, or at least lost from view.

As Hichard died in 1173 the De lananuele must have been written before 

that date, probably during Andrew's second period in England. This 

means that he must have lost contact with the academic world, busying 

himself elsewhere. The surroundings of St. Victor, on the other hand, 

with its mixture of mysticism and learning, provided him with the right 

kind of background for his biblical studies. The regular monastic 

discipline, with its set times for prayer and study and its stress on

1. The letter has been printed in The Letters and Charters of Gilbert 
Foliot, ed. A. Morey and C.N.L. Brooke (Cambridge, 1967), p. 181. The

letter, nr. 138, is dated 1161-63,

2. De flananuele (P.L. 196, 601-666).



lectio divina. offered plenty of opportunity for peaceful scholarship, 

much more so than the hustle and bustle of administration. Here Andrew 

could devote himself undisturbed to the work he really loved. Here 

also he had at his disposal the famous library of St. Victor and another, 

to him invaluable source of information, namely the Jews.

t

II 

Andrew9 s work, consisting of comuentaries on the Old Testament,

falls roughly into three sections* First of all the comnentaries on the

1 historical books, written before 1147* Secondly his exposition of the

prophetical books. From the prologue to this collection of interpretations 

it appears that Andrew felt that he was coming back to this type of work 

after a considerable interval: 'Proposui sicut olim super Pentateuchum

et losue et ludicum et Malachim ita et nunc....aliquam explanatiunculam

2 super obscura prophet arum aoripta cudere*. The difference in time can

be explained best as referring to his first stay in England; when he 

returned to Paris he took up his old tools again, though not than with 

'great reluctance, fearing to start a work of such difficulty*. Lastly 

he wrote commentaries on the Song of bongs, Proverbs and Kcclesia^tes. 

By that time he had already made his name as a commentator, for in the 

prologue to the Proverbs he says that he was 'compelled to write them at 

the many urgent requests of his friends'.

As far as the form of his work is concerned, he chose the well

1. Of. Study, p. 112.

2. &S. Mas. 175, fo. 93b (The prologue is printed and translated in 
Studjy, pp. 375 ff. and 121 ff. respectively).

3. Ibid.

4. MS. C.C.C. 30, fo. 87d: '...multis amicorum precibus compulsi... f . 
As Andrew does not use this cliche' elst/where, we may accept it as true 
in this case.



established practice, going back to the patristic scholia, of commenting 

on selected passages only. Sometimes he concentrates on a single word, 

sometimes on a complete verse, depending on what caused a particular 

problem of interpretation* As regards his intentions and principles, 

for these we have to search his comnentaries and in particular the 

various prologues, since he does not indicate them in any systematic way 

himself. For instance, in the above mentioned prologue to the Proverbs 

he says that he was asked 'ad opuscula Salomonis iuxta littere 

superficiem explananda,..'; to explain the surface of the letter. This 

expression we find over and over again in his writings* #ti the beginning 

of his interpretation of Genesis, for example, we read that he does not 

intend to discuss questions about the construction of the firmament, 

whether it moves and such like problems, 'since we are concentrating only 

on an exposition of the letter'  This means that he is not interested 

in theological questions and dialectics^ or in a division of the text into 

a literal, an allegorical and a mystical sense. All this he leaves, as 

he says in the prologue to the Prophets, to the more competent, regarding

it better 'to stay safely on one's own level than to rise vainly above

2 it'. This level, which Andrew has made specifically his own is, as we

have already seen, the exposition of the literal sense of the Old Testament 

books.

Ill

The interpretation of the literal or historical sense had always 

played a minor part in the writings of patristic and medieval theologians.

1. MS. 3. Nat. Lat. 356, fo. 5a (92a) : 'An purus ipnis sit firmamentum,
an stet, an moveatur, cuiusque figurae sit et ceteris huiusmodi quaestionibus
supersedentes, solam littere expositionem exequi temp tabimus'.

2. MS. Maz. 175, fo. 93*.

 ;



Every one accepted as a matter of fact the division of the text into 

three or four different senses, among which the literal sense invariably 

took the lowest place* '^ven Jerome § in spite of his concern for the 

letter of the text, took this pattern for grunted; while after him 

cccmentators moved further and further away from the study of the literal 

meaning of Scripture. Augustine, though not neglecting the letter, had

a deep spiritual understanding of the sacra patina; Gregory's Lioralla

p 
were used almost exclusively as an example of allegorical interpretation,

and not much real attention was paid to his advice first to lay the 

fundamenta historiae. In fact, according to the abbe ftasselynck, this 

warning had become a mere 'slogan' for niany generations of interpreters* 

Moreover, not many new, in the sense of original, works were being 

completed between the fifth and the eleventh centuries* Kfcegesis was 

characterised by a great respect for tradition and an almost servile 

faithfulness to patristic interpretation. i&ibsequently the great 

majority of material which was handed down concentrated on spiritual 

expostt i on  

mils changes from the end of the eleventh century onwards. We see 

how the mind frees hwreell' from the past and begins to recover new 

possibilities* Natural science flowers; the pagan classics are read

1. For a comprehensive study of the multiple senses of Lcripture, of, 
R. de Lubac, -.xer.esc I edievaJLe. Les ^uatre sens de I'gcriture (iaris, 
1959-196/f) in particular vol. I, i, oh. 2. On the absence of literal 
interpretation, see G. ijpicq, *?ourquoi le moyen a£C n'a-t-il pas 
davantage pratique 1'exegese litterale?', Rev. Sc. phil. the'ol. xxx 
(1941-42), 169-79* ~

2. Cf. H, ?;asselynck, *L' influence de 1'exCcese de S. Gregoire le Grand 
surTes caranentaires bibliques medi^vaux' , Hech. Theol. anc. med, xxxii 

passiir.[pp. tS7-io*f.

3» t^istola ..JLssoria. c. iii (P.L. 75> 313C): 'Nam primuc^ quideni 
historiae ponimusj deinde per si/rnificationein typicmn in arcem fidei 
fabricam mentis erigimus; ad extremuxu quoquc per moralitatis gratiam, 
quasi superducto aedlficium colore vestimus*.

4. uoted by H. de l.ubac, op. oit.. II, 1 9 210,



more -widely and with more pleasure than ever before. Attempts are made 

at more accurate translations of the Bible and the Koran ; a renewed 

interest is taken in history; nature and its beauty are studied and 

admired. Itinerant missionaries cross the country, preaching the 

gospel in the vernacular and urging the people to go back to a life of 

apostolic poverty and simplicity; students travel far from home to hear 

the famous masters, who are teaching now in the cities, rather than in 

the often isolated monasteries.

In the field of exegesis this new outlook is represented by Hugh of 

St. Viator. It has been the merit of Hugh that he was able to change 

the formula of Gregory into a workable hypothesis, Gregory, as it were, 

advised his readers to construct a building by piling up different types 

of stones in a certain order, but exegetes did not quite understand how 

this should be done and consequently the stones marked 'littera* were 

left out. Hugh, however, indicated exactly which stone should be 

fitted where,, and thus built a compact structure in which every stone 

found its natural place. The Pere . Chenu has clearly explained 

this unity of the different types of interpretations and their proper 

function in the construction of a systematic theology as conceived by 

Hugh. 'Centre une allegorisation premature*e, he writes, il reagit 

categoriquement en faveur de 1'historia et de son irremplacable valeur; 

hors de la lettre, pris comme fondement, on batirait a vide 1 . Not only 

the words (voces) have a deeper meaning} according to Hugh, but also the 

historical realities (res) acquire a higher value if seen as the 

expression God's handling of the events, that is to say when historia 

becomes historia salutdtis fand it is by means of allegory that this

' ' S
transfer can be understood: 'L 1 edifice de la pensee chretienne, ainsi

1. M.-D. Chenu, La Theologie au Douzieme Siecle (Paris, 1957), p. 200.
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bati en textes scripturaires , s'eleve, se "fabrique" par la methode 

alle£Orique...»L'histoire biblique, dont la signification est un element 

essentiel, nourrit, par ce eyiabolisme, la theologie, dans la xoesure metae 

ou la the*ologie est une elaboration du donne scrip turaire'. Thus 

allegory became on the one hand a rule for the spiritual understanding 

of Scripture, on the other an instrument for a theological construction,

while in both qualities it is firmly based on the historical foundation
o

provided by the letter of the text. 'L'^prit est dans 1'Histoire 1 , the Perc

Chenu observes, *et tous les reveils biblicues ont fait de cette 

conjonction la loi de leur nystique comme de leur methode'.

There are many passages in lugh's writings which deal with this 

revaluation of the historical sense, 'Do not despise the lesser things 1 , 

he warns in the Didascalion. '....If you scorn to learn the alphabet, you 

will never make your name as a £r&smarian'. In the De ^cripturia et 

scriptoribus saoris praenotiunculae he shows hluself contemptuous of 

those who pass the letter by and start straight away vdth allegory:

'The Rustical sense is in the first place gathered from 
what the letter suppests. I wonder, therefore,hor? some 
dare to pretend to be learned in allegorisation, while 
they do not know the primary meaning of the letter. 
"We," they say, "read Scripture, but we do not read the 
letter. »ve do not care for the letter, we teach 
allegory." But how can you read Scripture and not the 
letter? For if you take away the letter, what remains 
of bcripture? "The letter," they say, "means one thing 
according to the literal, another according to the 
allegorical sense. Lion for example is according to 
the historical sense a beast, but ailegorically it 
means Christ....". but I ask you, who approves of 
this why lion means Christ? Perhaps you answer, as 
one should in such a case when the meaning has been

1. Ibid.. p. 203.

2. Kor an appreciation of the ere de Lubac's views on this revaluation 
of the historical sense, see . >«low p.7a~._

3. OP. cit«. p. 209.

Didascalion. vi, 3 («<3. Buttimer, p. 1H).
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A.t the be^inniru- of the first volume of the r.ccond part of his

medievale, i . ?-H, the Pe^re de Lubac ruitrs to the fact that 

it is now commonly accepted among historians of medieval theology that 

from the eleventh century onwards the symbolic theolory of the preceding 

centuries b,gins to be replaced by a theological science, at last 

worthy of that naiuc. ecognizin^ the value of this concept as a whole, 

he has all the same the impression that there is a danrer of 

ovtirsiuipli-Lj'iiJ,; the outlined process of development. .iccox-uii^r to 

him/nany historians stress too much the rediscovery or the role of 

historia, ^s a reaction against a too grotesque and outrrovm alle^oria. 

and the iim-uence of the exegesis of Jerome, 'patron de 1'u.^ogest, 

litterajfi!, in bringing about this change. herefore he devotes a
*

large part of his book to examining 'dans leur ensemble, 1'une apres 

1'autre, les deux theses conjoiutes relatives: "'.    li-nee hieronymienne 

et aux innovations de 1'ecole de .aint-'Victor 1 ip.13;« He disagrees 

in particular with the Pere i; icq, y/ho sees an increasing influence of 

Jerome from -v^,chasius onwards ( -,.,..-:.se d'^... histoire de I'txef-ese 

la tine au moyen a&e, Paris, 1%4, pp. >9 and 100-101). In his \vork, the 

Pere de Iiibac points out that these influences often have been 

exaggerated, and that the authors under consideration ( -ernon, Papohr.rdus, 

Christian of ^tavelot, :>runo oi -egni and iiupert Oo. ! ,'eutz) t_re all 

firmly embedded in the general patristic tradition. It seems to me, 

however, that in his examination the j.ere it at ti;;,es somewhat too 

severe in judging the literal interests of these coiiiijientaturs, almost 

to the point 01' denying their concern about the letter if this is 

being accompanied by allegorical interpretations^ although he is, of 

course, right in pointing out that literal interrretation never 

replaces allegory in their ccmt.:entaides and that they did not in any 

way intend to iavour Jerome more than ^ugustirie and C re^ory* :.lso his 

t-^.c-^c fi, !, TTnfTh is a pupil of Gre.p-or > t'- w of Jerome is 

indis, utaLlCj correct; but this does not excluae tne iact that Hugh 

interpreted Gregory in a new light and as such marked a definite 

change ±11 the history of medieval exegesis, ;  the Pere Chenu and many 

others have pointed out; and that this change 'enormously increased the 

dignity of the historical sense 1 C_tudy, ;>. . .



derived from a likeness:" because a lion sleeps with 
open eyes," or something like that. Thus a lion 
signifies Christ because he sleeps with open eyes! 1 .

Here Hugh reacts against an allegorisation based entirely on the 

words of Scripture, which had became common practice among the biblical 

ccmentators. Numerous lapidaries, bestiaries and the veil-known 

Physiologus were used for this purpose of applying certain qualities to 

the words of the text, whatever their context. Hugh, on the contrary, 

argued that allegory is a valid way of expanding Scripture as long as it

is based on the facts as they can be understood from reading the texts

2 
simply in their historical setting. First concentrate on the letter,

then decide what should be explained spiritually;

'It is one thinf: to consider the writer's intention 
and his argument as a whole, another to think that 
certain of his sayings, which have a mystical sense 
end zoust be understood spiritually, should not be 
passed over, 1 3

Hugh put his ideas concerning the literal sense into practice in 

various ways. He compiled two chronicles and a map of the world in 

order to facilitate the understanding of historical and geographical 

references in the text. He gave a literal interpretation of pai-tui of 

the Old Testament in his Notuiae. He made an attempt at studying 

Scripture in the original, following the advice of Jerome and Augustine* 

and he questioned Jews on exegeticai difficulties, Admittedly, Hugh's 

knowledge of Hebrew was rudimentary and the allusions to Jewish 

expositions not numerous; yet his attempts were important enough to

U De Scripturis...c.5 (P.U 175, 13A-C).

>. Cf. M.-D. Chenu, 'Lea deux ekes de 1'allegorisme scripturai 
ioyen age 1 , Kech« Iheol. anc. med.. xviii (1931), 22 ff.

re au

3« Prologue to ;4jclesiastes (P.L. 175, 115B)t 'L>ed aliud est, quo tota 
scribentis intentio totaque narrationis series ducitur attendere; atque 
aliud quaedam ex accident! mystice dicta et spiritualiter inteliigenda 
non negligenter praetereunda putare*.



open up new ways for biblical scholarship in general, and to fascinate 

one of his pupils in particular. To him we shall now turn.

IV

Andrew was deeply impressed and influenced by his master's teaching 

on the literal sense of Scripture, so much so that he devoted his own 

commentaries entirely to the exposition of the letter. It has already 

been noted that we have to rely on the prologues and scattered remarks 

in his works in order to discover his intentions and method of 

, interpretation. The first result a search for these yields is that if 

Hugh was the teacher who had drawn his attention to literal exposition, 

Andrew certainly realized that Jerome had to be his other master. In 

the prologue to the commentary on Isaiah, for example, he emphasizes that 

he is 'following Jerorne, though with unequal step 1 ; while for his

exposition of ijsefcLel he 'added Jerome's historical interpretation to his

2
own*. In Jerome's writings there was much that was of interest to

Andrew in his quest for literal explanation. Works like the Hebraicee 

Quaestiones in Libro Geneseos.or the Liber Interpretationis Hebraicorum
mmlmm ^  "" '^  ^   IM^  ^W J M^M^MMMMMMMMMMMMMM«MMMMMMnMHMMaMIM»M^M«M»---4MMMMM^^MMHMMMHMM»

Nominum proved useful sources of information, as well as the many literal 

sections in his corrmentaries on the prophets. Andrew's commentaries on 

the Minor Prophets are 'practically an abridgement of Jerome's 1 according

to Miss analley, though I would not go as far as to call his commentaries
* 

generally 'supplementary' to him; in any case this statement would not

hold for his interpretation of Isaiah, as we shall see later on.

1. MS. Pern. 4-5, fo. Ic (40b): 'Venerabilem itaque leroninum, licet
impari pede, sequentes. ...'. The prolopte is printed in Study, pp. 377-80
and will be discussed in chapter IV, below pf* ios- IIV

2. Prologue to :.aekiel, MS. 13. Nat. Lat. 14432, fo. 3?c; likewise printed 
in Stufly. p. 380.

3. Study, pp. 127-28.
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What ma1 nly attracted Andrew in Jerome was his concern about the 

primary meaning of the text, which included, besides a scholarly 

linguistic approach, an interest in the intention of the author and his 

personality; also his remarks about local customs and his historical 

annotations. To this, of course, should be added Jerome's references 

to the Hebrew text and to rabbinic expositions.

Jerome, though important, was not Andrew's only source. In the 

prologue to the Prophets he says that he collected the passages on the 

historical sense from commentaries and glossed books and that he

1 -bvi
consulted Jews and certain others, *£ar whom he most likely meant Hugh. 

A study of his commentaries shows that he used Augustine's Hebrew questions 

on the Pentateuch. Isidore's Etymologies. Bede*s Hexaemeron and De 

Tabernaculo. Josephus* Antiquities . the Cuaestiones Hebraicae in Begum

et Paralipomenon. falsely ascribed to Jerome, Raban Maur's commentary

2
on Kings, the Gloss and Hugh's Notulae. The extent of Andrew's

dependence on his sources for Exodus and Isaiah will be discussed in 

detail in the appropriate chapters.

Andrew, in agreement with the spirit of his day, used his sources 

in a critical manner. The servile following of the Fathers of the 

preceding centuries was slowly giving way to a greater liberty towards 

authoritative teaching. Discrepancies in their works were discovered, 

which were debated freely by the dialecticians and solved by such men as 

the Lombard. The classic example of this new attitude is, of course, 

Peter Abelard, who, at a time when he had studied nothing but philosophy, 

boldly stated that he did not need to rely on the Patres in order to 

produce an adequate explanation of a most obscure passage in

1. MS. Max. 175, fo. 93b.

2. Andrew used the Notulae for Genesis, ocodus, Leviticus, Judges and Kings.
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'Theology', he claims, 'may be beneficial to the soul; for a sufficient 

understanding of Scripture, however, it should be enough to read the 

texts and use one's intellect'. But also more juoderate people, like 

Richard of St, Victor, and a traditionalist f like i.tipert of Dcutz,argued

that, with all respect for their teaching, it was possible to go beyond
2

the Patres and to find new weys of expressing the 'fugitive truth'.

This is basically Andrew's joint of view too. In hie prolorue to 

Isaiah he remarks that however much he adjrdred the work of Jerome, the

latter all the same did not exhaust the subject: 'ven if sone aspect
* 

of the truth has been found, there is always something still to find'.

He also did not restrain from occasionally severely criticizing his great 

precursor . Kxpressions^as 'I wonder how Jerome can say....' are not 

infrequent. Needless to say, the same applies to the other sources he 

quotes. 'Mere we follow Josephus and the Jews rather than jede 1 he 

states frankly somewhere in his exposition of the section on the TeJbernacle 

in ucodus. His independence, which was more or less forced on him, is? 

in fact quite startling, even lor the twelfth century. Andrew knew in 

this respect his capacities quite well, lie realized that his own 

insight and understanding were often more reliable than what others had 

said before him* specially since he was exploring a very much neglected 

branch of biblical studieSj he soon discovered that there v?as not a great 

deal in the traditional sources which was of use to him, and that he was 

often thrown back on his own resources. His casual remark that he

1. Historia Olamitatum. c.3 (ed. Cousin, i, 1?i>). Cf. C.rt. Monnich,
Pe Teg en de » egen (Amsterdam. 19!>9), p. 126 ff. for a discussion of this
incident.

2. Cf. K. Wassetynck, 'I. 'influence de 1'exereae de ^ 9 Gre"goire.... ' , 
J'eonT ll^ol, anc, jaed.xxxii (1965), 177-81 and 195-97. For an 
evaluation of ; upert'p, independence of the xathers, see H. de Lubac, 

med, . II, i.227 ff.

3. ^E. Pem. 4i>, fo. 1b,c (40b): 'Sic semper invenitur, ut 
super sit quod inveniutur*.
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inserted in his commentaries amon/- other things what 'his own study had 

shown him* should certainly not be overlooked.

Andrew calls his expositions expo sit iuncula, historica expositio, 

littere expositio or literalis sensus explanatio. His aim in writing 

them is, according to the lengthy prologue to the Prophets, to 

investigate the truth. He has devoted himself completely to this

purpose: 'We have given ourselves over wholly to this, the toilsome

2
search for wisdom, toilsome but pleasant, wholesome, fructifying 1 .

Knowing his own poverty, he does not attempt to set himself up as a 

teacher or author, he only writes because writing gives more satisfaction 

than reading and learning, entirely for his own pleasure, for 'no one is 

obliged to take my gift'.

It is significant that he wrote this long prologue, which should 

Justify his unusual way of expanding Scripture, at the beginning of his 

interpretation of the Prophets. He was apparently well aware of the 

circumstance that a.literal exposition of the Prophets was more likely to 

evoke criticism than an interpretation of the historical books according 

to their literal sense. And indeed, his forebodings did not deceive 

him. The only attack openly launched against him during his lifetime 

waa Kichard of bt. Victor's De .ircnanuele. condemning his comments on 

Isaiah vii. 14, Behold a virgin shall conceive.

According to Andrew an interpretation of the literal sense should

1. Prologue to the Prophets, J&. Kaa. 175, fo. 93b.

2. Ibid, fo. £Ja. The translation is Miss analley's, Study, p. 122.

3. Ovid, ' pigtulae ex onto. iii,6, 58.

4. Gf. chapter V below, p. 142 ff.
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not exclusively concentrate on the historical facts as implied by the 

text^or on the understanding of the words of the text as such; it should 

also deal -with translations, with the construction ofgcntenens* "the 

order of words and the meaning of the text in relation to the context. 

For example in his explanation of Gen. ii. 5, And every plant of the 

field before it was in the earth. .., , he quotes 3oethius* warning:

'Substract something from the text and you get a contrary: take away

2 
the parts and you take away the whole 1 . On the same occasion he warns

against the use of unreliable translations, which could easily be 

misleading. On the other hand, he knew that it can sometimes be 

illuminating to compare different translations, and he himself consulted 

at times an *antiqua translatio 1^ or the Septuagint, while he frequently 

referred to the Hebrew text. ilsewhere we see how he tries to 

harmonize two seemingly conflicting texts. In Gen. ii. 17 the Lord 

had forbidden Adam to eat of the tree of knowledge, lest he should die, 

while in iii.3 ^ve said to the serpent that they were not only forbidden 

to eat of the tree, they also were not allowed to touch it. Andrew 

solves this discrepancy by remarking that 'what Scripture left out 

previously for briefness sake has now been added here *. Likewise he 

argues that a recapitulation of certain facts or statements should never 

be explained as contradicting what has been said before; should this

1 . Andrew had learnt this from Hugh, who wrote in the beginning of his 

Notulae on Genesis: 'In hoc autem libro duo praecipue atteiloa sunt, 

scilicet veritas rerum gestarum, et forma verborum 1 . Itotulae , c.2 

(EL. 175, 32D-33A). Of. also Didascalion. vi.3 (ed. But timer, pp. 115-16).

2. MS. 13. Wat. Lat. 35*>, fo. 11a (93d-94a). The quotation is from 

Boethius, De Differentiis Topicis. iii (P.L. 64, 1197A); the translation 

is Miss Smalley's Study, 135, where a translation of the full 

interpretation of the verse can be found (the Latin text is printed at

pp. 383-84).

3. Andrew's references to the Hebrew will be discussed later on.

4. MS. B. Nat. Lat. 356, fo. 15b (95b).
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happen to be so, then something is wrong with the interpretationjsince 

'in a recapitulation something is often added, but not as to destroy what 

goes before1. We shall notice further on that he never fails to point 

out what has been said by way of recapitulation and is often able to 

reconstruct the historical order of events by this device, when at first 

sight there seem to be a contradiction. He is always concerned to keep

as closely to the text as possible J always anxious to get back, should

2 
he occasionally have departed from a straightforward exposition.

These are the main rules according to which Andrew deals with his 

text. It is noteworthy that his preoccupation with the letter also 

implies an interest in the human authorr of Scripture, as was the case 

with Jerome. He often states that descriptions of Cod's being or 

acting are portrayed humano or nostro more; while in his zeal to explain 

the difficulty caused by the plural in Gen. i. 26, And God said. Let us 

make man. . . . . he even goes as far as to say that perhaps the lord had 

not used these words at all and that they are only an expression of the 

author, Also^ in the prologue to the Pentateuch he ascribes an

important role to its author, in casu Ivoses: It is thanks to koses* 

psychological insight in the nature of man, according to Andrew, that 

Scripture begins witr an account of the creation and not with legal 

precepts. For the Israelites, lax from the soft living and many 

pleasures in igypt, would never have been able to keep the cokjuandments,

1 . This remark occurs in the same passage as referred to in note 2f p. 13.

2. After a long digression i'rom the text in which he had discussed the 
Jewish interpretation of Is.vii.14, Andrew remarks: '....ceptam literalis 
sensus explanationern exequaraur 1 . kl>. Pern. 4i?, fo» 1jpd (</^e). Cf . ch. V, 
below pp. 144-45.

3. M£. B. Nat. Lat. 356, fo. 8b,c (93b): 'Sed intelligendurr. est aut Deum 
his verbis omnino usum non I'uisse, sed a scriptore.. ,/posita fuisse 1 . 
That Andrew never intended to go ag&inst the teaching of the Church with 
his interpretations can be seen from the remainder of this explanation: 
'aut si forte usus est, personarum pluritatei; et deitatis unitatem his 
verbis insinuare voluisse*.
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had not they heard first of God's promises and manifold rraces to them 

as revealed in the story of tht; creation on the one hand^and of his 

punishment of the disobedient on the other. It is interesting to 

point here to a similarity in atmosphere with Bekor Shor, when he seeks 

for rational grounds to explain the commandments to bring sacrifices to 

the Lord. I quote here from 1 r. valter, who states that Dekor Shor 

found these grounds in the fact that Israel

'weil sie sich vom Gbtzendienste lossagen sollte, dies 
aber schwerlich hatte thun konnen, wenn dern gelstig 
noch nicht so hoch stehenden Volke fcin^ von aller 
Sinnlichkeit losgelfiste Verehrung des ITbersinnlichen 
zur Aufgabe gemacht worden ware 1 .

What other characteristics can we look for? Of course, the most 

striking one is an exclusively literal exposition of a highly original

character. Andrew's deep interest in the text and his desire to bring 

out every possible nuance it may contain are in fact responsible for all 

other features of his interpretation. Because of this limited scope he 

has been accused of superficiality; but a closer study of his commentaries 

will reveal thr t he brought many new aspects to the interpretation of the 

literal sense and that he furnished it with a wealth of scholarly and 

interesting material. Besides, when judging Andrew, one should not 

forget that his 'superficiality' was self-inflicted. It is quite 

deliberate! that he leaves out all theolofical speculation and spiritual 

interpretation, which should,therefore f not be explained as a sign of 

mental poverty. What one could, in fact, rightly reproach him for is 

for failing to put his work against a broader background, for never

1. MS. B. Nat. Lat. 356 fo,1a,b (91 a). The prologue is printed and 
translated in Study, pp. 382-83 and 131-32 respectively. Interesting 
also is ,'ndrew's remark that Moses had obtained his knov/ledge of the 
creation by carefully studying the oral and written accounts of this 
even* as handed doim by Adam and his descendants. Ibid. . fo. 1b,c (91d).

2. G. Walter, Joseph T:edor5£hor, der letzte nordrranzosische -3ibelexer.et 
(breslau, 1890) p. 23.
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referring to a fabrica theologia. which could be built on the fundaments 

he was so busy laying.

In Andrew's commentaries we find furthermore definitions of the 

exact meaning of words and their derivations, geographical descriptions, 

historical annotations, an interest in people and what things looked 

like, comments on Old Testament customs and references to precepts still 

kept by the Jews, explanations in terms of every day life, which was 

still a rare thing among his contemporaries, an occasional use of the

vernacular and a conscious effort to do away vdth all supernatural

1 
interpretation. This, as we shall see in the next chapter* 'is precisely

2
the atmosphere of the contemporary Rashi school of French Jewry 1 .

However, before dealing with the French Jewish commentators, we

have to discuss one more aspect of Andrew's work, namely his consultations

with the Jews.

VI

Lack of space prevents us from tracing the history of knowledge of 

Hebrew among the Christian commentators. According to some historians, 

for example Dr. Hailperin and the pei« de Lubac, there had been a steady 

tradition of Hebrew knowledge and Jewish interpretation ever since 

Jerome. Dr. Hailperin is of the opinion that 'through St. O'erome they 

(id est the Christian commentators) were kept constantly in sight of the
 

problems of the Old Testament and its original meanings for theology,

1. In chapter III these characteristics of Andrew's interpretation will 
be discussed more extensively. Cf. below p. 57 ff.

2. R. Loewe, 'The mediaeval Christian Hebraists of mgland', Trans. Jew. 
Hist. Soc. ijig.» xvii (1953), 238.

3. For this, see the works of B. Altaner, S. Berger, S.A. Hirsch, 
G.A.Kohut, H. Steinschneider (cf. bibliography). Also R. Loewe, 
op.cit. and H. de Lubac, Exegese med«. II, i, ch. 3, pt. iv. 238 ff.; 
'L'hebreu, le grec et saint JerSine 1 .
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inspiration, law, prophecy and Hebrew institutions'. "his should 

certainly be considered rather too optijnistic a statement. The peYe 

de Lubac is, as was to be expected, more careful in his evaluation and 

rightly points out that a reference to the veritas hebraica in medieval

commentaries usually meant nothing more than a mechanically copying from

2 Jerome, without giving the matter any further original thought. All

the same, he would not restrict knowledge of Hebrew to 'quelques rares 

individues privileges qui s'opposeraient par miracle a leur tempi '. 

The more common view, however, is that an interest in Hebrew was a rare 

exception among medieval commentators. Actual knowledge of the 

language was practically non_existent y and those exe^etes who were at all 

concerned about the original text of the Old Testament usually consulted 

Jerome and the Jews in order to solve their problems, as did for example

Bede, Alcuin and Paschasius, with the possible exception of Rabanus, who
L 

probably knew some Hebrew himself.

This picture gradually changes from the end of the eleventh century 

onwards: Stephen Harding corrected the text of the Vulgate with the help 

of Jews,* Abelard advised Reloise to stud^ the i>ible in the original«and 

Hugh's concern for the liter-.! sense sent him to the Jews and made him 

learn some Hebrew.

1. H. Hailperin, Rashi and the Christian scholars (Pittsburgh, 1963), P. 9. 
This book should be read with rreat circums^^riion, as indeed fj()r. Toewe 
has pointed out in his review in , ^.J. lilstorica Judaica. 4th Ger., 
T. iii, cxxiii (1964), 337-40.

2. J'jcej^se cie'd. t II, i. 244.

3. Ibid.. 238.

4. It is outside the scope of this chapter to discuss the influence of 
the actual presence of Jews, living among Christians, on the interpretation 
of certain aspects of Scripture, and on popular belief and prejudice. 
Generally it was assumed that 'the Jews had a living tradition which kept 
th ;i close to their forefathers' (li. chialley, 'Herbert of OF.h.un on the 
"I'ebraica1", T?ech. Theol. I-JIG. med. xviii (1951), 51.)
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Jerome knew that the literal sense of the Old Testament i»« to be 

found with the Jews; it was generality accepted among the Christian 

commentators that the Jews expounded literally, they spiritually. 

Indeed, it was exactly this circumstance which had often deterred them 

from explaining the literal sense, lest they should make the same mistakes 

as those 'perfidi'. If they occasionally soupht advice from the Jews, 

it was, as we saw, usually on textual problems. Hugh, however, went

further. He remembered Jerome's teaching and learnt, so Andrew tells

2us, the literal sense of the Pentateuch from the Jews. ^ndrew was to

follow Hugh. He made this notion one of the guic.in, lines of his 

interpretation and consistently used the Jews, both for text and 

exposition.

Paris in the middle of the twelfth century was an ideal centre for 

such an enterprise. There was a fairly large Jewish population and 

Jews and Christians were still on good terms. Thus we can imagine that 

Andrew set out to discuss his problems with Jewish contemporaries as 

often he had a chance to do so. He learnt from them some Hebrew, 

perhaps Just enough to somehow follow the text when his teachers 

translated it word for word; in chapter III we shall discuss exactly 

how much Hebrew he knew. Then he questioned them on exegetical 

difficulties, he possibly scribbled down some notes and worked out what 

he had heard as soon as he was alone. ,«e shall notice that he did not 

always remember exactly what the Jews had told him and therefore made 

occasional^ mistakes. V.hat is important, howerer, is that Andrew turned 

'to the Jews for information as the quest of a scholar for the best 

equipment for his purpose rather than that of an antiquarian for the 

unusual'.

1. Cf. H. de Lubac, i^xeg^M mid.. TJ , i, ch.2, pt. iv. 153J entitled 
'Perfidi'.

2. ML. C.C.C. 30, fo. 37a: '....secundem alios qui ab hebreis sicut et

nos literal em sensum Pentateuchi edocti sunt....'.

3. R. Locne, op.«£it«i P«239
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Andrew introduces his Jewish source material with expressions like, 

secundum Hebreos. Hebrei dicunt, Hebrei tradunt, Hebreus meus dicit.

in hcbreo habet, secundum iiebraicum veritatem, consuetude Hebreorum and—— ——•—————————————————' ——————————————j

so on. As he did not consult the Jews systematically on each text, it 

is often difficult to guess why he gives a Jewish interpretation of some 

texts and leaves out others. Frequently he seems to have consulted the 

Jews on texts of which several interpretations were possible, but this 

is by no means a rule. Likewise he usually first summarizes the 

traditional Christian exposition of a text or gives his own explanation, 

then he adds the Jewish interpretation, but again, this is no fixed 

principle. At times he refers to the Jews only, while we shall see 

that in his commentary on Isaiah he adopts once the unusual procedure 

of first giving an interpretation of a longish biblical passage in his 

normal manner, referring to the Jews only occasional^ and of then 

afterwards explaining the same section all over a^ain 'according to the 

Jews', although he does not explicitly say so.

In his coranentaries on the historiccil books he puts his own or the 

traditional exposition next to the Jewish one, without any attempt at 

harmonizing them. In the prophetical books this proved more complicated. 

Therefore he feels sometimes compelled to introduce the Jewish 

interpretations with words like 'the Jews fable'^or 'the Jews, those 

enemies of the truth, say', or, when it regards a messianic promise 

according to the Jewish faith, 'this the Jews in their simplicity or 

foU^y promise themselves 1 . However, such outbursts are very rare 

indeed. Quite often one feels that Andrew agrees with the Jewish rather 

than with the (Jhristian explanation, but especially in the prophetical 

books he is careful not to couudt himself too obviously. uhat becomes 

abundantly clear when reading his ccomentaries is that he was absolutely 

fascinated by the Jewish way of expounding the text. He found their 

interpretations straightforward and rational on the one hand, illuminating 

and interesting on the other*

1. Cf. below p. 168 ff.
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This admiration did not imply an uncritical acceptance of everything 

they said, although at least in his commentaries on .jcodus and Isaiah 

he is less critical of the Jews than of his other sources. It should 

also be noted that Andrew does not normally distinguish between Jewish 

literal and spiritual exposition, nor between oral r-nd written 

tradition, or between the traditional interpretations of Talmud and

Midraah and the more radical exegesis of the French-Jewish schools.

2
All Jewish interpretation he classifies as literal, whatever its content.

Possibly this assumption was confirmed by the fact that the Jewish 

commentators do not contrast their spiritual and literal interpretations 

in the same way as the Christians, nor exclude one in favour of the 

other, but rather blend the two in a natural manner; and by the 

circumstance that much of the information Andrew received from the Jews 

he talked to was coloured by the strictly literal interpretations of 

the contemporary Jewish schools.

In the next chapter the exegesis of these schools will be discussed; 

while later on we shall have opportunity for studying in detail Andrew's 

references to Jewish exposition.

1. Cf. ^tudy. p.157 ff.

2. In his cojoaentary on Isaiah .Jidrew likens occasionally Jewish messianic 
interpretations to those of the Christians, thus realizing that the 
Jewish interpretation could have a deeper meaning as well. But his 
lack of definition of the precise contents of the literal sense and the 
idea tht t any exposition which was not christological (in casu the 
Jewish exposition) could not be spiritual, still led him to regard 
Jewish non-literal interpretations to be more 'literal 1 than Christian 
non-literal exposition. The commentary on the Psalms of Andrew's 
'pupil 1 Herbert of i&sham marks a step forward in that Herbert is at 
least conscious of the problems involved and tries to distinguish 
betiieen the different types of interpretation. uf. B. iinalley, 
'Herbert of j-Osham on the "Hebraica", hech,jheol,&nc«Med«. xviii (1951), 
63: 'Herbert makes a real attenqpt.... to distinguish between passages 
which might be taken as prophecies of Christ in their literal sense and 
those which might be left in their Old Testament background.
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CHAPTER II

The Jewish Biblical Schools of France in the Twelfth Century.

In order to discuss the Jewish biblical schools of France in the

twelfth century, we must distinguish between the schools of Northern and

Southern France, as they are the products of such different conditions.

First we shall direct our attention to the school of southern France. 

As is well knotttijthe ^outh of i-ranee was a centre of medieval culture. 

The towns were prosperous, commerce flourishedjand the influence of the 

Roman civilisation had not yet disappeared altorether. The region was 

divided into a number of semi-independent principalities, more or less 

beyond the sphere of influence of the royal court. Orthodox c&tholic 

teaching was almost non-existent^and a greater measure of tolerance, 

freedom and freethinkinr was found here than in the North. This was 

where heresy became most widespread in the 12th century; here we find 

the strongest opposition to the decadence tuid abuses within the Church* 

while also this explosive, unorthodox climate could foster the Kabbala,

which likewise reacted against accepted teaching and strove for perfection
2 of body and soul.

In this atmosphere of tolerance the Jews could live quietly and 

undisturbed, and although the upheaval of the First Crusade did not pass

1 • On heresis and the crusades against heretics see Chr. Thouzellier, 
Cathfarisatfc e.t Valdeisme en ^angufcduc a la fin du All et au debut du XI II6 
siecle (2nd edn« « Paris, 1969) ana - . : orst, '-'de 'rathorer (: fr;ti:art.

2. Cf. C. bcholem, Ursprunp und .* rii'nnre der < abbala (Ltudia Judaica iii , 
p.



22.

completely unnoticed in the Midi, the anti-Jewish outbursts seem to 

have "been of a transitory character. In fact, Judaizing sympathies had 

become quite comnon since the end of the eleventh century, in particular 

among members of noble families. The main Jewish centres were Narbonrie,

Montpellier, ArleSj Toulouse and larseille, where there were ccoinunities
2of about 5001500 Jews. The great amount of freedom and prosperity they

enjoyed encouraged learning, in which they were stimulated by the vicinity 

of the Arabic culture in Spain and the contacts with Spanish scholars and 

philosophers.

Three factors concerning biblical studies had been at work in Spain. 

First came the impetus given to the literal interpretation of the Holy 

*^ext by the great Babylonian exegete Kaadya in the beginning of the 10th 

century. He stressed the importance of granmar and philology for the 

understanding of the literal sense of the Bible, which for him always

came first. And when he brought the traditional rabbinic interpretation

4 to bear on the text, he applied the findings of reason to it as well*

Thus he gave a completely new meaning and value to the method of peshat 

(i.e. the 'plain' meaning of Scripture ). He translated the Bible into

1. N. Golb, 'New light on the persecution of French Jews at the time of 
the First Crusade', Am. Ac. Jew. Res. » xxxiv (1966), 26 f f. , argues that 
there was widespread suffering cunong the Jews in France during the First 
Crusade, for which a considerable nuinber of people was recruited from the 
Midi. The current opinion, however, is that 'French Jewry secaus to have 
suffered relatively little from the treat upheaval 1 (l. ft. rfaron, Social 
and jAe-ii^j-Qus history of the Jews (2od edn. , ilew lork, 1957)> iv. 289 •
2. The numbers riven for the Jewish population in the larger centres of 
bYance vary. £.g. L. Rabinowitz, The bocial life of the Jews of Northern 
France in the xii-xiv Centuries ( London, 1938), "pp. 29-3'', crti;:iated that 
there were about a 100 Jewish households in i'aris and about 5u-100 in other 
large cities. The Jewish nc^ clopcdia. ix.1fc>9, numbers the Jews in 
Narbonne in the beginning of the twelfth century as 2000 f H. Gross, Gallia 
Judfica (Paris, 1897), p. 405, gives the same number for Narbonne and 
estimates the Jewish inhabitants of kontpellier as 'tres nombreiuc* (ibid. 
P. 324). A. J c vy (cf. J|. 3 below) states that there were about 300 Jewish 
families in Narbonne (p. 75).

3. A. Levy, Die I-jcerese bei den franzosischen Israeliten vom IQten bis 
gum 14ten Jahrhundert (Leipzig « 1673;« PP» 74-77. """" "" """

4. Cf. ;..J.J. Rosenthal, 'The study of the bible in medieval Judaism 1 , 
The Cambridre History of the Bible (Cambridge, 1969), ii. 2^6-57.

5. Cf. R, Loewe, ' The "plain" meaning of Lcripture in early Jewish exegesis', 
Papers of the Institute of Jewish ^tudies. i (1964).
p'fw.lcYs'''*''^^'^^^ """ «^ —
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Arabic and also wrote his commentaries in that language. This made them 

more readily available for the Spanish commentators, upon whom he was to 

exercise a profound influence v/hen the centre of Jewish learning moved 

from Babylon to Spain.

The second factor was the Karaitic movement, which had alienated 

itself from the traditional teaching of Talmud and I.!ishnah and recognized 

as only source of revelation the Bible itself. As the Karaites openly 

rejected the authoritative rabbinic leaching, they formed a gret,t threat 

to traditional Judaism, which was made even more dangerous by their 

mastery of biblical interpretation. As it was found that the best way 

to opi ose them was to meet them on their own ground, the biblical text 

itself, they stimulated exegesis in this way. One of their main opponents 

was in fact Caadya.

The third factor was Aristotalian philosophy, -which deeply influenced 

the Jewish philosophy of religion and stressed the validity of a realistic f 

rationalistic interpretation.

All these factors stimulated the Arabic speaking Jews to a renewed 

and intensive study of the literal meaning of the 3ible. The affinity 

of the Arabic and Hebrew languages facilitated the under standing of the 

rules and roots of the latter,and various grammars and lexicons were 

published. Lost well known was the Machbereth (lexicon) of Menachem ibn 

Saruk. Since Fenachera wrote in Hebrew his work 'remained for a long 

time the chief source of philological instruction for Jews who were 

unacquainted with Arabic, especially for those in the Christian countries 

of Europe*. Ldenachem*s views, based on the two letter root theory, were 

opposed by Loinash ibn i.abrat, likewise a tenth century philologist. 

HayyuJ (born £.950), a disciple of I'enachem, gave more or less the final

1. ,i. rJacher, J. ., viii.470.



24.

shape to Hebrew grammar by scientifically establishing the triliteral 

root theory for all Hebrew words. The latter wrote in Arabic.

When under the regime of the Almohades all non-Moslems in Spain 

were being persecuted, many Jews sought refuge in the Midi, bringing with 

them the Arabic-Jewish civilisation. Among them was Joseph Kimchi 

(c.1105-c_.1l70), who settled in Narbonne. He wrote several grammatical 

works, among others the Sepher ha-Galuj, and some Bible commentaries, 

for example a commentary on the Prophets, the Sepher ha-lliknah. He also 

translated many Arabic works into Hebrew. Kiinchi was not a great 

scholar, but often he followed his own ideas rather than copying what had 

been said before. One of the characteristies of his biblical 

interpretations was the use of the vernacular, a phenomenon which became 

more and more common from then onwards.

Kimchi is also known as one of the most ardent controversialists of
•j

his time* His apologetic v/ork, the Sepher ha-Berith, which has come

down to us in mutilated form, gives a lively picture of the social and 

moral life of the Provenpal Jews in his day. In this work Kimchi shows

an acquaintance with Christian doctrines and with the Vulgate, from
2

which he frequently quotes.

Abraham Ibn Ezra (c,1092-1168), the wandering Spanish scholar, who 

by his influence and travels did much to bridge the gulf between the
Uci \&fijuw

Spanish-Provencal and the North French schools, was a contemporary of 

Kimchi. He was one of those rare geniuses who possessed all the 

learning of his time. On his journeys he went to Palestine, Italy, 

France and England, which he visited in 1158, and perhaps as far as

1. Gf . L.I. Newman, 'Joseph ben Isaac Kimchi as a religious controversialist' 
in Jewish Studies in Memory of I. Abrahams (New York, 192?), p. 36^ ff.

2. Tbid., sparsim.

3. M. Friedlander, 'Ibn ifcra in i-Jigland 1 , TrcJis.Jew.Hi £t.Soc.l'h£. . ii 
(1894-95), 48.
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India. His exegetical works are marked by a marked critical attitude 

towards the traditional interpretations of those whom he often terms 

'the ancients'; he does not hesitate to reject quite openly the 

generally accepted exposition in favour of his own interpretation. He 

is concerned with grammatical constructions, with the exact meaning and 

etymology of words and with a natural and direct understanding of the

text based on common sense. Occasionally he criticizes the Christian

2 typological interpretation. He is also interested in philosophical

problems^such as the nature and attributes of God, the creation and the 

calculation of time. As well as other works, he wrote commentaries on 

the Pentateuch (completed in its original form in Italy, shortly before 

1145), Isaiah (written in 1145 at Lucca, the home of a large Italian 

rabbinic school) and the Psalms (completed in Dreux in 1156),

Friedlander says in his essays on Ibn £zra that the commentary on 

Isaiah does not seem to have attracted at the time the attention of the 

learned in the same way as thcrf on the Pentateuch did. The description 

he gives of the character of the commentary shows so many points of 

correspondence with Andrew's commentary on Isaiah that I shall quote it 

in full:

'This comparative neglect is attributable to the absence 
of lengthy discussions of historical, philosophical, or 
theological questions, such as occur in the Commentaries 
on the Pentateuch, Psalms, Daniel, and Ecclesiastes. 
In interpreting the prophecies of Isaiah, Ibn .Lara appears 
to have avoided all digressions, and confined himself to 
simply explaining every word which requires to be elucidated 
in regard to grammatical construction, etymology, or 
signification. Here and there he gives a brief outline 
of the prophecy, and states the historical event to which 
it refers. Such remarks appear like short introductions

1. Id., The Commentary of Ibn Ezra on Isaiah (London, 1873), i.xvii.

2. E.g. on Is.lii.13 ff? see below p. 3^57

3. M. Friedlander, Kssays on the writings of Ibn nizra (London, 1877), 
pp. 142-95* where a description of his commentaries is given.
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to a chapter or a section of the book. Although he 
lays down a new theory on the composition of the 
book of Isaiah,'' he does not make his Commentary to 
rest on that theory. He follows the received 
opinion throughout, contenting himself with an 
occasional allusion to his own particular views.... 1

Another important representative of the Provencal Jewry is David 

Kimchi (1160-1235), a son of Joseph. He wrote a grammar entitled 

Miklol ,and a dictionary of the Bible, the Sefer ha-£horashim. which 

originally formed one work. His commentary on the Psalms gave rise to 

much controversy, since he disputed the Christian messianic interpretation 

of many passages. He also wrote a commentary on Isaiah, where we find 

an example of his polemical interpretation in the * servant-chapter'. 

His editor, Finkelstein, remarks that David Kimchi shows a modern 

scholarly approach to the many manuscripts he had access to when he was

writing the last mentioned coauientary in that he carefully noted their

4origin and reliability. His works, like those of Ibn Lzra are charac­ 

terised by the primary importance they give to the peshat. the literal 

meaning of the text. In dealing with the traditional material he 

distinguished sharply between the purely exegetical passages which could 

be found there and homiletic rabbinic interpretation.

Kimchi's works were among the first to be translated into Latin; but 

they became in particular well known to Christian conmentators because of 

the use made of them b.y the fifteenth and sixteenth century humanists and 

Bible translators, and by the protestant Hebraists of these and later

1. Ibn Ezra ascribes the book to two different authors, living respectively 
before and during the Babylonian exile. _cf. below p. 191 ff.

2. assays on the writing s of Ibn i^zra. p.

3. See below p. 245, n.1,

4. Pie Commentary of David Kimhi on Isaiah, ed. L. ilnkelstein (New 
York, 1926;, i. xxvii.
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periods. For the Jevd«h commentators Kimchi's commentaries on the 
prophetical books together with those of Ibn jsra became the scientific 
standard works.

The last conanentator of the Spanish school to be mentioned is Jacob 
ben iieuben the Rabbanite, who about 1170 wrote a treatise Mlhamoth 
Adonai (the \vars of the Lord). In the introduction to this work Jacob

fVUM/1 Usays that he used to have discussions with a learned priest about 
religion; this may partly explain his wide .knowledge of Christian 
writings and doctrines, which he apparently supplemented by his own
reading , .-ccording to Ivir. osenthal, the treatise is 'the sharpest

2 anti-Christian polemical v/ork written by a Jew in the middle Ages 1 .
It is also the most systematic Jewish polemic written until then. 
Rosenthal continues:

'The fairness in tone and freedom in debate which are felt througiri the book may be ascribed to the general relirious freedom which prevailed at that time in irovence and especially in G<ascogne, a freedom which found its expression in heretical movements.*3

It is a simplified extract of part of this work which, according to 
Dr» Blumenkrana, Nicholas of lyre combats in his Contra ludeum 
jjflpugnatorei/i -Vanrelium secundmn i. attheum. lyre refers to the work as
'tractatus a ludeo quodam confectus in quo ex verbis evan^elicis autorem

5 Dominum lesum Christum ni^titur impugnare'.

1. Cf . L.I. Newman, Jewish Influence on Christian aeform Movements (New York, 1923), pp. 99*101 and 436-b09 passim.

2. J.M. Rosentijal, 'Prolegomena to a critical edition of Lilhatno t Adonai of Jacob ben Reuben', vjn...c.Jew.Res. . xxvi (1957), p. 133 (Trus edition appeared in 1%3: Jacob ben xteuuen the Kaboanite, iviilhamoth ha-^hem, Jerusalem, 1963.) "" "~~ — " — ' " "" "" ""

3. Ibid., p. 134.

4* B. Blumenkranz, 'Nicolas de Lyre et Jacob ben Ruben', J.J.L.. . (1965;,

5. Ibid., p. 47.
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II

We shall now turn to the exegetical school of Northern 

The social circumstances under which the Jews of Northern France lived 

differed greatly from those in the Couth. .Airing the reign of 

Charlemagne and his successors the Jews had known &. £ real deal of 

freedom and prosperity: they were the literate class , the natural 

interpreters of the Old Testament; while their affinity with the people

of the kast made them the mercliants par excellence, jJ.1 these things
2went to gain them a highly esteemed reputation at the iir^fcrial court. 

In fact^their influence on court circles was such that prudent churchmen, 

like Agobard, bishop of lyons (d. 640), warned against an all too great 

familiarity with the Jews, These favourable circumstances, however, 

bep-an to deteriorate in the eleventh century, and in particular after 

the First Crusade. The result was that the Jews were thrown back more

and more to their own resources. The; still did some tra e, but mainly
4 to provide for their own table,

As far as biblical studies were concerned, here also the Jews withdrew 

•ore and more within themselves and concentrated on the exposition of

1, Dr. Liebeschut* goes as far as to say; 'In this respect the Jew, and 
he alone, was the natural heir to late antiquity and its civilisation*. 
'Relations between Jews and Christians in the Middle Ages', J.J,^., xvi 
(1963), 44. There is some exaggeration here.

2. On the Jews in the Carolingian period, see A. Levy, op.oit. . pp. 43-47 f 
J. Parkes, The Jew in the J.tedieval Coiiicaunity (London, 193$), pp. 42-58; 
S.lf. Baron, A ~ocial and iveligious History al Uie Jews, iv. 43-->3; 
B. Blumenkrans, Juif s et Chretiena dans le- .• ondtj occidental (Ltudes Juives 
ii, 1960), spai^iiia and id. *.&& autcurs ici Ji'fctiea& .JU-yjuia uu juoycn a^ e aur 
lea Juil's et Ic Judaisme (..tudes Juives iv. 19&3J, fcpur^im (Hereai'ter 
this work will oe referred tu as Lea auteura.chretiens latins).

3. Of. H. de UD&C, Kx.Ked. . II, i. 148-4^1 ^* liluuKankran* . x ea auteurs. 
PP. 1!?2-68; Th. Keinach, '/.gobard et les Juifs', Ii. .J Bj i (1903), Lxxx-oxi.

4. Cf. J. Kat», rlxcluaivenesg and Tolerance (Oxford, 1961), In this book 
theTle£al) problems arising froia this kind ol oonUict between Jews auid 
g«ntiles are extensively dealt with.
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Scripture in the light of the traditional teaching of Talmud and Midrash. 

As they did not have the philological aids of their contemporaries in 

Spain and the Midi and -were not in touch with I atin learning around them, 

$heir studies were necessarily of a somewhat * introvert 1 character. 

Slowly they mastered the intricacies of the Hebrew language which they 

could not compare with Arabic, as was done in the South. The vernacular 

therefore played an important part in their elucidation, as we see for 

example fin the works of Rashi. Also, they were more directly involved 

in the biblical text itself, which they approached in a matter of fact 

manner with a kind of natural objectivity. In the words of Geiger, 

'Sie versenkt sich ganz selbstlos in die Sc:rift, die sie zu trklaren 

untemimnt. Und indem sie sich mit ihr verschwistert, denkt sie 

wirklich mit ihr und giot volkoiimen ihren Arischauungen wieder.' Hence 

the exegetical problems the coranentators came across were essentially 

textual problems, there was no danger, as sometimes was the case in the 

South, of reading Scripture exclusively with the intention of solving 

problems of a non-scriptual nature.

The exegesis of the Northern French school is characterized bv an 

imaginative approach to the text, which linked biblical events to
to

problems and experiences of ever^, day life and/still prevailing customs 

and precepts; these excretes also took an interest in chronology 

and geography; they harmonized contradictions and rationalized miracles, 

doing, away with the often too fantastic homiletic explanations and 

replacing them with interpretations based on sound common sense. Their 

aim was to explain Scripture according to the most simple rules of 

interpretation, to penetrate into the roots of the matter and thus to 

reveal the real depth of the text. V.ith all their strength they put 

forward again the old principle that fthe text can never lose its plain 

meaning.

1» A. Geiger, Die noi-di'i-anzosische xe. etenschule (l/eipzig, 1855), p. 10. 

2.jBab. Talmud, Yebcinoth 24a (ed. .vpstein, p. 1V.;.
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Another feature of this intensified study of the Bible was the 

instruction of the faithful in defending themselves against attacks of

Christian controversialists and in seeing the loopholes in the sermons
**•>* 

preached by the Christian clergy withjjpurpose of converting them. As

far as contacts in disputations are concerned, although many did take 

place, one should not forget that both on Christian and - ewish sides

theologically unskilled people were warned against engaging in them,

1 since the results had too often proved fatal. An illustration of this

is a letter from Peter of iilois (d. after 1204) to John, bishop of 

Worcester,in the preface of his Invectiva contra perfidiam ludaeorum, 

where he remarks:

'As for what you say that you desire to dispute with 
Jews so as to convince them and convert them to the 
faith, I con-mend you the less for that, for you beat
the air, exhausting yourself with foolish vain and 
zeal'.2

As one can hardly classify a bishop among the theologically unskilled, 

the letter proves that a specialized training was an absolute necessity 

for the prospective debater.

It has alread3'- been pointed out in Chapter T that also among the 

Christian theologians of the twelfth century a renewed interest in the 

Bible and its interpretation can be observed, in particular in Victorine 

circles aad in those of the so called reveil evaArelique. An exchange of 

ideas between Christian biblical scholars and Jews was certainly not

1. Cf. jL.iv. .baron, Social and Religious History of the Jews, v.136: ',.ome 
polemicts like Bartholomew, bishop of ~" xeier ~1 iBO^b1^, warned his readers 
not to engage in a debate over religion with them (the Jews) in the 
presence of unbelieving or inexperienced listeners'; of. also L.I. Newman, 
Jewish Influence, pp. 331-32. On disputations in general cf. S.W. Baron, 
op. cit.. v.108-37, H. de Lubac, xoc.in&I.. II, i. 148-81 and the works of 
B. Blumenkranz, 0. Kisch, J. Maim m& * VBb and A.i.-. Williams.

2. Peter of iilois, Invectiva contra perfidiam ludaeorum (od. Giles, iii.62 ff). ~~ "—————

3. See above p. 6 ; for the latter cf. .-D. Chenu, La Thcolgpie au 
douzi&ne siecle, pp. 22^?-73, in particular chapter xl, f i.e reveil 
evangelique'.
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the men thus engaged must have drawn considerably from 

each other's experience. But although the new awareness of man and 

his universe, characteristic for the end of the eleventh and for the 

twelfth century, did stimulate the rationalistic approach to Bible 

exegesis which we find among? Jews and Christians alike, this does not 

mean, as has been suggested, tto t there is a direct relationship between 

the Jewish and Christian exegetical movements J partly because they

originate from different circumstances, partly because their objectiveSj

2 at least in some respects, are different.

We shall now deal briefly with some of the most prominent bible 

coranentators of the Northern French school. The greatest and most 

influential of all is, of course, Rashi (1040-1105). This great scholar 

had mastered all of the rabbinic literature and he combined his knowledge 

with a rare gift for clear exposition. He first wrote a corronentary on 

the Talmud, followed b.> a commentary on the whole of bcripture, which he 

was not able to finish however. He aiiris at a natural and simple 

understanding, of the meaning of the text^ and although his interpretation 

strikes us occasionally as naive and still many references to the sayings 

of 'our ancient rabbis' can be found, he carefully selects the traditional 

material he uses and makes it subseivient to his main purpose, the

1. An interesting example is *An early twelfth-century commentator on 
the literal sense of eviticus 1 . This anonymous exegete frequently- 
consulted the Jews. (I am referring here to a not yet published 
article by Miss 13. Smalley). Wow p^UUiVxtA, ej . k*«Aou/ P

2. /.. levy, op. cit. , pp. 70-71. • any of the statements of the author 
concerning the motives behind the new approach to Bible exegesis in 
certain Christian circles cannot be held anymore (pp. 67-71).

3. On Rashi see e.g. N. Kronberg, Kashi als ixeret (Halle, 1882); 
A. Berliner, 'Zur Charakteristik Ra^hi's* Cedenkbuch zur i'xinnerung and 
David Kaufmann (Breslau, 1900), pp. 260-78; 'V.^shi ••'jinivej.-sar., Volume', 
/un«Ac.Jew.Hes«. Texts and Studies^! (19A-1); H. Hailperin, \:ashi ancfthe 
Christian scholars; etc.
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explanation of Scripture according to its peshat. An interesting 

feature of Rashi's corarentaries are the many French glosses he uses to

explain difficult Hebrew -words or expression. Over 3,000 of them have

1 "been counted. On linguistic points he usually follows the views of

Menachem.

An anti-Christian attitude is revealed in some passages in the works 

of his later years, when the position of the Jews was slowly getting 

worse; for example in his exposition of the Psalms, where he sometimes 

preferred to interpret texts of David instead of referring them to the 

Messiah, in order to refute Christian interpretations* This could also 

have been a motive for his explanation of the Servant of the Lord in the 

Isaiah prophecies as Israel, and not the Messiah, as in the traditional 

interpretations* Baer is of the opinion that whole chapters in his 

commentaries on Isaiah, Daniel, Zachariah and the Psalms have to be 

understood in this light^and that his motives for writing these were not

only to elucidate Scripture, but also to instruct and inspire his

2 contemporaries in the disastrous times in which they lived,

Rashi's work was not only of great influence on Jewish biblical 

commentators, for whom he _ _ 'has always had a special appeal and 

fascination 1 , but also on Christian Bible scholars like ,ndrew, Peter 

Comestor and through them and directly^Nicholas of Lyre, whose influence 

again on Luther has been firmly established. Since Rashi was the first

1. i,.l.J. Rosenthal, 'Study of the Bible in medieval Judaism 1 , p. 263.

2. I. Baer, 'Rashi and the historical reality of his time 1 , Jarbiz, xx 
(1949), 320-32. Of. also R. Loewe, 'The Jewish midrashiiu and patristic 
and scholastic exegesis of the Bible', Studia Patristica. i (1937), 501 
and i.I.J, Rosenthal, art.cit., p. 264jWho seems to regard .Rashi's 
refutation of Christian interpretation as one of the main aspects of 
his work.

3. K.I.J. Rosenthal, art.cit*. p. 261, '....his biblical commentaries, 
especially that on the Pentateuch, have always had a special appeal and 
fascination for countless generations of Jews.'
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commentator in Northern France to attempt to free the understanding of 

Scripture somewhat from the burden of midrashic interpretation it had 

accumulated throughout the centuries, it was only natural that his 

followers tended to be more radical in their approach to the text.

Rashi was 'succeeded* by his grandsons Samuel ben Meir and Jacob ben 

Meir Tarn. Samuel ben Keir(c.1085-c.1174), also called Rashba^, aimed at 

the most simple exposition of Scripture possible, while he often saw the 

midrashic explanation as more of a hindrance than a help in discovering 

the actual meaning of the text. The defence of Judaism against 

Christian attacks and the instruction of his people were some of the 

motives which made his work all the more actual and necessary; but his 

foremost desire was to interpret Scripture in the spirit of his

grandfather and to develop his ideas and principles. Rashbam's best

1 known work is a commentary on the Pentateuch. His brother, Jacob ben

Meir Tarn (1100-1171), usually referred to as Rabbenu Tain, showed more 

appreciation for the Talmud and enriched the talmudic literature with 

clever discussions in his attempts to haimonize contradictions. This 

made him the most prominent of the French Tossafists.

Joseph Kara (c.1070-c.1140) lived in Troyes^like Rashi and his 

family. He left, as his name Kara, the interpreter of Scripture, indicates,

exclusively biblical works, among others glosses on Rashi f s lentateuch

2 commentary and an exposition of the prophets. Kara's aim was, according

to Littmann, to notice the inner correspondence between the verses and 

to point out the simple meaning of the words. This brought him into

1. Cf . D. Rosin, R. Samuel ben Ivieir als Schrifterklarer (Breslau, 1880),
a somewhat uncritical study .The author also edited the connentary (Breslau, 1881)

2. M. Littmann, Joseph Kara als bchrifterklarer (Breslau, 1887), p. 13.

For Joseph Kara on Isaiah, see Jubilee Volume for S, Kraus (Jerusalem, 
1937), PP. 110-16.
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conflict with the traditions of midrashic interpretation, i. challenge 

he readily accepted. He referred the old fashioned reader, "who still 

preferred the traditional interpretation to the many existing books in 

that field, since his own interpretation was going to be different. 

In the words of Littznann:

'So werden wir wirklich in Kara den ersten Exegeten 
sehen, der endgultig mit dem i idrasjh bricht, nicht 
mehr wie Ras^Jii mit Zaudern und Bedenken, sondern 
kiihn und selbstbewusst und in seinem belbstbewusstsein 
bis zur Shroffheit vortschreitend.*

Joseph Bekor ohor of Orleans (c.1140-c,1210), a disciple of Rabbenu

Tarn and Kashbam, has been described as a 'most sober and careful

2comnentator'. In him the exegesis of the school of Northern Prance

reached its climax. During his lifetime some of the works of the 

commentators of the South had penetrated to the North; Be<Naor Shor 

stressed the importance of these grammars and lexicons for the 

interpretation of Scripture, Like Rashbam and Joseph Kara he looked 

for connections between the verses and logical unities in the text. 

Hie explanations strike us as extremely reasonable and down to earth $ 

he denies every supernatural element in bcripture and reminds us of 

.Andrew in his directness of approach and in the finality with which he 

poses his solutions. When for example in i^c,xxx.1 ff , And thou shalt 

make an altar to burn incense upon, opportunity is given to the sinner 

to repent by means of offerings this is done according to Bekor Shor, 

to make sure that the sinner after having sinned will realise that 

there is a possibility of a fresh start, which would prevent him from 

going from bad to worse. His coranentaries are full of such

1. ik Litfcnan, op. cit, . p. 14.

2. Commentaries on the later Prophets by R. Hleagar of Beaugenci. 
~J.M. ,,utt (iuondoi., 187^), i.xxvii. "
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explanations. He knew Latin and was acquainted with Christian exegesis, 

which he normally refutes. Likewise he criticizes the translations of 

the Christians, in particularly Jerome's translation of the Psalms J for 

instance Ps.ii.12, which Jerome translated as 'adorate filium 1 , while *"> 2

in this context should be taken, according to Bekor Shor as 'purity^ and

2 thus the meaning of the text should be 'be equipped with purity 1 .

Lliezer (or t'.leazar) of Beaugency, a pupil of Rashbam, is perhaps 

also worth mentioning. Lxcept the fact that he was a pupil of Rashbamj 

nothing is known about his life according to Nutt. He lived in all 

probability in the late twelfth century. Eliezar v/rote commentaries on 

Genesis, Leviticus, Isaiah, T^zekiel, i> aleachi and the minor prophets. 

His chief aim was to find the connection between successive verses and 

the sequence of thought. His works are entirely free from midrashic 

interpretation. He shows no signs of being acquainted v/ith Christian 

interpretation. With him the school of Northern French commentators 

came to an end.

Ill

These then are the commentators who determined the climate of Jewish 

biblical interpretation ^ndrew came in contact with. It will be helpful 

if we put them into their historical context by adding a few more general 

remarks on Jewish-Christian relations at the time they were writing. In 

assessing these relations we must distinguish between informal scholarly

1 . This and other examples are quoted by G-. Walter, Joseph Be&or Sthgr. 
der letzte nord-franzttsische Bibelexeget. p. 22 ff. Of. also Study. 
pp.

2. The example is mentioned by Z. Kahn f Le Livre de Joseph le Ze'lateur 1 
R.E.J. , iii (1G81), 6. Jerome's translation and explanation can be 
found in his Copmentarioli in *salmos (C.C.S.L. 72, p. 182, 1.37). The 
Hebrew to (i/ "3 can mean ' to kiss ' and f to be equipped 1 .

3. J.V;. Nutt, op. cit. . p. xxix.



and every day contacts and the more formal polemic ones. An regards the 

first category, there is some difference of opinion among historians on 

the time -when these contacts bepan to deteriorate. As previously 

noteo^some scholars take the first crusade as the starting point; while 

according to, for example, Dr. Kabbinowita the reign of Philip :ugust 

(1180-U23) marked the turning point for the worse. It seems most 

likely, however, that in France during the twelfth century the situation 

varied from place to place ^the effects of the first crusade for 

instance^ were felt more acutely in the North than in the South of

Prance ,_and that anti-Jewish feeling tended to suddenly erupt and then

2die out again. Scholarly contacts were, of course, less directly

affected by anti-semitisrn and they certainly continued until well in 

the last decades of the century, as can be gathered from Jacob ben 

Reuben's conversations with the learned priest (c.11? ) and Herbert of 

Bosham's commentary on Jerome's Hebrew Psalter, on which he was working 

in 1190.3

Aa far as the more formal polemic contacts are concerned, these 

took the form of disputations which were often forced on the Jews; of 

mritten treatises and of conversionalist sermons, 'originally animated 

by the sincere belief that if a Jewish audience were shown that the 

Messiahship of Jesus was indicated not only by a correct interpretation 

of the Old Testament, but also by the Tal/nudic studies themselves, it 

would speedily recognize its error and accept the Christian religion*.

1. L. Rabinowitz, op. cit., p. 18.

2. J. Parkes, The Jew in the Medieval Community, pp. 82 and 88. Cf. 
also S.W. Baron, op. cit.. v.111-112 for the rise and decline of anti- 
•Miitism throughout the centuries.

3. R. Loewe, 'The Christian medieval Hebraists of England1 , Trana.Jew. 
Hist.£oc.'n£«. xvii (1932), 242.

4. 3.W. Baron, 'The Jewish factor in medieval civilisation 1 , Am. ic.Jew. 
Res., xii (1^42), 31.
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The pere de lubac explains the theological background of this expectation 

by pointing out that it was thought that the perfidia of the Jews 

obstructed the capacities of their iidnd and prevented them from accepting 

the true faith. It only needs taking away the bandage from Synarpgia'a 

eyes and she will see like her sister J.cclesia.

Prom the end of the eleventh century the genre of disputations
o 

(i.e. reports of real or fictuous dialogues) had become popular again.

Baron is of the opinion tha^with the exception of Gilbert Crispin's 

dialoguejno authentic records of disputations exist for the eleventh and 

the twelfth century, although he does not deny that debates did take 

place during that period. According to Baer, many debates were held 

as early as the tenth and the beginning of the eleventh century, but 

then became less frequent because the Christian scholars and clergy 

became too preoccupied with the reform movements of the eleventh century 

and the investitute struggle. V.ith the first Crusade the aggressive 

power of the Christians became again apparent and the literary polemics 

revived, reaching their climax in the middle of the twelfth century. 

The generally received view, however, is that anti-semitisrn was at its 

height in the thirteenth century when there were a great number of 

Jewish convertSjand the Dominican friars were especially charged bv pope 

Gregory ix (1227-41) to convert the Jews. Jewish converts have always 

played an important role in the polemics between Jews and Christians, 

since they were often keener and, of course, better equipped than their 

new co-religionists to refute their old belief. A good example is

1. H. de Lubac, g^'wad. II, i. 167-69. Cf. also C. Roth, 'The medieval 
conception of the oew; a new interpretation* in Lssays and studies in 
memory of Linda H. filler (New York, 1938), p. "

2. .1. Loew», art t c it. , p.

3. S.Vi. Baron, op.cit. . v. 11 4-1 3.

4. I. Baer, 'Raahi and the historical reality of his time 1 , Tarbiz 
xx (1949), p. 320 ff. ————
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Peter Alfonsi (d.1110), baptised vdth the encouragement of Alfonso I of

Aragon, and later physician to Henry I of Inland. His Dialo;iies of
1 Peter and Mo sea provided some of the arguments for reter the Venerable*s

2 anti-Jewish treatise.

To this category also belong the anti-christian interpretations of 

certain Old Testament passages of the Jewish commentators, both in 

Northern and Southern trance. These interpretations, together vdth 

more specific polemic works as Joseph Kimhi's Sepher ha-Berith and 

Jacob ben Reuben's Milfcamoth /kdonai ) haiie as their main objective to 

strengthen the faith of the Jews and to protect them from the various 

forms of Christian attacks, as a result of which they were losing many 

people, rather than to counter-attack or even defend.

!£n order to facilitate the comparison of Andrew's work with the 

Jewish commentators of his day a chronological list of the exegetes 

mentioned in this chapter has been included;

Southern France;

Ibn Ezra (£.1092-1168)• Joseph Kimchi (£.1105-c.70)

Jacob b.Peuben (active c.1170)

David Kijnchi, son of Joseph, (1160-1235)

Northern Prance; 

Rashi (1040-1105)

Rashbam (£.1085-£,1174), E.Tam (fl00-71), £randchildren of Rashi; J. Kara 

(c.1070-^140)
•

Eliezer of Beau/gency, pupil of ^ashbaii (late 12th C.) 

Bekor Chor, pupil of i^ashbain and i:. Tarn, (£. 1140-c_. 1210).

1 . Dialogi^a Ftetri cognomento Alphonsi. ex Judaeo Ghristiani, et 
Judaei
2. Petru» Y«nerabili», Tractatue adversus ludacos inveterataiu duritiam 
(P.L. 189, 507 ff).
3. Of, L.w. Baron, op.cit. . iv. 135.
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CH/.PTEP III

Andrew on Jjcodus.

A) Backf-round and sources.

It need hardly be mentioned here that Exodus had always been popular 

among Christian coim.entators. They found in it much that most adequately 

foreshadowed the life of the Church as a whole and that of each Christian 

individually. The slavery in Lgypt, the crossing 01 the Red Sea, the 

giving of the Law and the taking possession of the Promised Land all h^d 

a deep spiritual meaning. Also, it was in Lxodus that one could find 

the description of the Tabernacle, this *tres suggestive figure de 

1'i^rlise*. Allegorical interpretations leapt to the eye wherever one 

looked. In view of this t an exclusively literal conjnentary like .tindrew's 

becomes even more remarkable.

In our discussion of the comnentary we shall deal first with its 

background and sources. Next we shall pay attention to .undrew *s manner 

of interpretation, giving some characteristic examples, while several 

longer extracts can be found in appendix I. l,ince a selection of 

examples necessarily rests on a subjective choice and tends to concentrate 

on the most striking ones, these longer extracts will enable the reader 

to form a more objective view of Andrew's mode of exposition. Subsequently 

we shall discuss the chapters concerning the Tabernacle, and finally the 

references to Jewish interpretation.

>indrew's commentary on jjcodus fonus an integral part of his exposition

1. k.-D. Chenu, *Les deux ages de 1 * all eg or i sine scripturaire au moyen age 1 , 
Rech. Thcol. anc, tried., xviii (1951), 20, quoting John of helso.
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of the Octateuch, -which comnonly circulated as one work. As has been 

said before, he finished this £Troup of commentaries around 11'7, shortly 

before his first departure to xt land. In this , roup as a whole 

references to general^ debated theological quaestiones are extremely 

rare and usually appear to have as their common source the Gloss . A 

few examples may suffice. In ixodus Andrew devotes twice a long 

exposition to the hardening of Pharao's heart by the lord. On jc.iv.21, 

Indurabo cor eius, he remarks:
»

'Hie Dcminus se induraturum cor pharaonis promittit et in 
sequentibus factum fuisse narratur. jjccusari posse 
videtur pharao quia populum non dimittit, induraverat enim 
Dominus cor eius ne dimitteret. 5ed cor hominum Dominus 
indurat, non impertiendo malitiam, scd non iinpertiendo 
misericordiamj his, quibus non esse impertiendam, 
equitate occulta et ab humanis sensibus rernota iudicat. 
ijst etiam iudicium Dei cum ipse malitie vitium malo 
desiderio, et facto malo, malum desiderium punit. t 
hoc ultimum sit, cum mala voluntas potestatem accipit 
implere quod intendit. Operatur ixuidnus in cordibus 
hominum ad in/clinandas eorum voluntates quocumque 
voluerit, sive ad bona pro sua misericordia, sive ad 
mala pro meritis eorum iudicio utique suo, aliquando 
aperto, aliquando occulto, semper aute/n iusto. Vel 
indurat corda hominum Dominus, quia cum possit non 
emollit, vel indurat, id est indurari perraittit 1 .

Of course, Andrew relies on the standard teachinf and literature 

when he ventures out from the safe field of literal interpretation into 

theology. iVhat he says here, ior example, that it is Cod who moves the 

will of man, reminds one of Augustine. It is in agreement with 

Abelard's doctrine that the bad desire as the essence oi wickedness 

should be punished. .F'or the latter points out that wickedness is the 

consent to do evil, rather than the evil deed itself, and that it is 

this frame of mind that makes man guilty before God.

1. In some manuscripts the commentary on the Libri Inegum has been 
omitted, of. btudy, pp. 175-7B.

2. fo. 42d-43a (I03b).

3. 'Hunc vero consensum proprie peccatum noiainainus; hoc est culpa aninae, 
qua damnationem meretur, vel apud Deum rea statuitur 1 . j thica seu I-lber 
Dictiis; Lclto Teipsum, c.3 (ed. Cousin, ii, 596).
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The second text which mentions the hardening of pharao's heart is 

jc.vii«3> go indurabo cor eius. On this occasion he quotes ^lUgustine' 

uestion iff on xodus, which was also incorporated in the Gloss, then

he su&ests another possibility: 'Potest ac sic accipi: IncJurabo, id

2 est ouam durum sit demonstrate** Of both texts Andrew gave several

possible interpretations, some being rather complicated, others being 

extremely short and to the point. In neither case he coirsnits himself. 

On lix.xvi.if, Ut temptem eum utrum ambulet. he comments:

cTemptat Deus aliquando per prospera, aliquancio per adversa. 
Per prospera tempt at cum omnium bonorum aff luentianiaJJLcui 
confert, tamquam scire volens utrum pro collatis beneficiis/ 
datori gratiam sit relaturus, an in insolentiam et superbiam 
sese sit elevaturus, et accepti beneficii iimiemor i\iturus; 
facile enim in eorum animis, quibus omnia pro voto suppetunt, 
divini cultus irrepit oblivio. Unde alias legitur, Cum 
pulcras domus edificaveris et comederis et biberis et, 
satiatus 1'ueris, c ve ne obliviscc-ris -Oomini .Uei tui. 
Tempt at et per adversa Deus hominem, turn in carnis sue, 
turn in rerum suaruin substantia, tamquam patientiam et 
fortitudinem eius experiri volens, utrum adversa 
viriliter sustineat, an victus asperitatibus muliebriter 
succumbat. Nee i^circo teir:ptat Deus qui non ad 
seductioneiu f sed ad pr-obationein temp tat, ut noverit quod 
nesciat, sed ut hominem sibi ipsi ostendat quo propria 
frai'ilitate cognita, humilior fiat ad petendum adiutorium 
et ad agnoscendum gratiam Dei*. *

A££.in in this moral—theological exposition Andrew covers common 

ground. Prom nee idcirco onwards he quotes Augustine's uaestio 38, 

which could be found in the Gloss as well.

It is only once that we come across an allegorical explanation, and

1. fo. A4d-45a (103d). ££• Augustine, : uaestionurn in Heptatcuchum Libri 
vii, L.ii; uoestiones .xodi. ,.18 (C.C.S.L. 33, p. 76, 1.224). (Here 
after we shall refer to this work as ""uaestiones Lx. )

2. fo. 45*
«f

3« Andrew's quotation seems to be a free renderingJ^Dcut. viii. 11-14.

4. fo. 53a,b (I06d-10?a).

5. wx^aestiones ^c. $Q (C.C.L.r. 33, p .96, 1.912).
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this seems more or less accidental^. The example occurs in oc.xxvi.9, 

. ...ut sextum sagum in fronte tecti duplices. In his explanation of 

this text Andrew quotes at length from Bede's De Tibernaculo. Sometimes 

he cites Bede literally, sometimes he preiers the slight^ shorter 

version of the Gloss, as in the passage under consideration:

*?!ec (sc.saga) ab omni iniuria tempestatum, pluviarum 
et caumatum foris defendebant, quia prepositi ita vitam 
subditoruu sollerti cura circumspiciunt, ut nee subsidia 
carnis, nee vite spiritualis auxilia desint, et dogmata 
hereticorum et pravoruu exerapla catholicorurn absint; 
adsit doctrina salutaris qua confortati male docentes 
repellant, et mala illata patienter sustineant; adsit 
vita ipsorum qua semper quasi viva lectione utantur. 
Sed quia. inter predicatores illi maximo honore digni 
sunt, qui excepto quod officio predicationis et 
populorum regmini deserviunt et pro Christo sanguinem 
fundunt, recte subditur: Fades operimentum aliud etc.*.

As this allegorical exposition, both in Bede and in the Gloss « 

followed after a long literal section on the building of the Tabernacle, 

it seems most likely that he was copying mechanically and inserted this 

passage by mistake. In particular since the quotation occurs in a long 

passage which \ndrew ascribed explicitly to Bede on the historical sense 

concerning the Tabernacle, it is possible that he did not bother to 

check his quotation.

All the preceding examples turned out to go back at least partially 

to traditional sources. Therefore they do not throw much light on 

Andrew's attitude towards the theological questioning of his day. All 

we can say is that he considered some of the theological material 

relevant to his work. His choice can be regarded as revealing in that 

he only takes material which was of importance for problems arising 

directly from the biblical text, as for instance the hardening of the 

pharao's heart. As he is not interested in the quaestiones as such, 

he avoids unnecessary details and does not pet involved in all the pro*

1. fo. 62d (I09c,d). Cf. riede, De Tabemaculo. ii.3 (P.I.91,
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and contra5 put forward by the various authorities. If he 

something to a quotation from the Gloss or other sources it is al \vays 

a straightforward remark, often coloured by an cufnistinicn way of 

thinking, which is hardly surprising if we remeriber how well ,,ufustine 

was taught at St« Victor by Hugh, the Victorin^ 1 'second Augustine 1 .

II

It was cornr on practice amonf biblical conmentators - adhering to 

Augustine's teaching that the letter of a text could trulkfully be 

explained in various ways as long as it led to charity - to put together 

several possible interpretations without making a final choice between 

them. Andrew was no exception as we have already seen; it is not 

unusual for him to list as many as three, sometimes four different 

possibilities. In particular in an exposition of the literal sense 

this proved a useful practice, since at this level no vital dogtuatlc 

decisions had to be taken, vdhile it provided an opportunity for giving 

various scraps of interesting information,

Another striking feature of Andrew's comuentary on lixodus, compared 

for example with his, commentaries on the prophetical books, is the 

number of quotations from other vsorks, some times acknowledged, sometimes 

anonymous. In thia respect he was trained in the rood medieval 

tradition of borrowing whenever one could.

In discussing Andrew's sources we have to take into account first 

of all his own theological training. Since he began his studies under 

Hugh of bt. Victor he most probably followed the latter's educational 

programme as set out in the Didascaliun. This encouraged students to 

acquire as wide a learning as possible. The richly stocked library

1. Didaacalion. vi. 3 («<*. 3ttttiner, p. 115).
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of St. Victor was available to hiinj and we can imagine that he became 

particularly well read in the works of Augustine and Orecrory, as they 

had been of such a profound influence on his master's teaching. He

naturally studied the pagan classics too and refers to them in his
2 commentaries, though very rarely in his exposition of i-jcodus.

As far as his biblical studies are concerned, he was taught to read 

first the historical books of the Old Testament with the aid of 

Augustine's uaestiones and Josephus, concentrating on the literal sense. 

Then he could begin to explore the allegorical sense and to study 

doctrine with the help of Hugh's De bacranerptis Christianae Fidei, after 

which he could pass eventually to the tropolog ical sense by reading 

certain parts of the : ible and Gregory, which occupation would lead him 

finally to the contemplation of God and his works, the ultimate purpose 

of the study of Scripture.

As Andrew followed up his master's teaching in particular where he 

stressed the importance of the interpretation of the literal sense, it 

is not surprising that Hugh's rtotulae, which were intended as a set of 

glosses on the literal sense of the Octateuch, influenced his work most 

noticeably. Miss Snalley has pointed out that on Leviticus ndrew

1. Ibid, iv. 14 (ed. Buttimer, p. 68): 'Horura tamen omnium studia 
Augustinus ingenio vel scientia sui vicit... 1 . For Gregory's influence 
on Hugh cf . H. de Lubac, -x^g&se med. . II, i, ch. 4, pt. iv, 328-39, 
'Hugues et saint Gregoire 1 , Also E. Wasselynck, 'La presence des j. oralia 
de Saint Gregoire le Grand dans les ouvrages de morale du xiie siecle', 
Fech« The'ol. anc. me'd., xxxv (1968), 233, and his '^'influence de 1'exegese 
de -. Gregoire le C-rand sur les conuuentaires bibliques medievaux', Rech. 
The*Ql. anc. me'd.. xxxii (1963), 192-93. Hugh himself remarked: 'Inter 
quce beatissimi Gregorii singulariter sciipta amplexanda aestimo, quae, 
quia mihi prae caeteris dulcia et aeternae vitae amore plena visa sunt, 
silentio nolui praeterire'. Didascalion. v.7 (ed. Juttimer, p. 103).

2. flf. below p. 94 for an exanple.

3. For the problems posed by the manuscript tradition of the iiotulae, cf. 
Study, p. Jti and II.J. Pollit, '^011^ considerations on the structure and 
sources of hugh of ^.t. Victor's Wotes on the Uctateuch', iveoh, I'heol. ^mc. 
med., xxxlii (1966), 5-9 and the literature mentioned there.
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acknowledged his debt xplicitly, claiming only to explain what Hugh 

had left untouched. In a recent article Dr. Pollit has discussed the
»

sources behind Hugh's notes and payed special attention to the question 

as to how far Hugh used his patristic and later sources at first hand, 

or how far he took the material from interaediar.y authorities. Dr. Pollit 

claims that often we cannot be sure which is the case, as so many sources 

were verbally copied throughout the a£es. As an example he mentions 22 

references to Jerome's Hebrew uestions in Hugh's notes on Genesis: 'It 

ranks as a major ultimate source of the Notulae', but all the same 'we 

can at no point be sure that Hugh resorted to it at first-hand: all the

relevant material was available in writers after Jerome whom he can be
2shown to have consulted directly 1 . As direct sources consulted by

Hugh are listed i5ede, Augustine, Kaban J-'aurus, Angelom of Luxeuil and 

the v fuiaestiones Ilebraicae in hegum et Paralipoinenon*

In his carefully documented analysis of Hugh's sources Dr. Pollit 

provides us all the same with much useful material, and Drings home once 

more the proneness of medieval conmentators to copy mechanically what had 

been said before. kuch of what he says about the way in which Hugh used 

his sources can be applied to Andrew as well, even though it is outside 

the scope of this thesis to investigate in such grec.t detail where 

borrowed directly, where indirectly.

1. '...mine littere ^uam illi indiscussam reliquerunt insistaiuus* . i>£. 
C.C.C. 30, io, 37a. The passage is printed in Utudy. p. 12?, n.1.

2. art. cit. , p, 11.

3» Ibid. , p. 33 j where the exact sources are mentioned. It seems to me 
that perhaps Ur. Pollit bases his arguments somewhat too exclusively on 
the inner evidence provided b. the Notulae and does not enouoh take into 
account important circumstances as, for example, what original works were 
available to Hufh in the library of St. Victor, or his professed aversion 
to the practice of hastily reading with glosses. On the other hand, it 
may be that, since the Notulae were compiled as lecture notes,
prepared them rather hurriedly with the help of existing textbooks, but 
this consideration is of no influence on Dr. Pollit's conclusions.



46.

• '^v,. r?«,» III

Of the 56 acknowledged borrowings in the commentary, that is not 

including references to Jewish exposition, 14 can be traced back to the 

Notulae, which is a sirnificant number (of. Table I). As we have 

already seen, Andrew was by no means uncritical of his predecessors and

thus we find that he does not agree with Hugh on 4 occasions out of the

2
14. I'he first occasion occurc. in i-x.iv.2i>, ». .circumcidit praeputium

filii sui. Andrew comnents:

f ,..De uno (sc.filio) tantumriodo / facit mentionem, uia 
alterum for&itan circumciderat i.oyses, ilium vero quern 
mater rentilis sibi retinuit non circumcidit. uod 
alterum cum avo relictum quidanr* asserunt stare non 
potest, quia supra dictum est quod filios suos tulit et 
asinis imposuit. '3 >4

Hugh had explained:

'Circuirtcidit praeputium filii sui. wuare non die it 
i'ilioruiru ,uia forsitan i.ater unuin sioi, videlicet 
majorem natu, proprium et incirciimcisum retinuerat. 
Alterum vero i oyses, qui circumcisus erat, quasi 
suum circumciderat. .. .Vel forsitan solum majorem filium 
secum ducebant, et rninorem apud avum reliqueraot'^

That one of Moses* children was circumcised and one not is a Jewish 

tradition, which can be found for example in the ;. ckilta. As regards 

the other possibility mentioned by Hurh, it is interesting to note that

a. P.om. quidam.

1. Below p. 246 I.

2. Although these figures do not in any way claim to be of statistical 
value, since we have not checked them against Andrew's unacknowledged 
borrowings, they are meant as some indication of Andrew's dependence on 
and of his attitude towards his sources in general.

3. Ex.iv.20.

4. Fo. 43c,d (103c).

5. Notulae, c.8 (P.L.175, 63/1).

6. Mekilta, tract. Jithro, 64b.
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Andrew rejects the view on textual grounds.

The second time he criticizes Hufh is on :jc.xxii.15, JKaxiine si 

conducturn verier at . Andrew explains:

*Id est tune precipue quod presente domino raortuum 
est non restituetur, si illud ad eum apud quern mortuum 
est venit conduction pro inercede operis sui. uod est 
dicere iumentum quod aliquis pro mercede operis 
conduxit, si presente dondno qui locavit illud mortmain 
iu.erit, ita tamen quod non ex culpa conductor! s, non 
restituetur. / uidam graranatice artis ignarus in hoc 
loco venerat pro venditmt erat exponit. bed veneo, 
venis preteritum suum plusqua. perfection non venerat, 
sed venierat vel veniverat facit. Jb'omiatur enim a 
preterito pcrfecto aic:venii vel venivi, i [vel vij , 
inutata in e et addita ram lit venierain vel veniveram. •

The poor ignoramus turns out to be Hugh, for he had explained:

']•» axime si conductum venerat pro mercede operis sui; 
quasi dicat: riunc non reddet quis mutuo acceptum, quando 
praesente domino illud amittit; sed et illud praesertim 
non reddet, quod conduxerat praesente domino, sindliter 
ainittit; et hoc dicit littera, quod venerat, id est 
vendituin eratj non quidem iinaliter, sed et pro mercede - 
sui operis, id est quam /i.ercedein expetebat suum opus, id 
est usus; ut referatur suum ad rem conductanu

The next occasion \vhere Andrew is critical of Hugh occurs in a 

rather technical remark about the order of historical events which do 

not exactly correspond with the order of the texts, in the end of Kx,xxiii 

and Kx.xxiv,1-9. Andrew does not agree here with the changes proposed 

by tfugh.

Finally on ^x.xxv.27, bubten coronam erunt circuli. he disagrees 

with Rugh. ./uidrew remarks:

•Ostendit in quibus locis ponendi sunt circuli, quibus

1. t'o. 5bb,c (I06b,c).

2. Notuloe. c.8 (P.L.175, 68D).

3. Motulae. c.8 (P.L.175, 69A-D) : .Andrew: fo. 60a,b (l08d).
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/ \ &immittantur vectes ad portandam {luensam/, in surano
scilicet iuxta labium quam hie coronam appellat et 
non versus terrac; in im^o. vtuidam dicunt quod quas 
supra dixit du&a coronas (vx*. 24,23), hie unam vocet, 
subter quara dicit circulos esse ponendos. Secundum 
quam sententiam extrinsecus in latere due supradicte 
corone labio adiungentur, nee quare adiungantur facile 
patet. In super!'icie auteia versus superiora 
necessario adiun^eada videntur, ut ea ctue super 
mensam posita sunt contineant, et ne aliquo casu de 
mensa corruant, obstaculo sint«*

Hugh had said about this text:*

'! odo chias coronas quasi unam coronam dixit, et ostendit 
annulos, qui erant in pedibus arcae^ ad earn portandam, ^ 
statim iuxta mensan; et non versus terra: in iaao erant. '

Here Andrew partly copies Hugh, partly rejects him and, as before, 

puts forward a logical, to the point argumentation.

Thusfar his references to Hugh. It has already been said that he 

more often agrees with Hugh than that he criticizes him. Examples of 

the last category, however, were thought to be of more interest in that 

they illustrate the manner in which Andrew uses his sources. In the 

section on Jewish explanations we shall notice that he occasionally 

copies t^ugh where he is not correct: apparently he wa© less capable of 

criticism in thie particular field,

.Andrew's second most referred to, explicitly mentioned source is

4 Josephus* Antiquities; there are 10 acknowledged borrowings from him

(cf« Table I). It is interesting to note that once he contrasts

a,b. Both P. and 0, have arcam which does not make sense in the context. 
The fault, apparently, is caused by Hugh's in gedibus arcae. which should 
be in pedibus menaae. Adam the bcot amended the mistake when he was 
copying Andrew in his De Tripartito Tabernaculo. pt. i. 17 (1. 1 . 196, 
638C).

1. Fo. 6la (I09a,b).

2. Notulae. 0.8 (P.L. 175,703). 

3« Cf« below p.

4. I have used The Latin Josephus, ed. P. iilatt (Copenhagen, 1938), i 
(introduction and texi Antiquities i- ,v).
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Josephus with the Jews, on uc.xiv.27, while twice he refers to the 

Jews end Josephus Jointly, namely on Kx.xxvi.9 and xxxviii.7, which 

suggests that he checked the latter's opinions with those of contemporary 

Jewa* V«e shall discuss some of the borrowings from Josephus in the 

section on Jewish interpretation*

Andrew's direct dependence on Augustine, iroif, whom there are 6 

acknowledged "borrowings (of. Table I), is difficult to assess. The 

reference to ^ugustine on -x.xxvi.1, which .Jidrew took over from Hugh's 

Notulae is, according to Ur. Pollit, probably the result of scribal 

interpolation, as the interpretation is not Augustine's. From the 

remaining 5 quotations 3 can be found in the Gloss as well and are as 

such no proof of any direct use he could have made or the uestions on 

Kxodus, which is their source, ihese three references occur in Andrew's 

interpretation of -x.xx.14 (U71), ioc.xxiii.11 (-.89) and jc.xxvi.7 

(Q.108). The remaining 2 both occur in the section on the Tabernacle; 

neither of them could be found in intermediary authorities and Andrew 

does not agree with .^ jstirie in either case. The first example is 

ijc.xxvi.19, Ut biriae d-aes si^-ulis tcJjalis per riaos arij-ulos subiciantur. 

Andrew explains:

'Bini cardines sinf/ulis tabulis in inferioribus suis 
versus terram inerant, et singulis cardinibus sin^iile 
bases supposite crarit. Augustinus tamen dicit quod 
non ex una parte sinrulis tabulis Line bases 
supponebantui-, sed una basis tabule supponebatur, alia 
superponebs.tur, basixri pro capitello accipiens. Sed 
littera contrarie videtur que elicit: ut bine bases 
siji£ulis tabulis per duos aiirulos subiciebtaitur.' 2

Andrew refers here to jiaestio 110. ^e should note that Andrew 

disagrees with Augustine on grounds of the letter of the text.

1. H.J. Pollit, op. cit. , p. 10, n.M. Of. below p.61 where the passage 
will be discussed.

2. Fo. 64c ,11Oa).

3. uaestione^ uc.110 (C.C.S.L.33, p. 123, 1.1843).
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The second point is on iix.xxxviii.7, In circulos qui in altaris

ilateribus eminebant. Andrew remarks:
'Ecce et altare holocaust! suos habet circulos per quos portetur.
Credibile est igitur utrumque altare separatim et 
craticulas eorum separatim portatas fuisse. Secundum 
Hebreos et Tosephum et ornnes fere expo si tores inter 
candelabrum et mensam propositionis, extra velum 
contra arcam testimonii positum fuit altare 
thimiamatis, Augustinus tamen multis in locis dicit 
quod intra velum fuit. 11

With this cacanent Andrew ends his exposition of Exodus. His remark 

about the placing of the altar of incense according to Augustine seems 

almost to come as an afterthought , for the text he is commenting on deals 

with the altar of burnt offerings only. The reason for this may be the 

circumstance that Augustine's opinion occurred in uaestio 177« which is 

a lengthy Expositio Tabernaculi closing the questions on I'ocodus. We can 

suppose that Andrew read through this last question when he had come to 

the end of his own exposition to see whether there might be anything in 

it he would wish to add to his own work. if/hen he csme across the 

controversial point about the placing of the altar of incense, he thought 

it necessary to comnent upon it.

This explanation suggests rather that Andrew had worked with 

Augustine's Questions on his desk throughout his interpretation of 

: xodus. Is there, however, any other evidence in his commentary, apart 

from the two above mentioned interpretations, which would confirm this 

hypothesis? There are certainly many unacknowledged references to the 

Cuaestiones; Andrew used it lavishly and freely, sometimes quoting it 

in full, sometimes paraphrasing its contents, according to his needs. 

A comparison with the doss, however, shows that practically all the 

derivations can be found there as well. On two occasions only I found 

that Andrew was reminiscent of Augustine, where the Gloss does not refer

1. Po. 68d (111b).
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to him, although a more systematic search might brin£ to light some 

more. The first point is ^jc.xxiii.2, iton sequeris turbam. Andrew 

comments:

'Non ideo putes malum aliquid esse faciendum, quia vides 
multos illud committere, vel ideo peccatum non esse, 
quia a multis committitur.* a>1

Augustine's .jaaestio 67 reads:

*Non eris cum pluribus in malitia. Ne se inde quisquam 
defendat, quia cum pluribus fecit, aut ideo putet non 
esse peccatum'. ^

Although the first part of the interpretation could be suggested by 

the biblical text itself, the second part shows a verbal correspondence 

with Augustine.

The other reference occurs in Ex.xxiv.7j ^dsumenaque volumen foederis. 

Andrew writes:

'Ldbrum scilicet in quo iustificationes scripte erant, qui 
quasi fedus quoddam et testamentum inter Deuin et populum 
erat. Nam decalogum in tabulis lapideis postea fuisse 
scripturn patet. '^

Augustine's . uaestio 99 has:

'••..i''t advertendum lib rum te stamen ti cum sanguine 
hostiae recitari, in quo libro iilas iustificationes 
conscriptas debemus accipere. Nam decalogum legis 
in tabulis lapideis fuisse conscriptum postea 
manifestatum est',5

Again a verbal correspondence with a part of Augustine's explanation. 

These two borrowings which do not seen to have been used by 

intervening authors, although they form only a small percentage of the

a. O.om.vel ideo etc.

1. Fo. 58c (I08c).

2. Cuaestiones >x. 8? (C.C.S.I.. 33, p. 113, 1.1502).

3. As *• is the older and most reliable manuscript of the two, there 
is no reason to change our conclusion because of the omission in o.

4. Fo. 60b (I09a).

5. Cuaestiones x. 99 (C. C.S.I* 33, p. 11&, 1.1684).
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total ctugustinian material in .-oidrew's commentary , suggest first hand 

dependence on ^ugustine. This, together with the two acknowledged 

quotations which we found to go "back directly to the jiaestiones. gives 

one some reason to suppose that /ndrew consulted Augustine independently 

for his comments on -jcodus. Also, if we think of his remark that he 

used glossed books and commentaries for his interpretations in relation 

to the importance of the questions as a textbook, and of the fact that 

he had learned from Hugh to use it as a source of information on the 

historical books, we have even more reason to do so.

Next on the list of acknowledged derivations comes Bede, who is 

mentioned three times in the section on the Tabernacle (of. Table l). 

We have already mentioned that Andrew, though recognizing Bede's 

authority on the subject, treats him in his usual unprejudiced manner. 

The first reference to him is on Jiac.xxvi.1, Tabernaculum vero ita fiet. 

After a few introductory remarks he says:

'It quoniam Bede liber extat de tabemaculo, qualiter 
ipse de factura/tabernaculi iuxta historiam sentiat, 
videainus. . .. '•*

Andrew refers here to Bede's De Tabemaculo et Vasis ^jus. from 

which he proceeds to give a long quotation. ue have seen above that 

Andrew sometimes prefers a shorter version of Bede, as , . can be found 

in the Gloss, to Bede's own lengthy expositions. The phrasing of his 

remark, however, and the fact that large parts of the quotation are not 

incorporated in the Gloss , point to a direct use of Bede's treatise. 

The second reference is on iioc.xxvi.9, Ut sextum sagum in frente tecti 

duplices. On this technical point Andrew claims to be 'following the

1. See above p. II.

2. Fo. 6lc,d (I09b).

3. De Tabemaculo. ii. 1-3 (P.I. 91, 424C-435A). Andrew, fo. 6ld-6}a ~
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Jews and Josephus rather than Bede'. The last one is on Ex.xxviii.14,

Facies in rational! catenas sibi invicetr cohi.rentes« Andrew comments:

2'Ordo operis secundum Bedam hie fuit....'.

Here afain follows a rather technical exposition.

Finally Isidore is once mentioned explicitly, as well as Jerome and 

Cassiodorus. The last two are referred to in ;jc.xv.20, in an explanation 

of musical instruments, tympanum and chorus, of which they gave different 

interpretations. However, Andrew borrowed here from the nioss. The 

reference to Isidore occurs in Ex.xid.25, in his explanation of the word 

ceremonie. The ^t;ymolO£ies mention two different explanations of the 

word, which are both copied by Andrew. Apart from this one acknowledged 

borrowing there are many other references to the Etymologies throughout 

the commentary. It is not surprising that .Andrew found there much 

information of the kind he was interested in himself, for instance on 

Kx.iv.24, Cum esset in itine-re in diversorio. One of the interpretations 

of diveraorium put forward by hlia, * Diver sorium est quo ex diversis viis 

oonvenitur 1 , was talcen from Isidore. Another example ia x.tfu.13, where 

Andrew gave a definition of dracories as 'maxim* omnium animantium super 

terrain', which came from the same source.

Itius far Andrew's named authorities. In our survey of the latter 

we have often referred to 'the Gloss* , assuming that it was one of the

1. Fo. 63d (HOa): 'In ....sexti sagi in fronte tecti duplicatione 
ludeorum et losephi sententiam quam Bede sequimur'.

2. Po. 66a

Po. 52o (I06d).

4. Fo. 47d-48a (lQ5c); tymoloriae. vi.19 (ed. ..indsay, vi.19, 36-37) 
cf » below p«q& where the pasaage is quoted fully.

5» Fo. 43a,b (I03b)j ibid., xv.3 (ed. Ilndsay, xv.3, 10). 

6. Fo. 45^ (lOSa); ibid. . xii.iv (ed. Jindsay, xii.4, 4).



textbooks available to him. *lH*iwgh the Glossa urdinaria for all the 

biblical books did not obtain its standard form until the middle of the 

twelfth century, after its adoption by Peter Lombard, we know that 

various copies of individual biblical books together with their Gloss were

in circulation lon^ before that time. Ihe Gloss on the Pentateuch and

2 the Prophets, and most probably on Kings also " was compiled by .xnselm

of Laon's pupil Gilbert the Universal, this 'veteris et novi testamenti 

glossator eximius' j at some time before he -was appointed bishop of 

London, late in 1127. AS it seems likely that these glosses v/ere 

copied at ifexis before 11.57* w« have reason to suppose that -Andrew was

able to make use of them.

As we have already seen, the Gloss, ms responsible for some of his 

quotations from Augustine and ;odej also his allusions to explanations 

of Origen are almost certainly taken from that source. In fact jit 

seems that together with Augustine f s uaestiones and Hugh's llotulae the

Gloss "was /Andrew's principal standby for his exposition of ...xocius.
« 

Therefore the Gloss must be the best place to search for Andrew's 20

remaining acknovdedged quotations, of which the author is not mentioned

and which do not derive from Hugh, whom Andrew usually referred to as
«

Quidam.

1. Cf. ..; tudy, pp. 46-66, which deals with the origin of the Gloss. On 
these early collections of glosses, cf. id. 'Les oonr*ntaires bioliques 
de 1'epoquc romane: glose ordinaire et gloses peritae'es', Can. Civ, med. « 
iv (1961), 16-18.
2. R. Wasselynck, V L V influence de 1'exegese de j. Gregoire le Grand sur 
les cornmentfiires bibliques me'dievaux 1 , ' ;!ech. Theol, anc, med., xxxii 
(19^5)» 186-191. According to Miss Ema'tley 'the argument for Gilbert's 
authorship of the Gloss on Kings might well be extended to cover Josue, 
Judges and ^aith'^CJ. *^n early tv>«lfth-centurjr cosumentator on the literal 
sense of Leviticus, Kech. Theol. ;jnc. mt/d,, xxxvi (1969), 60, a. 10.

3. a. Smalley, 'Gilbertus Universalis, bishop of iondon (1126-34) and the 
problem of the "Glossa L-rdinaria" • , Kech. Theol, anc. med,. vii (1935), 247.

^ Study, p. 64*

5. Cf• pp. 35 f 86-87, 92-93.
6. Hugh's Notulae were too early to use the ('loss.
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However, if we look at Table I only 3 out of the 510 borrowings can 

be found there. The remark in ^x.iv.10 will be discussed on pages 86-37, 

The second reference occurs in rx.xvii.9, ••••elir.e viros et egressua 

pugna contra Amalech. Andrew comments:

'Amalechjdicunt quidam, filium Ismaelis fuisse a quo 
Amalechite, qui et Ismaelite sunt, qui nunc ..araceni 
vocantur 1 .*

The first part of this explanation is ascribed to ijtrabo, while the

addition that they are now called Saracens was, according to Professor
2 Southern 'a comuonplace of Western scholarship 1 ever since Bede.

The third reference is on iux«xx«4, ... .neciue omnem similitudinem. 

Andrew comments:

'Hoc volunt quidam inter idolum et similitudinem differe, 
quod idolum ex nullius rei existentis similitudine, ut si 
quis humanis membris caput canis aut arietis fonnet 
sumptum, sed otiose confictum sit. Similitude vero sit 
que ex imagine rei existentis sit, sicut quando imago 
hominis aut avis aut serpentis in aliqua materia 
formatur'.3

This distinction goes back to OrigEn's Homilia 8 en .xodum; it was 

slightly changed by Andrew.

As can be seen from Table 1, some of the remaining acknowledged 

borrowings are derived from the ^typiOlories. for instance xux.xii.25 

(p. 96) and xiii.18. The nostri citation in iix.iv.25 goes back to 

Augustine's ^uestion 12 on -xodus. The apocrypha scriptura in Ex.xvi.31 

is a quotation from Wisdom. -cane others may reflect Jewish opinions,

2. R.W. Southern, Western Viev/s of Islam in the Middle Ages (Cambridge, 
Mass., 1962), p. 17. The identification of the children of ] shmael 
with the Saracens was made by i^usebius and even earlier by Josephus. 
Bede, whose intermediate source was Isidore, introduced it into the 
medieval tradition (cf. ibid, pp. 16-18). Cf. also J. Ira\ver, hiatoire 
du rto.vaume Latine de Jerusalem (transl. from the Hebrew, Paris, 1969) , 
p. 102, n,8, who ascribes the tradition to Jerome. Mias Galley was so 
kind to draw my attention to these works.

3. Po.



56.

for example Ex.xvi.5 f which could be derived from Rashi; also some 

ronarks about Jewish festivals in ^x.xxiii.15 and lastly part of his 

CCanient on Ex.xxiii.19, which is reminiscent of Joseph Bekor chor later 

on (cf. pp. 96-99). The quidam quotations in £x.xxvi.4 and xxxvi.31 are 

a^ain rather technical; they could possibly- go back to Uede. The 

quidam in 3£c.iii.12 were 'borrowed' by -Jidrew from Hufh (cf. p. 85), 

which leaves -x.iv,24, .jc.iv.23, Jx.iv.27, i^x.xii.42 and uc.xx.5 still 

to be discussed. None of these could be traced. Kx.iv.2f? and 

Ex.xii.42 will be referred to later on.

On Jx.iv.24, Cum esset in itinere in cliversorio Andre-w remarks:

'Diversorium est quo ex diversis viis con/venitur, vel 2 
sicut alii: doinus inter duos rauros duas ianuas habens 1 .

Only the first explanation can be found in Isidore (cf. above p.53)« 

The second reference, of which no source could be found, occurs in the 

same chapter, verse 27 9 Dixit autem Doxainus ad Aaron, Vade in occursum 

&oysi in deserto. ui perrexit obviain in ;nont&£i ..ei. .jidrew comments:

f Desertum quod est in ^gypto, ut quidam dicunt, sed potius 
videtur de deserto Linai agere, quia sequitur quod 
perrexit Aaron obvia^r in montem Oei, quo nomine specialiter 
mons Sinai ap^llabatur* .^

the last one occurs in Ex.xx.5, Visitans iniquitatem patrum in

filios i^ tei'tiam et quaitam generationem. ^xiax-evi comments:

'••••• uidain totura ad misericordiam referunt, oicentes 
quod peccantibus, etiau his qui Deuin oderunt, non 
sta.tl:a in ipsos vel filios ipsorum ulciscitur, eed 
usque in tertiam vel quartian generationem vindictam 
differVs«*cut de ^chab et lehu legimuc. . . . ' .^ £

Thus far j l.ndrew's sources.

1. Cf. below pp. 76-77 and 88-89 respectively.

2. *'o. 43a,b (lOJJb). (The description is not to be found in lapiaa 1 
lexicon).

3. Fo. 43d (I03c).

4. iii Reg.xxi.29.

5. Po. 56d-37a (I08a).
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B) Some copments on Andrew's manner of interpretation.

A comparison with Chapter II will illustrate the general correspondence 

between Andrew's mode of interpreting and that of the French Jewish 

biblical schools. It was therefore not thought necessary to draw 

attention to each individual instant^.

That .Andrew is very much concerned about the historical order of 

events in the biblical narrative can easily be gathered from reading his 

explanation of the first chapter of ijcodus. In fact, we find this 

characteristic throughout the commentary. He often explains why the 

author recapitulates certain pointSjOr how an apparently illogical 

sequence of events should be understood. For instance rx.xii.1 , Dixit

Dominus ad Moysen et Aaron, Andrew comments:
2'Ab hoc loco usque voc&vit autem ivioyses omnia per

recapitulationem dicuntur. Plage quibus percussa 
est Kf-yptus non per intervalla teinporum fiebant, 
sed finita una statim succedebat alia. Finita nona 
plaga, post coRiminationem re^is cum subiunxisset in 
persona Domini loquens: media nocte. scilicet ilia que 
instabat, ingrediar Kgyptum etc. ." cum series historic 
exigeret ut de contione vocata et de pascha, quod 
eadem nocte celebraturus erat populus ageret, mandatum 
Domini de ritu celeb randi, quod iam ante illis dixerat, 
ne per oblivionem in alique erraient, per recapitulationem

Andrew realized how difficult it must have been for the Israelites 

to remember the complicated instructions for the celebration of the 

Passover festival and therefore suggests that Moses told them everything

1 . Cf . also above p. I S .

2. jc.xii.21.

3. Lx.xi.4.

4. Fo. 47a (1P5b)

5, Hugh takes this passafe to be a recapitulation on the grounds that 
the Israelites must have known of the precepts beforehand in order to be 
able to have everything ready on the actual night preceding their 
departure. Notulae , c.8 (P.l.17!>, 64A,B).
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at least "twice. That these verses are a recapitulation indeed is 

confirmed, according to ,Jidrew, by verse 3*

*Declma die. Cum ea nocte que instabat, quando Koyses 
pharaoni loquebatur, occisa sunt Lgyptiorum primogenita 
et hie dicat quod decima die mensis primi sumatur agnus 
ab unaquaque familia et dono unus, patet quod que iam 
dixerat, et^si ubi dicta sint Scriptura non loquitur, 
recapitulat',1

Andrew follows Hugh here. The latter explained:

*Quod autem addit; Wocte ilia, non ista, signum est
per recapitulationem esse dictum, ^uid^uid hie «
praecessiit de agno paschali, et caeteris cohaerentibus ' •

Andrew always tries to discover why certain things have been expressed 

in a certain way, for example in Joc.iv.18, where Koses asks Jethro 

permission to go to i^gypt:

*Ut videam si adhuc vivant. Hanc causam quare in Lgyptum 
eat pretendit, pro qua et^jsi non principaliter forsitan 
ibat, sed veram causaoi vel humilitatis causa, vel quia 
indignus erat lethro, utpote gentilis cui revelaretur, 
silentio suppressit l .3

Another interesting explanation concerning Moses can be found in 

Ex.xvii.4, Adhuc pauxillum et lapidabunt me. Andrew comments:

dicat angustia sitis compulsi, me qui in hec inaquosa 
loca ex tuo precepto populum adduxi, nisi succurreris potum 
prebendo in brevi lapidabunt. x. magna familiaritate et 
dilectione hec Domino- locutus est, sicut et in sequentibus 
dicturus est: aut dimitte eis hanc noxam, aut dele me de 
libra vite,^ Fericulum quod a populo incurrere poterat 
pretendit, quia certissime sciebat quod prius populo 
Dociinus potum tribueret, quam ipsiim amicuci suum periculum 
incurrere sineret 1 .^

Frequently we come across the expression more Scripture, 3olet 

Scriptura etc. In this manner Andrew allows for some peculiarities of

1. Po,

2. Notulae. c.8 (P.L. 175, 640).

3. Fo. 42c (I03b).

4. rjc.xxxii.32,

5. Po. 55a (I07b,c).



Scripture, which -would otherwise be difficult to explain. It shows 

that he takes his stand at a certain distance from the actual wording 

of the text in a rudimentai^form of text criticism,

He is always busy explaining and illuminating, as in Ijc.xii.8, 

where he comments on the herbs, lactucae a^restes according to the 

Vulgate, to be eaten by the Israelites during the i aasover festival. 

In the Gloss he could read that these were supposed to be extremely 

bitter; but this is not enough for him and he points out why this is the 

case: * . . « . lactucis aprestibus « que sunt amariores his que in horto 

crescunt 1 .

He loves to insert descriptions of places, plants and institutions, 

and his commentaries are characterised by a fondness for definitions, 

many of which were taken from Isidore, as we have seen already.

Occasionally he refers to the customs of the 'ancient peopled For 

example in his definition of cratera (,x.xxiv.6):

'Cratera a conexione dicitur, quia Antiqui conexione 
virgarum sibi calices faciebant. Cratin enim Grece 
conecti dicitur. Crateres enim sunt calices ansas

In this case he mentions the Antiqui presumably under influence of 

Isidore, whom he follows here. They are also referred to in Ex.xx.26, 

where the priests are forbidden to go up the altar by means of stone 

steps to prevent their garments from being disturbed and their limbs

from being exposed. From this we can conclude, according to
L 

'quod Antiqui usum feminalium non habebant 1 .

1. Po.

2. Po. 60b (I09a).

3. Isidore, ; tymolo^iae xx.5 (ed. Lindsay, xx.5,3): 'Cratera calix est 
duas habens anras^et est Graecum nomen. ..Piebant autem primum a conexionibus 
virgularum; unde et dictae craterae &fe T&v *<>*lUv, id est quod se invicem 
teneant '«

4. Fo. 57d (I08b).
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It find that Andrew also illustrates certain passages with examples 

from every day life, or that he explains words by referring to the 

vernacular; one of the first Christian interpreters to do so. For 

instance on Ex.ix.16, Iccirco autem posui te ut ostendam in te 

fortitudinen meam. he refers to weight-throwing matches;

'A simili loquitur sicut magni ponderis lapis, vel massa 
aliqua a iuvenibus in platea ponitur, ut robur suum 
experiantur et vires suas ostendant, ita et Dominus 
pharaonem posuisse videtur, ut in eo debellando . 
fortitudinem suam ostenderet et nomen suura celebraret*.

Another reference to a contemporary custom occurs in iix.xxvii. 4,5, 

where Andrew in his description of the craticula according to the Jews 

remarks:

'Craticulara vero utriusque altaris, sive auream, sive 
eneam, diount esse opus quoddam, undique foraminibus 
plenum, quod ad similitudinem earum que in ecclesiis 
sunt, rias appellant f .2

What Andrew means with this comparison is not quite clear; the 

description is obscure. It could be that rias refers to the French 

rideaux-curtains. Rashi states that ' SO Dfais an expression-—————— T .* •

connected with Fl*"* 3 3- a sieve, which is called in French "crible" 1 .TI :

Possibly Andrew has in mind some type of curtain-like screen with ^hich 

he compares the craticula.

A reference to the vernacular can be found in J4c.iv.26 in a

comparison between Hebrew, the Komana linrua and latin, which will t>e

5discussed in the section on Jewish exposition. Also in j.oc.x.26, where

1. Fo. 45d (I0£a,b).

2. Fo. 65c

3. F. Godefroy in his Dictionnaire de I'/Jicienne Lan, ue Francaise et de 
tous ses bialectes ( Paris, 1881-1902), vii.188 interprets thi old French 
" as 'plisse" a petits plis 1 .

J^.. l^aghi ad loo, (ed. Silbenuann, i.148a). I have used Rashi in the 
edition of 1... i.osenbaum and A.M. Silbennann: Pentateuch with Targum 
Onkelog etc, and Rashi *s Commentary (London,

5. Cf» below p.77{.
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Moses tells the pharao that he must release not only the Israelites, but 

their cattle as well: Mon remanebit uiyula* Andrew coranents:

'Ordo verborum ex eis que neces/saria sunt in cultum 
Domini; nee ungula remanebit. id est nee minimum, 
nee ultimvun quid. Romane loquentes dicere soleraus: 
pe s non remaneb i t f . '

2 Also to a quotation on Ex.xxvi.1 , wrongly ascribed to Augustine,

Andrew adds something in the vernacular. The Vulgate has: • . . .varietas 

ope re plumario facerea. Andrew comments:

'Pluma, ut dicit Augustinus, lingua rlinica dicitur acus. 
Opus plumarium est, cum iara facto panno fila aurea aut 
argentea acu inseruntur, ut fiat aurifrisura aut diverse 
in ipso panno figure. Huiusraodi opus vul^o brustatum 
appellari

Godefroy's dictionary explains 'brusti* as^brod£' and mentions as

an example: 'd'or brusti. * The quotation from Augustine can also be
5 found in Hugh1 s Notulae.

Andrew, like Hugh, says remarkablej little about the various plagues 

which afflicted pharao and the Egyptians, Following Hugh, he remarks 

that they were the result of a divine, not a human interference. On the 

hail in £x.ix.22, for example, he comnents as factuaUjas possible:

'Dicitur quod in F-gypto semper sit serenitas aeris, sed 
forsitan pro aliuua parte et non pro tota terra dictum 
est. Grando enim sine nube fieri non solet. An 
forsitan nee/ grando in .-gypto naturaliter fiebat, ut et 
grando prodigium sit, quamvis mensuram naturalis fxandinis 
non excederet. bed nisi naturaliter in -^gypto grando 
fieri sole ret, §criptura non diceret, qualis non fuit in 
ii^ypto a die ^ua i'undata est usque in tempus presens'.A7

1. Fo. 46c,d 
t«\-\c col

2. Cf. above

3. Fo. 63b (I09d).

4. Godeiroy, op. cit. i, 741.
. c.8 (P.L.17i), 70 B,C).

6. ia.ix.24.

7. Fo. 45<^-46a (104 ).
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On the plague of the darkness in ~x.x.21 ff. Andrew follov/s 

partly the Gloss, but finding this explanation not literal enough, he 

suggests a way to interpret the palpability of the darkness which keeps 

closer to the text. The Vulgate has: . ...et sint tenebrae super terrain 

Aegypti tarn densae ut palpari qucant...(23) nemo vidit fratrem suum. 

Andrew remarks:

*Ut palpari queant. Hyperbolice magnitudinem tenebrarum 
significat. Tenebras hie vocat nebulain densissiniain et 
tenebrosissimam. ,,t forsitan ita densatus est aer et 
usque aquarum naturam spissatus accessit, ut etiam tactui 
subiacere posset, ..«Fi atrum suum (vs.23)...IoGephus dicit 
tarn densas fuisse tenebras, :uod nee oculos aperire 
poterant* Unde nee mirum est si se invicera presentes 
videre non valebant'. 2 *^

It is interesting to see how .Andrew deals with the 'miracle 1 of the

4 crossing of the Red Sea. He took the geographical description of the
5 place and the explanation of its name from Isidore, but added that

where we read 'Red Sea', the Jews read 'Sea of Reeds', because reeds 

prow abundantly on its shores; an interpretation derived from Rashi. 

Re then followed Josephus, who had explained that when the Israelites 

were enclosed by the sea on one side and an insurpassable mountain on 

the other, they noticed the ".gyptian chariots. The Lord, however 

reassured thein, and the pillar of cloud came between the Egyptians and

1. The Gloss notes: 'Hyperbolice vocat tenebras palpabiles: non quod 
palpari possint, sed quod hoc magnitudinem tenebrarum significat*.

2« Anticultates. ii.l4*5 (ed. Blatt, p. 211 ): '....pro quibus et visus 
eorum aeris crassitudine clausi sunt, eosque mori miserabiliter 
compulerunt ' .

3. Fo. 46c (104 ).

4. Of, Appendix 1, where .Andrew's interpretation of ^.x.xiT. .5-31. is 
printed.

5« ? tymolo^iae , xiii.17 (ed. Lindsay, xiii.17, 2-4).
•H * '•• ''' »

6. Raahi ad loc. (ed. Silbermann,i.67). The remaining references to 
Jewish interpretation in this passage will be discussed below.

7. Antiquitates. ii.1^,3 (ed. blatt, p. 213).
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them, 'providing darkness to the former and light to the latter 1 .

About the division of the water, erat enini aqua Cjuagi gurus (Lx.xiv.22),

all he says is:

*xuasi murua, Alta et non magis ad eos accedere valens, 
quam si murus essetj vel instar muri muniens eos a lateribus 
ab incursu hostium f .2

He comes back to this point in his interpretation of the next 

chapter, which deals with the son^ aung by looses and the children of 

Israel, namely in verse 8, Stetit unda fluens on which he comments: 

'Unda naturaliter fluida contra naturam suam inmobiliter stetit 1 which 

is a fairly non-committal statement, and again in verse 10:

'Flavit spiritus tuus, Secundum quosdam divine potentie 
notat facilitatem. ^uasi diceret quam facile aliquis 
flaiido proicit pulverem, tarn facile tu eos interfecisti. 
Vel simpliciter possuraus dicere quod spiritum ventuni 
vocat, quo flante et undas super eos iinpellente, obruti *- 
sunt. .uern ideo spiritum Dei vocat ,quia ab eo JUainissus "' 
erat et eius voluntatem explebat'.^-

s
In the Gloss it was explained that the spirit, mentioned here, \vas

in fact the Spiritus Ganctus. an opinion which did not concern .Andrew. 

But even Hugh's interpretation of spiritus as a description of the

divine power could not satisfy bin- , although he at least mentions it
5as a possible interpretation. He prefers to explain spiritus simply

aa an ordinary wind. Admittedly he had read in chapter xiv.21 that 

the Lord caused the sea to #0 back by a strong east wind, but this did

1. Fo. 50a(l06a). K.J. Pollit, art.cit.. p. 27 has explained that 
this interpretation goes back to Rabanus :. aurus. Hugh probably referred 
to it in his explanation: f .«..Abiit post eos. ut defenderet eos per 
nub em: suis lumen, aliis tenebras per <tadtt.m siraul f&cieris*. (Notulae. 
c.8, P.L.173, 65B).

2. Po. 50a (I06a).

3. Po. 31a (I06b).
j

4. Po. 51b (I06b).

$. Hugh, Notulae . c.8 (l.L
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not necessarily cause one to explain the divine spirit simpliciter as 

wind, even though it was a God-sent one, fthat -i'indrcw wants to stress 

with his interpretation is that the Lord does not work through some form 

of supernatural interference, as for example Hugh had indicated, but 

uses means which seem quite natural, only they are not caused by natural 

causes, but are expressions of the divine will. His explanation of

Jix,ix,23, Tonitrua Dei et ;:rando. may illustrate this:
Dei 

' Tonitruajt et grando , id est Dei virtute et potentia,
non aeris qualitate facta. Lie et sopor Domini 
dicitur non naturaliter obveniens, sed a juonino 
iirjmissus..,.' *

The remarkable thing about Andrew's interpretation of Lx.xv.10 is 

that he explained in such a 'simple 1 way the very words spiritus Dei. 

which every medieval reader would naturally associate with the third 

person of the Holy Trinity.

Andrew admits that the effect made by the division of the sea on 

those who saw it was that of a miracle; he uses the word three times in

the course of his explanation, which is interesting enough to be followed
p 

up % somewhat further. In his interpretation of priorem locum (vs. 2?)

he says that the .cgyptians, fleeing, away because of the thunderstorm 

which was raging over them, were drowned by the returning waters. Then 

he wonders how the Egyptians in the darkness which surrounded them knew 

that the Israelites had disappeared; or, if they had seen them going into 

the sea, why they were not prevented from pursuing them any further 

because of this unusual sight. The same questions which had been asked 

by Hugh, The first one Andrew answers in roughly the same way: the 

iigyptians had sensed that the Israelites had departed because of the

2, Po. 50b,c (l06b); cf. Appendix I.
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noise they had made. Ihe second problem, however, is solved quite

differently by xindrew. How can one expect, he says, that a people 

who had not been moved by so many preceding miracles, would suddenly 

have been struck by this one, so that they would stop their pursuit, 

especially as they saw some of their own men safely entering the sea. 

Or perhaps, he suggests in a delightful anachronism, they had heard from 

the histories of the .Ancients that Alexander the Croat and his soldiers 

had found the i^amphylian Sea divided when they were pursuiiig Darius, 

and that therefore they were not so shocked when they saw a similar 

thing happen again. J Andrew completely misunderstands Josephus here, 

it seems, for the latter had only referred to .nlexander the Great in

this context in order to point out that a similar thing had indeed

2happened not so long ago. On the other hand, the fact that Andrew so

frequently consulted Josephus, the major source of historical information 

on the Old Testament available to him, shows his great concern about 

historical accuracy,

The giving of the Decalogue and other legal precepts (Ex.xx-xxiv) 

are dealt with in the usual straightforward manner. i?'or example on 

&x.xxiii.13, • • • • P £,r noiaen ex t e r i lorum de orum . x-Jidrew conments:

'Won vult ut iurent per nomen externorum deorum, ne 
frequenti iuramento inducantur &&'. cultura eorum. 
Per nomen suum iurare permittit, non quod bonum sit 
iurare, sed sciebat homines pronos ad iuraridum ease. 
Sic et hostias non apprbbat -Pens, mavult tamen 
sacrificare sibi quern idol is. Non audietur ex ore 
vestro. Non vult ut frequenti nominations deorum 
alienorum recordentur eorum 1 . -5

1. Cf. Hugh: * uaeritur si non videbant eos praecedentes propter nubem 
interpositam, quomodo sequi potueruntv Aut si videbant miraculum maris, 
quoraodo ausi sunt eos persecui? £d quod respondetur, quod non poterant 
eos videre perfecte, et tamen quiciobire cos sentiebant, per aliam viam 
pedetentim eos sequebantur nescientes se vel illos inare incredi*. 
Notulae . c.8 (P.i-. 175, 65b,G).

2. An ti quit a tea, ii.16,5 (ed. i^latt, p. 216).

3. Fo. ^9a (I08c).
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:*:&.. He derived the first part of this interpretation from the Gloss; 

the second part is typical of Andrew* The same attitude is reflected 

in his explanation of the beginning of the Decalogue, Efeo sum Dominus 

qui eduxi te;

'Hoc non est unura aliquod de preceptis, sed dicit cuius 
precepta sunt. Maxim enim Dei beneficium coranemorat, 
ut eius legem et mandata libentius amplectentur'.^

Andrew does not comment much on how the Law affected the lives of 

the Israelites in Moses 1 <3a^,', although he io interested in the religious

practices and festivals of the Jews, and occasionally takes trouble to
2 find out which precepts they still keep. His rain sources for the

interpretation of this section, however, were :,ugustine's yuaestiones 

and Hugh's Notulae « as con be seen from Table I.

The above examples may suffice to form some idea of Andrew's 

manner of interpretation.

C) Andrew on the Tabernacle,

The section on the Tabernacle covers the chapters xxv to xl of the
4 book of xodus. In chapter xxv the Lord makes a request for an

offering and orders the people of Israel to build him a sanctuary. The 

description of the labernacie itself begins in chapter xxvi, followed by 

instructions concerning the two different altars, garments for the 

priests^ and so on. In chapter xxv, which deals with the ark and the

1« Fo. 56b (I0?d). Cf, Andrew's prologue to the cctateuch, where we 
find the same theme "(above p. 14)« Also in the prologue to Isaiah 
Andrew sees this alternation of pleasant and less pleasant or difficult 
things.
2. Of. the section on Je?/ish interpretation.
3. Some of Andrew's references to Jewish interpretations have been 
included here in order not to interrupt the continuity of his comments.
4. Fo. 60c-68d
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tftfrle of shevforead, we find that Andrew mainly elucidates certain words 

and expressions, or coiuiaents on items which could easily cause confusion. 

For instance on juc.xxv.6, Oleum ad luminaria concinnanda. he remarks:

'Concimianda: conuponenda. Nam cinnus genus est potionis . 
ex diver sis inixturis. Hincconcinno, id est compono dicitur'.

On the height of the table (ijc.xxv.23) he observes:

*ht in altitudine cubitu^ ac semis. Non tanta fult 
spissitudo mense; truncus enim non mens^ esset, sed 
ab imo pedis ubi terre iungebatur in hanc altitudinem 
se extollebat' .

Andrew may have heard this interpretation from a Jew, since Kashi 

had explained in the same way* On the various dishes of the table of 

shewbread he consulted both Isidore and the Jews: ^x.xxv.29, Parabis 

««.ac phialaa. he notes:

'Vasa quedam vitrea^ Phiala enim quasi/hyala dicitur. 
Hyalum vero vitrum est. Hec v^sa capa£ia sunt, ut 
aiunt, in iino stricta, in superioribus xata. Hebrei 
hec vasa scutellas appellant 1 ,^-

5The first part of his explanation is derived from Isidore, the

latter apparently from the Jews, though 1 have not been able to trace 

iSmdrew's description. He also borrowed from the Notulae. for instance

on ..-x.xxv.25, t.t ipsi labio coronaca interrasilem., . *

'Interrasilem dicit coronam quia artificiose sculpta 
erat 1 .&

On most points, however, he gave his own view. 

For the description of the actual Tabernuclt; in MX.xxvi ^oidrew 

consulted the traditional sources, among whom 5ede, of course, took &

1. i'o. 60d (I09a).

2. Fo. 60d (I09a).

3. Rashi ad loc (ed. Silbermann, i.136).

4. Fo. 6la,b (lOi^d).

5. istymolopiae . xx.5 (ed. Lindsay, xx.i?,l).

6. Fo. 6la (109^); cf. Notul ,.e, c.b (i%L.175, 70^) ' Huod dicitur 
interrasilem, sic es!~"intellif endum , quod artificiose erat sculpta... 1 .
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first place* Tn&ct, as we have seen already, he begins his interpretation 

by copying Bede on the general structure of the Tabernacle, the saga and 

the cortlaae» and only then proceeds with his own comments. He 

supplemented his sources with some more infoncation from Josephus than 

Bede had already of f eredj and with an occasional reference to the Hebrew 

text or interpretations of contemporary Jews. In spite of these 

borrowings from others, one of the most reaiarkable features of ^Jidrew's 

explanation of this chapter is his independence and originality. This 

is emphasized by the critical use he makes of the existing sources* ince 

many of his comments are necessarily of a highly technical character and 

therefore not relevant to us, for instance about the exact way of placing 

the different layers of curtains over the wooden structure of the 

Tabernacle or the joining of the boards, we shall not discuss them here. 

In the regaining chapters, for no apparent reason, he draws heavily 

on Hugh. In ijc.xxvii he follows the ;jjtuiae in the description of the

various implements to go with the altar of burnt offerings (vs.3) and of
2the craticula . the grating network, of brass (vss. 4 and 5), Hugh had

compared these verses with the Hebrew and had pointed out the discrepancies 

between the Hebrew and the Vulgate rendering of the text. Ke had also 

quoted the opinion of others on the subject: someone (quideaa) who claimed 

that the altar did not have a covering on top nor a base, but consisted 

of walls only, which used to be fillet with earth, according to jc.xx.24., 

An altar ol' earth tnou uh^It raakt, unto oe; offerings were burnt on top 

of this altar. Since ashi had commented in roughly the same way on 

I<x,xxvii,8, Hollow with boards shalt thou make it. Hugh may have had this 

explanation in mind. The othtr opinion he quotes coincides more or

1. De Tabernaculo. ii.1-3 (P.I-. 91, 4240-433/0. Cf. above, p.53.

2. Hugh, Notulae, c.8 (P.l..17i>, 70D-71U).

3. Hashi ad loc. (ed. ^ilbennann, i. 14o*b-149).
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less with Bede. According to those who explain in this way, the 

craticula is placed in the middle of the altar on top of \vhich (sc. the 

craticula) offerings are placed to be burnt, that is to say, they are 

burnt inside the altar itself. If asked how the wooden walls of the 

altar did not C' tch fire, bein£ BO near the flames which consumed the 

sacrifices, they answered that the walls ol the altar* were made of an 

uninflammable wood; an opinion of which Hu^h is highly suspicious.

All this is dutifully quoted by ^indrew; since it, apparently did 

not satisfy hini he discussed the passage a/rain with the Jews, making the 

following conment as a result:

'ludei ubicumque nos aram dicimus, dicunt aream. .uod 
nos ereum vel aureum altare propter laminas asse; ibus 
affixas dicimus, illi parietes aree appellant; hos 
parietes in quadrum dispositos terra us iue ad suinmur. 
repleri solere dicunt. In summo ^lebarum parietibus 
supradictis inclusarum ligna poni, ^uibus sacrificia 
superponebantur. Graticulam vero utriuscue altaris 
sive auream sive eneam dicunt esse opus quoddani 
undicue foraminibus plenum, cuod ad similitudinem 
earum que in eoclesiis sunt, rias appellant. Hec 
ab imo altaris ubi terre iun^ebatur us.ue ad medium 
eius pertin^ebant. Mabebant iste rie per quatuor 
angulos in superiore sui parte circulos quatuor. 
Anuli isti positi erant subter arula.. altaris. 
vuod nos dicimus arulam, ludei dicunt aratiuncu"'am 
vel sulcum quendam fuisse in medio parietura altaris, 
usque ad quem locum rie altaris attinfrebant. Huic 
sulco anuli craticule supponeb&jitur, quia usque illuc 
attingebant. His anulis inductis vectibus craticula 
et altaris parietes simul portabawtur'.

T o begin with^ the remark th^t where the V'jlgate has aram. the Hebrew 

text reads aream. where the Vulf ate has ereum or auream altare. the 

Hebrew text has parietes aree. Area, of course, means open space, open 

field, but in medieval i.atin it can also mean fire place. If we look 

up the Hebrew, however, we find that in all the cases where the Vulgate 

renders either aram (e.g. jc.xxxiv.13, Beut. vii.5, xii.3) or altare. 

•whether made of copper or of gold (e.g. Ja.x3ocviii.30, xxxix.39, xl.5),

1. De Tabernaculo, ii.12 (l.L. 91,

2. ?o. 650
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the Hebrew uaea one word only, namely n -3 f to >;hich is the normal word 

for altar. This means that there is no textual evidence for Andrew's 

comnent. V»e know, on the other hand, that Bashi in his description of 

the altar refers to lijc.xx.2/f. In fact he identifies the altar mentioned 

there with the one in this chapters

'For the altar of earth there spoken of is identical 
with the altar of copper described here and it was 
called an altar of earth, because they used to fill 
the hollow space within it (within its coppered walls) 
with «arth at every place where they caaiped in the 
wilderness 1 . 1

It seems very likely that Andrew was told of this interpretation 

which described the altar as having four walls filled up vdth earth , and 

concluded that the Hebrew mist use an altogether different expression

from the i-atin, namely parietes aree. This would correspond exactly

2 with Pashi's description. Here we have clearly a case where ndrew

mistakes an explanation of a Jewish commentator for the actual wording 

of the Hebrew text. He frequently makes this mistake as we shall see 

in the next section.

The remark about the craticula has already been discussed. His 

next observation concerning the arula is more interesting and scans 

again to be influenced by Rashi, who explains the word 3 

of the Hebrew text as:

'A surround; anything which encompasses an object 
all the way round is called 3 0*7 5 ....This is 
similar to the practice of making rounded grooves 
in the boards that form the sides of chests and 
wooden chairs. For the altar too he iuade a 
hollowing round about....It also served to mark 
the Loiddle of its height....'^

1. Rashi ad loc. (ed. Lilbermann, i.140b>.

2. The wording- of ^.ndrew's comments suggests th^t he is referring to a 
Jewish source, rather than to Hugh's explanation (of. p. 68 above).

3. Above, p.60 •

4. Raahi ud loc. (ed. Silbermanr., i.U8a,b).
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It is indeed possible, on r rounds of this interpretation, to refer 

to the arula as a furrow, breaking up the altar in two halves, as Andrew 

does* But here again^he takes an explanation of a Hebrew word for the 

word used in the text itself.

; In chapter xxviii he quotes first 13ede on the garments of the high

1 2priest and then Hugh. In fact Andrew on iix.xxviii.14 to 3x.xxxiii.20

is a literal quotation from the Notulae (wMch end here), -without any 

addition of his own. Hugh repeatedly referred to the Hebrew text or 

Jewish expositions in these passages; -^ndrew copied than, apparently 

without checking, as can be gathered from the following example: 

loc.xxviii.36, 'acies et laminam de auro purissimo in qua sculpes 'sanctum 

Domino * . Hugh had commented and Andrew borrowed:

•Has duas scilicet dictiones pro eo quod nos habeinus 
sanctum Domino in Hebreo habetur anoth adonay. Hoc 
autem nomen adonay scilicet quatuor litteris scribitur: 
he, ioth, heth, vau, quod interpretatur "iste priricipium 
passionis vite" et ineffabile

The Hebrew, however, reads Til TVc (U "lift of which the Vulgate textT -2 v 1
gave a correct translation with its 'sanctum Domino* .**"

; 
From Ex.xxxiii.20 onwards Andrew gives a short interpretation of

some selected passages. As much of the Bible text is a repetition of 

the preceding chapters he could afford to be short and we do not find 

anything very new in his comments.

a. 0.. avoth.

1. De Tabernaculo. «c%. * C P. ̂ -Cfl,

2. Hugh, Notulae. c.8 (P.L.175, 71D-72A).

3. Po. 66d (11Gb); cf. Notulae, c.8 (P.I. 175, 72B).

4« The origin of Hugh's remark is not known. M. somewhat longer version 
can be found in the Gloss ad loc.
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D) Andrew's consultation with the Jews*

In the course of his exposition of 'jcodus Andrew refers about 80 

times to the Hebrew language or to a Jewish interpretation. These 

remarks can be classified in the following categories (of. Table II)j 

I Notes on the Hebrew or Jewish explanations borrowed from other

Christian commentators. 

H Linguistic remarks*

III nxegetioal comments.

IV References to Jewish customs.

Sixteen observations were found to belong to the first group, of 

which 11 -were taken from Hugh's Notulae, The linguistic annotations 

had to be divided into purely linguistic ones, which numbered 24 and half 

linguistic, half exegetical comments of which there were 9. Nineteen 

further notes were found on exegetical matter and G references to 

Jewish customs. We shall now discuss Andrew's comments in this order*

Because of their secondary character only a. few examples of the 

first category will be examined. The first one is ;^x.i.11, 

Aedificaverunt urbes tabernaculorum; 

Rughi Andrew:

'In Hebraeo, ubi nos habemus 'Secundum Hebreos vel pauperum,
tabernaculorum, est quidam senoo, scilicet ut que prius debiles et
qui transpositione puncti modo ad pauperum mansiones erant, operatione
dextram modo ad sinistram, vel Hebreorum facte aunt fortiores t vel
sonat in voce miscenoth, et positionum, id est ita fortes ut
significat pauperum; vel sonat thesauri regis ibi reponerentur in

1. Apart from the acknowledged sources I have used for the investigation
of Andrew's Jewish material in this chapter The ^oncino Chumash. ed.
A. Cohen (London, 1947) and many helpful comments of j-.r. H. Soloveitchik.
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misoenoth et significat custodia pro firmitate loci, sive
positionum: et secundum hoc, ante fuerint ibi urbes, sive non.
quod prior vox subinnuit, urbes Vel urbee tabernaculorum, id est
paumperum aedificatas castrorum,/ita scilicet firme et
intelligitur: urbes prius munite sunt ut castre/. 2
debiles, et paumperum mansiones
operatione Hebraeorura fortiores
effectas. Secundum hoc autem,
quod miscenoth significat
positionum, intelligitur ita
fortes urbes compoaitas quod
thesauri regie reponertsntur ibi
in custodia pro firmitudine
loci, sive ante fuerint ibi
urbes, sive non*. 1

It is interesting to note that Andrew does not mention in his 

interpretation Hugh's assumption that the verse could be explained in 

different ways depending on the writing of the word roisoenoth. Vftsether 

he emitted it because he realised his master's mistake is uncertain.

Andrew's explanation of £x«iii.2 was well known among Christian 

commentatorsi

*Pe medio rubi. In rubo ideo Dominum aiunt Hebrei 
apparuisse Hoysi, ne possent inde aibi idolum 
sculpere ludei; semper enira Deus idolatrie 
occasionem recidit'.4

5 
We find it for instance in Isidore's yuaegtiones in Vetus Tegtanienturn.

1. Nptulae, c.8 (P.I. 175, 61C).

2. Fo. 41a fb (I02d).

3. Hugh seems to assume that miscenoth is written J>^^3<j?fa, in 
which case the <)/ could indeed be read &B \j> or Vi; . However, the Hebrew 
word is written Jl *V a O ̂  ̂ and all the traditional and later Jewish 
sources interpret it as*'store cities', for example the Xargum, Rashi, 
Rashbam, Ibn Ksra and Bekor Shor. On the other hand, the Hebrew has a 
word *1 D O f* meaning 'poor', 'miserable'. 'ihus if Hugh had asked his 
Jewish teachers the meaning of the word miscenoth without referring to 
its context, it is possible that they gave him both meanings; hence his 
explanation* In a medieval Jewish commentary, printed at livorno in 
1783 under the name "& '?!?.? ^iJ.l ^ P , -OV3 ^ $ to is interpreted 
as derived from *|Oc> 1^ -poor,' which points to a poor understanding of the 
Hebrew.

4. Fo. Mo (I02d).

$• Quaestiones in Vetus Tcstamentum. ii.7 (P.U 183, 290A).



in Rabanus Maurus Commentaria in Exodum and in the Gloss, Ginzberg in

his 'Die Haggada bei den Kirchenvatern' has pointed out that Theodoretus

2 and Ephraem Syrus already knew of this interpretation.

On Ex.iii.22 Andrew quotes Hugh where the latter refers to an 

interpretation similar to Rashbam's explanation of the text:

'Postulabit mulier. Dicunt Hebrei quod tantam 
gratiam dederit eis in conspectu Jigyptiorum, ut dono 
postularent eorum vasa et ipsi donarent. Sed 
credibilius est mutuo accepta asportasse, sed , 
efccusantur quia imperio Dominia hoc fecerunt 1 .

Andrew includes Hugh's criticism of the Jewish interpretation. 

However, by adding that the Jews were absolved from giving back what 

they had borrowed because they acted by order of the Lord, he defends 

them against the charge of deceitful borrowing. Exactly the same had 

been the object of Rashbam who remarked that this, namely that the

Jews received silver from the Egyptians as an unconditional gift, was

5'its real meaning and a refutation of the Christians'.

On Ex.xii.12 he follows the Gloss in an explanation which goes back 

to the Me kilt a and was used again by Rashi and Ibn Ezra:

—————————————— a. P.om.Domini.

1. Commentaria in Exodum, i.5 (P.L.108, 20A).

2. L. Ginzberg, 'Die Haggada bei den Kirchenvatern, ii : Exodus 1 (in 
Livre d'Hommage a la Memoire du Dr. S. Poznanski. Warsaw, 192?), p. 202.

3. Notulae. c.8 (P.L.175, 62 B,C).: 'Tradunt Hebraei quod tantam gratiam 
habuerint a Domino filii Israel coram Aegyptiis, ut dono postularent eorum 
vasa, et ipsi darent. Nostri vero expositores dicunt verisimilius, mutuo 
accepisse 1 . Although the Notulae are now dated before 1125 and Rashbam's 
dates are c.1085-c.1174, acquaintance of Hugh's Hebrei with Rashbam's 
commentary on the Pentateuch is still feasible. Another possibility is 
that Hugh's rabbis drew on oral teaching of Hashbam and his circle.

4. Fo. 42a (I03a).

5. Cf. Study, p. 105.

6. Mekilta. tract. Pisfca^vii.50 (ed. lauterbach, i. 55).
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•*' *Kt in cunctis diis /^ypti faciam iudicia. Ultionem
faciam in deos ^gypti. Ferunt Hebrei quod omnia/idola 
tgypti confracta aunt in nocte ilia et terapla, vel 
motu terre, vel fluminis Nili inundation© 1 . 1

Since Andrew and the Gloss both give the same abbreviated version 

of the Jewish tradition, we can assume that Andrew took his information 

from the ''loss, rather than from a Jewish source* An interesting point 

is that Bekor Shor explains this verse of the mifhty ones of Bgypt ivho

were destroyed th^t night, not the idols, thus rationalizing the
2incident.

IJ

The main point of consideration as far as the linguistic i-emarks are 

concerned is whether or not they lead to any conclusions about the extent 

of Andrew's knowledge of Hebrew* We shall therefore study the examples 

of this group with this question in mind* At the same time we shall 

again be able to notice the remarkable decree of coincidence between 

Andrew* s interests and those of the French Jewish biblical schools.

Our first linguistic comment occurs on iac.iv.3* Dixitque 'Jominuo 

proiioe illam (sc. virgam) in terrain. Proiecit et versa eat in colubrum* 

Andrew comments;

*Versa est. Vel ad virgarr respicitur, vel ad serpentem. 
In hebreo relatio sit ad colubrum1 .^

The Hebrew renders v»;ni C. '71**) ~biiCl *t became a serpent* Sincer T : • •' -
•

the form of the verb is the one used for the third person masculine. "Tl *^• : «.
does indeed refer only to <J D H the serpent, this word being masculine

T T

1. Fo. 47c,d (I05o).

2. The latest edition of ^bekor Shor's coimtentary on the ientateuch is: 
Sepher liabbenu Joseph Bekor ^hort perush *al ha*Torah* ed. J.J. God, 3 vols 
freru^Lem, 1956-1960;.

3. This last remark applies equally to the two remaining categories,

4. Fo. 42a (103*).
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and Tl (s> to -rod being feminine, Thia ir**aas that Andrew is right here*
» • •»•

However, because he does not explain why this is the case in the Hebrew, 

he leaves open the possibility that he is simply recording information 

without fully understanding all its implications.

, Tulit illico bephora ecutissimam petram, Andrew explains:

*Tulit illioo bephora cultrum vel ferrum 
Verbum Hebraicum pro quo nos in hoc loco et in Io& te 
petram habemus, aciem proprie significat et prout 
verba resonant hie sensus eat: Tulit Sephora 
acutiasimam aciem etc* Unde et ipsi non petrinis 
cultris, ut quidam put ant, sed acutissixois novaculis 
suos circuoaciaunt ' . 2

The explanation is somewhat inaccurate* First of all, the 'at in 

text of Joshua does not use the word petra, but cultri lapiflei; fcjp 

tewpore Dojninus ait ad losue* fac tibi cultros lapideoe et circumcido 

seoundo filios Israel • Lecondly, the Hebrew he refers to renders both 

in .ocodus and Joshua. *-\"7 > , which means flint or flint knife, while it 

does not use the adjective acutissimam in the xodus text. However, 

Rashbam ad loo* had interpreted ̂  > as a sharp instrument, which may

explain the retoark of Andrew, who mistakes here again an interpretation 

for a translation of a Hebrew word.'' Finally his reference to the 

instrument of circumcision, which oan be best discussed here. There 

is no specific Jewish source stating that circumcision is valid only if 

performed with a knife* In fact iv&imonides (d.l2QJt) remarked in his 

Mlfihneh Toraht

•The circumcision may be performed with any instrument 
made of flint, ^ lass or other material which cuts*... 
The best method of fulfilling the precept is to use an 
iron instrument, such as a knife or shears* The 
universal custom in Israel is to use a

1. Josh, v.2.

2. PQ. 43b (I03b,c).

3. Bekor Shor also explained in this way*

4. Mishneh Torah: The I5ook of Adoration, transl, M. Hyamson (Jerusalem, 
1962), p. I63b.
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From this we may assume that knives were most generally used for 

circumcision. That there was some discussion on the subject, which, of 

course, intrigued many Christians, laymen and theologians alike, can 

also be gathered, for example, from Peter Comestor's explanation of the 

same tex% apart from the reference to the unidentified quidam.

hx.iv,26, .t dimisit eum postquam dixerat; aponsus sanguinum. ob 

circuacisionem. Andrew conments:

1Angelus Hoy sen* In llebreo relaxavit eum, id eat 
cessavit ab eo, Moyse scilicet^ angelus qui prius 
tamquam occidere volena artabat eum, Nostri 
diount quod Sephora dimisit Moysen, oommota 
propter circumcisionem et cum filiis ad patrem 
reddit, undo postea cum eisdem et patre in 
deserto ei occurrunt.^ Sed verbum Hebraicum 
non potest nisi masculine convenire. 
Distingunt enim apud eos verba genera eorum de 
quibus dicuntur, sicut apud nos in Homana per 
articulos, non in Latina lingua. Pro eo quod 
nos habemus postquam dixerat sponsus etc, in 
Hebreo habet:Et dixit Sephora, scilicet'et'est 
principium versus 1 .3

Andrew is right here in that he says that the Hebrew has relaxavit 

eum. rather than dimisit gum, for the verb D 2^*1 means indeed: 'to relax^ 

'to sink down*, 'to drop fromj rather than 'to send away*. Of more 

importance is his remark that the form of the verb, °) ^"*} , can be
•

used for a masculine subject only and that he explained why this is so, 

This, I think, hints at a basic knowledge of Hebrew, for even if he is

1. Tulit illico Sephora etc. '....i-t nine volunt quidam, morem 
circumcidendi petrinie cultellis habuisse principium, vel a Joeue in 
Galgalis* Temen ubi nos habecaus "petram" , Hebraeus habet M aciemM , et 
dicit " '.._ acutissimam aciem novaculam11 . Unde et Judaei novaculis 
circumcidunt. i-abulantur quidam Hebraei, usque ad David circumcisionem 
factam per petram. Sed quia in dejiciendo Goliam ferrum loricae et 
galeae cessit lapidi jacto, quasi dans ei locum, deinceps cessit lapis 
ferro in circumcisione ' • Historia Scholastica. Liber i-.-xodi. c.10 
(P.L. 198,

2. Cf. Augustinus, ^aestiones Ex.12 (C.C.S.L. 33, i>,74, 1.163) and 
P. Maurus, Comnentaria in i^odum. i.8 (P. 1.108, 27D).

3. Fo. 43c (I03c).
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reporting here what he heard from his Jewish instructors, the explanation 

v»ould not have made much sense had he known no Hebrew at all. -he 

oonparison vdth the i» 'reach language made it easier for his readers to 

understand his comment. Also his note on the different division of 

the sentences in the Latin and the Hebrew text is correct; it should be 

re««ribered that a concern about the correct division and construction of 

the biblical text \vas topical of the Jewish French schools of exegesis.

£jc«vi.12,. <t «praesertim cum sim incircuincisus labiis. Andrew explains:

'....vel regius eius fastus non p, rait tat me proprius 
acoedere, ut obstrusis, quod in Kebreo est, labiis 
loouentem audire possit 1 , 1

In this case his reference to the Hebrew is in fact an interpretation
r-i

of Rashi, who had explained: 'I have an obstruction as regards ray lips'.

The Hebrew has -Q ' j) ^ (J L «-j c/ -of uncircuacised lips. That
• T T : - *'

Fharao's pride would not allow clones znd Aaron to cone near him was 

already suggested by Augustine.

Kx.xii.51 .... ,eduxit ixaninup filios Israel de terra r:.g:;pti per 

turmas suas. Andrew comnents:

• 'Id est per excercitus suos. Ubicum^ue nos habemus in 
veteri testamento tunnam, qui sunt triginta rrd 
illi habent

Hebrew has i^ 3 Jr , 'an organised gathering 1 , j.d est: warfare. 

host, fighting men, v/hich could correctly be translated into Latin by 

excercitus.

Kx.xiv.7» The Vulgate renders, Tulitrue sexcentos currus elector.
' *j 

ouicquid in egypto curruum fuit. ^idrew has:

1. Fo. Uc (103d).
2. Rashi ad loc (ed. . ilbermann, i.26).

3. guoagtiones jc.16 (C.C.S.L.33, p.?!?, 1.204).

4. Po.t8d-49a (l(£d).
Aooordin; to the :*nedictint edition of the Vulgate (Rome 192^ t p. 149) 

* Ma -•one MbS ( SP* and Jl Ma ) read U-ecentos.
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'Trecentos. In Hebreo sexcentos. Forsitan trecenti 
currus electi erant et preter illos alii trecenti qui 
comprehenduntur in eo quod clicitur c[uicquid in Egypto 
curruum fuit'. 1

The Hebrew has indeed J) ^/j'tVUJ (if -600. The same number of 

chariots is mentioned by Josephus, but from the way .Andrew puts it: 

600 in the Hebrew, it seems more likely that he got his information

directly from a Jew, all the more so since Josephus does not explicitly

2 refer to the biblical, text.

Ex.xiv.13, ....quos nunc videtis;

'In Hebreo planius: ut nunc videtis, vivos scilicet 
et persequentes* Possumus et nostram litteram ad 
eundem sensum exponere: quos, id est quales nunc 
videtis, vivos scilicet et persecutores'.-'

The Hebrew has -77 jp) 'ty ̂  ^W/r '3 • It is certainly possible to
• • . • ***»• •• * • •

•

take *^W /V ^ as *-)U)/V^ ^"- for as, for like; Andrew's quales.v -: • v •. • ——— 
This, in-fact, is the simplest way of interpreting the verse, though the

construction is unusual. Andrew noticed correctly that the Hebrew does 

not use a relative pronoun; that he was able to change the Latin text 

in accordance with the Hebrew version shows a good understanding of the 

difficulty.

Ex.xv.13> Dux fuisti in misericordia tua populo quern redemisti. 

Andrew:

*C>uem redemisti. De manu eorum qid/e°s tamquam empticios 
servos possidebant. In Hebreo, ut aiunt, habet emisti, 
id est caros habuisti. Non enim emimus nisi quod 
desideramus habere et carum reputamus'.^-

Andrew's remark that the Hebrew uses here a verb meaning 'to buy1 

is wrong, since the word ^ .M is employed in the Hebrew text, which

1. Po. 49d (I06a).
2. Antiquitates.II> 13.3 (ed. Blatt, p.213).
3. Fo. 50a (I06a).
4. Fo. 31d-3& (I06c).



80,

has exactly the same meaning as the Latin redirno. However, a comparison 

•with his interpretation of verse 16 makes his mistake understandable:

Lx.xv.16, .... donee pertranseat populus tuus c^uein possedisti. 

Andrew comments:

* ,.uem possedisti, ... .In Hebreo comparasti vel emisti. 
In quo notatur quod caros et pretiosos eos habebat. 
Ideo aliquid eminius, quia illud araamus et ha/~bere 
volumus. ' '

In this verse the Hebrew uses the verb "P 3 *P - to buy, of which 

Rashi says:

'The verb H U fi denotes here »to hold dear* ( JJ n ), 
like an article purchased at a high price and which isp 
therefore held in affection by the man who bought it. '

This time Andrew's reference to the Hebrew is correct, while from 

Rashi 's interpretation he learned that for the Jews the verb Ho buy* can 

have the connotation of *to hold dear*. The most likely explanation 

of his wrong interpretation of verse 13 , therefore, is that the Latin verb 

redimo reminded him of emo and that, since in both cases the text could 

be explained very well of the people of Israel held dear by the Lord, he 

assumed that the Hebrew used the same verb in both texts. This also 

means that he apparently did not check the Hebrew text himself .

ix.xv.l3> Et port as ti in fortitudine tua. Andrew:

*Kt portasti. Sicut nutrix parvulum ad pectus suum , 
astringens portare solet. In Hebreo habet eduxisti. 1

We find indeed that the Hebrew has here JftC* H 1 from the verbC.il "3
T • - •• '

- to lead with care. It may besides be noted that Rashi explicitly 

rejects the translation of Targum Qnkelos, where the word, was 

interpreted in the sense of 'bearing*, Carrying1.

1. Po. 52 a,b (I06c).

2. Rashi ad loc. (ed. ^ilbermann, i.?0).

3. Fo. 51d (I06c).

4. Rashi ad loc. (ed. oilbermann, i.?8).
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Ex.xv.14, Dolores obtinuerunt habitatores. . .. Andrew remarks:
•| 

'Dolores, sive ut in Hebreo habet timores'.

: " He is v,rong here. The Hebrew has ^'H labour pains, vMch is 

much better translated by dolores, being soinetiries used for the pangs 

of childbirth, than by timores.

Kx»xx«3 Non habebis deos alienos corqm me. Andrew corarents:

'In Hebreo in multis locis ubi nos haberaus coram, 
habet contra. Sensus est: Non habeas idola et 
imagines deorum qui sunt alien! a me....ldioma 
est Hebree lingue futurum indicativi pro 
presenti imperativi ponere'.

As regards his first remark, the Hebrew has / -literally:
T T ..

before my face, v/hich is translated much better by coram than by
• 

contra. His second annotation is slirhtly more complicated. Although

it is true that the Hebrew imperfect, which has the meaning of a future 

tense, can be used as an imperative, especially to express a prohibition, 

in this particular case the wording of the Hebrew text differs from 

the Latin and read^ translated literally, 'there shall not be for you 

other gods before me 1 . That is to say Andrew's remark does not apply 

to the text under consideration, though it would apply to many other 

texts of the Decalogue.

Ex.xxiii.19 Non coques hedum in lacte matris sue. Andrew:

'Verbum Hebraicum pro quo nos hedum sive agnum 
habemus, magis separatum significat 1 ,^-

1. Po. 51d (I06c).

2. Po.

3. Andrew makes the sane remark in his interpretation of Is.i.12, 
quoting as an example oc.xx.13, non occides, which is correct. See 
below pp. 132-34.

. Po. 59a (I08c).
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Under influence of Menachem's two letter root theory, predominant 

in Prance in the twelfth century, it is quite feasible that some 

interpreters would explain ' "1 ^ -kid of a goat as derived from ~l""l 3 

-to cut, and interpret the word generally as 'youngling*, 'offspring1.

On Ex.xxv.4 Andrew remarks:

'Coccurnque bis tinctum. Lanam bis coccineo colore tinctam, 
ut multum rubea sit. In Hebreo taraen non habet big 
tine turn 1 .

He is right here, for the Hebrew has ' "^ ( J> Ll L
• T L -

-a crimson cloth dyed vdth scarlet. Pashbam explained the words as

•wool (<-|S?J7 ) coloured red with the dye ( ' 1 W )•. It is

striking that Andrew hardly ever tries to explain why the Latin version

is different from the Hebrew, which would have been easy in this case

since the Latin text seems to -e a description of the Hebrew pleonasm,

a crimson cloth dyed with scarlet. This again suggests that he V

reported what he discussed with his Jewish teachers, rather than that

he compared the text systematically and fully under-stood the_

discrepancies*

rx.xxv.34, In ipso autem candelabro erunt quattuor scyphi in nucis 

modum. Andrew:

*•••• et quedam in modo nucis formata, quos scyphos 
Scriptura appellat. Sed Hebreum non sonat scyphos 
istos in modum nucis esse i'actos, sod potius, ut 
ita dicam, nigellatos. Opera que ex argento fiunt 
nigellari solent, aurum vero opus nigellatum me 
vidisse non recolo'.^

Andrew follows here Rashi's interpretation. The Hebrew hasl] '~i ^ d/
•' 1 • 

-shaped like flowers of almonds. Rashi, however, comments:

1 . Of. above p. 23 •

2. Po. 60c (I09a).

3. fo. 6lb (I09b).
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'Understand this as the Targum has it: "1 '"i ? J" r& 
-chased. They were modelled in the way 'that ' 
is done on gold and silver vessels, a kind of 
work called in French "nieller" 1 . 1

This is exactly what Andrew meant with his nigellatos. Again he 

took an interpretation for a translation, but this time he may have 

realized that he was describing rather than translating, hence his 

careful way of expression: 'ut ita dicanT. His criticism of the Jewish 

explanation is interesting in that he compares it with what he has seen 

himself in every day life.

The last example of this category to be discussed is Jixjocxv.35» 

Atribos erudivit sapientia, ut faciant opera abietarii... Andrew comments:

'Abietarii. Hebraicum verbum quod in hoc loco est 
signifioat magisterii vel

• _

This remark is correct. The Hebrew uses the word Vi/ *"") fl which
T T

means craftsman or artisan.

Evaluating Andrew's references to the Hebrew language one comes to 

the conclusion that most of his annotations can be explained best as 

portraying 'second hand 1 knowledge. we have noticed that he frequently 

took interpretations to be literal translations of the Hebrew and that 

he occasionally made mistakes, for example on Iix.xv.13 (p.79f.)> Ex.xv.14- 

(p. 81 ) and Ex.xx.3 (?• 81 )• Q*1 "t^6 other hand he knew some of the 

general rules of the Hebrew grammar, as appears from his comments on 

]£x.iv. 26, et dimisit eum (p. 77) and also from his remark about the use 

of the imperative in lix.xx.3, although not applicable in that particular 

case.

Therefore1** are of the opinion that Andrew made himself familiar •/

with the basic rules of the Hebrew grananar and syntax and that he, most

1. Rashi ad log, (ed. Silbermann, i.137)

2. Fo. 68c
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likely, was able to follow his Jewish teachers when they referred to the 

Hebrew text, as long as they looked at it together. Without assuming 

this basic understanding of the language some of his conments would be 

difficult to account for; but it should again be stressed that hi» 

commentaries do not suggest anything more than that he was able to 

follow a word for word translation of a Hebrew text. In particular 

the fact that transliterations of Hebrew words are extremely rare in his 

works makes one wonder exactly how skilled he was at reading Hebrew, 

This impression is confirmed b v his other commentaries , where we have not 

found evidence that his command of the language had increased in any 

spectacular way. Most of his remarks on the Hebrew have essentially 

the character of reports of conversations. He wrote down what he 

remembered from his consultations , in the process of which he was not 

always able to distinguish between explanation and translation,or to 

make sense of the notes he had taken. It also happened at times that

he associated his knowledge with the wrong word, as we shall see later
2 on in this chapter. His annotations are still haphazard; all the

same^we are acutely aware of Andrew's desire to reach a more authentic 

and accurate understanding of the biblical text, and of the importance he 

ascribed to turning to the Hebrew original for the achievement of his 

purpose.

Lastly, it should be mentioned that his defective knowledge of 

Hebrew prevented him likewise from independently consulting Jewish 

commentaries. Therefore we must assume that he also gathered his

1, The only two transliterations of Hebrew words in the commentary of 
iocodus, nanety on hx.xxviii.30 and 36 (fo.66b,c (1106)) occur in 
quotations from Hugh (of. above p, 71).

2. Cf. below p. 92 ,92-94 **& 96-97.

3. Translations of Jewish coflmentaries either into Latin or into the 
vernacular did not yet exist.
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exegetical material from oral conversations with the Jews, conducted in 

the trench vernacular.

Ill

In the discussion of the third category-Jevdsh influence on the 

actual interpretation of the text-we shall also include some remarks 

which are partly linguistic, partly exegetical in character (of, above 

p. 72). As so many comments belong to this group, we have to be 

selective in the choice of examples to be examined.

On x.iii.12, ..t hoc habebis signum quod miserijn te cum eduxeris. 

Andrew remarks:

'Quidam sic exponunt: hoc habebis signum quod ego 
miserim te, scilicet quod cum -eduxeris populum de 
r-gypto, immolabis Deo super montein is turn, bed 
quomodo posset quod longe post futuruia erat esse 
signum rei qu^m nuper facturus erat, vel quarn 
certitudinem poterat ei conl'erre quod lon^-e post 
futurum erat, ut presens negotium fiducialius et 
securius susciperet? Alii dicunt sic: habebis 
signum, hoc scilicet quod miserim te, id est quod 
mitto te siVtibi signum quod educes filios 
Israelis de i^gypto. Lt hoc habebis signum quod 

te. Hie linit versus iste in Ilebreo et
est sensus: hoc scilicet quod de rubo vidisti, 
scilicet quod ardebat et non comburebatur et quod 
ego de medio rubi locutus sum tecum, habebis signum 
quod ego miserim te ad educendum populum meum de

The first part of the explanation is influenced by the Notulae.

The Quidam are most likely the same persons whose interpretation did
2not satisfy Hugh, while the alii refer to Hugh's own explanation.

Andrew's reference to the Hebrew version coincides more or less with one 

of the interpretations of this text mentioned by Rashis

. Fo. 41d-42a (l03a).

2. Notulae , c.8 (P,i.175* 62A,B): ' uomodo posset esse signum, quod 
futurum remotum erat, rei quam nuper facturus fuit? Dicimus ituuue 
haLebis si;-num. hoc scilicet, quod miserim. id est quod mitto te sit 
tibi signum quod educes filaos Israel de i-gypti: ut hoc scilicet 
cum eduxeris. sit principium alterius narrationis'.
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•And this, id est the sight which thou hast witnessed 
in the bush, shall be a sign unto thee because I have 
sent thee and I am competent to save: Just as thou 
hast seen the bush carrying out its mission I had 
laid upon it and it was net consumed, so go thou too 
on the mission I entrust to thee and thou shalt 
suffer no harm',1

Although Andrew does not give all the details of Bashi's 

interpretation, in both cases the phenomenon of the burning bush is 

understood as a sign of the divine authority behind Moses's task.

tit.iv.10, Non sum eloquens ab heri et nudius tertius et ex quo 

locutus es ad servum tuum. Andrew comnents:

\uidam dicunt Moysen propterea non esse eloquentem,
quia diu moratus fuerat in terra Madian, unde
oblitus erat aliquantulum i^gyptie lingue; Aaron
autem continue in -.-gyp to morabatur, quare datur
ipse interpres ad pharaonem. Alii sic exponunt
non sum eloquens etc» (Jui videbar prius et
sapiens et disertus, ab heri et nudius tertius
non sum eloquens et ex quo cepisti loqui servo
tuo impeditioris et tardioris lingue sum. Sed
que excusatio est ut taroquam ineloquens ad pharaontan non
wittatur, quia comparatione Dei ineloquentern se iudicat,
aut que audivit a Domino in quibus usque adeo eius apparuit
facundia. Hebreus sic exponit non sum elocuens etcy Id
est nee antequam locutus fuisti mecum fui eloquens nee
etiam post, cuin ex tui com vunicatione colloquii, si
prius etiam inelocuens fuissem, eloquentior esse deberem,
quia homo sum impeditioris et tardioris, id est impedite
et tarde lingue. bolemne est in Scripturis comparativa/
pro positivis

Andrew combines in his explanation material from several sources, 

The first interpretation is taken from the Notulae and goes in fact 

back to Pashbam. The second one comes from Origen, who was of the 

opinion that Moses during his stay in ^gypt was educated in all the 

wisdom of that country and was regarded as a man gifted with an

a. O.om.cum....deberem.

1. Rashi ad loc. (ed. Silbermann, i.12).

2. Fo.42b,c (I03a).

3. Motulae. c.8 (P.L.175, 62C).
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incomparable eloquence. It was not then after he had heard the voice 

of the Lord that he realised his own shortcomings, Andrew could have 

read this interpretation in the Gloss, The Jewish explanation, which 

suggests that Moses was not a fluent speaker by nature, goes back to 

either Rashi or Ibn iiara. The latter had argued that Moses not only 

claimed that he was slow of speech, but aleo slow of tongue, which 

points to a general disability to speak fluently and clearly, Rashi

had commented on the verse: 'I speak heavily f id est with difficulty^
-01S2- 1 2 

in French "balbus'^a stammerer)'.

Ex,iv,24, Cumque esset in itinere in diversorio occurrit ei Dominus. 

Andrew:

'....Ubi cum Xqyses reficeretur, ut aiunt, occurrit ei 
angelus, volens eum occidere. In Hebreo sic: cum 
esset in itinere, l/ioyses scilicet, in mansione ubi 
forsitan pey"noctem hospes manserat, occurrit ei 
angelus Domini, volens, ut videbatur, occidere eum, 
Moysen scilicet '.3

It was a well known Jewish tradition, ascribed to !?. Jose, that 

the angel sought to kill Moses not because he had neglected the 

circumcision of his son - for how could some one like .Voses be capable 

of such a transgression? - ybut because when he came at the inn he 

immediately concerned himself with eating and drinking, when he should
L

have circumcised his son first. It seems likely that this tradition

lie* behind ^ndrew's 'when he had eaten, as they say, the angel met him 1 , 

His reference to the Hebrew text is rather obscure as it hardly differs 

from the Vulgate rendering. The best way of explaining it is to compare

1. Horn. 3 in £x,

2. Rashi ad loc. (ed. Silbermann, i.16), slightly changed.

3. Fo. 43b (I03b).

4. Bab, Talmud, Nedarim 31b-32a (ed, ;pstein, p. 94), of. Mekilta. tract. 
Amalek. iii,117 (ed. .^uterbi.ch, ii,170), and Rashi ad loc. (ed. 
Silberaann, i.18, 19),
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Andrew's remark with Rashi 's interpretation. Rashi did not want to

read the Hebrew *!*)*£ fa % HSU 'iVl as: ^^ i* came *°i IT«- * 1 ••••«. •»»• • *

by the way in the lodging place, as was comnonly done; he proposed to 

take '?) . J as referring to looses £Jid to interpret: 'And he, scilicet 

Moses, was during the journey in the lodging place and the angel sought 

'to kill him....'. The Vulgate had already translated in this sense. 

It looks as if Andrew did not quite understand the point Rashi wanted to 

make^and that he did not realize that the latter 's interpretation was in 

agreement with the Latin version. All he gathered was that in the 

Hebrew Moses was mentioned as the subject of the sentence; hence his 

comment.

Ex.xii.42, Nox est ita observabilis Domini, quando eduxit eos de 

terra Aegypti. Andrew conments:

* ^uando eduxit . Non quod noctu egrederentur de i' 
prima/enim die axymorum egressi sunt, sed quia ea nocte 
factum est unde egredi potuerunt, primogenitorum 
scilicet interfeotio. Paulo quoque superius dictum 
est: Nullus vestrum egrediatur ostium domus sue us cue 
in mane.* transibit enim .uominus percutiens LgyptiosiT" 
causa est quare egredi debent. Mirum est ergo 
quomodo quidaro asseverant hoc ' preceptum non tune 
observatum fuisse, sed tune dictum ut postea 
observaretur, cum potius iccirco iussum est postea 
observari, quia tune observatum est. .uod autem 
Moyses et Aaron nocte ilia acciti ad regem 
introierunt, iussio regis urgebat. Vel ideo 
lorsitan dictum est quod ea nocte eduxit illos 
Dominus, quia urgentibus eos Egyptiis ut egrederentur, 
ad summo mane egrediendum ipsa nocte se preparaverunt 1 .

Andrew wants to harmonize this text, which states that the Lord 

brought the Israelites out of Egypt by night jWith the text mentioned 

earlier on, which forbade the Jews to leave their houses during that very 

night. This apparent contradiction had led some interpreters to explain

1. Ibid., p. 18 and p. 233, n.4

2. Ex.xii.22,23.

3. Fo.
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that the prohibition to leave the house did not apply to the night of 

the first Passover. He rightly disagrees with this view« Later on 

he apparently discussed the problem -with the Jews, and remarked in his 

explanation of .cjc.xiii.3 Mementote diei huius in. qua Qgressi estis;

'ifcce hie dicit quod die egressi sunt de igypto. Noluit 
Dominus latenter et taraquam furtim de hgypto noctu 
egrederentur, sed potius claro. luce, videntibus cunctis 
ii^yptiis et mortuos suos sepelientibus, ut sic pote,vtia 
eius magis innotesceret. Unde et illud quod supra 
positum est: nullus e^rediatur llmen domus sue (vs.22) 
secundum Hebreos sic accipere possumus, ut non sit 
prohibitio ad quolibet mode exeundum, sed de ,£ypto 
proficiscendum. Unde nee postea ab Hebreis taciquam 
preceptum est observation'.^

On his enquiries whether the Jews went out by day or by night Andrew

found that the Jewish interpreters stress the fact that they went out by
2 day: 'in broad day light 1 according to Rashi. On the same occasion

he may have heard from his Jewish teachers about the distinction between

fc-)J-ft nQ 2$ (Passover of gypt, and J)^')1 D 0 Zb 

(Passover of posterity), that is to say the distinction between those 

precepts unique to the Passover ni^ht in '''gypt and those perwannjtly 

binding upon the Jews. Since the prohibition to leave the house 

obviously applied only to that particular night on which the Lord set 

about killing the l^gyptians, no Jewish commentator needed consent on it 

explicitly. This means that there is no particular source for Andrew's

1. Po. 49a (103d).

2. Rashi notes in his exposition of Deut.xxxii.^8, And the lord spoke 
unto Mooes that selfsame day, that in three places in Scripture this 
expression is used in the sense of 'in the flare of full daylight', 
namely in Gen.vii.13, ix.xii.31 and Deut.xxxii.48. Concerning the 
Rxodus text he remarks that the Egyptians intended not to let the 
Israelites go if they should notice them about to do so. 'There upon 
said the Holy One...."See I will bring them forth in the middle of the 
day, and anyone who has power to prevent it, let him come and prevent 
it1", (ed. Silbermann, ii.168). Gf. also ekilta. tract. Pisha 
vii.100 (ed. Lauterbach, i.58).
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coament, but we can assume that it was mentioned to him during the 

discussion that this was one of the rules which was no longer kept. 

^r* He continues, referring to iuc.jcii.42:

'Quod autera supra dictum est, nox est ista observabilia 
Domini, vel observationis Domini sicut in Kebreo est, 
secundum eosdem Hebreos sic accipere possumus: Nox 
ista immolationis a^ni paschalis est nox observationis 
Domini, qua filios Israel ab angelo exterminator® 
observavit, tune scilicet quando eduxit filios Israel 
de terra I^gypti. Ideo hanc obseivare detent/ cam ics 
filii Israel etc*.1

The reference to the Hebrew is correct here: 77 '^fo U/' 6. 'L
• •-. • n ?.

"mrr^ ,V-i77 or D *r»ftu ' n)'n '
T Z. • •.. • T

can be translated best as: a night of watching of (or unto) the lord

Rashi had interpreted the verse:

•A night of watching unto the J ord, id est a nifht which 
the Holy One.... was watching for and looking forward to 
that he might fulfil his premise to bring them out from 
the land of

The second time the word occurs he remarks:
•-

'It is a night of protection for all the children of 
Israel. ...This night is protected and he will not 
suffer the destroyer to enter their houses '.^

Andrew's explanation reflects this last observation. 

i-jc.xv. 12, ... .devoravit eos terra. Andrew remarks :

'Devoravit hostes terra. Ita absorpti disparuerunt, 
quasi devorasset eos terra. Vel terra tamquam 
vicinum eleinentum et quo aqua ubique sustentatur 
pro aqua posuit, sicut et ibi: format is cunctis 
animantibus de humo.3 £ecundura Hebreos benef icium 
est quod dicitur devoravit eos terra. uia enim
pharao dixerat Dominus Justus est. er.o autem et 
porulus meus impii.^ Hanc veritatls confession< 
renumsrare volens i^ominus, cum naufraga eorum 
corpora ad litus delata esfcent, ne insepulta 
iaoerent, a terra fecit ea devorari',5

1. Po. 49a,b (fo. 1Q5D).

2. Rashi ad loc. (ed. oilbermann, i.62).

4. ''jc.ix.27.

5. Fo. 51o (I06o).
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was a "well known concept among Christian commentators. It was put

1 23forward by Augustine, and quoted by Eabanus Maurus and Hugh^ from

whom Andrew most likely got his information. The Jewish tradition 

which he quotes can be found in the Mekilta and in Rashi, who had

explained:

*The earth swallowed then. Prom this it may be 
gathered that they received the privilege of 
burial as a reward for having said: the Lord 
is

ioc.xv.14, Ascenderunt populi et irati sunt. Andrew ccmuents:

•In Hebreo ita: Audierunt populi. Cladein scilicet 
pharaonis et suorum audierunt populi -igypto vicini 
et timuerunt ne et ipsis propter Hebreos simile 
quid inf erret. Dolores, . . . .obtinuerunt habitatores 
Philistiim. Id est Ffcilistei audito quod gyptiis 
acciderat valde perterrite sunt. Pro eadeni quoque /• 
causa et principes xlom et ro/busti l.oab trepidaverunt* .

Andrew rightly remarks that the Hebrew has audierunt » -1 U to U/ *—————— -i . ^

Instead of ascenderunt. He did not realize, however, that the next 

verb was likewise not correctly translated in the Vulgate, since the 

Hebrew uses a form of T A *"*i , meaning, 'to be frightened, 'to tremble, 

rather than 'to be angry i On the other hand, he does include the notion 

of fear in his interpretation: et timuerunt; this means that we have 

here a case where /jidrew fails to notice that his interpretation is in 

fact a translation of a Hebrew word. Rashi refers in his explanation 

of this verse to a rabbinic tradition, based on i Chron.vii.21 , which

1. Quaestiones Ex.54 (C.C.S.L. 33, p. 94, 1.854).

2. Cocmentaria in Kxodum. il.4 (P.L. 108, ?1D), of. H.J. Pollit, art.cit. .p. —

3. Notulae. c.8 (P.J..175, 65D).

4. Mekilta, tract. Beshallah. i.12 (ed. Lauterbach, i.169).

5. Rashi ad loo, (ed. Silbermann, i.?8).

6. I-o. 51d-$2a (1060).
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has it that the Philistines had a special reason to be afraid of the 

Israelites, as the former had killed the Ephraimites when they left 

Ifcypt before the time of departure appointed by the Lord. Although 

Andrew does not mention this tradition, it may be reflected in his 

'propter Hebreos* •

Eat,xv.l6, Irruat super eos fornido et pavor. Andrew notes:

'Non orat ut super quos iam venisse dixit timorem et 
formido super eos irruat, sed ut qui in eos iam cepit 
tarn diu perseveret, donee populus pertransierit. 
Formido et pavor diver sa signif icare iion videntur 
apud nos, sed Ilebraica verba pro quibus nos hec 
habenus hanc habet distantiam, quod alterum significat - 
metum pro instanti periculo, alterum pro longe posito 1 .

The Hebrew has indeed two different words: n -O fV *V and "I PI &9 

tfe read for example in the Mekilta, ' . . . . fear upon those far away and 

dread upon those nearby'. •* Rashi also makes this distinction, referring

to Joshua ii.9,1'.. |^ ft ^ according to him is the fear of the 

nations for \vhom what they are afraid of is still far away, and 1 H ̂  

the fear of the nations for whom the danger is immediate. If Andrew 

intended to indicate by alterum. alterum 'the former1 and 'the latter 1 , 

he did not put his information in the right order. Apparently he did 

not quite remember which explanation belonged to which word when it came 

to writing it down*

Kx.xv.l8, Doininus rejgnabit in eternum et ultra, Andrew:

'Hanc litteram quidam sic exponunt quod per eternum hoc 
seculum presens accipiunt, per ultra seculum futurum. 
Vel per eternum spatium quod cum mundo incepit et cum 
mundo perseverabit; quod postee, additur ultra non 
aliquod spatium quod preter illud sit refertur, sed 
perseverantie divine dignitas demonstratur. In 
Hebreo habet in seculum et secuJ-ura, id est in omne

1. Raahi ad loc. (ed. Lilbermann, i.?8). ^f. jjjekilta. tract. oh 
ix.63 (ed. i.auterbach, ii. 71-72).

2. Jj'o. 52* (I06c).

3. kekilta. tract. Shiiaurmta. ix.97 (cd. Lauterbach, ii.74).

4. Rashi ad loo, (ed. ^ilbermann, i.78 f of. also p. 241, n.2).
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seculum. Seculum appellant spatium quinquaginta 
annorum. .De servo Hebreo dicitur: erit servus 
in secula, id est usque ad quinquagesimum annum 
iubileum scilicet**2

The first opinion referred to by Andrew is taken from Hugh's Notulae. 

His explanation was influenced by Raban >*aurus, who in turn followed

Origen. The Hebrew reads "1 4 1 "D C. Ci *j , which can be interpreted
V T 71 ' :

in various ways. Rashi for example takes it as 'in all eternity 1 , 'for

ever'. He arrives at this explanation by taking "1 4 7 as a noun
• • 

meaning 'eternity1 and interpreting the whole sentence as -H ^ te ̂  <•/ £,

5 T ' 
which could have influenced Andrew's 'in omne seculum*. Targuai Onkelos

has likewise 'in eternity of eternity'. Ibn ..zra, however, takes 

as "^ VI 'and through*, 'and more', which interpretation corresponds
•

with the *et ultra* of the Vulgate. Corning back to .Andrew's explanation, 

it seems that he after mentioning the Hebrew version of the expression
•

remembered that the Hebrew also uses the word seculum ( "Q ^ C/ ) for a
T

period of 50 years, among others in connection with the laws of slavery. 

Thus he quotes the appropriate text , and he shall serve him forever jand 

explains accordingly. In his exposition of chapter xxi he repeats thia 

interpretation: *In secula. Usque ad annum iubileum*.

We find this interpretation in many Jevdsh commentaries. Hashi for 

example explains Ljc.xxi.6 as:
_

'Until the Jubilee. Or perhaps "O^ S /) means for 
ever. However, a comparison of this tejrt with 
Lev. xxv. 10 tells us thut a period of 50 years is 
termed "Q C U *.?

1. Ex.xxi.6.

2. Fo* 52b (I06d).

3. Notulae . c.8 (P.L.175, 65D-66A).

4. St. H.J. Pollit, art.cit.. p. 28. The reference is to Origen's Horn,6 
in a*., n.13 (P.G.12, 340 ii,C).

5. Rashi ad loc. (ed. Silbermann, i.79)«

6. Fo. 57d (I08b).

7. Raahi ad loc. (ed. Silbermann, i.l08b).
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Dr. Loewe^in his article 'Jercwne's rendering of 'OLAM^ mentions 

that Targum Pseudo-Jonathan actually renders J7 S ^/ ^ here as "7

^ 3 1 * . He further states that Ibn K«ra accepts this as the correct

interpretation, while there is some discussion as to its meaning in the 

Makilta. where afain it is proved with Iev.xxv.10 that Z? <-| t/ means

As far as Andrew's reference in i^x.xv.18 to this meaning of
T

is concerned, -we have here clearly a case where he associates his 

knowledge with the wrong expression.

Kx.xv.23, At ille clamavit ad Dominum, qui ostendit ei 

Andrew comments:

'Non ita intelligendum est quod lignum aliquod ei 
ostenderit quod ipse prius non viderit, sed ostendit 
0i quid faceret ut sanarentur aque, ut lignum, 
scilicet quoddam amarum secundum Hebreos, acciperet 
et in aquas proiceret. uod cum i'actura fuisset 
sanate sunt aque. Potelrat Deus sine crani/ligfto 
aquas potabiles facere, sed ut virtus divina 
manifestius innfttesceret et mirabilior appareret, 
addita ligni ainaritudine amaris aquis, dulces eaa 
et potabiles reddidit. Josephus sentire videtur 
aquas illas amaritudinis vitium ex eo contraxisse 
quod immobiles unc in loco perseverebant iuxta 
illud: " et vitium capiunt ni moveantur aque"3 
Dicit enim Moysen sunanitatem virge quam manu 
gestebat precidisse tt in puteum iactasse, 
exhaustasque priimim aquas super terram fundare 
precepisse et ex i'ruquenti contusiorie que in imo 
putei remanserant aquaa in dulcedinem versas

The Jewish tradition of the bitterness ef the wood can be found in 

Ginaberg's le rends;

'The ways of the Holly One.,.. differ frox. the wavs of 
man: i^an turns bitter to sweet by the agency of some 
sweet stuff, but God transformed the bitter waterf-

through the bitter laurel tree 1 .-?

1. Mekilta. tract, iv.ishptitim. ii (ed. //eiss, 83b).

2. R. Loewe, 'Jerome's rendering of 'Ol/J.41 , Hebr.Un.Coll..'inn. . xxii (1949), 
278.

3. Ovid, Spistulae ex Ponto. i.5,6

4. ?o. 52c fd (I06d).

5. L» Gin«berg f Le ends, iii.39.
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Andrew apparently accepted this traditiorijf or he points out that 

the use of the bitter wood made ^od*s po^wer even more manifest, 

Josephus 1 interpretation, on the other hand, must have attracted him 

because of its rational explanation of the sweetening of the waters*

£x*xxi,32* Si aervum ancillataque invaserit. triginta siolos argenti 

dabit domino, -.-.ndrew remarks:

*Tri"Jnta siclos. Ideo dicunt triginta siclos pro servo 
dari, quia triginta geiierationes , ut arbitrantur Hebrei, 
de Chanaan quern Noe servituti addixit, exierunt, '^

Obviously the Jewish tradition Andrew refers to is based on 

Gen,ix,25, And he said. Cursed be Canaan; a servant of servants shall 

he be unto his brethren* I have not been able to trace it, however*

With this example we have come to an end of our survey of the 

influence of Jewish exegesis on Andrew, We shall now look at sor^e of 

his references to Jewish customs and discuss the results of these last 

two categories jointly,

IV 

3.** **locus enim in quo stas terra aanct*.. eat* Andrew:

* Terra sancta. Non propter aliud quam propter 
divinam presentiam, Calciamentum iubet reinovere, 
quia locus in quo stat sanctus eat. .Non &st 
consuetude ludeis ut sancta loca calciati 
ingredian tur * , 3

The first part of the interpretation, that the ground v?as made holy

4by the divine presence, goes most probably back to Hugh, As for the

reference to the Jewish practice not to wear shoes in holy places, this

1. Josephus, Antiquitatea, iii.1,2 (ed, iilatt. p. 219)*

2. l<'o. i?8b (10Gb).

3. Po. Me (I02d).

4. Notulae, c.8 (P,L. 175, 62A,B),
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prohibition can be found, according to Ginzberg, in -jcodus i^abba. ii:

'An dern Crte, wo die " Schechiiia" sich zeigt, darf man 
nicht Schuhe tragen. . . ,£benso verrichten die Priester 
nur barf uss den Tempeldienst ' .1

£x.xii»25«»««*observabitis ceremonias istas. Andrew comments:

'Ceremonie, ut dicit Ysidorus, apud Latinos dicuntur 
sacra omnia, que apud Grecos orgia vocantur. Proprie 
autem visum doctoribus est a carendo appellari 
ceremonias, quasi caremonias , eo quod eis que in 
sacris/divinis offeruntur, in suo usu carent homines. 
Alii ceremonias proprie in observationibus ludeorum 
credunt, abstinentiam scilicet quarundam escarum 
secundum veterera legem, eo quod observantes careant 
his rebus quibus se abstinuerunt. Hebrei dicunt 
Hebraicum verbum in cuius loco ceremonias habcmus, 
ilia precepta signif ioare de quibus quare precepta 
sunt ratio reddi non potest, ut est illud: non indua.ris 
ye ate ex lana linoque contexta* ,^>3

As we have seen already, Andrew took the first two explanations of

4 the word oeremonia from Isidore. His interpretation of the word

according to the Jews is interesting. The Hebrew text reads ;

' •? n n 1 2 LI n MI ,r
r -:' T •:

- and you shall keep this 7) "1 3. Cf . The word T^T 3 <f means: labour,
T -: T -;

service in general, but also service of God, cultic usage, various acts 

of worship. The explanation which Andrew gives, as that of a precept 

given without any obvious reason, is nowhere to be found in connection
• _

with T) "1 3 (./ i however, it can be found in relation to TTf^ D • It 
T J. **••

is trueyTp f| does not always mean a precept given without an obvious *"* •.

reason, as can be gathered for example from ijc.xiii.10, «..«thou shalt 

therefore keep this ordinance, but the text quoted by Andrew to illustrate

1. L. Ginaberg, 'Die Haggada bei den Kirchenvatern', ii: , p. 202. Of. 
however i^ab. Talimid, Berakoth 63a (ed. Ipstein, p. 395), where it is 
stated that one is allowed to enter a synagogue with shoes, but not the 
Temple.

2. . Deut. xxii,11 (par. lev. xix.10).

3. Po. 47*-48a (I05c).

4« fctymologiae. vi.19 (ed. Lindsay, vi.19, 3^-37). r>ee above p. S3 .
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the meaning of such an inscrutable precept is indeed one of the stock 

examples offlf* fl in this sense. Rashi, for inst&nce ( interpret£i7*p H
*• i •

9

in this way in Gen xxvi.5, Lev.xviii.4 and Lev.xix.19. A similar 

interpretation oan be found in the Talmud, tractate Yoma 6jb. We 

shall only quote Ktishi's explanation of ^en.aacvi.5 as &n example:
. •

• Jj i \* n . p^ ordinances; matters which our evil 
inclination and the heathen nations argue against 
the necessity of prohibiting, such as the eating of 
swine's flesh and the wearing of garments made of a 
nixture of wool and 11..en. Things for which there 
are no apparent reasons, but which are the King's 
decrees and enactments imposed on his subjects 1 .^

fohen a Jew wanted to give an example of a precept for which there 

was no apparent reason he almost automatically quoted the text Lev.xix.19, 

the so called 'kilajim* ( "D ' ^'S^- of two kinds): Thou shalt not
•

^Let thy cattle gender with a diverse kind; thou shalt not sow thy field 

with mingled seed: neither shall a garment mingled of linen and woollen 

come upon thee. It is ftherefore.possible to imagine that a Jew 

mentioned this particular meaning of DP v "to Andrew when they discussed 

ia.xiii.10 and that the latter, when he came to explain ..x.xii.25, the 

form of the commandment being the same as that of i.x.xiii.10, associated 

the interpretation with the wrong word.

Ex.xxiii.19, Non coques hedum sive a^nuiu in lacte laatris sue. we 

have already referred to this text in the section on linguistics, but 

Andrew's interpretation goes further than that:

'Verbum Hebrajpum pro quo nos hedum sive agnum haberaus 
magis separatum significat. ,:t est sensus: nichil 
quod separatum est a came, id est quod per generationem 
carnalem conceptum et editum est, cuod preter aves 
determinactam ludei putant, nichil , inquam, tale in lacte

^

1. Bab. Talxnud, Yoma 6jb (ed. i-pstein, p.

2. Raahi ad loc. (ed. bilbermann, i.118),

3. S«e above p. 8l
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coques. Observant usque hodie ludei ut nullius/ 
greasibilis animal!s carnes in lacte vel cum aliquo 
corum quc de lacte fiunt, ut caseo vel butyro et 
huiusmodi, coctas comedant. Non ideo putant in 
lacte matris sue, agni scilicet vel hedi vel 
separati, dictum fuisse, quod si alterius pt-sc^oris 
lacte coquatur transgressio non sit, sed quia hoc 
lac paratius et magiifs presto quam alium forsitan 
invenire posset* Nee ideo de agno vel hedo hoc 
prohibition, quod de aliis anirnantibus hoc fieri 
liceat, sed quod de hoc animali precipitur de 
omnibus potius vult, exceptis avibus que non de 
came sed de ovis separantur, debere intelligi. 
Sunt tamen qui non de quollbet agno vel hedo hie 
dictum pitant, sed de his tantum que Domino 
oi'ferentur, de quibus Dociinus in lege precipit; 
i3os, ovis et capra cum renerata fuerint. septs a 
diebus erunt sub ubere matris sue, >ie aiite^ 
octavo et deinceps offerri poterunt Domino.1 
Hii hoc rnodo litteram exponunt: non coques et 
non offeres ad occidendum et coquendum dum est 
in lacte matris sue, id est dum recenter natus 
non herba pascitur, sed sole lacte matria sue 
alitur'. 2

Andrew refers here to a religious practice which was still keptby 

the Jews in his day, as it is today. He first reports that the Jews are 

not allowed to eat any meat cooked with milk or with any kind of milk 

product, which is the traditional halachic interpretation of the text. 

He then explains in detail that the prohibition of the law to eat a kid 

cooked in its mother's milk does not mean that one could cook it with 

the milk of another animal, but that only this case was mentioned 

because the mother's milk was most readily availablejand he stresses 

again that the law does not apply only to the cooking of a lamb or a 

young goat^but to any kind of animal. The exception to this rule 

referred to by Andrew, namely that it does not apply to birds, can be

1. Lev.xxii.27.

2. Fo. 59 (I08c,d).

3. CC Mekilta. tract. Kaspa. ii. 15 (ed. I^uterbach, iii.1j;8): 'Similarly: 
Thou shalt not seethe a kid in its mother's milk. I thus know only about 
the kid. How about any other animal? Scripture simply speaks of the 
usual case 9 *
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found in the Talmud, tractate Hull in. The explanation introduced by 

'sunt tamen qui,*...putant' may be a faint echo of Iheodoretua, who

mentioned that according to some this rule applied only to recently
2 

born offspring* He, however, did not limit the application of the law

to the animals to be offered to the Lord, which is what .Andrew's 

commentators have in mind: *sed de his tan tun que Jomino of f erentur* . tffene so 

Andrew's explanation is reminiscent of the opinion of Bekor Shor who 

referred to Lev.xxii.27 in his explanation of the text and interpreted: 

'••••thou shalt not let the kid grow in its mother's milk, but after 

seven days offer it to God'.-5 F,ith this explanation bekor whor aimed 

at explaining away the grounds for the dietary laws, which he regarded 

as irrational* As far as Andrew's annotations are concerned, one notes 

that he was obviously pussled by this peculiar Jewish practice and that 

he takes great pains to explain it to his Christian readers, using all 

the information he had so carefully gathered* Thus far his references 

to Jewish customs*

In a discussion of the material belonging to the two last groups we 

have to consider the following points:

1) Did Andrew consult the Jews regularly and methodically, or at 

infrequent intervals and on particular problems only?

2) Is there any evidence on Andrew's part for a preference for one 

or more particular commentators?

1. Bab. Valicud, Hullin 113a (ed. _pstein, p. 621).

3. Andrew wrote in all probability too early to have used Bekor Shor's 
commentary• Possibly various explanations which did not take the text 
literally were being put forward by Jewish cooxaentatora*

2. Cf. Gloss ad loc.
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3) Does he show any particular interest in the more radical exegesis 

of the French biblical schoolsj or is it likely that he was not aware 

of the recent developments in contemporary Jewish circles?

4) Is he - ainly interested in the Jews as 'tools* which could help him 

to reach a better understanding of the actual biblical text or is 

he more concerned about the Jewish interpretation of the text?

As regards the first point, from Table II it can be seen that there 

is no pattern of a constant flow of Jewish information throughout the 

commentary; on the contrary, more or less heavy concentrations of 

Jewish influence at infrequent intervals can be noticed* Much information, 

for example, is inserted in chapters iii and iv, then again in the end of 

xii and the beginning of xiii, some in xiv, for which chapter .oidrew 

borrowed much from Josephus, as can be seen from Table I; chapter xv 

shows a rare abundance of derivations from Jewish commentators and 

references to the Hebrew text; then there is some Jewish influence 

again in chapter xxiii, xxv and xxvii. Some of the more isolated 

remarks can be traced back to earlier conversations or larger units of 

borrowings, for instance vi.12 to iv.lOjor xiii. 18 to the references in 

chapter xiv; xviii.8 is a repetition of iii.1; his remark in chapter 

xx.3 is of a general character and ^oidrew could easily have heard it at 

another occasion, while the same was concluded for xii. 23. All this 

makes it seem most likely that he only occasionally discussed the text 

with his Jewish contemporaries* This fact can be illustrated from his 

interpretation of chapter xii and xiii* Having finished his own 

explanation of chapter xii he went to the Jews to ask them about certain 

points which still bothered him^and thus we see that he inserts the 

Jewish interpretations of Kx.xii.22, 42 and 51 In the beginning of his 

comments on chapter xiii. The large amount of information In chapter xv

1. Cf. above pp. 3S--90.
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also shows that for some reason he must have discussed this chapter very 

intensively with the Jews*

Another feature of Andrew's references to Jewish interpretation is 

that he often mentions the latter as one of several possibilities, for 

example in iii.12 (p. 85), iv.10 (p. 86), xv.12 (p. 90), xv.18 (p. 92-94) 

and xii.25 (p. 96); this may indicate that he asked the opinion of the 

Jews on points which he considered to be particular difficult or 

uncertain. The fact that he did not consult them more consistently 

could perhaps be explained from the circumstance that he simply did not 

always have the opportunity to go and seek their advice •

With reference to point two, Table II indicates that Andrew's 

borrowings most often, though not exclusively, coincide with Hashi's 

interpretation. This can in fact be best explained from the popularity 

of Hashi and his Influence on medieval Jewish commentators. That the 

paramount importance of Rashi's influence on Andrew's commentary must be 

due to this circumstance is made all the more likely by the previous 

observation that Andrew himself was not able to consult Jewish 

commentaries^ and thus was completely dependent on what his informants 

told him. Moreover, as he never mentions a Jewish source by name, 

except of course Josephus, we may take it that he himself was ignorant 

of the precise origin of his information. This means that all ideas 

of deliberate choice on Andrew's part must be discarded; likewise^ it 

prevents one from drawing any conclusions as to his sources from the 

actual wording of the Jewish derivations.

As regards the third point, there is no need to recall the 

similarities between Andrew's interests and mode of interpretating and 

those of the contemporary French Jewish exegetical schools. All that 

should be stressed here is that much of the new approach to exegesis

1. Cf. above pp. 84-85.
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current among the Jewish scholars was reflected in the information that 

was given to Andrew^ and that it was exactly because of these 

correspondences that he recorded so eagerly what he heard. On the 

other hand 9 there is no evidence in his work which would suggest that 

he himself was aware with any precision of what was going on within the 

Jewish schools of biblical interpretation. There is no marked 

preference for the newer explanations in favour of the older ones; in 

fact,it has been observed that Andrew quite 01 ten inserts interpretations 

derived from a traditional source in his work* Since in these case* 

Rashi usually refers to the traditional explanation as well, it is 

impossible to assess the origin of Andrew's source* However, the fact 

that they are included in Rashi's commentary indicates that these 

particular traditions do not belong to the fanciful aggadic type* But 

here again,we may assume that the origin of his source did not much 

matter to Andrew. For him the Jews were the people who had handed down 

and expounded the Old Testament throughout the ages and were as such its 

most reliable interpreters. It most likely did not even occur to him 

that certain developments had taken place among them also^ and that their 

interpretation of Scripture could differ considerably at different 

periods of time.

Lastly we have to consider what kind of help Andrew did seek to 

obtain from the Jews. It has been sufficiently explained in the section 

on linguistics that Andrew undoubtedly used the Jews as 'tools' with the 

help of which he would be able to understand more fully and completely 

the actual text of the Old Testament. However, it should be pointed out 

that he did not systematically distinguish between textual and exegatical 

problems. This implies that hie quest for knowledge goes much deeper 

than a concern for the text only. By questioning the Jews on their 

interpretation and by supplementing and comparing the Christian exposition
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with their view, he gives a much wider scope to his work*

In his coBiaentary on - Jiodus he usually puts the Jewish and Christian 

exposition together without making a choice between them. It is quite 

remarkable in fact that at times he explains a text first according to 

the Christian view and then according to the Jews, even if the two are 

not easily compatible: in other wordsJ he does not allow his interpretation 

to be influenced one way or the other. This can be partly explained 

from the medieval habit, referred to earlier on in this chapter, not to 

ohoose definitely any one particular exposition, partly from Andrew's 

own ill-defined concept of his work* He has not completely made up 

his mind yet how far he wants to go in adopting the Jewish interpretations^ 

and for the time being he is quite content to solve the problem in this 

way. In his commentary on Isaiah we shall notice that he is more 

outspoken in his approach and frequently favours the Jewish exposition*

1, £•* above p.



AHDfffiW on

CHAPT.JR IV

Prologue and interpretation of Chapter I.

Andrew wrote his exposition of the prophets after his first stay 

in xiigland and before his second departure, that is between 1154 and 

1161 or 1163» For his commentary on Isaiah we have used i.3. Pembroke 

College 45 (Cambridge), which was collated with Mb. Maaarine 175 (Paris). 

Although the Paris manuscript, written towards the end of the twelfth

century, is older and somewhat more accurate than ME. Pern. 45 which
o 

according to M.H. James dates from the thirteenth century, the last

manuscript was preferred for being complete. Mb. AJaa. 175 breaks off 

abruptly in the interpretation of Is. xlv.4 at the bottom of f o. 92d :

'Propter aer?um meum lacpb. Hec supradicta 1/ . Then follows Andrew's 

general prologue to the Prophets, written in a different hand (fo. 93a, b). 

This is followed by Jerome's commentary on Isaiah, written in the same 

hand again which finished Andrew's commentary on the prophet. The

former's exposition ends in the middle of his coianent on Is* lxvi.24:
(Fo. I60a). 

9 ,..,lbi erit fletus et stridor dentium.' X '-Hie fact that Andrew's

oomnentary is not complete and that it is followed by his general 

prologue and by Jerome's exposition has not been noted in the description 

of the manuscript.

1. Cf. above p. 3.

2. tt.R. James, A descriptive catalogue of tl>e fcfcij. in the library of 
Pembroke College* Cambridge (Cambridge , 1905). P« 44f.

3« A. Molinier, Catalogue des manuscrits de la bibliothcQue I asarine 
(Paris, 1885), i.60-61 : flf Andreas super Ysaiam - In explicando Ysaiam 
omnium quorum apud nos existit caunendata. ,." ̂  Fin: "Ibi erit fletus 
et stridor dentium". Get ouvrage est d'^ndre de oaint-Viotor, qui 
vivait dans la seconde moitie du xile siecle. '
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In his prologue to the Prophets Andrew tells us that he had 

considered for some time writing an exposition of the prophetical books, 

but 'their abysmal depth, perplexing intricacy, the startling diversity 

of people and thin/'s, have turned me in some measure from my purpose, 

fearing to begin the work*. At last having overcome his hesitations, 

he begins with an exposition of Isaiah, still realizing that his task 

would not be an easy one. To contribute something original to the 

Interpretation of Isaiah, he remarks in his lengthy prologue which

requires to be studied in some detail, means a great deal of work and
2 many late nights* For the echo of Jerome's impressive commentary still

i

resounded in the ears of every medieval commentator who was about to 

attempt a new interpretation of the prophet. Thus Andrew too wondered 

whether it would not be presumptuous or ill-considered to try to write 

yet another coomentary. Would not he seem to give the impression of 

disagreeing with Jerome's interpretation and to be lacking in respect 

for so great a commentator?

Although these considerations should perhaps not be taken too 

literally, they do indicate how highly Andrew valued Jerome's work.

That this, however, need not prevent him from writing his own connentary
K« <Hinia. 

can be argued from the following^ In the first place he points out

that Jerome too had his predecessors, for example the Greek commentators 

whowhe greatly admired, Origen in particular, but they had not exhausted 

the subject, and Jerome, that wise man who knew the proverb 'be
L

sparing of time 1 , would never have written a new commentary if he had 

not regarded it a worth while contribution to the writings of earlier

1. The translation is Miss aoa&lley's, Studjy. p. 123.
2. A large part of the prologue is printed in Study, p. 377 ff; 
translations of passages can be found on pp. 124 and 136.

3« Jerome, Commentariorum in i.saiam; the comnentary has been used in 
the edition of Corpus Christianorum Series Latina. 73 and 73A (Turnholt, 
1963).
Jt, Cf. below p, 123.
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Fathers. Secondly he argues from the very nature of truth, which is so

inexhaustible that something new always remains to be discovered for him
•j 

who takes the trouble to sort her out* Therefore^ Andrew has no

intention whatsoever to make Jerome's interpretation redundant by writing 

his own commentary. On the contrary, all he desires to do is to bring 

to light a few different aspects of tids hidden and fugitive truth* 

Finally he claims that he leaves it to his readers to decide whether* 

after exerting his full strength* he has achieved something or not*

What did .Andrew intend with these remarks? Bis reflections are 

conventional* but they sound more sincere than many of the same kind. 

The style of writing is unusually elaborate, which would indicate that 

he thought about it a great deal* One possibility is that .Andrew 

realized that his commentary might well meet with some criticism; 

therefore he defends himself here by pointing out that all he is 

concerned with is the quest for truth, exactly in the same way as 

Jerome was long before him* Also in this light can be seen the fact

that he says explicitly that he has no vdsh to impose his Judgment on
2

anybody: no one should accuse him of unorthodox intentions* On the

other hand one could observe in these reflections the scholar Justifying 

his case in an objective* deliberate manner before embarking on his 

task, leaving the final evaluation of his efforts to his readers in the 

certain knowledge that he has worked as well as he could* Both 

motives may have inspired Andrew.

Now that he has made clear what his position is, he turns to the 

subject-matter itself* Considering it important lor a correct 

understanding of Isaiah's prophecies to know something about the prophet

1* Cf* above p. 11*

2, See the Prologue to the Prophets where he states that* no one is 
obliged to take his gift*; of* above p* 12,
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himself he gives - etill in the prologue - a brief description of 

Isaiah*s character, hie personal background and the political 

circumstances in which he lived. Once in this curriculum vitae of the 

prophet Andrew refers explicitly to a Jewish tradition:

•wuod nooilis et de regia stirpe oriundus fuerit, 
filia eius, si vera est ludeorum traditio, regi 
Manasse filio Ezechie, regis lude, connubio 
iuncta, evidens est argumentum'.i

In the Jewish sources it is said that the daughter of the prophet 

was married to HezefcLah, the father of Manasseh. The tradition that

she was married to l^ansse goes back, according to Ginzberg, to a wrong
2 * 

interpretation of Jerome. Other details cojocerniag Isaiah's life

which can be found both in Jewish and Christian sources are that he was 

the son of a prophet and that he was sawn asunder by #anasseh with a 

wooden sword. The first tradition will be dealt with below. ̂ On the 

second one Andrew notes;

.1, MS. Pan. 45, fo. 1c (MS. Max. 175, fo. 4«>).
2. L. Ginzberg, legends, vi. 370. 'Jerome on Isaiah quotes the Jewish 
tradition, according to which Isaiah was the father-in-law of i<anasseh. 
This is very likely a slip for the father-in-law of Hezekiah and 
grandfather of Man&s sen, for not only BaLli, but also
banhedrin 10,26c declares that Manaaseh was the grandson of the 
prophet.... Jerome was possibly inaccurate in reporting the tradition; 
he may have meant to say a grandson instead of a son. ' The passage in 
Jerome referred to by Ginzberg is Jerome's consent on Is.xx.2, In tempore 
illo locutua est Dominus in manu Isaiae fill* Amos. dicensj Vade.et solve 
gaccum de lumbis tuis et calctamenta tua. tolle de pedipus tuis^ et fecit 
sic^vadens nudus et disculcftatus. Jerome remarks: 'oiciulque discimus 
oboedientiaiQ prophetaruia, quod vir nobilis, — trudunt ejiim liebraei i saiem 
socerum fuisce i^lanasse filii Lcechiae regis luda— , non erubuerit nudura 
incedere..,. '. (Coina. in e.vv. C.G.L.L. 73, P» 201 , 1.44). Cf. also 
Ginzberg *s note on Jerome's interpretation in his 'DifeHaggada be! den 
Kirchenvatern, vi: Der KooBnentar des Kieronymus zu Jesaja 1 (in Jewish 
Studies in Memory of George A. Kohut.New York. 1935), pp. 298-99. The 
correct version of the Jewish tradition is mentioned in the •qaestiones 
Hcbraficae in Lib enroll Paralipomenon. c. 33s 'Tradunt Hebraei eundem 
Manassen filium fuisse filiae Isaiae. • (r.x.. 23, 1399 Cj.

3» Pp. 115 ff.
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'Traditur enim ab iarpio ,<ianasse, qui Jerusalem a 
porta usque ad portam sanguine implevit prophetaruzn, 
serra sectus lignea, eo quod mala que ludee 
superventura Domino relevante didicerat, confidenter 
enuntiaverat*. 1

This tradition concerning the death of the prophet is mentioned in 

various sources. In ii Kings xxi.16 it is said that Moreover Manasseh 

shed ver;y much innocent blood, till he had filled Jerusalem from one end

to the other. Josephus states that Manasseh slaughtered prophets

2 daily, so that Jerusalem ran with blood . In the Babylonian Talmud,

tractate Sanhedrin 103b the text fromii Kings xxi 'is interpreted as 

meaning that he slew Isaiah 1 . That Kanasseh killed the prophet by 

sawing him asunder is transmitted in tractate Yebamoth 49b;

a said; He (sc. Llanasseh) brought him to trial 
and slew him. He~~said to him: lour teacher Moses 
said, For men shall not see jlje and live.^- and you 
said, I saw the Lord sitting on a throne fl high and 
lifted 'upfr.... 11 1 know", thought Isaiah "that whatever 
I may tell him, he will not accept; and should I 
reply at all, I would only cioise him to be a wilful 
(homicide] ". Re thereupon pronounced the fbivixuT] 
Name and was swallowed up oy a cedar. The cedar, 
however, was brought and sawn asunder. When the 
saw reached his mouth he died. [And this was his 
penalty]] for having said, And I dwell in the midst 
of a people of unclean lips'. 6,7

An extensive account of the trial and martyrdom of the prophet is 

given in the Ascension »Tsaiab« chapters 3 and 5» Some scholars are of 

the opinion that the section of the Ascension which deals with Isaiah's

1. Fo. 1d (40c).
2. Antiquitates. x.3,1. ( ed. LoeTj, vi. 179).
3. i^ab. Talmud, Sanhedrin 103b (ed. ^pstein, p« 702).

4. frjc.xxxiii.20.
5. Is.vi.1.
6. Is. vi.3*
7. Bab. Talmid, Yebamoth 49b (ed. .pstein, p. 324); ^cf. also Peaikta 
Rabbafr 4.14 and L. Ginzoerg, Legends . iv. 278-79 and vi.373-74 where he 
lists 'the different charges brought • against Isaiah. On Kanasseh's 
wicked deeds see Bab. Talmud, oarihedrin 103b and n Baruch 
64; of. also legends, vi. 372.



109.

death ic of Jewish origin, while others attribute the whole book to a

2Christian source. The Ascension is a possible source for the many

early Christian authors who refer to the above mentioned tradition of 

the death of the prophet. Jerome inserts it in his interpretation of 

Is.lvli.2, Veniat pax, requiescat in cubili auo qui ambulavit in 

direct!one sua;

'ludaei et haec et cetera quae sequuntur, vel 
generaliter de omnibus iustis arbitrantur 
Intelligi, quorum L anasses fudit sanguinem et 
implevit t'ierusalem a porta usque aci portaraj 
vel carte Esaiain de sua prophet are morte, quod 
serrandus sit a lianas se serra lignea, quae apud 
eos certissima traditio eat. Unde et nostrorum 
plurimi illud, quod de passione sanctorum in 
epi stole ad Hebraeos ponitur: Serrati sunt. 
ad Esaiae referunt passionera*. -*

It la difficult to say which was Andrew's source of information, 

since the tradition was wall-known among both Jewish and Christian 

interpreters* We know that Hashi commented on the passage in tractate 

Yebamoth of the Babylonian Talmud, but he does not mention the tradition 

in his commentary on Isaiah, Ibn Ezra mentions only that Manasseh is 

said to have slain Isaiab^and he adds 'if this statement is true it may 

be accepted', The author Af the Hebrew questions also refers only to

1. E.g. L. Ginaberg. Legends, vi.375 and R.H. Charles, The Ascension of 
Isaiah (London, 1900), introduction; passim*
2. h,g« D.S. Russell, The Method..and itessa/e of Jewish Apocalyptic
(London, 1964), p. 59, . _cvi.375,
3. According to Ginzberg, op. citT .jit is uncertain whether the Fathers
made use of the Ascension tor drew upon the oral traditions of the Jews, 
'as this legend was current among the Jews for centuries f . It is 
mentioned e.g. in Justin's Dialogue. 120, Tertullian'B De patientia. 14 
and Visio ISull 49.

4. HeLr.xi.37.
5. Jerome, Comm, in e^cv (C.C.S.L. 73 A, p. 6l»X), 1.49).
6. Cf. Bab. Talirajid, Yebamoth 49b (ed. hpstcin, p. 324, n. 12).
7. Ibn ijcra, Comaentary on Isaiah (ed. Priedlandtr, p. 3). Henceforth 
this *ork will b« referred to as Comnyon Is. . p....
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the death of the prophet at the hands of Manas sen; but in Haimo of
2Auxerre we find the tradition that Isaiah was sawn asunder by the king.

In giving this information about the prophet in his prologue Andrew 

shows his historical interest and orientation. Not only the biblical 

text as such is of importance to him, also the person who wrote the text. 

He regards Isaiah as a man of noble character, who had a great sense of 

duty, and who eventually pa^ed with his life for his divine calling.^ 

This interest in the people with whomthe biblical text deals is typical 

of Andrew. It is not surprising^therefore^to find in his commentary on 

Isaiah a lively description of what was going on in Jerusalem and in the 

country during Isaiah's lifetime, of the people's ungodly behaviour, of 

the bad example they were set ty their king,and of their motives for
ij

being disobedient to the Lord.

These observations concerning the background of the prophet are 

followed by remarks on the title of the book, Ysaias propheta. and on 

the intentions of the author. Referring to the title Andrew remarks 

that bj the name Isaiah both the author and the book are indicated. 

The intention of the prophet is, he continues, to urge Judah and Benjamin 

to stop their sinful way of life, and to behave again as God's chosen 

people. lie does this by announcing to them the fall of the ten tribes 

as a result of their leaving the way of the Lord, and by predicting the

1. Quaestiones Hebraeicae in Libfettmll Faralipoinenon. c. 33 (f.L.23, 13990),

2. Haimo of Auxerre, not of Halberstadt, Cpinnentariorum in Isaiam. Prol. 
(P.L.116, 715£>)« On Haimo of. R. Quadri, 'Aimone di Auxerre alia luce 
dei "Collectanea" di Heiric di Auxerre', Italia med« e uman. . vi (1963),

3. C£. the prologue, fo. lc,d (40b,c).

4. Fo. 1d (40c): 'Quando quis librum demonstrans ait: hoc est Ysaias 
propheta, nomine auctiiris opus ipsius appellatur 1 . Andrew's remark is 
reminiscent of Plutarch: 'And Just as we say that a purchaser of Plato' 
books purchases Plato, or that an actor who plays the comedies of 
Menander plays Menander. ...', Plutarch .Isis and Csiris. 69-71. Transl. 
in J.G. Fraxer, Adonis. Attis. Csiris (3rd edn^ j London, 1936), ii.41.
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destruction of the gentile nations who had never adhered to the Lord, but 

rather tortured his people* In this context he also shows what rewards 

await the faithful, what punishments the bad*

As there is only one book, Andrew observes, there is no problem here 

about number or order and one can concentrate on the actual wording of 

the text. He then briefly analyses Isaiah's division of the took.

First the prophet makes himself known and makes clear for whan and when
2 he is writing. Then he expounds the word of Cod, Andrew is of the

opinion that in his prophecies the prophet alternates predictions of 

prosperity with threats, lest the rejoicing about good tidings should 

foster laxity. As regards the historical events in the book, these 

are not mentioned, according to Andrew, lor their own sake, but only to 

demonstrate God's immense favours towards his people in order to 

-convert them, lastly, at the end of his work, the prophet speaks of 

the return of the exiles to Israel, the glorious restoration of the 

Temple^ and the unheard of good fortune of his people.

jj'rom reading the prologue we aay conclude that Andrew was convinced 

that Isaiah was the author of the whole book. He explicitly states that 

we are dealing here with one book only, a circumstance which makes the 

interpretation less complicated than if there had been a number. That 

the work could be a collection of Isaiah's prophecies b^ later contemporaries, 

or that the last half of the book could date from an even later period 

simply does not occur to him. Another noteworthy point is Andrew's

1. Fo, 2a (40c): 9 .0e numero et ordine librorum null a hie questio est 
cum unus sit liber,,,,rjcplenatio vero est que sit in singulis versibus 1 ,
2. Cf, Jerome, Conga, in *s. i (c.C.S.L. 73, p. 7, 1.1) where a similar
remark is made,
3. Fo. 2 b,c (40d): 'Historias etiain quasdara o/peri suo interserit, 
non quia res gestas descrim-re intends!, sod ut ingentia dei beneficia 
in^ratis collata ad ipsoru <oon^£i6ione^"emonstret f . fl&oth C. and M. read 
confusionem demons tret).
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attitude towards the historical events mentioned in Isaiah. Although 

he himself in his explanation concentrates very much on the historical 

side of the prophecies, he makes it clear all the same that these 

•vents are mentioned only because they are an expression of the divine 

purpose. That is to say, even when h« is interpreting the historical 

sense of the book he is not dealing with ordinary history, but with a 

history of a completely different nature, namely the history of God's 

dealing with mankind, *fcich is the history of salvation. It 10 

Important to keep this attitude in mind when we are evaluating his work. 

It gives a deeper meaning to Andrew's understanding of what was regarded 

in his day as 'the surface of the letter'. His historical interests 

enabled him in this way to acquire a more comprehensive view of what we 

are now used to call the 'theology of the Old Testament? than most of 

his contempories had* He had a definite idea of the part played by 

Israel and the nations In the drama of Israel's apostasy and return to 

the Lord; a drama enacted under His overall guidance.

A comparison of ^yodrew's position as it appears from his prologue 

with, for example^ the prologue of Jerom^ or ilupert of Deutz' introductory 

remarks to his interpretation of the prophet, m^kes us realize once more 

that even when the latter refer to historical events, they mainly look 

to the promises concealed in these events. ivupert e.g. says, 'Et cum 

inter dam ad praesentem respiclat historian, et post babylonia* 

captivitatern reditum populi signii icet in Judaeaci, tamen cum hoc ornnis

ei cura de vocatione gentium et de adventu Christ! cat 1 . Jerome's,

2 
'Undo post historiae veritatemj spiritualiter accipienda sunt crania....'

speaks for itself. It was interesting to find in the second part of

1. Rupert of Deutz, In .^saient Irophetaan. 1 (P.I. 167, 1271 B,C).

2. Jerome, Coiatt.ia..a. Prol. (C.C.S.L. 73, P« 3, 1. 73>.
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the prologue of Peter Lombard's commentary on Isaiah several points of 

correspondence with Andrew's. It reflects to a certain extent the same 

straightforward approach to the material, has the same analysis of the 

prophet's modus ap.endi .and stresses the righteousness of God's punishment 

of Israel, On the ether handj the prophecies of the advent of Christ 

and the calling of the gentiles are referred to in terms almost identical 

with Ifapert's: f St cum interdum ad presentem respiciat historiam, et 

post Babilonicam captivitatem reditum populi significet, in ludeam 

advocationem [in] gentium et .vma.nuelis adventum omnem intendat curam....' 

Besides, the Lombard did not come to this section until after a lengthy 

argument, which Vas hardly anything to do with the subject, very much 

according to the current achool method. ^ndrew's prologue on the contrary 

is factual and deals with relevant matters only: his conception of the 

task he is about to begin and the person and working method of the author 

concerned. The comparison also shows that it was a most unusual 

undertaking to give an explanation of the historical sense of Isaiah to 

the exclusion of everything else; the consistency with which Andrew 

completes his task calls for admiration. Thus far the prologue.

That Andrew indeed goes his own -way openly and independently becomes 

obvious as soon as we read the first words of the commentary:

1. 'Visio Ysaie filii .Amos. Hebraicorum consuetudo 
scriptorum est in titulis, quos suis prescribunt 
operibus, verbum substantivum cum pronomine demonstrativo 
subintelligendum relinquere....Idem locutionis genusa 
apud balomonem invenis: Parabola c-alomonis. filii David 
regis Israel. ....et apud lohannem: Apocal^psis Dei

a. C. ordo, M. genus.
1. B. Smalley and G. Lacombe, 'The Lombard's Commentary on Isaias and 
other fragments', The New Scholasticism, v (1931),

2. Prov. i.1.
3. Apoc. i.1 , IV,: ^pocalypsis lesu Christi),

4. Fo. 2b (40d).
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These words leave little doubt as to the kind of sources he intends 

to use for his exposition. Notable also is the use of grammatical
ft

terms v*hich illustrate his familiarity with classical grammar as taught 

in the schools,and the circumstance that he did not hesitate to apply
4

his knowledge to the language of the Bible.

/mother feature of the commentary is its amazing straightforwardness. 

The most direct explanation is the one Andrew usually goes for, as can 

be seen from the following examples. On verse 1, The vision of Isaiah 

the son of -Amos, he claims that Isaiah calls himself the son of a 

prophet^ and remarks that it often happens that prophets are the sons of 

prophets. That indeed Isaiah's father Amos was a.prophet we know 

from a Hebrew tradition, he continues, which says that when a prophet 

mentions one of his near forefathers by name in the opening verses of 

his work, he must have been a prophet as well. There is nothing 

particularly striking in this remark; characteristic, however, is the

manner in which he warns one not to confuse this .Amos with the shepherd-

2 
prophet of Tekoa. They must be two different persons, he argues, as

It TiDuld have been extremely unbecoming for someone who was related to 

the royal family — for was not the franddaughter of Isaiah's father 

married to the kin^ of Judah? — to look after a herd of sheep and to 

feed himself with mulberries, which we know Amos the shepherd-prophet 

did. Only after these critical considerations the usual arguments are 

put forward by Andrew: 'But also the name of the one and the other, 

although they sound the same to us, are not written in the same way in 

the Hebrew language, nor do they have the same meaning.'

1. Of. above p. A4 and below p. 12p ff.

2. .Amos i. 1.

3. .Ainoe vii. 14»

4. Po. 2c(Ma). Cf. Jerome, Qcnag. in as. t i (C.C.S.I.. 73, p 

and the Gloss where a similar explanation can be found.
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The tradition that Isaiah 9 a father was a prophet can be found in 

many Christian and Jewish sources* The Gloss refers to it as an 

apparently well-kno-wi Jewish legend. There is a remarkable correspondence 

with Andrew here.

Andrew:

'Sed iste scilicet pater Amos 'Amos vero patrem Ysaie prophetam
propheta fuit, si Hebraeis fuisse Hebreorum habet traditio
consentimus, qui patres, avos, qua tradunta patres, avos et
atavosque prophetarum, quorum proavos prophetaruni quorum in
nomina in principio prophetiae titulis libroruin suonun noraina
eorum ponuntur, prophet as pouuntur, prophetas i'uisse, si
fuisse contendunt. ' tamen vera est, coauprobat. ' 1

Ginzberg in his laeanda dwells on it at length. He refers to the

atatauentj f ound in niany Christian writers ffao were ignorant of Hebrew,
2 that Isaiah was the son of the shepherd-prophet ^mos, and continues;

'It is, however, an old Jewish tradition that Isaiah's 
father was also a prophet, living in the rei^n of

(795-767), whose brother he was. •* It was
at his advice that the king dismissed the army he 
had gathered i'rom among the Lphraimitea (ii Chron. 
xxv.7-10).' 4

Thjt tradition can be found for exaniple in the Babylonian Talmud, 

tractate Itfegillah 15at

'We admit that (some ofj those (eight] mentioned above 
are expressly described \a.& prophet s] , but how do v* 
know that their f athers were [prophets] ? Prom the 
dictum of 'Ulla; for 'Ulla said: v>herever a man's 
name is given along with that of his father as the 
author of a prophecy, we knov* that he was a prophet, 
son of a prophet. 1 5

a. M. que tradit.
1. Fo. 2c(40d). Haimo of AuXerre in the prologue to his conaaentary 
on Isaiah mentions both the Jewish tradition and the different ways of 
writing of the two names. uomm. in Is.. .rtrol. (r.^.. 116, 71i>^,i>).
2. <*-<9 &i Clement, btronuj-ta. i.20.
>. Bab. l-almud, i»:ep;illah 10b (ed. i^pstein, p. >7): 'R. Levi further 
said: The following is a tradition that we have from our ancestors f 
that x^noz and /onaziah w*r* brothers'. Rashi begins his interpretation 
of Isaiah by referring to this tradition* kashi's cocmuentary has been 
used in the intin translation of J.I'. Broithaupt, n. ^falgmonis Jarohi, 
niy^ytiftntarius Hebraious in Frophetas Maiores et Nlinores etc.. jf 
Tcittingeri, 1713); henceforth referred to as Rashi, ^£"5»_£n_Is.f p...
4. L. Giniberg, Legends . vi. 357.
3. Bab. Talmud, I. egillsh 1^a (ed. ^pstein, p. 86),
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Ibn £zra is rather critical of these old traditions. He remarks:

'Isaiah the son of Amoz. There exist an opinion, 
though a solitary one, j/ that when the father of a 
prophet is mentioned by name, he also was a 
prophet; another opinion is that Isaiah was a 
member of the royal family, that his father Amoz 
and Anaziah were brothers....Irrespectively of 
all traditional explanations, we may say that 
the father of a prophet, if mentioned by name, was 
a man of some distinction....; sometimes he was 
himself a prophet, at others not, e.g. David, the 
son of Jesse (ii Sam.xxiii.1). David war the aian 
of God (ii Chron. viii.14), Jesse was not, * 2

Although /jidrew states explicitly that there is a Jewish tradition 

which, if reliable, proves that Isaiah was the son of a prophet, he 

probab3y knew of this tradition through the Gloss rather than directly 

through a Jewish informant. This is all the more likely since Andrew 

refers to the royal relationship of Im&s 9 the father of Isaiah, through 

his granddaughter, while the Jewish sources refer to the fact that 

Arnoa was the brother of Amaziah, the king of Judah. Had Andrew known 

this particular tradition he would surely have mentioned it, being the 

kind of detail that interests him. BesideSjit would have made his 

argument even more to the point: that the brother of a king should 

have been a shepherd is even more unlikely than the grandfather of the 

queen!

2. *Audite celum et auribus percipe terra. Ouidam
putant quod per figuram quam metonymiam vocant 
angelic as J vela secundum mysticum sensum spirituales et 
animalesj prophet a virtutes*3 ad audiendum invitat. 
Nob is vero non ut quibusdam deliramenti simile

a. k. angelicas virtutes, quidam quod. 

b« M. om. virtutes.

1. Namely the opinion of 'Ulla, as quoted above, and of R. Johanan, as 
quoted in kidrash Rabba, Leviticus, vi.

2« Ibn Ezra, Comm. on Is. , p. 2.

3. Po. 2c(41a): '....vir nobili^cum cuius nepti rex potens matrimonium 
contraherti non erubesceret. ... *

4. Cf. above p.
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videtur inanimata ajd audiendum Invltare, sed 
consuetudinem fuisse Hebreis in pangendis inter 
ixaninum et populuin federibus et Domini 
oontestationibus et comuinationibus populo 
pronuntiandis, maxima hec elernenta et firmioris 
materie quedam inanimate, vel ad audiendum vel 
ad testificandum invitare. Unde in Pentateucho . 
legimus : Testor hodie contra te eelum et terram, 
Item: liudite celi que loquor« audiat terra verba 
oria mei. 2 ±t losue; iestia est lapis iste quod 
audierit omnia.3 AC si diceret, vos proni ad 
faciondac excusationes, in peccatis negare 
te&ptabitis verba Domini vobis esse recitata, 
sed celum et terra vos erunt in teetimonium, 
que invitavi ad audiendum quod mini de vobis 
Dominus locutus est'.4

Andrew could have read in Jerome that'heaven* is sometime e used 

in a metonyraor for the angelical powers. The latter also says that it 

Is possible that the text refers to the fact that the Lord, when he gave

his lair to Israel, called upon heaven and earth to be his witnesses,

5 according to Deut, xxxii.i. Others,according to him , consider heaven

and earth as animate beings, which can be spoken toj this being an 

interpretation put forward by the followers of Origen. Andrew 

apparently did not care for those interpretations, which tried in sorao 

way or another to explain heaven and earth as being animate . According 

to him it is not at all absurd to sunsnon inanimate elements to listent 

as it is a well-known Jewish custom to do so. He illustrates this with 

two texts, in which heaven and earth are appealed to as witnesses; but

1. This 'text', given in both D. and in., could be a corruption of 
Deut, iv, 26 (» Deut,xxx,19)j Testes invoco hodie coelum ct terram,
2. Deut.xxxii.1,
3» Jos,xxiv,27; th« Vulgate renders: r/n lapia late crit vobis in
tcstimoriiuin, ijuod audierit omnia verba '^omini,

(41a,b).
5, Jerome, Comri, in as,, i (C.C,b,L, 73* P« 7, !• ^): f ln caelo supernas 
signiiicans aivelicasque virtutes,,.. Sive quia per I.Ioysen testes 
vocaverat Dominus caelum et terram, dans populo Israel legem suam et 
dixerat: Attende. caelum. et locuar; audiat terra verba orii: cifci*. 
(Dt.xxxii.TJI
6« Ibid. « p. b, 1, 31 t ' uidtttt caelum et terram quasi animantia ad 
eudienduu provocari put ant..., 1
7, Cf, ibid., p. 8 f editor's note: 'quidam-Origeniatae*,
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then he shows that other elements also can serve for this purpose, as 

occasionally an appeal has been made to stones to witness a certain act 

of agreement* It is typical of jjidrew that he prefers to base his 

interpretation directly on a Jewish custom, rather than to refer to 

Jeroii**, who at least mentions the possibility that the text in Isaiah 

can be read in the light of some other Old Testament text. Ibn Lxra 

says that 'Isaiah begins his prophecy by addressing those witnesses, 

that have been pointed out to Israel by Moses when he said, 1 caH

heaven and earth to witness against you this dsiy. that you shall soon
1 2 utterl;> perish; the time, fore-told by i..oses, had then come.' Thus

Ibn .ara regards on the one hand heaven and earth called upon bw 

Isaiah aa the appropriate witnesses of the Jewish people; on the 

other hand the text is seen as the fulfilment of a prophecy. Rashi 

cites in his treatment of one of the texts quoted by Andrew, Deuteronomy 

xxxii.1, the ;;iphre .explaining why heaven and earth are called upon as

witnessest

'Moses{having written the words of the law} thought: 
"I am a being, of flesh and blood; tomorrow I shall 
be dead. If the Israelites will once say, «ie V>«.ve 
never accepted the covenant, v»ho can come and refute 
them?" Therefore he called heaven 
and earth as witnesses arainst them - witnesses that 
endure forever'.3

From these examples we may gather that the Jewish custom referred to by 

Andrew was indeed well-known. From the assured way he argues and the 

number of examples he gives it seems likely that a Jewish informant 

had drawn his attention towards it, either when they discussed the 

Isaiah-text with its quotation from ueuteronomy , or at an earlier 

occasion. Also the fact that he incorporates in his first example

1. Jeut. iv.26.

2. Ibn zra, Comm.on Is.» p. 4«
3. Rashi, Com'entary on the Pentateuch (ed. Silbonnann, ii.
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refers to a cennon way of speaking*

1 • *Ve geiiti pecoa tried. Predicitur 
superventuru iiiis mideria, tribulatio et

, ne forte in excusatiousm sui oausentur 
iccirco ilia preo&vere non potulsse, quia 

prediota et prescita non er&nt. ^ubpuiutur 
etlam breviter tantorum oaiiata oalorum ibi:

^omintan. ne se iniutite llagellatos
conquerantur 1 ,

Andrew explains that Israel was warned beforehand by lafcah of the 

coming misery and informed of the reason v^y she was going to suffer. 

This warning was intended to deprive her of the possibility to excuse 

herself by appealing to ignoronce of what was camng* In his

on Uds and the following verses /ndrew makee alear that according to 

him the prophet follows a fixed achetae. First he de^ds at length with 

Israel *s apostasy (verses 2,3,4), this being the reason for her severe 

punioiKpent (versee 5,6). Having thus a^entioned her personal sufferings, 

the prophet then describes the destruction of her possessiom (vers«s 7,
8) 

This alleged pattern shows Andrew's conviction that a biblical text can
 

lead Itself to proper analysis and a natter of fact treatmcmt.

id. 'Popule jrrgyi. Non mature et auctoritatis pleno t 
iuxta illud: in yopulo gravl l&udabo te.3 sed gravi 
iniquitate, id esl quean mul ti tudo ini ouitatis t 
tattquam farcina rravis et importabile pondus portantem 
ad succubltionem premene af|rrav«vit. Grande onus 
gravem et vix sese iiiovere potentem eum qui subvehit 
rcddit. Hao sinilltudine quen inulta replevit

gravis apjeliatur*, 4

Whet is nsaat with a peoplg laden with^iniaui^y, s^ys /vndrew, is 

e&sy to understand if we think of & person loaded vrith a heavy burden, 

makes, as it were, the yerson who carries it heavy end prevents

1. Fo, 3c
2. ^.&« *o. 4c (42a)s *Ter^ a veatra deserta (vs ?)• HaoWnus que in 

semet ipais, nuno qus in pos^^e&^ionibus &ui& passuri erant latius

3. Fs. xxxv. 18. (V. xxxiv.18).

4. JKo.
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his freedom of movement. Again a simple illustration, which was 

undoubtedly even more appropriate in Andrew's day than in our 

technological age.

id. 'Blasphemaverunt sanctum Israel. Indigna de Deo 
qui est sanctus Israel, id est quern sanctum Israel et 
mundum credit, dixerunt.a Vel derelinquentes Dominum 
idolatre indigna dixerunt de Israel sancto, qui 
scilicet noluit sicut ipsi inter gentes coinquinari; 
frequens enim consuetude est perversorum dissimiliter 
viventes blasphemare. Vel sanctum Israel, Dominum 
scilicet qui sanctificat Israeljblasphemaverunt, male , 
de illo loquentes et suis impotentem adesse dicerites 1 .

Here we see how Andrew carefully \vei£-hs the words of the text and 

tries out different possibilities; in casu the meaning of sanctus 

Israel, for which he gives three interpretations. Interesting also 

is his reciark about those who have gone astray and now criticize those 

who have not.

On vs 5, Super quo percutiam vos ultra addentes praevaricationem, 

he remarks:

'Ultra. uammodo per/cutiam? In hac vice iterum 
per-cutiam quod parura vel njchil restabit in quo 
ulterius percutiam? Vel ii. quo percutiam vos, 
addentes et accurnulantes prevaricatioue.;!, id est 
transgressionem, ultra quam hactenus addidistia 
et accumulastis? Ultra enim secundum diversas 
lectiones tarn ad precedens verbum quam ad 2 

^ participium subsequens referri potest.... 1

It is possible, he notes, to read the text in different ways. Prom 

the manner in which he continues the interpretation of this text, it 

that he prefers to connect ultra with percutere.

9. 'Nisi Doninus exercituum. Tarita erit vastitas 
et perditio tarn honinum quam terre ut....in 
nichilum/'redigeremur, nisi virtus et potentia 
Domini, quarn ex eo dat latelligere quod eutn 
Dominum exercituum vocat, inc agricole more, qui 

awl to annojie acervo parvain portiuiiculam in
reservat, paucos nobis ludeis, unde alii, 

seminari possent, misericorditer reliquisset.*

a. C. OKI. dixej-unt. 

b. C. ubi. 
c. C. vel.

1. i'O. ^d (41c).
2. Fo. 3d-4& (41d).
3. Fo. 4b,o (42a).
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Andrew comjjares the Lord with a farmer, who save a a small amount 

of his crop ae next year's seed, this seed being, as it were, the 

remnant of Israel, who escared the total destruction.

10. VAuditc verbian ^qfliai.principcs - odacaorum. .., 
He cui forte vicetur Doodnus qui nil eorum qua 
fecit odit, crudeiis penaque eorum, licet iusta, 
delectarl, a facie impendent is ire ^ualiter salvari 
possint aperit, monens verbu& ^onini et legea 
audire et facere..,., perver&lone cogitationia 
scilicet et operis cessare, miserioordie et 
pietatis operibus invigilaro' . '

Andrew seems at tiaws to identify hinacelf with the prophet, trying 

to imagine the effects of his message. However, the idea that the 

Lord ,who does not hate anything he does, must (therefore, have pleasure 

in punishing his people is typically a product of theological questioning 

and reflection, unknown in the tiac of Iseiah. That this idea is 

obviously wrong is made clear by Andrew by explaining, that the Israelites 

nere given a chance to escape the divine anger, %hich implies that the 

act of her punishment was more or less the duty of the Lord. Here we 

tare one of those rare occasions where it is possible to catch a 

glimpse of ..ndrew'R theological notions, which seem to conform to 

generally accepted ideas. He does not elaborate on them at all, 

but keeps strictly within the limits of his text.

14. V.nima aea. Ad in&lnuandaia desiderii, vel odii, 
vel alicuius alterius affectionis vehezoentiam solet 
h«e nonen ireqoetiter in sacra scrip tura poni. 2 
Moyses: Si esua carnium quas de aider at anigia tua. 
Item: icut dcsiderat armoa tua.3 Ysaiiit.: /uiiaa 
atea desideravit te.4 Psalmographus: Litivit anjma 
mea aq iJeup.5 Itemj goncuiiivit a

1. Fo. ^c (42a).
2« -.Andrew's text GGGB* a combination of I^»ut. xii.1^, ^in auteta conedere 
volueris et te fsus camium Oelectaverit..... and Dcut. xii.20, ,, > .fct^* 
volueris vesci c rirnibu8 uas desiderat anima tua....
3. vXndrew could have had in BJuid ueut. xii.^0 ^c£. n.2) or I)eut.xlv.26, 

omne -»^ it«^dtT* f anima tua.
4. ls.xxvi.9.
3. P».xlii.2 (V.xli.3).
6. Ps. cxix.20 (V.cxviii.20).
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1 . Salomon: Num quern desiderat anima mea vidistis?
Item: Sex aunt que odit Dominus et septimum quod 
detestatur anima

Andrew tries to define the exact value of certain expressions, 

which frequently occur in Scripture. See also:

'Avert am oculos meos. Aversio oculorum
displicentie est signum. ^uos enim diligimus
lib enter aspicimus^ ab his ergo quos odimus
oculos avertimus 1 . •

On verse 17 9 Discite benefacere: quaerite iudicium, subvenite 

oppresso, iudicate pupillo. defendite viduam, he notes :

'Discite etc. Si per vos nescitis, ab aliis benefacere 
discite. Vel quia usus reddit magistrum, multo usu et 
assiduaa exercitione benefacere discite. Ac si diceretur 
avaro, frequenter dando liberalitateru addisce 1 .^

In explaining this verse Andrew refers to a commonly known proverb, 

and illustrates it with a simple example. Apart from learning something 

by practising, he suggests that one could learn from the example set by 

others.

id. * Iudicate pupillo. Ad utilitatem pupilli, si 
causa eius permittit, iudicium facite. Alioquin 
mementote scriptum esse: Non misereberis pauperis 
in iudicio. ' Pupillus est, qui alt£ro ' patre g 
scilicet, orphanus qui utroque parente destitutus est'.

A short and practical explanation of the meaning of the text and 

an exact definition of an apparently little used word.

a. C. am. assidua.

1. Cant.iii.3.

2. Prov. vi.16.

3. Fo. 5a (42c).

4. Fo. ^b (42c).

5. Fo. 5b (42d).
6. Gf . H. Walther, Lateinische SprichwQrter und Sentenzen des Mittelalters 
(Munich, 1963-69), v.503.

7. Ex. xxiii.3«

8. Fo. 5c (42d).
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18. *£t venite et &rguite me etc* ue pre<licta sunt 
facientes venite ad templuu* meum, vel in causam contra 
me, et accusate me, qua&i reuu et iniustum, si non . 
benefecero vobis. Vel looutio eet quod dicit venite 1 .

Andrew explains this verse in his scheme of warning,, punishment 

and remuneration. If the people of Israel do justice they can b« 

absolutely sure of fair treatment by the lord, even to the point of 

accusing him of injustice if he should fail to reward them. Having 

first taken venite literally, he then suggests th&t it can also be 

understood as a manner of speaking.

21. ^uomodo f act a est meretrix etc, uoniam contra/' hoc 
quod illos in superioribue monuerat egisse studiose 
intelligit, predicit cuod tan tarn de ill is vindictam 
sumpturus est, que consolationi de con temp tu suo 
sufficere possit, stupens et admirans quonodo tain boni 
prius in tarn perversoa poster sint cocniutati*.2

Again according to his scheme i the Lord, having warned the 

Israelites in vain to change their way of liie, proceeds now to predict 

to what extent he intends to punish them.

24. 'Heu^ Quam invitus percutiat qui percussurus in 
vocem plangentis er-umpit

Andrew points out repeatedly that the Lord has no pleasure in 

punishing Israel*

id. t.Consolabar super hostibus meia« Nostris utitur 
verbis, quibus facia ultio de nostris hostibus non 
minima est consolatio 1 .^"

He never fails to indicate an anthropomorphism, a characteristic

he shares with Ibn zra, who explains here: 'I will find comfort for
c

their having provoked me. -An anthropomorphism*. 

Ertus far the exan/ples of Group I.

1. Fo.
2. Fo. 5d-6a (43a).

4. l-o. 6b
5. Ibn Esra, ConBi. in Is. . p. 12«
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as Lclungc^to group II (knowledge of the pagan classics etc.). 

Before turning to Andrew's comments on the first chapter of Isaiah, 

we shall briefly point out some allusions to the classical authors in

his prologue. In the beginning of the prologue he uses an expression

1 2
*acta ne arias' . which is an adaptation of Terence's 'actum ne aaas*.

Secondly, in a »ehetorical question, 'aut forte perspicacius et acutiua, 

utpote iuniores....?^5 he refers to Priscian's '*,..cuius auotores,

quanto eunt luniores, tanto perspicaciores 1 . Lastly he uses the
5 proverb 'tempore parce'. which was apparently a widely used saving,

originally taken over from the Greeks.

The first reference in the actual commentary to classical grammar 

occurs in verse 1 , Visio Ysaiae filii Amos;

'Hebraicorum consuetude scriptoruiu est in titulis quos 
suis prescribunt operibus, verbum substantivum cum 7 
pronomine demonstrative subintelligendum relinquere •••.'.

The term 'verburn aubstantivum* is derived from iriscian's 

Ins ti tut iones Grammaticae:

'Praesens tempus provide cicitur, cuius pars praeteriit, 
pars futura est...., excepto "sum" verbo, quod tW?wt<Koo « 
Graeci vocant, quod nos possuraus "substantivum" nominare'.

In verse 2, Audite oaeli et auribus percipe terra, he uses the term 

metomymia:

putant quod per figuram quam metonymiam vocant, 
angelicas,.. .virtutes ad audiendum invitat....'.^

1. Fo. 1a
2. Terence, Phoimio. 1.419: '"actum11 aiunt "ne

3. Fo. 1a (40a).
4. Priscian, Ad lulianum f^pistala (ed. Kertzius, i.1, 1. 6).

5. Fo. 1b (40a).
6. Cf. II. ^alther, Lat eini sche SprlohwOrter « v. 295.

7. Fo. 2b (40d).
8. Priscian , Institutions Ora/unatioae , viii. 31 (ed. Kertsiiua i.41l». 
I. 10).
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Other gramtieal term* employed by Andrew are, for ex,,,:.ple, 

Adverb Jura in verae 9, ,,«. quasi f'jK3oca& fuimejaus. ̂  . et quasi Conorra 

similes eeaeaus, on which he notes t '•.•cum quasi sindlitudinis 

adverbium premisaum sit... 1 ^ find nominativua and voc^tivus in verse 10,

!• ••peroipite auribua legen Dei nostri populus (kgoorrae, where he
2 remarks: 'Fopulus. Kondnativus est pro vocativo 1 .

.}• 'Cognovit bos«. T . Novit, cum litterate habeat 
preterit! strusum, habet prea^ntis, eicut odi et 
memini. -ognovi in sensu preaentis, niai i'orte 
in hoe loco, me legisae non recorder. Non olim 

__ bovein ©t asitaun presepe aomini sui cognovisse, sed in 
Hk CPI preaenti noacere vel oognoscere sole re die ore intend! t. 

Nee in eo putendua est boa doodnusi suutn cognosce re, 
quod ex qu&litate f&ciei, vel voclt, vel alio quolibet 
ciusdeo generis raodo t&> aliia hominibua eum dis/cernere 
aci&t 9 aed in eo quod de aaino subditur, ncilicet . 
quod per ae act presepe iotaini sui redire cognovit*.

We set* here ilrst Andrew* a concern with the tenaea of verbs. 

Although he cannot remember having cone across an an&loj/oue exai.ple, 

he concludes on grounds of the context that co/Tnoyit (or novlt) has th« 

aeaning of a present tense here. Secondly he maJk»» sure that his 

readers understand the verb in the right way. They should not 

understand it as if the animal recognises his coaster's face or voice., 

and from that knows where to £O$ no: it knows instinctively where to 

go. recieejv this instinctively knowing where to go is a quality 

Israel is lacking complttcly,

In verse 7a, .•••regionem .ycstrapi coram vobis alieni dc-vu 

he is likewise concerned with the use of a particular tense in its 

context!

n. ve st ram. • . . . uod dicit regicnen illonai 
hastes scilicet^ devor&turosj verbum cnim

presentis pi-o verbo iXituri teu$>oria ex
certitudine

(42a).

2. Fo.
3. Fo.
4. Fo. U> (42a;.
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Ongie c^put languidmn etc ••.•Languor est 
diutius et frequentis&iiae us <ue ad ultiraum diem 
perseverans morbus, qui nun minus quam ex so 
gravia eat, ex coovaleacendi desperations* 
Desperatio autem, si ^toieis credioua, eat 
•gritudo sine ulla expect&tione K,eliorumf 
lanpuente capite q^ie apes sanitatis east 
potest, . • • Mertma t. Weror est, ut otoicis 
Tisun est, egritudo flebilis,,.,(6) i
Sanitas duplex est; est s&nitas mentis, est 
et oorporia, Sanitas corporia est tei^ereoitia 
partium, cum e& con^ruunt ex uuibus constat, 
Sanitas vero anind est cum eius iudicia et 
opiniones concordsjit. 1 ''

Andrew draws heavily on Cioero** Tusculanae rUs^utationes in **"* 

••§ paasa e. His definitions of deaper&tio. merer* and sanitas 

can be found there. In verse 16 f Lavanini^ ignncU cstote, auferte jfaelum 

jgopit&tioTOBn vestrorum ab ooulls rneis. cmiesclte aj^ere perverse, he shcms 

the sasae fondness of definitions:

*««*,Non quelibet mala dicuntur perversionea, sed 
(|ue contra ius equitatis officii et nature fiunt. 
Veluti si quis liberetorcm de manu hostili 
hostibus suis tradat, Vel si DeniYolos et 
inuulfentes sibi iilius parentea oucrit, vel si 
quis fideii amico fidem non acivuverit et cetera

I have not been able to trace the source of Andrew's definition of 

pgrversione3« Again he illustrates his statement with examples takftn 

from every day life.

In verse ?b we find a quotation from V crgil:

* Terra vestra desert a, . . •^caerta, Occisis vel 
in ciiptivitatein ductis cultoribus* Solent 
frequenter nondnati a participiorum preteriti 
terporis et substantivorum quibus adiciuntur sine 
verb is cubs tail tivis, que tamen subeoidiri deb e rent, 
poni* JNeo solum apud noe, sed etiam apud 
seculariura lltterainjun autorest Vergiliue in i

a- C. nonina: M. nominati. 
1. ro. 4a (41 d).

2. Cicero 9 i\iscul&nae Digputationea. iv« 6 t 1b«
3. Ibid^
4. Ipid.. iv. 13,30.

5. Fo. 5b (42d).
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l.noi float "olim volventibus annis hinc fore 
due tores, revocato sanguine Teucri, qui mare, qui 
terras oinui dicione tenerent, pollicitus", ̂ ubi 
subaudiendum est "es", ^>ic et hie subaudiri 
debet "erit" 1 . 2

Andrew does not feel obliged to justify himself for illumiriating 

peculiarities of the biblical text with quotations from the pa£an 

classics, as was so often the case Td.th hie contemportxries in monastic 

circles. The reference to Virgil is ost probably taloen from 

Priscian's grammar, where these lines are quoted twice to illustrate 

the omission of verba substantiva. In f acty the quotation occurs five 

times altogether in the Institutiones Graiiimaticae and ms therefore 

well-known to every student of this work.

In verse 8, ^t derelinquetur filia Sion ut urabraculum in vinea et 

sicut tup Atrium in cucumerario. . . f T/e find an interesting reference to the

'Ujabraculuui. Cuius benef icio custodes vinearum a 
nimiis i'ervoribus solis proteguntur. 'l\y-"urium . 
Villa et agrestis pastorum casula, qualibet Nuiidde 
palantes utuntur 1 .^

1. Virgil, Aeneid, i.234 ff» 'i'he complete passage reads:
'Certe hinc Komanos olim, volventibus annis, 
Hinc fore ductores, revocato a sanguine Teucri, 
^jui mare, qui terras omni dicione tenerent, 
Pollicitus: cuae te, penitor, sententia vertis? 1 .

The verb in the last line has to be completed as pollicitus es; you 
(sc. Jupiter) hast promised.

2. Fo. 4b (420.).
3. Cf. B. Smalley, Talph of Flaix on Leviticus', Kech. Theol, anc.. ted. 
xxxv (1968), 43, where is mentioned that some of Halph's friends were 
shocked by his insertions of testimonia of pagan books into a commentary 
on Scripture,
4. l^riscian, Institutiones Granc:aticae, xviii.201 (ed. Hertzius, ii. 
305, 1. 6): 'Hoc Romani faciunt in omnium passivorum et depone,itium 
et coranunium praeteritis, per quae par-ticipiis utuntur pro verbo 
adiungentea verbum substantivum| frequenter tamen et per ellipsin eius 
per se participia loco verborum funfuntur, ut Virgilius in I Aeneidos: 
Certe nine...., deest "es" 1 . Cf. ibid, xvii.80 (ed. Hertzius, ii, 153, 
1.18).
5. Po. 4b (42a).
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***•' Undrew1 s source is most likely a passage in Isidore's ta/zaologies 

devoted to aedificia rustica. Here a tu^urium is mentioned as a booth 

for the watchnen of the vineyard, while the oblong huts in which the 

Numidians live are called roagalia.

16. 'Auferte malum . opffi tationum vestrarum. 
lavari eos preceperat, ne quis hoc de lavacro in aquis 
et variis baptismatibus, que tain apud Hebreos quaia 
gentiles erant — quod reiaas, loquens Acasto. 
deolarat, dicens: "Solve nefas dixit, solvit et 
ille nefas" * — 9 errore deoeptus acciperet, lavandi 
modum subiungit, dicens, Auferte malum etc '.3

Another example which shows to what extent Andrew identifies 

himself with the prophet and ascribes to him his own associations. Aa 

the prophet f according to Andrew ̂ was afraid that the moral cleansing 

intended by him might be confused with ritual purifications as 

prescribed by the Jewish law, or with the rites of purgation as known in 

antiquity, he explicitly stated what kind of cleansing he had in mind. 

That Isaiah was not very likely to have heard of the last form of 

cleansing from sin does apparently not occur to him. It reminds one 

again of the fact that for the middle ages antiquity was very ouch a

a. C, Solum.
1. Isidore, t.ymQlop.iae . xv.12 (ed. Lindsay, sv.12, 2-4): 'Tuguriuia 
casula est quam faciunt sibi custodies vinearum ad tegimen sui, sive 
propter ardorom solis et radios declinandos..*.Uagalia aedificia 
Numidarum agrestium oblon^a, in curvis lateribus tecta, quasi 
navium carinae sunt, sive rotunda in modum furnorum 1 . MSB ^mailey 
drew my attention to a passage in ^allust's -•ellurn Iutrurthiraiaa« where 
he describes the habits of the various people living in Africa from 
early times onwards. It would seem that Isidore derived his intimation 
fron this source. kallust, iiellutc lu^urthinumt xviii and xix.
2. Ovid, Fasti, ii. 39-40, 43-46 (ed. i-raeer, i.55). /uidrew has 
abbreviated the pas^.age somewhat. The complete section reads:

39. 'Actoriden ieleus, ipsura quoque Pelea ^hoci 
' caede per Haemonlas solvit j\castue aquas:.... 

43. .Awphiarelades ^iaupactoo richeloo
"solve nefas" dixit, solvit et ille nefas 

* aj nimium facile s, qui tristia crimina caedia
fluminea tolli posse putatis aquaj 1 .

3. Fo. 5b (42c).
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unity, in which only a vague die ti not ion was ;aade between biblical 

eventa and the history of Greeks and TTgsans.

The examples of thia group have shovn that Andrew was able to draw 

on the pagan authors ii this suited his purpose. He knew their grawsmr 

and applied ita rulea to the biblical text. Hia fwwaatical studies 

had introduced hija to the practice of reading a text carefully and had 

helped him to develop a keen feeling for the ij^ortance of the littara 

as such. Whether he read the ancient writers in the original or in 

the much used set books of the schools could only be decided after a 

more detailed study of his quotations throughout his coauaentaries and 

of the sources available to him, in particular the library of Saint 

Victor. He certainly borrowed frees Iriscian for some of his quotations. 

In any case, his references to the pagan classics illustrate that /*ndrew 

was well versed in the secular learning of his day.

I?

^fesjsples belonging to group III (references to the Hebrew and Jewish 

interpretation).

References to Jewish traditions in the prologue and the verses 1 2 

and 2r have previously been noted*

4. Ye genti pecoatrioi....Hiseria velociter 
super^veniet et repentina vastatio genti Israeli 
scilicet, qui quondfaia populus meus, nunc propter 
pecc&ta sua inter gentes, id est in genitura sua 
manentes, sine iure videlicet et lege reput&tus est f .

Andrew1 s interpretation is vaguely reminiscent of Hashi, who says 

that it seez&s right to laaent Israel, which has changed so auch that she

1. Cf. above p. 107 ff.
2. Cf. above p. 111| 11*+ 
3» Cf. above .116 ff. 

Fo.
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has bsooBM a sinful nation, and the people of which it was said, thou
1 2

ayt an hoXy people have chanfed into a people laden with iniquity.

They both stress the drastic change of Israel from God's chooen people 

into a sinful nation*

On verse 6, it derelinguetur filia gion. he remark*s

8» * lyerelincjue tur • Abductis civibus suie, 
derelicta et destituta sola acdebit filia 
HUOtiam genere locutionia apud Hebreos filius et 
filia in construct! onibus ponitur, ubi ad senstra 
ntchil opera tur, Nil aliud hie intelligi debet 
filia Syon quam XyonJ* »icut neo alibi illia 
Babylonia quam Babylon: Filia, Babylonia misera. 
beatua qui retribuet

It is easy to imagine that tliis manner of speoMng was pointed out 

to hlr; by one of his Jewish a£hris«rs. It would be the sort of thing 

Andrew remembered end was interested in* Ilia actual interpretation is 

ver> much like Kashi's, but both are reljing heavily on the context , 

which makea it impossible to draw any conclusions as to Kashi's

influcaace on Andrew here* Rashi interprets: * Deprived of her inhabitants 9
5 who moved away from her, like a cottage in the vineyard is left*.

On verse 9 f Nisi DominuE exercituuin relic^igsct nobis setaeu. quasi 

JjTf^OBiT ruissemua. et quasi Gqmoira rsimiles ..sse ua, <indrew remarks:

' uoci post Ccfoorrairi 'similes' apponitur, cum c^ 
siailitudinia adverb ium prendssum sit superfluee 
vide tur. t?"reque2nter ttanen taia apud nos qu««a apud 
Hebreos huiuaraodi superfluitates reperiri aolent.

a* C. nisi.
b. C, on* quam Syon*
c« M« superfluere.
1. Deut. vii. 6.

2» kashi, Comm, oa is*, p,
3. Ps. c xxxvii. 6. (v. cxxxri.8).

5, Rashi, op. cit. . p, 6.
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*-* : Aaron quern ^le^ it ipsunu Cuius participatio 
eius» -h-tjL £uius nun sum ai^nus solvers curri^iam 
calceamentorum eius.^ ivt: haut mora co.ntinuo. Et: 
quod nesciebam melius magLs qiam h

The last two examples are obviously Andrew's own and belong to the 

apud nos ones. Unfortunately the last one has a different reading in 

the two manuscripts and is partly abbreviated, as indicated. As far as 

his examples from the Hebrew are concerned, it seems that .^ndrew relies 

here more on the .Latin version than on the Hebrew itself, as he does 

not seem to appreciate that in the Hebrew certain verb Sj like H fa~) - to 

be like, to be similar, or ^Fl^to choose^are always used with special 

prepositions, in casu ^ and •? . These constructions have been

translated into Latin as quasi. .«. similes and quern.... .ipsunijand may

5seem superfluous to someone not familiar with their Hebrew origin.

'She fact that an example from the New Testament is inserted along with 

those from the Old Testament makes it all the more likely that Andrew 

bases his comment on the Vulgate rather than on the Hebrew text.

12. *Ante conspectum meum. Cum venistis ad 
introitum atrii sacerdotum, quo ab offerentious 
iinmolande ducebantur et afferebantur victime, 
unde a me de monte cherubin et de propxtiatorio, 
ubi apparere soleo, conspici poteratis. Nostris 
condescendit verbis, qui conspicere non possumus, 
nisi quod ante conspectum habeinus. xuis cuesivit 
hec de inanibus vestris. nee etsi querara et accipere

a* C. mage; - . magis.
b. C. and M«: q.h.
o« C. cionvenistis.
1. Fs. cv. 26. (v. civ.26).
2. Fs. cxxii. 3. (V.cxxi.3).
3. Lk. iii. 16.
4. *'o. 4c (42a).

*

5. The Hebrew reads .^1'hk T D^DOL (is. i. 9) and^Q'^H!) ^ V tf
(Fs. cv. 26). ' T T .; L - T
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velim, de manibus vestris iniquorum et a quibus 
all quid accipiam indignorum, nee quero nee volo. 
Huic simile quid in P sal mis legiraus: Oleum 
^eccatoris non inrpin^uabit caput ineum; ' etsi 
oleum ad impinguandum caput ineum velim ̂ nolo 
peccatoris oleum. Ut ambularetis in atriis. 
Ouis quesivit predicta de manibus vestris, ut 
hac occasione quia victinas al'feretis, vos 
indigni aribularetis in atriis meis. Vel 
superioribus coniungendum est sic: Gum 
venire tis ante conspectum raeum ut arabularetis 
in atriis meis, quis quesivit etc. In Hebreo 
planius: calcare atrium ineum non apponetis. Vos 
indigni et iniquitate pleni non presumatis in 
atrium raeum, quod sanctum est, intrare et ipsum 
mini dicatum imuiundis pedibus vestris calcare. 
More Hebraico futurum indicativi pro prestnti 
imperativi et coniunctivi po^uit. ~ic et in 
lege frequenter invenin&is: Non occides t .^>3

s interpretation of ante conspectum ineum as an anthropomorphism 

is quite ingenious; his main concern, howvtr, is the interpretation of 

ut ambularetis in atriis meis. .'.hould one explain; who has asked for 

an offering of you, unworthy people, which would < ive* you unworthy ones 

an opportunity to walk in my courtyard— something I desire even less to 

happen? In this case ambularetis is closely connected -with quesivit 

and the stress is laid on the desecrating of the sanctuary. wr should 

it be joined to venistis ; when you come to appear before me and walk 

in my courtyard, who would have asked for your offerings?^ in which 

case the stress is laid on the asking of offerings from unworthy people. 

Andrew says he prefers the Hebrew where the difficulty does not occur. 

For there we r^-ad according to him: 'You shall not continue to trample 

my court 1 , which he interprets as: Tou vdcked people shall not take 

it for granted any longer to come into my sanctuary, trampling it and 

desecrating it with your unworthy presence. 1 However, what Andrew 

gives as the Hebrew version of the text looks very much like a quotation 

from Jerome, v;ho translate^ the last part of the text: 'Calcare atrium meum

1. Ps. cxli. 3 Of. cxl « :>)•

2. Ex. xx. 13.
3. Fo. 4d (42b).



non apponetis** The Vulgate readers j lum veneritis &nte conspectua

qu&eaivit haec de r.anibus vestris ut sabularetis in fetriis 

? (12*)* Ne adferatis ultra sacriflcium fustra... .(13). while the 

Hebrew hast '..,. who has asked this from your hands, to trample vy

court? (12). You shall not continue to bring worthless offerings....
5 2

(13 )• '»• *ne word tor the bringing of' offerings in verse 13 is a

hif*!! fona of the verb /)! 2 - to cosse, it is possible that Jeroirie 

mieread it. It seems likely that undrew, who found the text difficult 

to explain, looked up what Jerome a add about it* when he saw that his 

translation differed from the Vulgate he a^sur^ed that the latter had 

baaed it on the Hebrew text* Considering this version &ore intelligible 

too, he inserted it in his own explanation w ithout checking, however, 

with the Hebrew original. Presently we shall notice that lie does this 

several tiii.es in the course of the first chapter* AS far am his 

gr&iW'atical remark is concerned, it can indeed happen that the Hebrew 

imperfect, which has the meaning of a future tense, can be used as an 

imperative* This is in particular the c^ae to express a prohibition, 

since the imperative, which has a separate form, c&nnot be connected 

with a negative particle* Die con June tiveXis not known in Hebrew at 

all and has therefore to be expressed in different ways, for example by 

the imperfect (iussivus). referred to b>- Andrew as futurum indicativi*

*K<gQgieniam* Neo Grece, novum Latine, mane 
Neoaenia"est featuai quod fit ab Hebreis 

nova apparente, vel accensa a sole luna, Fes t ivi tft te s 
alias* Pascha, Fentecoisten et bcenophegism, Rnnum septem et quinqua- 
ginta*..*Kalendas etc* Vel uno vel duobus diebus in 
singulorum initiis K;ensur festa celebrant Hebrei, 
Unde in Saffiuele legitur, Cras erunt kalende et 
reouiretur sessio tua us ue in diem tertium.fr

1. Jerome, £9«««J-n_S»« » *• (C.O........ 73, p. 1 7, 1.11).

* I __^
3* ££• uboye P* ^ 1 » v^z^ Andrew Makes a sindlar remark. 
4* i ftegun xx. 18.
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Item, Non corned! t lonathaa panem in diagecunda 
jcalendarum, 1 SolleminitatesT Non quelibet 
festa dies, sed ab omnibus cccsnuniter celeb rat a 
solle^ggnitas nominator 1 . 2

We notice again Andrew's fondness of definitions in his discussion 

of these Jewish festivals. As has already been pointed out in

Chapter III, he often relies on Isidore's r^tymolo^ies for descriptions 

of this kind; there is no reason to assume Jew! ah influence here* 

The so-called 'blessing of the New Moon* , which was accompanied oy the
1

blowing of the aophar. was still celebrated in Andrew's time.

On verse 14b, faota sunt mihi molesta. laborayi sustinens, he notes:

14* Facto sunt mini molesta, Hec, que dum a piis 
et bonis bene, pure rite cue iierent grata mihi esse 
solebant, nunc etia.i tantum me molestant, quod laboro 
dum f iuntf ac si grave quoddam pondus portarem. uod 
est dicere displicent sicut fesso labor et grave 
pondus sustinenti, In Hebreo: facti estis mihi in 
satietatem, nequaquam dimitttun peccata vestra, huius 
littera expositione non indiget',3

a case where it looks as if undrew took Jerome's rendering of 

the text for a literal translation of the Hebrew original* Jerome has:

'Facti mihi estis in satietatem; nequaquam dimittam
peccata vestra* Fro quo interpretatus est /vquila:
laboravi sustinens; Symnachus: tUo7?w J^v/ cf *4«iO uo^\<Jo\ f
<aiod est: defeci miserans; ut ostendat se nequaquam
ultra misererl, quia aliud sit servos ad se missos
occidere, aliud Filium 1 .6

The Hebrew has: ,V & ^ 'j\ -^'C 1 H *-)6? U \U •) 9 D
' •• 5 ' - 4. JT T

- they are a burden unto me, 1 am tired of bearing, i'he last part of

the text, however, can equally well be translated as 'I am tired of 

forgiving 1 , siiice the verbjVtlJ 13 has both meanings, Symmachus and

1. i. Rcgum xx, 34,
2. Fo. i?a (42b,c).
3. Cf * jj.tvmolo> iae, vi, 18 (ed, idndsay, vi, 18), On kalendae see 
ibid., *. 33 (ed. 1 indsay, v. 33, 13). Cf. above p, 53.
4. J.K.,ix, 243-44 (cf. Nu. x. 10).
5. Fo, !?a (42o).
6. Jeroms, Cocm, in Es,. i (C.C.S.I.. 73, p. 1$, 1, 13).
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Jerome both refer to the last meaning of the verb, while .Jidrew apparently 

regarded this interpretative translation as a straightforward version of 

the Hebrew text. Ibn fcara interprets; * They are a trouble unto me. 

Tteae words imply the threat: I shall therefore banish you, and they — 

the festivals — will then cease* I am weary, A figurative expression,'

Andrew's reference to a Jewish tradition in his exposition of verse

218 has been quoted extensivelj in I-'iss Snaallej/'s ~tudy of the :.ible»

In his comment on verse 22 he a^ain identifies a translation of 

Jerome with the original Hebrew without going back to the text itself:

22, 'Vinum tuum mixtum eat. ue olim bonus et 
suavis sapor eras in ore omnium de te loquentium, 
nunc fatuus es et insipidus. Vel doli f&ll&cie 
et fraudis arguit eoe quod argento et vino que pura 
et absque omni conmixtione vendere deberent, nil 
precio detrahentes, sordes et aquam inmiscebant. Huio 
Bententie consonat alia translatio, que congruit , 
Hebraice veritati: Caupones tui miscent vinum aqua 1 .

rHie Vulgate has the sane text as Andrew, Vinum tuuin mixtum aqua. 

but Jerome writes,

'Caupones tui. miacent vinura aqua. Pro quo Synmachus 
transtulit: Vinum tuuci mixtuai est aqua. "'t est 
census: Lex Dei pura atcue sincera, ,et, ut ita dicam, 
mera veritate subnixa, violata est traditionibus 
phariseeorum. *^

1. Ibn Kara, Conm. on Is.« p. 9«
2. Study, pp. 389-90 (transl. p. 148).
3. Po. 6a (43a).
4. Jerome, qp«__cit«« p. 21, 1. 12. L. Giiusberg in his 'Die Haggada bei 
den Kirchenv&tern 1 , vi, p. 2bQ remarks about Jerome's explanation:

*ht feat sensus.... xharisaeoruin, 'iarguin ,jer:....Die I nor a die 
i-einej,- .eine gleich 1st, dertn wesetze hast du nun*- j w

verunstaltet, so dass sie gewassertem .veine gleicht* 
In & note he sa^ys that Jerome's interpretation could go back to husebius.
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Synnachus is here much closer than Jerocie to the Hebrew: 71 Jf ID
"' •• : T

* which means indeed: your wine is mixed with water* Loth
T-

Rashi and Ibn *ra understand C.-'NTl ^ as 'mixed' and remark that the-i 7 j

expression occurs nowhere else in scripture. ..aehi, however,

interprets the verse; 'Your wine traders mix the wine with water, as
2is said in the Pesikta*. Again Andrew's reference to the Hebrew is

an interpretation rather than a translation and ^oes in all probability 

back to Jerome. It is possible that ^ashi's interpretation strengthened 

his view that what he gave was the correct hebrew version.

On the versa* 30 and 31 > Cum fueritis velut ^uercus deiluentibus 

f oliie et velut hortus absque aqua (31) et erit fortitude vestra ut 

fayilla stuppae et opus vestrum quasi scintilla et succendetur utrumqut 

et non erit QUJ extinguat. Andrew

30,31 • 'Cum lueritis etc. Tune erubescetis super 
hortis cum fueritis orani pulchritudine destituti, velut 
quercus cum foliis desti tutor et velut hortue qui 
arescet pro penuria aqut , ti cum destituti fueritis 
orani fortitudine et opere in quibus ante confidebatis. 
Vel fortitudinem et opus eorum ̂ rruej coraparat purg£jnento 
stupp« f ut habetur in Hebreo et Lymmachus trttnstulit t 
et scintille; opera fortituclinis eorum nunicipia 
scilicet et artes appellat, que non diutiusaca^trensibus 
f'laramis resistere poterunt, quam supradicta, que 
facilliroe pertranseunt , durare possunt',3

This time Andrew refers to the Hebrew text and Syamacbus as in one 

breath, thus possibly p-iving one a clue where his ^knowledge of th* 

Hebrew text mif-ht come froro* He found Syiiiniochus' translation In Jerome;"*~ -*f

and silentl^r assuming that S^raiiBchus \wnt back to the Hebrew original he 

pits: In Tlebreo et Symmachua, Perhaps tlie fact that Jerome did not 

follow C^mnachus 1 translation of the text made him slightly uneasy about

1. Ibn l-.zra, Coum* on Is«. p. 11; Tashi, COCTIU on Is,. p. 12.

2. Ibid. , p. 12.
3. fo. 6c,d (45b,c).
4. Jerome, oou^. in ^s.. i (C.C.....i... 73, P« 26, 1.1); *rt erit fortitudo 
yoatra ut lavilla stupae. ri*o favillajtycTtW| y* interpretatus est ^yjanacTaifl 
quando stupu pectitui, et quidquid sordiuu hU,tt, pi-oicitur. Unnls i^.itur 
loi-titudo et superbia peccatoruui et scelerutorum Israel.... redigeatntur in 
purgementa etupue, qua* levi vorantui- incendio'*
a. C. dirinis.
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it and he thou£ht it necessary to mention Syrnmachus as a supporter of 

*faat he gives as the Hebrew version, which indeed it is: 7| ' ?) )

Anothei reason why it is doubtful whether Andrew consulted either

the Hebrew text itself or a Jewish scholar is the fact that he does not
• • 

mention that the Hebrew has not opus vestrum as the Vulgate, but )C^Cj *
-• 2

his maker, the artifex of idols, or the workmen, as Ibn iJzra explains;

while Rashi explicitly disagrees with Jonathan, who translated the word 

as 'work 1 .

The discussion of Andrews remarks on the Hebrew text or Jewish 

interpretation has brought to light several interesting points. First 

of all, there are very few references which cannot be traced back to 

sources other than Jewish ones, for example in verse 2:

'••••sed consuetudinem fuisse Hebreis in pangendis 
inter Dominum et populum f ederibus. . . .maxima heo 
elementa et firmioris materie quedam inaniraata vel 
ad audiendum, vel ad testificandum invitare 1 .

and in verse 18:

1 ....I'eccata omnium, si vera est ludeorum traditio, 
in candidissima scripta servantur materia, ut facile 
indicia appareant oculis',5

Many explanations, we concluded, were likely to be derived from 

Christian sources, for example in the prologue:

*0uod nobilis et de regia stirpe oriundus fuerit, 
filia eius, si vera est ludeorum traditio, regi 
Manasse. . . .conubio iuncta. . . . * .

1. Ibn <-zra remarks here: T| 
from the flax 1 . Cocgn. on Is. , p.

2. Ibn TCzra, Coinm. in Is., p. 13.

3. Rashi, Comm. in Is., p. 16.

4. Cf . above pp. 11? ff»
5. Cf . Stud^r. p. 389. See a^ove p. 136.

6. Cf. above p. 107.

That which is shaken off
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in verse 1s

'•,,.4no* vero __ , patren/ Ysaie prophetum _ 
fuisae Rebreorufc habet traditlo. ... ».1

and in verses 13 and 14:

'••••??ea»enia est festum quod fit *Jb Hebrels 
oova apparente, vel aocensa a sole luna.... 

etc, Vel uno vel duobus diebus in
aiogulorum initiis ^nsum Testa celebrant 
Hebrei....'.2

We noticed that some interpretations corresponded ^ore or less 

idth those ol ,.aahi f for example in verse 4: *Ve genti peooatrici. . . . '? 

and in verae 22 j *Vinum tuum mixt\» •at,.,. 1 ,*' but there waa no reason 

to assume any direct influence of Rashi on Andrew.

Secondly, as in his ca-mentary on Ijtodus, many allusions to the 

liebrei turned out to be notes on . „ peculiarities of the liebx^w language f 

rather than exe^etical ooiiiuexite. For example in verse 1:

'Keoraicorum consuetude eat in Uitilis, quos suis 
prescribunt operibus vtrbum subs tan tivum cum 
proncminc deiaonstraiivo subintelli^endua relinquere,...'.

in verae 81

genere locutionia apud Febreos filiua 
et filia in constructionibus ponitur, ubi ad senaum 
nihil operatur 1 .®

in verse 9:

• ••• quasi Goaorra siailes«*.frequenter tan apud 
nos quam apud Hebifios huiuamocii superfluitatea 
repcriri solent'.7

and in verse 12:

'....More Hebraic© futururo indic&tivi pro preecnti 
inrptrutivi et cuaiw^ctivi

1. Cf. above, p. 115 ^
2. Cf. above p. 134 .f.

3. Of. above p. I3&f.
4. Cf. above p* 1>^.
5. Cf . above p. 113 f
6. Of. above p. 131 •
7. Cf. above p. 131 £
8. Of. above p. 133f.
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These observations are of the same character as those in his 

commentary on zxodus and do not throw anj new light on Andrew's 

knowledge of the Hebrew language.

ftiirdly, as far as the references to the Hebrew text are concerned,
at these were often found to be^second hand and they gave the impression

that Andrew did not check them with the hebrew original. i?'-or example 

in verse 12:

'....In Hebreo planius: calcare atrium mourn non 
apponetis. ... * 1, (from Jerome) .

in verse 14:
'....In Hebreo: facti estis mini in satietatem, 
nequaquam dimittara peccata vestra, huius littera 
expositione non indiget'2 (from Jerome).

in verse 22j

'Vinum tuuzn mixtum est...,Huic sea ten tie consonat
alia translatio f qu« oongxuit Hebraice veritati'3 (from Jerome).

and in verse 31:

*....Vel fortitudinem et opus eorum[que)coraparat 
purgamento stuppe. ut habetur in Hebreo et bym tachus 
transtulit, . . . *4 (from Jerome) .

At times he seems to indicate that he finds the Hebrew version more 

readily understandable than the Latin, for example in verse 12 and verse

14. There is no immediate influence of Jewish exposition in these cases either,

Sunmarizing we can say that Andrew in the first chapter of his 

commentary on Isaiah approaches his task full of enthusiasm. He makes 

a rather frequent use of the pagan authors, his style is to the point

1. Cf. above p.

2. Cf. above p.

3» Cf. above p.

4. Uf. abov« p.
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and businesslike. He explains only what needs explaining^ and he takes 

great care to make things as clear aa possible, if necessary by referring 

to examples taken from everyday life. He furthermore illustrates his 

work with references to Jewish interpretation or the Hebrew text; but
i

these were not always thought to come directly from a Jewish source. 

His work bears the mark of great independence 5 his attitude towards 

it is scholarly and, to a certain extent, disengaged. \ve shall notice 

that this changes in the course of his coaaentary. The references to 

Jewish exegesis become more frequent and those to the pagan classics 

rather less* Andrew himself gets more and more involved in the work 

as he goes on and the comaentax-y acquires a mure personal character. 

He relies less and less on Jerome for his references to the Hebrew 

text and often disagrees with the latter 1 s interpretations. This 

gradual change in attitude becomes particularly obvious in his comments 

from chapter xl onwards, but it can already be noticed in his 

interpretation of the chapters vii to xi. V;e shall now turn to some of 

these last mentioned chapters, peeing special attention in our 

Investigation to Andrew's allusions to Jewish exposition.
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CHAPTER V

Jccejrirgo concipiet et pariet filium (ls,,vii 0 14)<

I 

We shall attenpt a somewhat different treatment of Andrew's

exposition of Isaiah vii, concentrating on his explanation of verse 14* 

The explanation of this particular verse was apparently considered his 

most daring judaizing interpretation, since it led Richard of St0 Victor 

to attack Andrew in his De Eaaanuele>

The first part of the chapter is dealt with by Andrew in his

2
usual Manner, He expands the historical sense with an occasional

reference to the Hebrew or a Jewish tradition; sometimes he quotes 

Jerome, sometimes the pagan classics, as for example in verse 4 on the 

distinctions between different kinds of fear* He points out that the 

sign Achaz is required to ask (vs« 11) should be seen entirely in its 

historical context, namely as an assurance that Judah has nothing to 

fear from the alliance between Rezin, the king of Syria and Pekah the 

son of Renaliah, the king of Israel, He then explains verse 14 as

follows:
gipropter hoc. In Hebreo certe, quod planiuso Certissirae

sclatis~quia Doirinus ipse, non idola, dabit vobis signuia. 
Ecce virgo concipiet et pariet filium et^yocabiturjioaen eius 
EananuelTHanc do conceptione et nativitate nostri 
salvatoris ct integritate et virginitate matris eius 
semper virginis apertissiraam prophet!am prout iustum 
est cuza de ipsis exponinius. Insurgentes in nos ludei, 
veritatis inirsici, cavillationis ariete firraissimum 
fidei nostre naurum labefactare conantur,, Primo dicunt

a. C. quia«
1* Richard, of Sto Victor, De Eisraanuele (P.L. 196). Cf. below p. 145.
2. Cfo below Appendix I, pp.279-3?, where the text of Is.vii.1-13 is printed.
3. Fo. 14c ('r5d). Andrew quotes here from Cicero, Tusculanae Disputationes, iv. 8, 19.
4. Fo. 15a-d (49a-c).



quod in Hebreo non habetur betula, que vox* virginem, 
sed alma, que nunc iuvenculam, nunc abscond!tarn aignifioat, 
A quibus cum opponent!* querimua quomodo future liberationia 
aignun eaae poasit quod iunioria etatia femina vel abscondita 
et secret a concipiat et pariat, oum hoc frequentiaijae fieri 
videanua, respondent dioentea in hoc aignum erat, quod ea 
que nondum oonceperat in prima ad earn viri ac/oeasione 
conceptura erat et ciaaculum pajritura, qui ab ipao populo veil 
matre iiananuel nominaretur. Ac ai a propheta diceretur:^ 
0 domuB David, ai videria hanc iuvenculam que nondum 
concepit in proximo concipere et filium parere, aciaa hoc 
tibi digram future liberationia de manu aupradiotorum regum 
a Domino datum. Voa autem, inquiunt, qui hoc de Virginia 
veatri leau raatria conoeptione et partu exponitia, 
reapondete quomodo quod post aeaoentoa vel eo ampliua 
factum eat annoa dossal David et Achaz, quod de raanu Kaainf 
tune regis Syrie et Phacee filiua Roraeljbe liberandi caaent, 
aignum eaee potuit. ^ucmodo illia aignum ease potuit quod 
nunquam viderunt vel viauri orantV Voa par abruptam, noa 
per planam incedioua viani, quibuacum tota capituli continentia 
conaonat. Voa tota littere circumatantia reclaniante uni 
versiculo adheretia. Cuod y ut melius pateat, ab exordio 
uaque ad f inern totum prosequaour capitiilnm. Kandavit Doninus 
per prophetam Achaz quod aignum petorct, per quod certua 
eaae posset quod non oporceret eum timere a duabus caudia 
titionura fumi^antium. ^.uo aignum petere nolente, convertit 
ae propheta ad populum, cui dicit ipaum Douinum aignum eaee 
daturum, ipaumque aignum statim sup^onit, dicene: cce
Virgo concipiet etc. Subiungit et cibum ipaitta pueri ex 
virgin© concepti et nati et cauaam quare tali cibo utatur. 
Poat hec interponitur de adventu Aaajriorum in terra luda 
et quid in ea facturi aint. Ad extrenum post enuoerationem 
eorum que vactitatem aequuntur, itoperat Dominua prophete ut 
in grandi libro plane et legibiliter acrib&t nascituri de 
iuvencula vel abscond!ta pueri nomina duo hec 'velociter 
apolia detrahe', 'oito predari** £.t ne qua fraua vel dolua 
aubesse putaretur, vel ne alio quam ad prophetiasair,, 7 sale 
videlicet uxorem et f ilium ex ea natun, quod de virgine, 
vel potius iuvencula^ paritura dicitur invertere'bAr l y 
adhibuit et duos cui bene deberet credi teates fct sub his 
teatibua ad prophetiaaam marital! officio access!t et 
concepit et pcperit, cuiua noraen Domino precipiente 
aicut subiungitur appellat, cauaGznque quare aic debeat 
appellari supponit. /jcce, inquiunt, crania rationabiliter

aea et. i- TII vi

-o

b. C. om. Ac...dioeretur,
c. C. on. vuomodo...potuit*
d. C, QBU aignusu ite finem tus.
e. C. diverteretur.
1. Ia.viii.1-4.



procedunt, omnia cue promittuntur fiunt. Promittitur 
iuvencula que nondum conceperat in signum paritura f ilium. 
Adhibentur testes duo fideles. aui visa et auditu9 -*•

prophetissam ad quara Ysaias accessit adolescentulom esse 
dinoscere et ex ea viri ad illam accessione concepisse, 
cum tempus pariendi advenerit certissime scire valerent. 
Si dubitatis de iuvencula, fideles fidem facient testes. 
Predicitur conceptura concepit, paritura f ilium peperit 
et masculum; cibos comedit quos commesturus fuit 
predictus. Ecce datum est signum quod se daturum 
promisit Dominus. I-himquid non res signum secuta est? 
In diebus infantie filii virginis vel iuvencule duo 
reges a quorum faoie luda trepidabat, alter ab ;'sEyriis 
interfectus 1 alter ab Osee filii Lla trucidatus*^interfectus, alter ab Osee filii Lla 
oecubuerunt. i^cce signum precessit, secuta est res* 
Liberatus est luda a ivetu propter quern tollendura datum 
est signum. Vestre autem Virginia partus nee signum 
fuit quibus tollendus erat metus, sed nee esse potuit. 
Nee res propter quam signum datum est secuta est, sed 
quingentis et eo amplius annis signum quod vos ponitis 
precessit. 1-xplicate, si po test is, quanodo Ysaias 
prophcta stub notis et nominates testibus ad prophetissam 
accesserit, ex quaaecessione ipsa concepit et f ilium 
peperit, quern Dominus iccirco vocare iusserit'accelera 
spolia detrahe 1 , 'festina predari*, quod in diebua 
infantie eius a regibus /issyriorum tollenda esset 
fortitude Damasci, ubib rernabat Rasin et spolia Samarie, 
ubi sceptra gerebat Phacee filius Eomelie. Apertissime 
lo/quitur sacra ^riptura Dominum qui mentire non potest 
dicere, quod antequasi puer guem prophetissa peperit Ysaie* 
sint. Si virgint^n vestram huius pueri matrem dixeritis,
consequenter et Ycaiam eius patrem esse dicere vos 
oportebit. Bi statim post natuin Ysaie de prophetissa 
f ilium, mortuis duobus regibus, luda a metu queia illi 
incutiebant liberatus est, cuius rei gratia signum 
dabatur, luce clarius elucet quia eiusdem pueri matris 
et conceptus et partus predicts liberationis signum 
fuerit.

Hec sunt que in nos tela iaciunt ludei, sacrarum 
nos litterarum depravatores et violentos distortores 
appellantes. Quibus ut respondeamus nee opus est, cum 
alii hoc ante ncs fecerint, sed an sufficienter responsura 
sit, ipsi qui responderunt viderint, nee utile ne, si forte 
anceps certamen irnparibus ineuntes viribus succumb amus, non 
nobis^ solis, sed et illis quorum acutissimi vivacitate 
ingeriii, si cum eis coiigressi fuissent facile superarentur, 
vie tore 3 insultent. Nos itaque nostris viribus emensis 
fortiora fortioribus liquentes, ceptam literalis sensus

alter....trucidatua : C. alter naturalem vite finem sortitus. 

b. C. ut. 

c. C. nostram. 

d. C. vobis.

1. iv Reg. xvi.9.

2. iv Reg. xvou. ^sciat patrem suum tt matrem vocare,
."Onniascus et Lcmoria ab Assyriis clestruende
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explanationem exequomur0 Dab it. Gratuita voluntate 
sua, non vestris perversorura et incredulorum meritis, 
Signum. Facturus est Dominus quiddam vobisque in 
signum daturus, quod cum videritis significabit vobis 
quod a metu predictorum regum liberabimini. Ecce , 
virgo concipiet etc. luvencule vel abscondite partus 
et conceptus, quando eum videritis, significabit vobis 
quod a predicto metu liberabimini. Et vocabis. Vel 
tu domus luda, vel que concepisti. Mnmanuel. Ideo tali 
nomine vel domo luda vel matre vocante puer nominabitur, 
quia Deum propitium et adiutorem sibi futurum intelligent, - 
cum puerum quem sibi in signum se daturum promisit, iam 
natum perspexerint. Vel quia in diebus nativitatis eius 
iam illis Dominus benefacere ceperat.'

'I have found much in Andrew's commentary on Isaiah 1 , wrote 

Richard of St. Victor,

'which is not only rather carelessly expressed, but also 
unorthodox. In many places he puts forward the Jewish 
point of view, not only as a matter of interest though, 
but as if it was correct andtrue. In Isaiah vii.14, . 
for example, he mentions the Jewish objections and 
questions and seems to suggest that they are right, as 
he leaves them as insoluble. And even nowadays some of 
his pupils do not explain the verse of the Blessed Virgin, 
but of the wife of the prophet. Therefore, in order to 
prevent this happening again, I wrote the following treatise 
in which the above mentioned objections have been refuted. f 1

Certainly Richard was not the first theologian to reach for his 

pen with the intention of writing an apologetic or polemic exposition 

of this passage. In fact the exegesis of Is. vii.14 has been one of 

the main points of controversy between Jewish and Christian commentators 

since the beginning of the Christian era. The vital word in this 

controversy is the Hebrew 7)1-}^ tj, translated by the Septuagint as
n

$1 vo^, by the Latin translators as adolescentula, and by Jerome 

. The latter became the generally accepted Latin version.

a. C. nostris.

b. C. om. partus.

c. C« om. vel. '

1. De Bnmanuele, Prologus (P.L. 196,602).

2. Jerome, Comm.in Es._, iii (C.C.S.L.73, P- 103, 1.22): '...omnes 
adolescentulam transtulerunt 1 .

3. Ibid., pp. 102,103 passim.
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It should be noted that the Hebrew H ta <-> Lj has several nuances: it 

can mean a young girl (puella), or a young woman (adolescentu\gl 

either with or without the connotation of a virgin.

The importance the Christian exegetes attached to the 'right 1 

interpretation of this text, one of the main messianic prophecies of 

the Old Testament, is only too obvious. Hov/ever, we need not recall 

its long exegetical history here. What we are concerned with is the 

part it played in the disputes between Jews and Christians throughout 

the centuries and particularity in the Middle Ages. Again, it is 

beyond our capacity and purpose to investigate this in great detail, 

but Andrew's interpretation of the verse makes it necessary for us to 

make some examination of the matter in order to see his explanation 

in its correct historical light. The works of Dr. Blumenkranz are a

useful guide to the sources dealing with our problem, although we do
• 2

not always agree with the author's interpretation.

The earliest work which deals exclusively with 'the problem of 

the Jews', is TertuTJian's tractate Adversus Judaeos. In chapter 0< 

he quotes the Isaiah-text and comments on it along the following lines 

the Jews take the prophecy of Isaiah and see if what has been said 

there can be applied to Christ. And thus they point out that Christ

1^*Lexicon in Veteris Testament! Libros. ed. L. Koehler (Leiden, 1958), 
p. 709, which gives for T) £>SS -marriageable young girl, young woman 
(until the birth of her first'child) 0 Also the Mew English Bible 
translates Is.vii.14 as: Therefore the Lord himself shall give you a 
sign; A young woman is with child, and she will bear a son, and will 
call him Immanuel.

2. B. Blumenkranz^, Les auteurs chretiens latins du Moyen Ape sur les.. 
Juifs et le Judalsme"; 'Die jiidischen Beweisgrunde im Religionsgesprach 
init den Christen in den christlich-lateinischen Sonderschriften des 5« 
bis 11. Jahrhunderts', Theol. Zeitschr., iv(l948), 119 f£; Die 
Judenpredigt August ins. Ein Beitrag zur G-eschichte der juclisch- 
ohristlicheri Beaieiianr/en in den ersten Jahrhunderten (Basler Beitrage 
zur Geschichtsv.lssenschal't, xxv, 1946). Gf. also A.L.Y/illiams, 
Adversus Judaeos (Cambridge, 1935).
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was neither called Immanuel, nor performed any warlike deeds. 

this Tertulian argues that Isaiah does not only mention the name 

Immanuel, but also gives its interpretation f Nobiscum Deus 1 , which 

certainly can be said of Christ. Furthermore it is here that we 

find for the first time the argument that if it is God who gives a 

sign, it should be something new and unusual and that therefore the 

text does not speak of an ordinary girl (iuvencula), but of a virgin 

who is to give birth to a sone

Jerome's interpretation of the verse in his Commentary on Isaiah 

and other writings, notably in De perpetua virginitate beatae Mariae,

Adversus Helvidium, in Adversus Jovinianum and in the Hebrew Questions

5on Gene sis t were of lasting influence on medieval commentators. In

his Commentary on Isaiah he begins his interpretation with Tertuillian's 

argument from the novelty of the sign, an argument which was to be 

repeated over and over again, until eventually it found a place in the 

Gloss. Then he argues that the most preferable translation of 7)|^ C Q 

is virgo;

'....Et revera, ut ciim ludaeis conferamus pedem, et 
nequaquam contentioso fune praebeamus eis risurn nostrae 
imperitiae, virgo Hebraice bethula appellatur, quae in 
praesenti loco non scribitur; sed pro hoc verbo positum 
est alma, quod praeter LXX omnes adolescentulam 
transtulerunt.-1" Porro alma apud eos verbum ambiguum est;

1. TertuHlian, Adversus ludaeos, ix (C.C.S.L. 2, p. 1364, t.l).

2. 'Signum autem a deo, nisi novitas aliqua monstruosa fuisset, signum 
non videretur. Denique, si quando ad deiciendos aliquos—ad hanc 
divinam praedicationem vel convertere singulos simplices quos;que 
gestitis—mentire audetis, quasi non virginem, sed iuvenculam concepturam 
et parituram scriptura contineat, nine quoque revincimini, quod nihil 
signi videri possit res cottidiana, iuvenculae scilicet praegnatus et 
partus. In signum ergo nobis posita virgo mater merito creditur, infans 
vero bellator non aeque 1 . (C.C.S.L.2, p. 1366, 1.53).

3. De perpetua virpinitate beatae Hariae (P.L. 23, 183 A ff.).

4. Adversus Jovinianum (P.L.23, 211 A f f.; cf. in particular Liber i, 
254~C,D).
5. Hebraicae Quaestiones in libro Geneseos on Gen. xxiv.43 (C.C.S.L. 72, 
p. 29, 1. 7). r . 
6« Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion render here VtclVK ; LXXTTd
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dicitur enim et adolescentula et abscondita, id est i 
Unde et in titulo psalmi noni, ubi in Hebraeo positum 
est alamoth, ceteri interpretes transtulerunt: pro 
adolescentia, quod LXX interpretati sunt: pro absconditis. 
Et in Genesi legimus, ubi Rebecca dicitur alma, Aquilam non 
adolescentulam, nee puellam sed absconditam transtulisse.2 
Sunamitis quoque mulier, amisso filio, cum Elisaei fuisset 
pedibus provoluta et prohiberet earn Giezi, audit a propheta: 
Dimitte earn, quia in dolore est, et Dominus abscondit a me. 3 
Pro eo quod in latino dicitur: abscondit a rne, in Hebraeo 
scriptum est: eelim memmenni. Ergo alma, non solum 
puella vel virgo, sed cum t>frT*<n( virgo abscondita dicitur et 
secreta, quae numquam virorum patuerit aspectibus, sed 
magna parentum diligentia custodita sit. Lingua quoque 
Ponica, quae de Hebraeorum f ontibus manare dicitur, 
proprie virgo alma appellatur. Et ut risum praebeamus . 
ludaeis, nostro quoque sermone alma sancta dicitur. 
Omniumque paene linguarum verbis utuntur Hebraei.... 1

Jerome f s interpretation of ni^^-j LJ as virgo abscondita became, 

as we shall see, generally accepted among the Christian theologians. 

Like Tertuljlan's remark on the novelty of the sign, it was finally 

included in the Gloss.

The argument from the novelty of the token occurs again in Isidore *s

5De fide catholica , an influential work throughout the Middle Ages,

which was translated into German as early as the eighth century. A 

pupil of Isidore, Ildefons of Toledo, although writing in the seventh 

century directed his tractate De virginitate beatae Mariae not only 

against the Jews, but also against the fourth century heretics Jovinian

1. Ps.ix.1. Aquila translates >

2. Gen.xxiv.16. V. renders virgo ilia; LXX M 7r«*£0tuo^; Aquila.^

3. iv Reg.iv.27- *

4. Jerome, Comm.in Es. , iii (G.C.S.L. 73, p. 103, 1.18) ,
5« Isidore De fide catholica ex veteri et novo testamento contra

Judaeos, i.10 (P.L.83, 468 B,C). That Isidore Y/as much concerned 
with the problem of the Jews and other non-Christians can also be 
gathered from his Liber de variis quaestionibus^ adversus ludaeos seu 
ceteros infideles, for a long time wrongly attributed to Raban Maur. 
The work has been edited by P.A.C. Vega and A.E. Anspach, S. Isidori 
Hispalensis Episcopi Liber de Variis Quaestionibus etc. (Scrip tores 
ecclesiastici Hispano-Latini veteris et medii aevi, vi-ix, 1940).

6 0 San Ildefonso, De virginitate beatae ?.Iariae a ed. V. Blanco (Textos 
Latinos de la edad media espanola, seccion 3a, 1937).
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and Helvidius, thus following Jerome who previously had attacked their 

heterodox views concerning the Blessed Virgin. As far as his 

arguments with the Jews are concerned, Ildef ons dealt mainly with two 

points which were in particular questioned by them, namely whether 

Christ was indeed the expected Messiah and the factual impossibility of 

a virgin birth. However, it soon becomes obvious that Ildefons did not 

attempt an objective discussion of these problems. What strikes one 

iranediately when reading the treatise is the almost naive tone of his

writing, which in many respects reminds one of medieval hymns in honour

2
of the Virgin Mary. The whole work makes the impression of being a

confession of his belief, rather than of a systematically planned 

defense of it. . It is full of parallelisms and repetitions, as if the 

author thought that he could more easily convince by saying the same 

over and over again. Also, he appears to have kept as closely as 

possible to the traditional teaching of the Church and to have presented 

his arguments in a familiar language, in the hope that his readers 

would more easily remember them, should they have to defend their owu 

faith. For we have to keep in mind that more often than not polemical 

writings, in particular those of the first millennium, v/ere also intended 

to be an affirmation of the belief of the Christian reader himself.

1. Cf. above, p. " 147.

2 0 For example f ....Quae neque ante natum neque post natum hunc filium, 
alterius accefium vel transitum novit, quia solus ipse Dominus per earn 
nascendo transivit. Unde et semper est clausa, quia semper est virgo 1 . 
Op. citp, iii (ed 0 Blanco, p. 79).

3. Some authors are of the opinion that this type of instruction was the 
main purpose of Ildefons, e.g. A. Braege!hnann, The life and writings of 
Saint Ildefonsus of Toledo (Cathol. Univ. of Am., Stud, inked. Hist., 
New Ser., iv, 1942), p. 120, quoted by B. Blumenkranz, Les auteurs 
chretiens latins, p. 112, n.4. A.L. Williams completely denies that the 
work was directed against Jews (Adversus Judaeos, p. 219)o However, one 
should at least admit the possibility that there v/ere Jews in Ildefons 1 s 
environment against whose opinions he might have been reacting, although 
one can hardly speak of a systematically planned attack^as Dr. Blumenkranz 
appears to do -when he writes: ! Tout le long du traite', des objections 
juives ont etc* combattues; cette preoccupation se fait encore sentir dans 
la derniere partie du traite'l... 1 (Les auteurs chretiens latins, p. 116). 
It is easier to agree vdth the same author when he says elsewhere: 'Diesem 
ganzen Ideeenbereiche (sc. the problems concerning the virgin birth) in 
dem die Zv/eifel der Juden vori so manchen Haretikern geteilt warden, ist 
die Sonderschrift des Ildefons von Toledo, De virrrinitate perpetua 
sarictac Iviariae. gewidmet 1 ('Die judischen Bev/eisgrunde 1 , p. 136).



In the eyes of Ildefons, however, much of this belief is beyond 

argument: 'Sed illud est inaestimabile, illud incomprehensibile, illud 

inenarrabile....ut virginitas conceptu clarescat....' . In his

treatment of the actual text, Is 0vii.14, he repeats the argument from
2the novelty of the sign*

Alvare of Cordova, who lived about two centuries later, mentioned 

the Isaiah text in an exchange of letters with Eleazar, formerly a 

Christian and chaplain of Louis the Pious, but at the time of writing 

recently converted to the Jewish religion. In dealing with the text 

he relies heavily on Jerome, since he wants to prove that Jerome's 

translation of the passage in Isaiah is far better than that of the 

Septuagint, which Eleazar uses.

Paschasius Radbertus in his Expositio in evangelium Matthaei treats

the text in almost identical terms with Jerome's, including his allusion
4to the "Punic language.

Next we come to the account of a disputation -which took place

1. Op. cit., ii (ed. Blanco, p. 72).
2. Ibid0> iii (ed. Blanco, pp. 75-76).
3. Epistolario de Alvaro de Cordoba, ed. P.J. Madoz (Madrid, 1947), ep. 
xvi, pp. 226-28.
4. Expositio in evangelium Matthaei, ii.1 (P.L.120, 115C-116A):'... .Nam 
et lingua punica, quae de fontibus Hebraeorum ducitur, proprie vero 
^virgo^ Alma appellatur. Unde, quia Hebraei pene omnium linguarum 
verbis utuntur, forsitan propheta hoc sibi ascivit in eloquium, ut per 
hoc figuraretur qualis erat futura, quia Alma in lingua nostra sancta 
intelligitur 1 . Cf. above pp 147, 148. It is amazing that Dr. Blumenkranz 
fails to realize Paschasius' dependence on Jerome and remarks in his note 
on the meaning of alma in 'our language 1 : 'Les exegetes chretiens aiment 
a decouvrir aux tennes bibliques en grec, latin ou hebreu, des 
significations dans leur langues nationales. Paschase Radbert trouve 
ainsi une signification particuliere a I 1 alma, 'jeune fille', du texte 
hebreu d'lsaie, vii.14: Puisque les Hebreux se servent de presque 
toutes les langues, peut-etre le prophete en tint-il compte en 
choississant ce mot, car alma ̂ signifie dans 'notre' langue (latine): 
f sainte'.' (Les auteurs chretiens latins, p. 193).



151.

c

c. 10ga between Gilbert Crispin, abbot of Westminster - a. pupil of 

Anselm-and an anonymus Jew with whom he had become acquainted through 

business relations and with whom he was now on friendly terms.'' The 

Jew, who was educated at Mainz, is described as an experienced 

controversialist and wen read in Christian literature. 2 Gilbert too, 

'with his store of biblical knowledge, with his cool and judicious mind 1
•

was well suited for a discussion of this kind, which 'by its nature was 

exegetical rather than speculative 1 . The disputation took place in 

an atmosphere of courteousness and tolerance, and was apparently 

intended as a scholarly exercise. The popularity it enjoyed can be 

guessed from the large number of still existing manuscripts of the 

treatise; while it is interesting to note that at a later date (c.1125), 

when the relations between Jews and Christians were deteriorating, an 

adaptation of the disputation came into circulation, in which the

Christian and not the Jew became the interrogator and in which much of

5 
its original broadmindedness has disappeared. A new edition of the

text has been published recently by Dr. Blumenkranz, who, like most 

scholars, assumes that the treatise is a more or less faithful recording 

of an actual historical discussion. 'Nous avons ici une espece de 

"proces-verbal" d f une discussion reelle', he remarks in Les auteurs

1. For'he dating of the dispute, see R.W. Southern, 'St. Anselm and 
Gilbert Crispin, abbot of V/estminster*, Med. and Henais.Stud. t iii (1954), 
81.
2. 1 Nescio unde ortus, sed apud Maguntiam litteris educatus, legis et 
litterarum etiam nostrarum bene sciens erat, et excercitatum in 
scripturis atque disputationibus contra nos habet ingenium' 0 Gisleberti 
Crispini Disputatio (ed. Blumenkranz, p. 27. On this edition see ft.b 
below).
3. R.W. Southern, op. cit., p. 82. ' . .

4. Ibid., p. 80.

5. Dialogus inter Ghristianum et ludaeum de fide catholica (P.L. 163, 
1045)» cf« B. Blumenkranz, Les auteurs chretiens latins, p. 28?.

6. id. Gisleberti Grispini Disputatio ludei et Christiani (Strom. Patr. 
et Med., iii, 1956).
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chretiens-latins. Mr. Y/erblowsky, however, in a review of 

Dr. Blumenkranz ! s edition disputes the authenticity of the discussion 

in its present form. To him f it seems extremely unlikely that an 

actual discussion would have exhausted itself in listening and replying 

to Jewish objections against Christianity. The fact that the Jew's 

brief arguments send the abbot off on long expositions of his faith 

suggests the contrary: the Jew is a stage-hand, enabling Crispin to

develop his views in a dialectical viva voce.. ..it is a necessary part

2of the technique of fides querens intellectum*. Also, according to

Mr. Werblowsky, the Jew's knowledge of Christian literature is too good 

to be true: he does not only quote from the New Testament, but even 

from the Roman missal. In spite of all this Mr. Werblowsky does not 

want to dismiss the dispute as pure fiction, but allows for some 

actual discussions Gilbert had with a Jew as the original incentive 

for the composition of the work. It is, however, difficult to accept 

all of Mr. Werblowsky's arguments? One would expect of a Jew who is 

described as an experienced controversialist a fairly thorough 

knowledge of at least some aspects of Christian writings, in particular 

of the New Testamentj His quotations from the Roman missal are in
f

any case rather superficial^and one can well imagine that a tolerant 

and courteous person like Gilbert, who seems to have suggested the 

debate in the first place, might have taken some pleasure in quietly 

listening to the objections of his Jewish partner against the Christian 

faith and in replying to them as well as he could. On the other hand,

1. p. 279.
2. R.J.Z. Werblowsky, 'Crispin's Disputation 1 , J.J.S., xi (i960), 70.

3. In a previous chapter we have alluded to Jacob ben Reuben's knowledge 
of Christian authors and doctrine. He was able to quote from Jerome, 
Augustine and Gregory. Cf. above p. 27.
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it seems that one has to allow for a larger amount of Gilbert's editing' 

standing between us and the original disputation than Dr. Blumenkranz 

realised, in accordance with Professor Southern's opinion that the 

treatise took several years to complete.

This is what Gilbert's Jew says about our Isaiah text:

'Nam illud Isaie vaticinium, quod ad vestrum accipiendo 
sensum male omnino depravatis: Ecce virgo concipiet et 
pariet filium, et vocabitur nomen eius Emmanuel, hoc est: 
nobiscum deus, quid ad rem, unde agimus? Non iam ab 
homine inquit corrupta, sed viro nupta, virgo adhuc existens, 
concipiet et pariet filium0 Animo libenti accipirnus de Christo 
dictum: Et vocabitur nomen eius nobiscum deus, hoc est, 
tante dignitatis tanteque gratie erit apud deum, ut in eo et 
per eum dominus, id est domini virtus sit nobiscum0 ... 
Propheta igitur, rem sacre commemorans et nascituri Christi 
eminentiam prenuncians, nichil de eo absurdum, nichil de 
eo contra naturam dixit futurum....Propheta dixit: 
Goncepit et filium peperit. a Vos ex sensu conicitis et 
commentatum usque quaque divulgatis: 'Et post partum 
virgo permansit 1 . Nusquam id a prophetd. dictum 
accipitis ....Nam et illud, quod universi vos christiani 
ore tarn secure adversum nos profertis: Ecce virgo 
concipiet et pariet filium, Isaias non dixit, non 
scripsit, sed tanturn: Ecce, inquit, abscondita concipiet 
et pariet filium. Tamen, si hoc ipsum dixisset Isaias, 
quod dicitis: Ecce virgo concipiet et pariet filium, 
non tamen addidit, quod vestra ex parte additis, quod 
virgo in conceptu et mansit et post partum virgo , 
permansito Hec nee Isaias, nee ullus alius propheta.'

Gilbert answers with very much the usual arguments, pointing out 

that the prophecy only makes sense if taken spiritually:

'Illud denique quod negatis esse scriptum in Isaia: Ecce 
virgo concipiet et pariet filium t LXX vestri interpretes, fide 
et scientia approbati testes, ita interpretati sunt, et ita 
interpretari propheta ipse voluit dicendo et scribendo: 
Ecce abscondita, sicut dicitis, concipiet et pariet filium0 
Nam, si communi sensu absconditam, id est domi reclusam, .

1 • Opo cit., p 0 8l, ' O ...it took a considerable time to complete and 
may have occupied Gilbert's mind for several years'. See further on 
the problem of the authenticity of these dialogues B 0 Blumenkranz, 
'Anti-Jewish polemics and legislation in the Middle Ages: literary 
fiction or reality?', J.J.S., xv (1964), 125-1400 The author does 
not reply to Mr. Werblowsky's arguments here 0

2 0 Gisleberti Crispini Disputatio (ed. Blumenkranz, 

3. Ibid,, p
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intellexit et nil aliud, quid mirum, quid novum in eo 
conceptu, et cuius mysterii signum conceptum ilium esse 
voluit? Propter hoc, inquit, dab it dominus ipse vobis 
signum, Ecce abscondita concipiet et pariet filium et 
vocabitur nomen eius Emmanuel,.,. Omnia ergo hec, nisi ad 
figuram et spiritual! atque mysticc sensu dicta 
accipiuntur, puerili omnino sensu et inani dicta esse a 
propheta consider an tur. 'Quod quia credi et dici 
absurdum est, abscondita, id est ab amore viri et omni 
contagione peccati conservata concepit, sicut angelus 
ad virginem respondit: Quomodo, inquit ilia, fiet 
istud a quoniam virum npncognosce? Et respondens angelus 
dixit illi: Spiritus sanctus superveniet in te et virtus 
altissimi obunibrabit tibi, 1Mbram, inquit, faciet tibi 
ab omni abscoridendo fervore libidinis, Propterea, quod 
nascetur ex te sanctum, vocabitur filius dei*. °

The Jew agrees with Gilbert that we have here to do with a 

messianic prophecy, thus going a very long way indeed with his opponent. 

He even agrees with him that the woman had not yet known a man at the 

time when Isaiah predicted the birth of the child; but what he finds 

impossible to accept is the Christian view that during conception and 

after childbirth the woman would still remain untouched. This Isaiah, 

nor any other prophet could never have said. It is the merit of 

Mr, Werblowsky to have called our attention to the fact that it is 

here the Jew who puts forward the interpretation of Hb^Cy as abscondita 9 

which was, as we have seen, normally used as an argument on the 

Christian side for the interpretation of virgo, while the Jews 

preferred the more neutral iuvencula. However, Mr. Werblowsky is 

most probably right when he remarks that it is almost impossible not 

to see the hand of the editor at this particular point: however

1. Lk. i. 34, 35.
2. Opo cit. p 0 59o •
3. R.J.Z. Werblo7/sky, op. cit., p. 73. The author points here to Jerome's 
incorrect etymology of nio^ C( } as if it was derived from ~Z7S Ll - to hide, 
instead of from ~DS c/ ~ "to be (sexually) mature. However, Jerome thought 
himself in good company, as he had found this etymology both in the 
Septuagint and in Aquila (cf. above p. 149). We need not feel therefore 
quite as sorry for him as Mr. Werblowsky does when he says: '....poor 
Jerome, harassed by his Jewish interlocutors, is driven to adopt 'almah= 
abscondita as a Christian etymology, which would explain why Scripture 
preferred 'almah to bethulah when referring to the most perfect kind of 
virginity'.
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willing a Jew might be to understand the Christian interpretation of 

this text, it seems unlikely that he would have claimed that the prophet 

meant here abscondita. rather than iuvencula, even if the argument was

not in the first place about the translation of TJh^U , "but about
<i

the impossibility of the virginity of the woman post partum.

Finally the discussion of Jacob ben Reuben with a Christian priest

2should be mentioned. Although this debate took place too late (c.1170)

to influence Andrew's ideas, it is an interesting example of a Jewish 

recording of such a disputation. Besides, several of the arguments 

mentioned here in the discussion of Is 0vii.14 are also put forward by 

the Jews Andrew came in contact with, which indicates that they were 

apparently commonly used by Jewish controversialists. Since we shall 

refer to these points in our discussion of Andrew's interpretation of 

the passage, they do not need to be mentioned here separately.

•

II

Having surveyed the various interpretations of Isaiah vii.14 as used 

in the controversy between Jews and Christians up to and including 

Andrew's time, we can now turn to his own explanation of the text. He 

begins by referring to the messianic contents of the verse, calling it 

a most manifest prophecy of the conception and birth of our Saviour and 

of the integrity and virginity of his mother. However, he does not 

dwell long on the traditional exposition, but turns immediately to the 

interpretation of the perfidi ludei, those 'enemies of the truth*. At 

first he gives the impression of being indignant at their ideas and he

1. Ibid., p. 73. Of. also p. 74.
2. Jacob ben Reuben the Rabbanite, MLlhamoth Adonai (cf. above pc 27).

3.Cf. above pp. 142-14$.
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argues against them, but this attitude changes rapidly and in the end • 

he seems completely captured by their point of view.

The first Jewish objection he mentions is that the Hebrew does not 

use the word bethula, of which virgo would have been the proper 

translation, but alma which, as they say themselves, can mean both 

iuvencula and abscondita. We have here the same situation as in 

Gilbert's dialogue, namely that a Jew interprets 7\fr (^ C| as abscondita, 

using it as an argument against its laden interpretation as virgo. 

Andrew apparently preferred this interpretation and refers frequently 

to alma in this sense.

It seems that the Jewish commentators of his day commonly understood 

Hfo^ L! as a young (married) woman. Rashi, for example, comments on

verse 14: 'Look an 7)K>^->t| , that is my (sc. Isaiah's) wife shall
-j

conceiveo... f • In a note of the editor we read that 71 ft^^according

to the Rabbis means a wife, but always a young wife 0 In this context . 

he mentions the commentary of a later exegete Isaac Abravanel (d. 1509) 

adloc., who referred to Proverbs xxx.19, the way of a man v.dth a maid,

to confirm this opinion, since it says in verse 20, such is the way of

2an adulterous woman. Jacob ben Reuben refers to the same passage in

his Milhamoth Adonai, but quotes verse 18, I krKw not, as proof that•_________ —•—•——•»——

means a young woman. Ibn Ezra deals with the word in the 

same way as Jacob ben Reuben:

'7/e know that a male child is called *"K/ 3, a female 
child 71 S C| 3 or 71 h> ^ C/ _ the feminine of TJ S */ > 
whether she be a virgin or not; for 71 N ̂  L; signifies 
a person of a certain age, like the masculine Z7 *•> C/ ; 
and in 7f h* ̂  Lf J °> D J) T *^ "1 the way of a man 
with a young woman (Prov.xxx.19) n ^S c/ is certainly 
not a virgin; because at the beginning of that passage it 
is said, which I know not (vs.18) 1 .^-

1. Rashi, Comm.on Is., p« 54.

2. Ibid., n. 31«

3. Milhamoth Adonai, V. H (ed. Rosenthal, poC^J? )•

4. Ibn Ezra, Gomm. on Is. p. 42.
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The fact that the only two places where we have noted a Jew 

translating 71^^ ̂  as abscondita are in the works of Christian 

scholars quoting Jewish opinions makes one think that either they 

themselves suggested this possibility to their Jewish opponents, or 

that they mistook it for a correct interpretation and put it in the 

mouth of the Jews, without the latter having actually used it in that 

sense. Perhaps it was no more than wishful thinking!

Returning to Andrew, he brings against the Jewish objection the 

usual question: how can such an ordinary event be taken for a sign 

for Ahaz of the future liberation from the threat formed by the 

alliance between Rezin and Pekah? To this the Jew answers that the 

quality of a sign could be seen in the circumstance that the young 

woman would conceive the first time the man knew here Secondly that 

she would give birth to a son^and lastly that she would call him 

Immanuel* - -

Of this Jewish argument there are several variations. The Gaon

for example, according to Ibn Ezra, said that the sign consisted in
•)

the child being a male child} but he himself is 'of the opinion that

the sign is that the child was to eat butter and honey; for it is not
2

usual for children to eat these things immediately after their birth 1 .

Rashi sees the sign in that a young woman who never had prophecied 

before, became filled with a prophetical or. holy spirit and could 

predict the helpful presence of the Lord, which she expressed in the 

name «he was going to give to the child. Others, according to him, 

look for a sign in the fact that the woman was a virgin and was not

1. Ibn Ezra, Comm.om Is., p. 42.

2. Ibid., PO 42.
3. This proved that the woman was really a prophetess, according to 
Rashi and thus it could be said of her in Is.viii.3 And I went unto 
the prophetess. Comm. on Is., p. 54.



able to have children.

The next thing the Jew asks is how an event, which according to the 

Christian interpretation was to take place 600 years later, could have 

been for the house of David and Ahaz a sign of their liberation from 

the hands of Rezin and Pekah? Then he says something which must have 

made a deep impression on Andrew: 'You, he reproaches the Christian 

interpreters, do not pay any attention to the context. While everything 

cries out against it, you cling to one single little verse 1 . In order 

to illustrate this he proceeds by giving a summary of the Jewish 

interpretation of the whole of Isaiah 1 s prophecy.

The argument of the distance in time between the prophecy of 

Isaiah and its fulfilment according to the Christian interpretation 

occurs likewise in Ibn Ezra 1 s commentary. He writes in the course of 

his explanation of verse 14:

*o».olt is to me a matter of surprise that there are those 
who say that the prophet here refers to Jesus, since the sign 
was given to Ahaz, and Jesus was born many years afterwards; 
besides, the prophet says: For before the child shall know 
to refuse the evil and to choose the good, the land shall be 
forsaken;^ but the countries of Ephraim and Syria were wasted 
in the sixth year of Hezekiah, and it is distinctly said of 
whose two kings etc 0 '3

Also Jacob ben Reuben uses this argument: •

'If this Immanuel is your Messiah, he must have been born 
in the days of Ahaz, as it is written, For before the child 
shall know how to refuse evil and to choose good, the land 
whose two kings you abhorr shall be forsaken. And those 
tv/o kings are Rezin and Pekah, the son of Remaliah... <> 
And everyone knows that your Messiah was not born earlier 
than at the end of the second Temple, a gap of several , 
hundred years. And there is nothing that you can say to this 1 *

1. Ibid., p.

2 0 Is.vii.l6o
3» Comm.on Is. a p« 41 o Ibn Ezra refers here to the end of verse 16, 
where it is indicated that the land of both Rezin and Pekah will be 
forsaken by that time.'

4. Milhamoth Adonai, V. L\ (ed. Rosenthal,
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The objection raised by the Jews to the Christians' neglect of 

the context of the prophecy seemed valid to Andrew. He therefore 

reproduces their complete argument without a word of criticism. It 

must have reminded him of his own principle that a text should always

be explained within its context and in the light of the historical

1information which can be found there. It appears that the Jew

combines in his interpretation the chapters vii and viii. It all 

proceeds in a logical manner, he claims; everything -feiat has been 

promised comes true* It is predicted that a young woman, the wife of 

Isaiah, who had never conceived before, will conceive of a son. 

Isaiah writes in a large book its two names, 'Hasten to take the spoils 

away 1 and 'Make haste to take away the prey' thus indicating that during 

the youth of the child the riches of Damascus and the spoils of Samaria
•

2
will be taken away. And indeed, the woman conceived and gave birth

to a son, who ate the type of food he was predicted to eat. Besides, • 

before the boy could say ''father' or 'mother' Pekah was beaten and 

killed by Hoshea and Rezin conquered by the Assyrians. Thus you see, 

the sign was given and the event follov/ed. The Jew keeps on repeating

1. Cf. above, p0 13.
2. According to some interpreters, for example Ibn Ezra, the name 
refers to a different child of the prophet. '....each of the three 
sons received a name that contained some hint at future events; 
Immanuel implied that God would help them and be with them during the 
troubles caused by the two kings: Maher Shalal (ls.viii.3), that the 
time for the exile of Samaria had arrived; Shear Yashub (is.vii.3), 
that the remnant of Israel would repent.' (Comm.on Is. pp. 41-42). 
Rashi, on the other hand^ argues against this opinion in his explanation 
of Is.viii.3. 'This is the same son, whom the prophetess called 
Immanuel, he remarks, for whereas the Lord v/ill help Hezekiah when he 
shall reign, it cannot be said that this is another son of the prophet. 
For we have said that this prophecy (sc.Is.vii.14) took place in the 
fourth year of Ahaz and that in that same year of Ahaz Pekah was killed. 
Thus, how could it be that in one year two children would be born, the 
one after the other?'. (Comm.on Is.. p. 59).
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this motto as a challenge to the Christians. It is also the main 

argument against which Andrew confesses his inability - or his 

unwillingness? - to reply.

After this extensive account of the Jewish interpretation of 

Isaiah* s prophecy Andrew resumes his own explanation of the literal 

sense of the passage, in which he mentions briefly that the predicted 

birth of the child of the iuvencula or abscondita will be a guarantee 

for the people of Judah that they will certainly be liberated from 

the fear for the kings of Samaria and Syria.

Ill

We may assume that when Andrew came to the interpretation of 

Is.vii.14 he found himself for the first time in a real impasse. Thus 

far he had inserted in his commentaries Jewish explanations and 

traditions which could roughly be characterized as 'interesting'. In - 

the case of the prophecies of Isaiah in this and later chapters,, 

hov/ever, a Jewish interpretation would be of a totally different 

quality: at -worst, it would rob the prophecies of their messianic- 

christological character; at best limit their scope as referring to 

Jewish-messianic expectations only. The interpretation of these 

passages raised, of course, the whole question whether the Old 

Testament prophecies were addressed to the Jews or to the Christians, 

who alone would be able to understand them0 Apparently Andrew found 

much in the explanation of the Jews £hat attracted him, like the stress 

on the historical course of events in which sign and token followed 

each other in a short period of time^and the straighforwardness of
*

their interpretation, which excluded every reference to a supernatural 

event. On the other hand, as has already previously been alluded to, 

Andrew was not a spiritual anarchist who had set his mind on destroying 

the dogmas of the Church, but rather someone who had trained himself in
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separating his scholarly activities from his duties as a churchman.^ 

Therefore we must believe an the sincerity of the first words of his 

interpretation, which explain the prophecy as referring to the birth 

of Christ0 Of this he was firmly convinced, no matter how the Jews 

explained. That hCjall the same^ pays such unnecessary, as it 

would seem, attention to their point of view could be explained as 

follows. First of all, the interpretation of Is.vii.14 had always 

been a controversial point between Jews and Christians; therefore it 

is hardly surprising that Andrew and his Jewish informants dwelled on 

it longer than usual. Secondly, during these discussions he heard 

much what was entirely in line with his own ideas on the literal 

interpretation of the text. This was precisely what encouraged him 

to record the Jewish exposition in such great detail^and what made him 

reluctant to refute their arguments; since that would have seem to 

him like undermining the very principles upon which he was building 

his own work. LastlVj Andrew y apparentlyy did not regard it necessary ; 

for every one to accept the Jewish interpretation and looked upon the 

section concerned more or less as a digression, as can be gathered from 

his words: 'Nos itaque....ceptam literalis sensus explanationem 

exequamur '«

Andrew was not a great dialectical thinker who pondered deeply 

over the consequences of inserting in his commentaries Jewish 

explanations of texts normally regarded as referring to Christ. He

1. Cf. above p. li^rxiand P. IO&. That Andrew introduces the interpretation 
of the Jews in the manner he does, calling them distorters of the truth 
and such like things, should be seen against the background of his 
circumstances and position. He might have thought it the only way of 
passing the censorship of the Church. Not very sincere, but understandable 
perhaps. In any case, it is extremely rare for him to do this kind of 
thing. (Of. below ad Is.xi. 10 (p. 1*7oj.)and Is.xl.1 (p. 3»

2. Fo. 15d (49c).
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realized that they presented a problem^ as we can guess from his wording, 

but he did not consider one explanation to be exclusive of the other, 

"What he wanted to show was that the Jewish interpretation often seemed 

more in accordance with the letter of the text and therefore more 

acceptable, in a literal explanation of the Old Testament, \vithout, 

in so doing, necessarily denying its references to Christ.
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CHAPTUS VI

Isaiah xi. a twofold explanation.

Andrew* a comment » on Isaiah xi provide another example of how 

he tried to follow the Jewish exegesis as closely as possible without 

coining into conflict with the authority of the Church, The most 

notable feature of his treatment of this chapter is the twofold 

explanation he gives of the verses 9 to 16. We shall follow his 

interpretation more or less verse by verse.

1, Et egredietar virga de radice lesse et flos de radioe 
eius asoendet. Duarum tribuum spe bona iaoentes animoa 
erexit et de gravi de^perationis sanrjpo suscitavit 
incumbentes, capiti eorum periculi promittens evasionem 
et inardnentis inimici subversionem; decein trlbus, de 
quarum restitutione in proximo nichil penitus dixerat, 
in presenti capitulo non modicum confer tat. Fromittit 
namque tarn ill is quam duabus tribubus quod sicut virgula 
et flos de radice stirpis egreditur, de lesse filius sit 
egressurus, qui septiformi spiritu repletus, in iustitia 
et equitate servos suos iudicaturus sit et arguiturus. 
Alierios vero et terrena Dec postposito amantes virga oris 
sui percussurus et ipsum excellenter impiura, -Jitichristum 
videlicet, omnium caput iiapiorum^ spiritu labiorum suorum 
interfecturus. C?uanta pax et tranquilitas inter inimica 
etiarn animantia, quanta Domini misericordia super Israel 
et ludam in eos. in unum a quatuor plagis terre convocandos 
et conciliandos, in diebus illius qui de lesse nasciturus 
est futura, paucis explicat. Canticum etiam quod t ran si to 
flumine, quod in septem rivis^ut sicco per illud pede 
populus qui undique vocaiidus est transeat, Dominus ^ 
percussurus est, filii Israel cantaturi sunt, supponit. '

Andrew begins his annotations with an introduction in which he 

points out that the promises of this chapter refer to the two as well

&• M. om. serves.

b. G.om. conciliandos.

1, Po. 20c
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aa to the ten tribe a. It should be noted that he explains the words of 

the prophet as containing hope for the two tribes in their actual 

historical situation, namely the destruction of the Assyrian araqy which 

was then attacking Jerusalem (Is.xxxvii). At the same tine, however, 

they have a ouch deeper meaning in that they promise that he who will 

"bring peace and justice to the whole of Israel will be born from the 

root of Jesse. Note also that Andrew seems to take the prophecies as 

referring exclusively to tfee Jewish people. On the figure of the 

Antichrist zaentioned here we shall tommert later on* The song of 

praise he refers to can be found in Isaiah xii«

After this introduction .Andrew returns to the explanation of the 

letter*

id. 'Nunc littere insietaraas. fct e^redietur virga de
radice lease et llos de radice elug etc. ^ud duas 

1;*^*; tribus de periculo et mentis anxi&tate liberar«das, que
predicta sunt faciet ttoninus; ad tarn ctecem vero quam 

•• duas in ten-am suaza revooandas et conoiliandaa et in *
unum populum redlgendas egredietur virga de raJlce lesae 1 .

Both the historical ana the messianic interpretation have support 

from Jewish commentators. Ion lu«ra, tor exaasple, consented:

•The majority of commentators apply this chapter to the 
' Messiah, as if the prophet said, ih& Assyrian &xay 9 which 

is now attacking' Jerusalem, will perish; cut ueaides this 
partial deliverance, a time of complete redemption will 
come for Jerusalem. H, ^oses ;;akK.ohtn reiers the cnapter 
to Heaekiah, on account of its beinr the continuation of the 
prophecy recorded in the previous chapter',3

Kashi remarked here thnt if these words of consolation referred 

only to Heseklah and his people, namely that they would not fall at the 

hands of Sennacherib, how could they be of any use to the ten tribes 

who had already been oarried away In captivity? Therefore, they should 

be explained of the Messiah. 'Eod 1 in this context, according to hla,

1 . Cf . below p. 176 ff . 

2. Po. 20o

3. Ibn j',sra, Comm.on Is. . p. 59« On R. Moses Hakkohen (flourished c.1050-80) see 
S. Poznanski, Mose B. Samuel Hakkohen I1»n Chiquitilla nelist Hen erhaltenen
Fragnenten seiner Schriften (Berlin ,1895).
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means the royal staff or sceptre. The verses 1 to 11, he claimed, ^ 

should be explained as words of consolation for the ten tribes in 

exile.

2. *Jbt requiescet super eum spiritus Domini, Super florem 
qui de rjiadice eius ascendet et super filium qui de lease/ 
nascetur, requiescet tamquam in propria mansione spiritus 
Domini* Secundum nos, qui ista de Domini) exponimus, 
spiritus Dominia Spiritus Sanctus, tertia videlicet in 
Trinitate persona, accipitur. Secundum Kebreos vero, qui 
ista de eo quern adhuo expectant Me s si a exponunt, spiritus 
Domini speciale donum divinitus inspiratum accipi potest, 
iuxta quod alias legitur, Auferam de apiritu gui in te est. 
id eat de speciali dono» et dabo etc.* Spiritus sapientie 
et intellectue etc, Septem specialia dona enumerat, 
quibus repletus exit secundum eos kessias, quorum primus 
ponitur sapientie spiritus, id est sapientia a Domino 
inspirata. Sapientia autem est, ut a veteribus philosophis 
definitum est, rerum divinarum et huraanarum causarumque, 
quibus he res continentur, scientia.3 Ad hunc modum cetera 
que sequuntur specialia dona diligens lector exequatur 1 .^-

«a •

Andrew takes it absolutely for granted that the Christian commentators 

interpret this chapter of Christ and nowhere disputes the validity of 

this interpretation. All he wants to do is to show that the Jews 

explain it in a different way, which happens to be of interest to him* 

His point, that according to the Jews the spirit of the Lord, the D 1 *1 

771 D* is a special divine gift, is Implied in nany places in the Old
T •

Testament and was as such known to all students of Scripture. Ihe 

reason Andrew makes his remark here is to contrast this Jewish view with 

the Christian reference to the Irinity. and to point out that, according 

to them, it was one of the seven special gifts with which their Messiah
t:

a. C.OBU Secundum....,Domini.

1. Rashi, Comm.on la., p. 84. Jerome refers to the Jewish explanation 
of 'rod 1 as royal staff: 'Virgam et florem de radice lesse, ipsum 
Dominum ludaei interpretantur, quod scilicet in virga regnantis potentia, 
in flore pulchritude monstretur.... f Comm.in Ks. . iv (c.C.S.L. 73,
P. 147, 1.9).

2. Possibly a reference to Num.xi.25.

3. Derived indirectly from Lucretiusj , De rerum natura libri sex, v, 10. 

Po. 20c,d
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would be endowed; a tradition, in f&ot, idiich

on this text. The onty- reference to it 1 have found la in Cizu&erg's

Trends, iftiere he alludes to i. Chron.iii.24, And the cone of liocnal

ah. end iliaahib. and ^elfeifth, and Afrkub^ end Johanan. and .Dalai ah, and

/nani. seven. Ginsberg notes here:

'Anani mentioned in i Chron. loe, oit» is said in these 
sources^ to be the name of the Messiah («"the one from 
the clouds" f pong. tanhedrin 9B& in reference to 
Dan.vii.13..,.TTr7*&nd'~)C| jiv follovlnr thie nacie 
describes the ^sciah, H the one endowed idth seven ( <-j 3 d/ ) 
divine gifte"* Core. I».xi.2'.

The ineertion of Uicretiue 1 definition of sepientiA. quoted 

auttzoiiUcall^ without any attempt to relate it closely to the text 

under consideration, s ows again how veil versed Andrev was in the 

tradition of the pagan

3* 'Non pfccttndua rislonogt ooulorx^ iudicabiU Kon eeoundun 
quod tee tea f qui aultia "do eauei* a veritates treffiite 
reOedunt, ee vidieee vel audisae perhibebunt, vel quod 
etiam ipeiue oculi «t auree videbxjnt et audientf eed in 
iuatiti&, id eat aecundm quod lustitia et equitea eeee 
diotaverit, iudloabit, id eat iudiciaritan proierot 
eententiam et argue t t id est aocuaebit ininue agentea in 
e^iitaiift libra et hoc faoiet pro miUbus et fianeu 
traotabilibus et taaaquaa....6 qui «unt in torr&*,3

A mietruet of nitneeeee who rel^ solely on what the/ aee and hear 

ooinnon enough in Andrev'* dav« We find it repeated in Tbn ara'a

interpretation of this verse too* Be first points out that the ear and 

the eye are easily deceived and then remarks: Hie will not judge

according to what he seems to see or to hear9 because the testimony of
5 witnesses might be false'*

a* Ttas tost •eema oorrupt here; G. reads aanauetisf M* <»unui suetis*
1. U Cinsberg, Legends Yl. 381.
2. Ginsberg mentions here: Yanhuaa Bereshit . i. 140; Tanhgna Toledot. 

AEgadat Bereshit. xliv. 89| Targuai on i Chron.iii.24.
. 20d
• ^* JUottln* Faphologieet Morale aux xil et *iii

r. no«. 
attention to this olreuBstanoe*
. Ibn Jtra, Gosm>on Is., p. 60
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We shall deal with Andrew's explanation of verse 4 later on in 

this chapter*

6,7- VHabitabit lupus cpm/ajgno. Ad felicitatem temporum 
spec tare videtur, quocl lupus cum agno et pardus cum edo 
pacem habituri sunt et quod eadem teota sine ^lesione 
ullius^* eorum vitulum* leonem et ovein *rfi«Ml includent. 

. jtft puer parvulus minabit eos* Ad pas turn puer parvulus hec 
animfllia ducet, que nunc audaces viri videre formidant. 
An ad eundem pas turn leo, vitulus et ovis ibunt? Ibunt 
quia vitulus et ursus siraul pascentur, pacem inter se 
fetibus eorum habentibus, et eisdeia cibia alentur, quia 
leo carnis edulio supersedens, cibis quibua bos consuevit 
vesoetur. (8) £t dclectabitur infane ab ubere etc, 
AblactAtnondum infantis delectatio erit iasnittere "se in 
foramine aspidis, ablactatus antern in caverna basilici 
mittet manum, cuius aspectuin aves et volantes ferre non 
possunt.^ De que legitur: "Ante vewena nocens'^.3,4

Andrew seems to assume that what has been described in these verses

will literally happen in the messianic age. This, according to Jerome,
5 is how the Jews and Judaizers interpret* Ibn £jsr& takes it

figuratively: 'The peace that will be in his days is now figuratively 

described. *

II

From verse 9 onwards Andrew gives two interpretations* Although 

he first continues his exposition in the normal way and only then 

attempts a different interpretation, it will facilitate a comparison 

of the two to put them together in parallel columns* Why he adopted 

this method we shall attempt to explain below.'

a. C. reads sine illius lesione, M. sine illesione ullius.

1. Of. below p.|«jfe ff.
2. Cf. Isidore, '.!.tymologiae . xii.iv (ed. Lindsay, xii.iv, 6): 
l Basilicus,...adeo ut cum videntes fugiant, quia olfactu suo eos nee at; 
nam et hominem, vel si aspiciat, intemit. Siquidem et eius aspectu 
nulla avis volans inlaesa transit, sed quam procul sit, eius ore 
combusta devoratur1 *
3. This quotation could not be traced*
4. *'o* 20d-21a (53a,b).
5. Jerome, Cann.in I^s*, iv (C.C.L.L.73, p.150, 1.10).
6. Ibn *ra, op.cit*. p,60.
7. Cf. below
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'Potest et sic legi ab eo loco, Non 
nocebunt et non Occident in universo 
monte sancto meo. Cohabitare poterunt 
immitibus mitiaj ludere cum venenatis 
infantia, quia in universo monte 
ubicumque terrarum sit sancto meo, 
mini sanctific&to vel verier abili 
quia meus est, non nocebunt ut 
consu erunt, nee vulneribue nee 
aliquibus iniuriis afficient; vel si 
contigerit ut in aliquibus quandoqu* 
noceant, non adeo nocebunt ut 
occidant. Superflue cum premissum 
esset non nooebunt supponit et a 
prophet a non Occident, nisi sub hoe 
sensu quern diximus. jJLa. repleta

9- Non nooebunt. Inde est quod
hec facere possunt, quia non
nocebunt. Nee hoc vulfo erit,
aed in solo monte sancto £tj meo.
Montem autem sanctum suum non
Bolum montem Moria ubi templum,
vel montem Sion et collem
Jerusalem appellat, sed totem
promissionis terram, quia
montuosa est. Quia repleta est
terra scientia Domini etc. Hec
quo supra memoravimas bona erunt
in terra, quia scientia Domini,
id est notitia culture Domini,
tanta replebit terram affluentia
quanta est copia aque marine terram ___
cooperientis. ijuod est breviter est terra soientia Domini. Hinc est
diccre divine culture abundans erit quod ferocia queque non nocebunt in
scientia, sicut magna est aque monte sancto meo, quia tanta
maris abundantia.'' plenitude scientie Domini in

universa terra futura est, ut etiam
<-s~ bestie et venenosa quelibet animantia

sciant hominibus et iumentis non esse 
nooendum. Huios autem scientie tanta 
erit redundatio cjitoa redundantes 
sunt et copiose mare operientes aque, 
id est quam plene et quam magne 
quelibet aque, sive sint flumina, 
sive rivi, vel torrentes, sive 
quolibet alio nomine vocentur, in 
exitibus suis ubi intrcjitee mare 
ipsum cui superfluunt operire 
videntur.'2

Also in Ibn Kara we find a connection between the behaviour of wild 

animals and the fact that the earth is full of the knowledge of the Lord:

shall not hurt etc. The asp and cockatrice do no 
harm, as if all Palestine were full of the knowledge of 
the Lord; for it is an acknowledged fact that he who 
knows the Lord will never destroy, but always build and 
improve ' . *

Since this explanation is more or less suggested by the text itself, 

there is no need to make Andrew dependent on the Jewish commentator* 

The difference between Andrew's first and second interpretation is that

a. M. supponeret, C« supponit et; 
b. M. redundantia.
1. Po. 2la
2. Fo. 22a
3. Ibn hmra, Conm.in Is., p. 61.
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in the first one he explains the text as referring to the promised land, 

in the second one as referring to the whole earth*

10- •In die ilia radix lesse. oui 
gtat in sirnum ixypulorum; ipsum 
etc. In tempore quo fient que 
predicta sunt ^ad^ Messiam, ad 
quern sicut ad signum regis vel 
Imperatoris equitum pedi turn que 
caterve confluere solent,omnes 
undique populi confluent* 
Cantes deprecabuntur. Ut in 
sues illas recipiat, ht 
sepulcrum eius* v uia morietur 
et ipse utpote home, temen 
cunctis erit honorablie. Vel 
requies eius, civitas que precipue 
illius man/sie futura est, 
Jerusalem videlicet, ex 
inhabitatione eius in ea

*£t&t in isRnum populorum*. Populi 
sui, Rphraim videlicet et luda, 
confluent ad eutn, ut ad perticam 
in signum stantem et erectam 
confluitur. Ipsum gentcs 
deprecabuntur* Non solum populi sui 
ad eum undique confluent, sed etiam 
gentes ut in populis suis ilia* 
numeret eum deprecabuntur* Sepulcrum 
eius* In Hebreo positio eius* In 
ma/'no honore et veneratione locus 
ubi erit sessio et accubitio eius, 
que sunt positiones eius, mansio 
eius videlicet jktfjebitur'.^

honorabilis et i'amoea erit** 1

It seems that Andrew has still in mind the Messiah as conceived by 

the Jews* To him even the gentiles will flock* He rives two possible 

explanations of sepulcrum eius; it can mean grave, because the Messiah 

will die like a human being. Although this notion can be found in 

various Jewish sources, Andrew fails to realize in his first

Jhis restingplace 1 , 

and thus he associates the idea of the death of the Messiah like a human

•

interpretation that the Hebrew has here 1 J> H

being with the lAtin translation, rather than vdth the Hebrew text. It 

can also be taken as his residence, namely Jerusalem, he continues, 

which will be honoured by his presence. In his second interpretation, 

which as *e shall see is the one most influenced by Jewish exegesis, he 

again explains sepulcrum as residence, this time correctly referring to 

the Hebrew.

1. Po* 21a,b

2. Fo. 22b (54A).

3. Cf. below p. 1*73.
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id.- 'Cum superius dictum sit 
quod de lease tamquam de radioe 
Messias, tamquam virga et flos. 
egreasurus sit,^ in ̂ presenti^ 
de iv.eesia agens, quomodo euro 
lesse radicem nominat? Si non de 
Messia vel potius de Domino nostro 
lesu Christo hie agitur, de que 
igitur^alio hie propheta loquitur? 
Nequaquam dici potest quod de 
lesae, patre David iam mortuo, 
bio agitur, Que est i^itur ista 
radix lesse de qua hie agitur, 
que in signum populorum est 
statura et quam multitude gentium 
est deprecatura? Messias sive 
Christus noster dicitur radix 
lesse, non quod lesse de illius 
semine secundum carnem descenderit, 
cum ipse potius eorum sit secundum 
carnem pater, sed quia ipsi 
aliquorum radix, qui de ipsis 
carnaliter vel spiritualiter nati 
vel nascituri sunt, de lesse 
radice egressi vel egressuri sunt, 
Vel radix ponitur pro sobole et 
propagine' .*

'Radix lesse, Messias qui de lesae 
oriundus, qui aliorum futurus est 
radix, id est stabi_le firmamentum 
et ra/dicatum. Wondicitur Kessias 
radix quod alii de ipso tamquam de 
radice carnaliter nascituri sunt, 
cum sit angelus Domini excercituum 
futurus, id est angelioam in 
perpetua virginitate vitam ducens.

, O. P^O Ased propter causam quamjvsuperius 
assignavimus. Fabulantur Hebrei 
ilium eo ipso die quo templian a 
Nabuzardan succensiam est et 
de s true turn natum fuisse; interim dum 
tem]3us miserendi eorum veniat in loco 
sibi a Domino delegate mansitare, in 
diebus ultimis venturum esse, que 
supra dieta sunt facturum et tandem 
in senectute bona plenum dierum, ut 
hominem, nature debita soluturum. 
Ilium lesse potius quam David, 
quamquam rex et celebrioris nominis 
et maioris auctoritatis fuerit, 
radicem in T-cripturis appellari dicunt, 
quod nunquam vel in medico Dominum 
offensurus sit, sicut nee lease, vir 
sanctissimus et optimus et Domino 
per omnia placens nunquam offendise 
legitur, David vero, in ceteria 
quidem Domino placuit, in seraone 
autem Uric maiestatis eiua oculo« 
graviter offendit'.4^

In particulai' Andrew's first interpretation is difficult to 

understand. He was apparently bothered by the difference of expression 

in verse 1 and verse 10. The plural he uses in the last half of the 

explanation, eorum, ipsi. de ipsis. seems to indicate that he has both 

the Jewish Messiah and Christ in mind. Also the reference to

a, K, reads in presentiare, G, in presentiarum; 

b. C, hie,

1. Is.xi.1.

2. Of, parallel column.

3. Po. 21b

V. Po. 22a,b

2 ff **& ^ particular iii Reg. xv,5.



171.

descendants carnaliter vel spiritualiter is hard to explain. The 

problem is mentioned again in the second interpretation. Here he denies 

the possibility of descendants of the I'essiah secundum carnem. The 

allusion to the Messiah as a heavenly angelic being could either be 

derived from some late Jewish apocalyptic sources, often referred to by 

Andrew's informants in the course of this chapter as we shall see. For 

example the Similitudes of iiioch. xlvi -where it is saidj

'And there 1 saw one -who had a head of days, 
And his head was white like wool, 
And with him was another being, whose countenance had the appearance

of a man, 
And his face was full of graciousness, like one of the holy angels'.

Or it could be an allusion to the monkish way of life. For monks were
o 

said to lead an angelical life on earth in imitation of Christ.

Andrew introduces the next tradition about the Jewish Messiah with 

the words — alas all too cocxnon in his day — fabulantur Rebrei. 

Most likely; here again, they serve to disguise his real interest. "That 

the Messiah was born on the day of the destruction of the Temple is a

well-known Jewish tradition, to \shich, for example, Ibn :^ara refers in
L 

his explanation of Isaiah liii. It can be 1'ound in .hoha Rabbati,

I. Similitudes of noch, xlvi.1 (ed. Charles, ii.214). »<e have used the 
edition of R.H. Charles, The apocrypha and pseudepiprapha of the Old 
Testament (Oxford, 1913). In these apocalyptic writings (of. also 
e.g. iv ' zr&) it is a matter of interpretation whether to explain the 
Messiah in terms of a supernatural being, or whether this figure 'as it 
were of a jaan' (iv Kara, xiii.1 ff.) or 'that Son of i.an* (Similitudes. 
xlvi.2; xlviii.2) was meant to be of no superhuman origin. D.S. Russell, 
for example, stresses the supernatural character of the Lon of ' an as 
found in the Jewish apocalyptic sources (The method and message of Jewish 
apocalyptic. pp. 324-32), while C.F. Moure. Judaism in the first centuries 
of the Christian era, the age of the Tannaim (Cambridge, Lass., 1940-44) •
II.331-49 expresses himself more carefully. He mentions that in any 
case the Tannaim regarded the kessiah as 'a man of human kind* (op. cit. . 
11*3^9)jand points out the simultaneousness between these sources and 
some apocalyptic writings: Iv ^zra and ii baruoh^for example,contemporary 
urith disciples of Johanan ben Zakkai and their successors (op. oit., ii.

2. J. Leclercq, La vie parfaite (I'aris, 1948), cap.1 , pp. 19-56: IA 
vie angelique.
3. Cf. above, p.ltl,n.f and below pjlijf ad Is. 

Ibn -*ra, Coma, on Is. , p. 240, cf . below p.
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i.16. The reference to the concealment of the Messiah by the Lord 

may be found in apocalyptic sources. In iv flgra the Messiah is

described as that Man 'whom the Most High is keeping many ages and through
p

whom he vdll deliver his creation 1 . In the Lijnilitudes of ftnoch

reference is made to the Son of Man, hidden from the beginning.^ 

Likewise in some rabbinic writings we have this notion of the hiding 

of the Kessiah, for example in the Talmud, tractate ^anhedrin 98a, 

which we shall have opportunity to quote fully below. There shall be 

a time of misery on earth, Andrew informs us, while the Messiah is 

waiting to come out in the open. This is an obvious allusion to the

so called • travail of the Messiah1 , rVVi/te"*-!**/ 7^>2O a time of
- • T ' v

general distress and need before the appearance of the Messiah;

descriptions of nhich can be found in Jewish as weU as in Christian

5 literature.

Lastly Andrew mentions the death of the Messiah ut hominem after 

he has fulfilled his task on earth. This idea we find clearly 

expressed in iv Lzra vii, where it says:

'And it shall be, after these years, that my Son the Messiah 
shall die, and all in whom there is human breath. Then 
shall the world be turned into the primaeval silence seven 
days, like as at the first beginnings; so that no one is 
left 1 . 6

1. Echa Rabbati, i.16 (ed. Freedman, vii.136).

2. iv l&ra. xiii.26 (ed. Charles, ii.618).

3. Similitudes of r^ioch. lxLi.7 (ed. Charles, ii.228).

4. Bab. Talmud, Sanhedrin 98a (ed. ,;pstein, p. 664), of. below p. 
On the problem of the pre-existence of the Messiah see ^. Sjoberg, 
Per verborgerie Menschensohn in den J^vanflelien (Skrifter utgivna av 
kungl. huiLanistiska vetenskapssajnfundet, I land, liii, 1955), in 
particular cap. 2, pp. 41-98: *Der verborgene I<es~ias im Judentum^* and 
the sources mentioned there; see also G.F. fcoore, op. cit.. ii, 344 
and 349.
5. For example Mekllta. tract. Vayassa. vi (ed. Lauterbach, ii.123); 
Mk.xiii.5 ff» et par.; Didache . xvi.3 ff. The conception goes back 
to Micha iv,9,10 ^o£. Hosea xiii.13). i3ee also G.]?1 . Aioore, op. cit.. 
ii.3^0-63 and T>.S. Ruasell, op. cit.. pp. 271-76 and the literature* 
mentioned there.

6. iv Ezra, vii.29-31 (ed. Charles, ii.582).
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After thia the J^oat ITigh will take over as the time for the final 

events haa com*.

From our discussion of Jtodrew's second interpretation of verse 10 

thus far it would seem that his Jewish teachers were drawing he«vily 

on apocalyptic sources. For although we noticed that eone of the 

notion* could be found in rabbinic literature aa well, it is ia the 

apocalyptic writings that we find a compact accumulation of all the 

various ideas referred to by /sndrew here. Alao the frequent allusions 

to the Antichrist In this chapter points to apocalyptic influence. 1

Interesting finally ia the reason the Jew give, aoeording to 

Andrew, for the feet that the Messiah is said to come forth out of the 

root of Jesse, rather than of David. This indeed goes back to an old 

tradition. In Glnsbend Legends . for example, it is mentioned that 

* Jesa* was one of the greatest scholars of his tins*, and one of the four
£ 2who died wholly untained by sin 1 ; the others being Benjamin, -vrareju, the 

father of Moses and Kilab, the son of David.

11- 'In did ill* adiciet Docdnus * Adioict xna^nue aecundp monum cuem.
guam etc. Cum sue Ad possddenduai populua suum qui in

Keasia florebunt tempera, Doeiinua £gyp*« duris sod et icdie luti et
qui potentiam suam exei^ouit quando lateris operibus prcmcbatur, priiao
populum SUUB de manu Pharaonis isamim, id est potentiam, suam
eripuit, adioiet itenjm potentials Bo&inus extendlt. Secundo quendo
susn ad posoidenda* populi sui de Babylone Cyro oaptivitatem re-
reliquias quc reliote erunt ab his lax&nte sub lesu, saccrdote magno,
qui subiciuntur. Ab As^yriia dt ab i llio loaedcc et Lorobabel eua in
jyarptQ et ft Phetros ete. /& terrsia ^iam reduxit.* uorr*odo nuno
Assyriis soiaus/decem tribus non saeunuo et non potiue tertio dicit
semel vastatas esse, et sub Ossw Docinum manum susm adiecturun ad
iotas siaul abdiietas et in , pos^idendum residuum populVsui, ai
civitatibuu ?lcdorum collocatas. de illis &j itur quos in diebua sui
Eesac, rex ligypti, sub Kobosm Resale aic ludei a quatuor plagis

a. C. sed,
1«C£» P»
2. L. Cinsberg, Legends, iv.81.

Cf. al&o Bub . Talmud, Beba 3atra 17a (ed.

4. iv Heg. xvii.6 (Hoahea reigned frotn 731-723)*

$, In fact the people returned under guidance of, among others, ^erubbsbel 
and Jeshua (isra ii.2), while the Temple was rebuilt under supervision of 
Zerubbabel and Joahua the high prieat (e.g.
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cepit Jerusalem et si quos terre in Palestinam congregandos x 
voluit secum abduxit.1 Pharao somniant? Bed, ut illi aiunt, 
Nechao losiam, regem luda, quando de Kgypto educti sunt 
interfecit et filium eiua nullius ditione vel dorainio subditi, 
loachaz cum iam tribus mensibua a solo possidebantur Domino, 
re^nasset et quos placuit cua Similiter in ultima de cunctis 
ifto asportavit.2 Preterea nationibus in terra..: suam reductione, 
Jerusalem a Romania subversa et nullius preter Domini dominio 
tota regione vastata, multa subicientur et ab eo solo possidebuntur. 
ludeorum milia a victoribus in De Babylone vero per manum Domini 
Kgypto sunt vendita,a unde et educti, regibus Persarum servientes, 
in alias que sup. onuntur non a solo possidebantur Domino, 
nationes per distractionem Ideoque hanc liberationem inter 
devenire poterant. Forsitan et a ceteras, ut aiunt, propheta numerare 
victoribus ipsis predictarum nolult. I.t quoniara ultima reduotio 
regionum et civitatum negotiatoribus similis erit prime, secimda quasi 
venditi sunt. A quibus populis et iridigna numerari quod non plene a 
nationibus multi ludeorum Domino, cum et ab aliis possiderentur 
relinquentur qui, ut putant, in pretermissa, secundo dixit, non 
diebus sui Bessie a Domino tertio. Vel sic. Cuando de Egypto 
possidebuntur*,^ educti sunt non adiecit manum suam

Dominus ad possidendum populum suum, 
cjuia tune primo illos de alienorum 
potestate liberavit. Cum vero de 
Babylone illos eduxit, tune primo 
adiecit. 3i in ultirnis vero 
temporibus eos, ut putant, 
congregaturus est, tune secundo ad 
possidendum populi sui reliquias 
manum suam adiciet. f ^-

In hie first interpretation Andrew gives a mixture of historical 

information and Jewish messianic expectations, but the latter are not so 

outspoken and fit well into the whole framework of his explanation of 

this chapter, which in the first instance aims at a direct, to the point 

interpretation of the text. Generally, as has already been mentioned, 

only in his second treatment of the verses 9 to 16 he gives extensive 

Jewish explantions and takes great pains to insert as much information

a. C. venditi.

1. iii Reg.xiv.25 (Rehdboam reigned from 931-91^.

2. iv Reg. xxiii.29-34 (Josiah reigned from 637-608).

3.Fo.2la, b (53b,c).

4. Fo. 22b,c (54a,b).
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as possible. But even in his first interpretation Andrew did not 

listen to Jerome :

'In die ilia, hoo est in illo tempore, de qua et supra 
dictum est, cum surrexit radix lesse in signum populorum 
(sive ut dominetur gentium) apponet Uominus stcundo manum 
suam, ut nequaquam iuxta nostros ludaizantes in fine mundi, 
cum intraverit plenitude gentium, tune omnis Israel salvus 
fiat. Sed haec omnia in prima intelligamus adventu.' 1

The point raised by Andrew in his second interpretation is a much 

discussed problem among the Jewish conmentators. Andrew follows Rashi 

here very closely, for the latter saysz

* y_or the second time. In the same way as the lord acquired 
the Israelites and delivered them from the rgyptians, when 
their liberation was pure or perfect, without any slavery; 
but the liberation which took place in the time of the second 
Temple cannot be reckoned to belong to that category, for the 
Jews at that time were subjected to Cyrus, kinf of the 
Persians'*

Ibn J(>sra gives a slightly different version.

"The second time, with regard to the deliverance from ^gypt. 
This verse may be taken as a proof that the prophet in the 
whole passage refers to the Messianic period;3 for the 
restoration during the second temple was not couiplete, since 
not all the tribes, and not even all the men of Judah, 
returned to Palestine. 1 ^

13« 'Et auferetur zelua ftphraija et 
hostes ludfc. peribvnt. Posset 
intelligi quod odium Ephraim 
adversus ludam aufereadum esset, 
illis inter se recoiiciliatis et 
pacificatis, nisi statim 
subderetur et hostes luda 
peribunt. vuod si de oraii hoste 
luda generaliter intelligatur, 
consequitur ut et i.phraim 
pereat, nisi forte non omnimodo 
quilibet hostes luda perituri

'Zelus i.phraim« lv<ali de luda 
qui zelati sunt .phraim. £t hostes 
luda. peribunt. Iniqui de Ephraim, 
qui hostiliter egerunt contra ludam. 
I.phraim non taiulabitur ludam. 
^uamvis, kiortuo et ab Antichristo 
perempto iessia de ^phraim, ille 
Messias de luda superstes erit et 
magna decorabitur gloria, turn 
propter inulta eius alia bona/, turn 
propter -anticiiristum ad vocem 
deprecationis eius et orationis

1. Jerome, Comm«in .ts.. iv (C.C.S.L. 73, p. 154, 1.13).

2. Rashi, Coma.•on Is.» p. 86.

3» ££• ^t)n hera ' s introduction to Is.xi, above p. 164. 

4. Ibn K*ra, Comr..on Is. , p. 61.
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instantiam a uomino interfectaunt 
taioen ^phraim Iudea non invidebit. 
Iradunt naiuque ludei duos contra^ 
Antichriatum ventures Measias, 
alterum de ^phraim, altertnn de luda, 
illumque de Kphraim ab Antichrist© 
Gog, scilicet principe capitis 2 
Mosoch et !Thubal, interfectum iri. '

sunt, sed in hostilitate 
perseverantes, scilicet ut iam 
hostes non sint qui reconciliati 
sunt. Advertendum est quod 
postquam in unu& fuerint 
congregati et a quatuor terre 
pla^is directi, auferendum dicit 
zelum Fphraim et hostes luda 
perituros, Huod est dicere, 
quisquis in illis diebus zelum 
vel odium, iram veVinvidiam 
adversus i-phraijn exercuit, de 
medio auferetur et adversua ludam 
quisquis host! liter egerit 
penitus peribit,*^

In his first interpretation Andrew carefully analyses the text to 

see -which of the different possible explanations is suitable. He 

chooses one on grounds of -what has been said in the preceding verse and 

explains the text as referring to a united Israel, formed by -ajphraim 

and Judah Jointly. We shall discuss the second interpretation together 

with what has been said by Andrew earlier on in this chapter about the 

figure of the Antichrist, namely in the introduction and in verse

*....de lesse filius sit egressurus, qui septiforrai spiritu 
repletus, in iustitia et equitate servos suos sit iudicaturua 
et arguiturus. Alienos vero et terrena Deo postposito 
amantes virga oris sai percussurus et ipsum excellenter 
impium, Antichristum videlicet, omnium caput impiorua. 
spiritu labiorum suorum interfecturus. *3

4. 'Kt spiritu labiorum suorum 
interficiet impium. Gog, quern ipsi 
Ant ichi-is turn vocant, qui Enoch et 
Fliam et virum bonum Messiam de 
tribu >phraim occisurus eg?t, sola 
ad Dominum premissa labiorum 
suorum o*a!bione vel maledictione 
interfecturus est,*1

13 • 'r.phraiiTi non emulabitur ludaau 
Quamvls, mortuo et ab Antichristo 
perempto 7 essia de /phraim, ille 
Messias de luda superstes erit et 
magna decorabitur gloria, turn 
propter multa eius alia bona/ , turn 
propter Jitichristum ad vocem 
deprecationis eius et orationis

A. C. mihi(?). 

b« C. om. contra.

1. Fo. 21c,d

2. Fo. 22c,d

3. ?o. 20c

4. Fo. 20d
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instantiam a Ixxnino interf ectum, 
tamen Kphraim lude non invidebit. 
Tradunt namque ludei duos contra 
Antichristum ventures ;. essias, 
alterum de .phraiia, alterum de luda, 
illumque de Kphraim ab Antichristo, 
Gog scilicet principe capitis Mosoch 
et Thubal, interfectum iri.'l

That Andrew explains verse 4 In the light of the struggle between 

the Messiah and the Antichrist (cf . also the introduction) could be a 

reference to ii Thee*s.ii.8, -where we read: And then he will be 

revealed . that wicked man whom the Lord Jesus will destroy with the 

breath of his mouth. ... However, the fact that he describes the 

Antichrist as the leader of the impious may indicate that he got his 

information from elsewhere. For it is in the Jewish sources primarily

that we find an Antichrist-like figure accompanied by his followers in
2 battle with the Messiah.

Although the term 'Antichrist' occurs for the first time in the 

New Testament, the ideas underlying this conception are naich older 

and go back to the Jewish apocalyptic literature from Daniel onwards. 

This form of literature draws heavily again on the vision concerning 

Gog, the chief prince of Meshech and Tubal/ of E'zekiel 38»39« In these 

apocalpytic sources the Antichrist is usually a political figure,

1. Fo. 22c,d (54b).
2. Of course, Paul himself was strongly influenced by Jewish apocalyptic 
ideas, and uadrew may have thought of the Pauline text when he explained 
the passages in Isaiah. Hov/ever, Paul's Antichrist seems to be a 
single person, rather than the leader of a group. In any case, the 
overall impression of Andrew's explanation of the verses 4 and 13 is that 
he based them mainly on Jewish conceptions.
3. For example i John ii.18,22; ii John ?• It should be noted that 
in the New Testament the main characteristic of the Antichrist is that
of a false prophet or teacher. •i
4. On the Antichrist see A. Bousset, i>er Antichrist in der Uberliei erung 
dee JuoentumS| de^ aeuen Testaments und. der alien ilirche (o>Htinr,en« 
1893J. Id. 'Antichrist^, iaicl.Ael..kth. « i,376-31. Also H.H. Rowley, 
The relevance of ^pocalyptic Crepr. 2nd, edn., .London, 19&1), passim.
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appearing under different names and represented as the leader of evil

f orcea in their struggle with the Lord. It ia only in post-talmudic
bath 

times that we find the conception of/^a falst- prophet, as in the New

Testament, and of the tyrant of the end of days combined in one person,

namely in the figure of Aimilus, who will kill the Messiah ben Joseph
2 

in battle.

The 2£eaai<uh ben Joseph or ben .fiphraim, as he is called likewise, 

suddenly appears in the literature about 150 A.D. Various reasons 

have been given in an attempt to explain the origin of this ' essiah. 

It is generally assumed that too many different expectations had been 

lodged in one person, which gave rise to difficulties as, for example, 

how to explain passages like Zech.xii.1C.....and they shall look unto 

me whom they have pierced: and they shall mourn for him, as one 

mourneth for his only son, as one that is in bitterness for his firstborn 

of a Messiah elsewhere pictured as a victorious ruler. ThereforOjwe 

can agree with Schoeps when he writes: 'Was nun die Entstehung dieser

ssweiten &>eaaiaa angelangt, so dtirfte der innere Srund in der Doppelheit

5der biblisch-apokalyptischen IJessiasvorstellung selber liegen 1 . The

1. He can be identified with Antiochus Lpiphanes (Daniel) or Nero 

(probably in the Sibylline Oracles, iii.63 ff ). In the last mentioned 

source, as well as in the Testaments of the Twelve I'atriarchs f his name 

is Beliar, of. Ruaaell, op.cit. . pp. 276-80.

2. H.L. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Konsnentar zum Neuen Testament aus 
Talmud und f.idrasoh, (fottnchen, 1 922-1 9*c?), iii.63 7-38. Hereafter 
this work will be referred to as Strack-Billerbeck.

3. Ibid., ii. 292.

k* Ibid« » ii. 292-97; A. .Vflnsohe, Die Leiden des Kessiaa (l^ipzig, 18?0), 
pp,"Tv65 and 109-21; O.P. Moore, op.cit. . ii. 370-71. Cf. also 
A. feubauer, The f if tj- third chapter of Isaiah accordinr to the Jewish 
interpreters (Oxford etc. 1 876-77 ),ii.xxxix-xl. Hereafter this work 
will be referred to aa Isaiah 33.

5. H.J. Schoeps, Pftulust Die Theologie des Apostels im Ilchte der
judischen Religionsreschichte (Tiibingen, 1939), p. 139.
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earliest reference to the Messiah ben Joseph can be found in the Talmud, 

tractate Sukkah 52a, which deals with the explanation of the text of 

Zech*xii.1O12 . The passage reads:

'\ifhat is the cause of the mourning? [mentioned in Zech.xii.12j. 
R. Dosa (£.180) and the Rabbis differ on the point. One 
explained, The cause is the slaying of Messiah the son of 
Joseph, and the other explained^ The cause is the slaying 
of the Evil Inclination. It is well according to him who 
explains that the cause is the slaying of kessiah the 
son of Joseph, since that well agrees with the scriptural 
verse, And they shall look upon me, because they have thrust 
him through, and they shall mourn lor hin; as one mourneth for 
his onl^y son, '^

Another early source in which the two Messiah figures are mentioned 

together is the Mldrash Tehillim, where on Psalm lx.9 we read: 'God 

said.... in the everlasting time-to-come I shall deliver you through the 

Messiah the son of i-phraim, and through the i essiah the son of David of 

the tribe of

The Messiah ben 'phi-aim is always the Lessiah who dies, usually 

in his fatal struggle against the forces of evil. AS we have already 

heard, he is to be killed by Armilus, an .Antichrist-like figure. The 

earliest reference to the latter provides the Targum on Isaiah xi.4, 

where it is said that the liessiah ben Ephraim will be killed by Armilus,

1. Cf., however, J, Jeremias, ' H&t\ >ov ±sxl Spat judentum in der Zeit 
nach der Entstehung der LXX 1 , in Theolo^ischea Wtirterbuch zum Heuen 
Testament (hereafter referred to as Ih.j. ed. G. Kittel (Stuttgart, 
T933-7777), v.685. l"he author sees in a passage in the Testaments of 
the Twelve Patriarchs, namely in the Testament of Benjamin, iii.8, 
(possibly second or first century B.C.) already a reference to the 
Messiah ben Joseph. It says: In thee (sc. Joseph) shall be fulfilled 
the prophecy of heaven (sc.Is.lxiii)... . . and that a blameless one 
shall be delivered up for lawless men, and a sinless one shall die for 
unpodly men. . . . • (ed. Charles, ii.356). . Sjoberg, op.cit., pp. 257-59 
disagrees with this interpretation.

2. Bab, Talmud, tract. Pukkah :>2a (ed. ^psteiri, 2

3. Midrash on r'salm Ix, ^ 3. >uoted from llie i.J.di-ash on i-'salms, 
transl. ,..G. Braude (Yale Judaica Series, xiii, 19;>9) 9 i. 515-16.

4. of. below chapter VII.
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who in his turn will be slain by the breath of the mouth of the 

Messiah ben David. Most frequently he is mentioned in a number of 

short midrashim dating from the late middle ages, but containing very

much older material, which have been collected by A. Jellinek in the
2 90 called -^st ha-I>idrasch. For example in the Midrasch : ajoscha

Armilus is pictured as the successor of £og, who kills the Lessiah ben 

Joseph and is killed himself by the breath of the mouth of the Messiah 

ben David. In the Sirns of the Messiah we find that Armilus is 

explicitly identified with the Antichrist; while in the Messiah rrada 

the Messiah ben Joseph is slrci by Gog and Magog. Bousset in his 

Antichrist concludes:

'Im gansen aber mag das Urteil gewagt werden, dass der 
gesammte judische ciagenkreis rait der Gestalt des Armilus 
und den beiden Kessiassen in dieser Verbindwng sich im 
7»-8*Jahrhundert unter Einfluss der ~age vom Antichrist 
gebildet hat«...Wahrend die Tradition vom Antichrist vom 
Chris tentum aus dem Judentum tibernonanen wurde, so hat 
dann die entwickelte christliche Uberlieferung im 
6.-8*Jahrhundert wieoer auf die jtidische ^schatologie 

ttea suruckgewirkt . • 6

When we return to Andrew's interpretation v/e note that his 

introductory remarks do not bear any specific Jewish traces, except for 

the fact that he describes the Antichrist as the leader of the impious.

It i& different, however, with the verses 4 and 13 • He had heard of
the tradition of 1fce Messiah ben I^hraim, who was to be killed t$y the leader of

1. Strack-Billerbeck, iii.639.

2. A. Jellinek, Bet ha-Midrasch A Sammlunp; kleiner fridraschim und 
vermischter Abhandlun^en aus der Ml tern jiidischen literatur (l^eipzip; , 
1853-57), i-iv; (Vienna, 1873-77), v-vi. Extracts and translations 
can be found in Strack-Billerbeck , iii, 639-40 and A. Wttnsche, op.cit. . 
pp. 118-21.

3. Bet ha-Kidraaoh. i

4. Ibid. t ii.60.

5. Ibid. . iii.141.

6. K. Bousset, Der /uitichrist. pp. 70-71



181.

the forces of evil. Although -we do not find in the Jewish literature 

a direct identification of Gog with the Antichrist, we have found that 

it is said that the Messiah ben Ephraim will be killed by Armilus, or 

elsewhere ;by Gog and Magog. On grounds of the part played by Gog in 

the apocalyptic writings known to medieval scholars and on grounds of 

what we had heard frcm Jewish traditions about the killing of the 

Messiah ben Ephraim by an Antichrist- like figure or perhaps even by 

Gog (and Magog), it was a logical step for Andrew to assume that the 

'Antichrist' of the Jews must be Gog,' realizing as he did that the name 

'Antichrist* would be rather inappropriate to use if he was quoting a 

Jewish interpretation, and possibly preferring the more familiar name 

Gog to the unknown Arndlus.

In verse 4 Andrew indicates that the Antichrist will be killed by 

the prayer or malediction of the Messiah, while in verse 13 it is the 

Lord himself who kills him, though not until after prolonged pressure of 

the Messiah. We find both these views in the Jewish writings as well.

When he says that the Messiah ben Ephraim in spite of his bad 

fortune will not envy the Messiah ben Judah, he has an interesting 

parallel in the Aggadat Beirehit. IsdLii. There it says:

•You find everywhere that these two tribes Judah and Joseph 
have been enemies and opponents,... But will the One who is 
annointed for war, who comes forth out of Joseph, and the 
Messiah who comes forth out of Judah also be opponents in 
future? Not at all, there will be no envy between them, 
as it is said in Is.xi.13, Ephraim shall not envy Judah 
and Judah shall not vex j ————

We find the same idea in Rashi, who also states that the Messiah

1. Cf. above p. 180 and the .:dgns of the Messiah (Bet ha-Midrash. ii.60), 
where it is said that the Lord fcUla Armilus.

2. A|yadat Bereshit. Ixiii (ed. Buber, p. 44*0. The passage is quoted 
in rtr'ack-Billerbeck, ii.299.
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"ben Ephraim and the Messiah ben Judah will be not jealous of each

other, 1jiLHB
' »ff^^^

It finally remains to be discussed what Andrew says in verse 4 

about Enoch and Elijah. There is a tradition, he notes, that Gog 

the Antichrist not only kills the Messiah ben Ephraim, but also iaioch 

and Eliijah. This is, contrary to the previous ones, basically a 

Christian, not a Jewish tradition. We find it, for example, in the 

apocalyptic writings of Ephra&m Syrus, in a sermon entitled De fine 

extreme. There we read in sections 11 and 12 that when the Son of 

Instruction had dragged the whole world into his plans, Enoch and 

Elijah were sent to argue against him. They challenge him to prove 

that he is God by quickening the dead. When he is unable to do so a 

great anger against the saints comes over the wicked one, and with a 

furtively picked up sword he cuts off the necks of the two righteous

men in a most villanous manner. Fortunately Michael and Gabriel
2 interfere and bring the prophets back to life. We have here Enoch

and Elijah in the function of witnesses of the rapidly approaching end 

of the world, which is a wellknown notion in the patristic literature, 

based on Revelation xi.3ff • The Jewish sources on the other hand
1 S

know only of Elijah as a witness of the end of time. Andrew 

apparently combined the Christian legend with the Jewish tradition of 

the killing of the Messiah ben Ephraim by the Antichrist. Although 

it is net mentioned that Gog killed Elijah and Enoch, his identification 

of the Antichrist with Gog caused him to say that it was Gog who killed 

all three of them.

1. Rashi, Gomai..on Is., pp. 86-87. Ibn Ezra remarked: '....Ephraim will 
not be jealous, that the Messiah will be of the tribe of Judah.... 1 . 
(Comfti.on Is. , p. 62).
2. Sancti Ephraem Syri flymni et bermones. ed. Th.J.Lamy, (Mechlin, 
lflH'5-89), iii. 2Q&-1Q; of. ft. Bousset. op.cit.. pp. 134-36 with references 
to other sources dealing with the death of Jinoch and Elijah.
3. Ibid. , p. 136, where it is noted that among others Irenaeus, Adversus 
Haereses, v.5,1 and Tertullian, De anima 1 mention Enoch and Elijah as
witnesses
f-



15* 'jit desolabit Dominus linguam 
maris l^ypti etc. Mos Hebreorum 
est eo quod lingua in medio oris 
sit, linguam maris medium ipsiua 
appellare. Medium maris quod 
Egyptum preterfluit et altam 
eius abyssum, ut viain faciat 
populo suo ad venienduma in 
terrain suam, de his que ultra 
sunt terris Dominus desolabit, , 
id est ab aquis superiacentibus 
et piscibus ibi natantibus nudum 
et solitarium reddet. Vel 
linguam maris Irgypti° vocat f lumen 
Nilum, qui tenet in mari formam 
quam lingua habet in ore* Unde 
subdit: I- 1 levabit manum suam 
super f lumen a etc. In eo quod 
dicit levabit manum, forman 
exprimit percussuri. opiritus. 
Vel ire vel urentis venti. In 
septem rivis. xjcpectant raiseri 
spe cassa Iudeie ut Dominus 
peroutiens flumen Nilum per septem 
rivos dividat* illud, ut per sic 
divisum et diminutum calceati 
transeant, qui ab Assyriis relicti 
in terram promissionis reversuri 
aunt. Verum si ab Alexandro 
Macedone, ut in historiis habetur, 
in septem rivos est divisus et illi 
a Homanis ita sint emplificati ut 
pene Nilus exsiccatus serperet f ut 
siccis pedibus transirent, quomodo 
tune percutietur ut in septem rivos 
dividatur, cum iam/percusaus est? 
Sed nee ipse propheta dicit eum 
percutienduin in septem rivos, [sedj 
ut septem de eo rivi fiant, sed in 
septemS rivis suis iam factis, ut 
parvi minores reddantur et pene 
excissati calceatis viam prebeant.

desolabit. In Hebreo planius: 
siccabit. Super flumen. Plumen 
istud de quo hie agitur est 
Joiphrates, quod in Scripturis 
Veteris Testamenti flumen simpliciter 
et sine determinatione appellari 
solet 1 . 1

a* C. adveniendi;

b, C. subiacentibus;

o. C.om.'-gy^)i.

d. Both C. and M. read mare, V, renders flumen;

e. C. viderij
f. C. dividan*;
g« C. om. septem rives,...sed in septem.

1. Fo. 22d
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16. Qui relinquetur ab Assyriis. 16. *>:t erit via populo meo etc. 
Ab Assyriis populus Domini, cui iter Ad parandam populo qui relinquetur 
paratur ad nationes depredandas, ab Assyriis viam, ut de ultra inontes 
precipue relictus dicitur, quia Medorum et Persarum, quo 
tote decem tribus ab illis bello transtulerunt eos Assvrii, in 
superate, cum possent interfici Palestinam verdant, non Nilus, sed 
lege victorie vitea sunt Euphrates per rivos dividendus et 
reservate. In die ilia. Cum siccandus predici debuit. De Media 
fuerit tibi via ad expugnandos enim et Perside in Palestinam 
et deprecandos quos volueris a venientibus, Euphrates, non Nilus, 
Domino'.' transeundus est. Necue enim de

predictis locis per Egyptum in 
Palestinam venitur, ut per Nilum 
transeundum sit. '2

Andrew begins the first explanation in his familiar 'to the point* 

manner. He refers to a Hebrew use of language in explaining the term 

'tongue of the sea^ and then points out how the Lord intends to dry out 

the sea which bounds Egypt. Even the fishes have not been forgotten. 

Another possibility, he remarks, is to regard 'tongue of the Egyptian 

sea* as a description of the Nile. In line with his whole explanation 

of this chapter, he takes the drying out of the Egyptian sea as something 

which will happen when the Jews shall return to Israel in the messianic 

age. Quite unexpectedly, however, he then turns to the pitiable Jews, 

who in their void expectations wrongly believe that one particular event 

mentioned in the text will happen literally , namely that the Lord will 

divide the river Nile into seven separate streams. This is very 

unlikely, Andrew points out, since the Nile had already been divided 

into seven rivers by Alexander the Great on his entry into Egypt. This

fact was well known to medieval commentators J it was mentioned for
o

example in the Gloss. Therefore^ he suggests how the text could be

understood without coming into conflict with history, thus harmonizing 

Scripture with the latter. It should be noticed that Andrew calls

a. C. victe.

1. Po. 21d-22a

2. Po. 226 (5Ab).
3. The Gloss notes: 'Cum haec Isaias prediceret, nondum Nilus divisus erat, 
quern postea Alexander in septem rives divisit. Regnante autem Octaviano 
Augusto....regnum Aegypti in morte Cleopatre destructum est et divisum est 
in soptem principes. Nilus quoque qui antequam ab Alexandro divideretur 
inmeabilis erat, cum Romani rives ampliassent pene exsiccatus per imas 
valles serpebat, ut sioois pedibus transirent'.
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attention to the incorrectness of the Jewish expectations in his first 

explanation of the text - it would hardly have fitted into his juadaizing 

second interpretation. Secondly, he refutes the Jews with a historical 

argument. It shows that he did not always uncritically reproduce their 

explanations, but expected them at least to be in agreement with relevant 

historical facts.

In his second explanation Andrew refers to the Hebrew text: where 

the Vulgate reads desolabit. the Hebrew has siccabit. The first time he 

had already explained the text according to this meaning, but in a 

rather indirect manner. His later interpretation may have been

influenced by Rashi who explained the Hebrew "D ^HTlas 'to make dry 1 .
• •

However, the actual meaning of the verb T}^ H in the hif'il is 'to cut 

off 1 , 'to separate 1 . Therefore we have here again a case where Andrew 

takes an explanation of a Hebrew word for its meaning. His reference 

to the use of the expression 'the river* in the Old Testament is 

correct^1 we find it for example in Psalm lxxii.8, Ivlay he have dominion 

from sea to sea, and from the river to the ends of the earth. Rashi also 

interpreted 'the river 1 as the Euphrates, to be crossed by those who had 

been led into exile by the Assyrians.

Ill

This is the only chapter in Andrew's conuientaries we have come 

across where he gives two continuous^different interpretations of the 

text. One possible explanation of this method adopted by him could be 

that it shows the ambiguous position, already previously alluded to,

1 f Rashi f Gonfu.on Is., p. 87. Ibn L'zra commented on the verse: 'And 
shall utterly destroy. .. .The Israelites shall then cross upon dry land,
arid the sea shall not hinder them by rapidly returning to its bed.' 
(Gomm.on Is. , p. 62) .

2. JRashi, op.cit. , p. 87. Ibn Ezra interpreted 'the river* as the Nile, 
(op. cit. , p. 63) .

3. Cf. above p. 160 ff.
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he found himself in - on the one hand, he did not want to create the 

impression that he waa denying the exegesis of the Church; on the other 

hand, he was fascinated by the Jewish way of dealing with the text. 

If he indeed gave the two expositions for this reason, then the first
i

interpretation would be the one in which he tried to harmonize his 

literal explanation of the text with the traditionally accepted Christian 

exposition; while the second one would be the judaisin£ interpretation, 

which, he hoped, would go unnoticed because of the acceptability of the 

first one, we shall, therefore, examine the validity of this 

hypothesis for each of the two interpretationa.

As far as his first explanation and his corrnents on the verses 1 

to 8 are concerned, these indeed show a certain tendency to compromise 

and harmonise. Andrew goes about his task carefully, ccsab ning a 

literal exposition of the text with references to Christ and the 

Christian interpretation. i>or example in verse 2: 'According to us, 

who explain theae things or the Lord, the spirit of God means the Holy 

Spirit, the third person of the Trinity.... 1 and in verae 10: 'If not

of the Messiah, or rather of our Lord Jesus Christ, of whojnelse does
2 the prophet speak here? 9 * To this he adds occasionally the Jewish

point of view, and, since the Jews happened to expect that the letter 

of the prophetic text would be fulfilled in the days of their essiah, 

it is hardly surprising that .Andrew's 'literal* explanation is often 

influenced by the Jewish expectations concerning the messianic age.

It is worth noting that Andrew accepts the Jewish exposition as an 

interpretation in its own right. lor example in his ca.^.ents on verse 

two, where we read: 'According to us, who explain these things of the 

Lor4«... Aocording to the Jews, however, who interpret theae things of 

the Meaeiah whom they are still expecting....' , we find both

1. Cf. above p. 16^.
2. Cf. above p.170.
3. Cf. above p.165.
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interpretations together on equal terms. On the other hand he doea 

not hesitate to criticize the Jewish views, as we saw, if he regards 

them as far-fetched or historically not correct. This indeed shows 

his independent attitude toward* his sources, whatever their origin.

As far as the second interpretation of the text is concerned, it 

seems somewhat naive andv therefore, unsatisfactory to suppose that 

Andrew intended to safeguard himself by this device of giving two 

independent explanations after each other. After all, his critics 

were bound to read both* A much more satisfactory solution would be 

to imagine that Andrew, after finishing his first interpretation 

discussed the matter once more with a Jewish scholar. \Yhether he did 

so on purpose, or -whether they met by chance is impossible to say. The 

result of this meeting was that Andrew got so much new material that 

he decided to write a second interpretation in which he would be able 

to include his newly acquired knowledge. This procedure would explain, 

for example, why he refers only in the second exposition to the Hebrew

text (verses 10 and 15 )» which he could have done without any fear of
2criticism the first time. Furthermore in verse 10 b, Kadix lease etc..

the fact that he first refers to his other explanation and then mentions 

what the Jews say indicates that, while still agreeing - with 

his previous comments, he only later heard the Jewish view. Also his 

remarks on the various returns of the Jewish people from exile (vs.11) 

and on the two Messiah figures (vs. 13) give one the impression that he 

did not know about these traditions earlier on.

1. Of. above p. 18.3.. : .
2. Of. above p. 169 and p. 183.
3. Cf. above p. 170.
4. Of. above p. 173*.
5. Cf. above p.
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CHAPTER VII

Isaiah xl to Ixvi. different ways of approach,
;,• • . V ̂  *•<,,,& • . .--

We shall now^concentrate on Andrew's interpretation of Isaiah 

xl to Ixvi, since a judaizing explanation of these chapters, in 

particular of the passages dealing with the Servant of the Lord, would 

present him with many problems,

One of the difficulties in analyzing and annotating the comnentary 

of a medieval scholar on such a much studied text as Isaiah xl to Ixvi 

is to avoid looking at it from the point of view which modern text 

criticism takes. One has to bear in mind that until the twelfth 

century nobody had ever thought of ascribing different parts of Isaiah 

to separate authors* And when Ibn .^zra makes a first daring attempt,

he does so on grounds which are totally different from those of biblical
4

scholars nowadays. No one had as yet tried to point out different

layers and trends of tradition. Prophecy was an accepted phenomenon 

as such and had not yet been subjected to a critical interpretation. 

V/hen Andrew, for example, clearly sees the prophet behind the 

prophecies in these chapters and pays attention to the historical 

situation in which Isaiah addressed his people, or when Ibn l.zra 

states that the prophecies concerning the Babylonian exile were not 

really 'prophecies^ predicted long beforehand, but had been put down 

only to encourage faith in the final redemption of the messianic age, 

then they establish themselves as independent, critical commentators 

of the sacred text. These and such- like considerations will make it 

obvious that the best way to come to a fair appreciation of a medieval

I. Cf. below p. 191.

1. C\-i<xp*<2vv Vlf, (X WVoux,



exposition of Isaiah xl to Ixvi is to discard, for the moment all one'a 

knowledge about a Deutero- or even a Trite Isaiah, and to read the 

prophecies as the aaedieval camaentators themselves did.

I, The fathers and Andrew,

A <$uick glance at the patristic commentaries shows that in the 

writings of the Fathers we do not yet find as a rule,the idea that 

chapters xl to Ixvi form a marked contrast to the preceding ones* 

QtoOy ChrjrsostoBtoa says, according to the Gloss, that from the beginning 

of chapter xl we can learn that God's punishment, a» previously 

described y is not only a bad thing to be feared, but also serves as * 

means of reconciliation with him. The Fathers are not &% all concerned 

with the problem of defining to which period the prophecies ware 

intended to refer, and who was meant by the figure of the Servant of 

the lord. For them these chapters , and in particular Is,Hi. 13 to 

liii.12, were the most significant and complete messianic prophecies in 

the Old Testament* They announced the casing and suffering of the 

Messiah, the event which marks the decisive change in the history of 

acn and the beginning of Cod's redemptive work, when the message of 

salvation and joy is being carried to North and outh, to rast and 

West, until at the end of time, all nations shall be gathered together 

into the true Israel, which is the Church,

It is obvious that this interpret&tion, with its stress on the 

eschatological character of the prophecies t completely overlooked their 

historical setting. The words of the prophet r&veal the chain of 

events which will be set into faction b/ the cooing of the Messiah, and 

only as euch they are of veuhje for the pious reader in his search for
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their real meaning*

Andrew takes chapters xl to Ixvi as a coherent whole. 'From here

until the end of the book the prophet deals with the consolation of
1 the people 1 , he remarks. In so doing ; he makes a clear division between f

on th& one hand^the preceding chapters, which speak of God's Judgment 

upon Jerusalem, the invasion of the -tjssyrian army, its ultimate destruction 

and the death of Serdaacherib , the description of which events is 

followed immediately by the prediction of the Babylonian captivity; and 

on the other hand | chapters xl to Ixvi, which speak of times of peace 

and joy, rtien Israel will be esteemed highly by all her present enemies,

of return from the exile and reconciliation with the Lord./
This division, dictated as it were by the biblical text itself, 

can also be found with the medieval Jewish commentators* .Among 

these ccranentators, for whom the interpretation of Isaiah's prophecies 

was still 'open', we find, of course, a great variety of explanations. 

To them we shall now turn.

Il» The medieval Jewish

Many medieval Jewish commentators, as we said, make a division 

between chapter xxxix and chapters xl to xlvi. HashL, for example, 

says in his interpretation of ls.xl.1s

'Here the prophet goes back to his prophecies of the 
future, and as from here until the end of the book 
there are words of consolation, the text makes a 
distinction in this way between words of consolation 
and punishment. Thus the meaning of the verse is: 
Comfort ye, o my prophets, comfort ye my people. *2

The most radical distinction is made by Ibn h*ra, We shall quote 

his introductory remark to chapter xl In full, as it oasts an interesting

1. Po. 63a (89d).

2. Pashi, Conm.on Is., p. 223.
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light on his conception of the prophecies:

'This chapter has been placed here for the following 
reason: in the preceding chapter it is predicted that 
all the treasures of the king, and even his sons, will 
be carried away to Babylon; this sad prediction is 
followed properly by words of comfort. These first 
comforting promises, with which the second part of the 
book of Isaiah begins, refer, as 3. Moses Hakkohen 
believes, to the restauration of the temple by 
Zerubbabel; 1 according to my opinion to the coming 
redemption from our present exile; prophecies 
concerning the Babylonian exile are introduced only 
as an illustration, showing how Cyrus, who allowed 
the captive Jews to return to Jerusalem, [was « 
appointed for that mission by the Almighty long before"]. 
About the last section of the book there is no doubt, 
that it refers to a period yet to come, as I shall 
explain. It must be borne in mind, that the opinion of 
the orthodox, that the book of Samuel was written by 
Samuel, is correct as regards the first part, till the 
words j\nd Samuel died (i bam.xxv. 1) . • •. The words Kings 
shall see and arise, princes also shall worship (Is.xlix.7) 
support this view, though they may also be explained as 
follows: Kings and princes will arise, etc., when they 
hear the name of the prophet, even after his death. 
The reader will adopt the opinion which recommends 
itself most to his Judgment.'3

Two points are noteworthy in these rather cryptic remarks. First f 

that according to Ibn Lzra tlie prophecies concerning the return from 

Babylon are not real prophecies; they have an illustrative purpose and 

value only. He bases this idea on the assumption that the last half of 

Isaiah was written by a prophet who lived during the exile when the 

fall of Babylon was imminent or even just after the return to Jerusalem, 

and who uses the present events, which no longer needed to be predicted 

at that stage, to illustrate what will happen when the messianic age 

occurs. As surely as the inhabitants of Judah have returned from the 

Babylonian captivity, so surely will the ultimate redemption take place.

2. The Hebrew text is defective and should be completed as shown 
according to the editor (Comm.on Is., p. 170, n.3).

3. Ibn k*ra, Comm.on la., pp. 169-71.
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This is the eternal value of the 'prophecies 1 concerning the return 

from Babylon, that they will strengthen the faith of Israel in those 

passages of the prophecies "which refer to the messianic age and keep 

alive the hope of redemption from their 'present exile 1 .

Secondly that according to Ibn .:,zra it is impossible that even a

divinely inspired prophet can anticipate the exact history of the
o 

<fcys to cone. This is illustrated by what he says about the first

book of £anuel, who can only have been the author of that part of the 

book which describes events that took place during his lifetime. 

Likewise the second half of the book of Isaiah ; which contains allusions 

to events that took place after the death of the prophet cannot have 

been written by Isaiah himself. He proves this with the text Kings 

shall see and arise » which refers, according to him, to the prophet 

who eventually will be honoured by kings and princes when they see his 

prophecies fulfilled. Since the context alludes to the situation 

during Cyrus* reign, the prophet lived at that time and must consequently 

be someone different from the author of the first half of the book.

However, Ibn lycra seemed to realize that to attribute the last half

of Isaiah to a different author was rather a bold thing and therefore/
left it to his readers to decide whether or not they wanted to accept 

his point of viewj he even provided them with a different interpretation

1. Of. for this evaluation the editor's notes, op. cit. , p. 170, n,2.

2. Cf. the editor's notes, Comm.on Is. . p.1?0, n.5. See also 
H.A. Pischel, 'Die deuterojesajanischen Sottesknechtlieder in der 
Jtidischen Auslegung 1 , Hebr.Un.Coll.Ann.. xviii (1943-A4).56: 'ir 
koramt zu dieser ..'msicht auch aus seiner Auffassung der Prophetic, die 
fttr ihn nicht historische hinzelheiten ttber Jahrhunderte 
vorauszuschauen vermag Oder beabsichtigt*.

3. Cf. Comrn. on Is*. p.1?1» n.7.
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of the text, "by which in fact he destroyed his own theory. As it was, 

his opinion did not meet with much approval. Only the fifteenth 

century Spanish exegete Isaac Abravanel (1437-1508), one of the 

pioneers of modern biblical criticism, followed him here. And 

anyway, if the prophecies concerning historical facts in these chapters 

are not prophecies at all, the whole historical background becomes of 

little or no importance^ and it does not make much difference who 

exactly the author was. This consideration may account for the fact 

that Ibn Ezra does not deal more extensively with the question of 

authorship. It is difficult to see, however, how he combines this 

view of the prophecies with the interpretation of the second half of 

Isaiah in his actual commentary, which is almost exclusively literal. 

Or it may be that Ibn i^zra often gives in a short prologue or in a brief 

summary his own personal opinion, while in the commentary itself he is 

concerned only with the text, its direct meaning, its historical 

setting; and its grammatical structure.

As a last example of the medieval Jewish works we take the 

commentary on Isaiah by David Kimchi. This commentator does not make 

an explicit division between the fortieth chapter and what preceded it. 

All he says is: 'All these consolations are for the days of the 

Messiah 1 , and continues with his interpretation.

y#s"& In general we can say that also in the Jewish conanentaries Isaiah 

xl to Ixvi is regarded as a description of the messianic age, when God 

alone will be king after taking revenge on Israel's enemies; then he 

will show himself as the almighty Lord of the world, the God of Israel; 

then the sufferings of Israel will have sufficed to reconcile all

1, ^ona« on *s;,-p; 2B1. For the "edition used see p; 210. The references to 
Jewish sources in this chapter have mainly been taken from the literature 
used or have been given to me by various Jewish scholars.
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nations with their Creator and a time of universal blessing will coma. 

This general picture, of course, leaves ample room for different 

interpretations of the various details of the prophecies. Since the 

Jews are still expecting their Messi&h there is, as we have already 

said, much more speculation in their commentaries than in those of the 

Christian writers as to whom is meant in these chapters by the Servant 

of the Ix>rd, In the Targum, for instance, he is referred to as the 

Messiah, For example Is,xlii,1, Behold my servant^whom I uphold; 

mine, elect, in whom my soul delif&teth. is rendered: 'Behold my 

servant, the Messiah, I will draw him near, toy chosen one in whom my 

word deligjhts*. Or Is.lii.13, Behold my servant .shall deal prudently,

reads in the same: 'Behold my servant, the Messiah, shall prosperf ,
1 Later on we shall return to the exposition of the Targum, All we

can say at the moment is that under influence of the identification of 

the servant with the Kessiah in the Targum, this became the commonly 

accepted interpretation for the opening verses of the main servant_ 

chapter. There is no reason, hovvever, to assume that this 

interpretation was now ..utomatically applied by commentators to the 

whole of the chapter> as was the case in the Targum, For we have to 

"bear in mind, especially in dealing with the earliest Jewish commentaries, 

that they did not interpret passages as a whole, but only scattered 

verses which do not necessarily have any logical connection. These 

coronentaries have much more the character of a collection of loose 

sayings and opinions, where association rather than the order of the

biblical book determines the next comment, and where what has been

2 said about one verse should not be extended to the following. After

1. Cf. below p, 201$.

2. Cf. G.F. Aaoore, Judaism, iii.166, n,
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all, the first Jewish conmentator who £ave a continuous exposition of 

the text of the biblical books . ;.« tenth century.

m« Bid the old synagogue know of'_& suffering I essiah;

A) in pre-Christian times and the first century . .

As Isaiah lii.13 to liii.,2 ic v. r.; much the nucleus of the servant 

pasfcu. es, v.e shall deal vdth this section now. _ince the history of 

its interpretation according to the Jev/isr* com..un tutors is long and 

complicated, \ve can only mention ^ lew of its aspects here. The 

first question to be considered is: did the old synagogue know or a 

suffering Messiah?

:i A r-'nl attention has bs,en devoted by both Jewish and Christian 

scholars to the interpretation of Isaip.h liii in the last centuries 

before Christ and the first centuries of the Christian era. ihe 

main subject of discussion it, -what part the fij/ure of the suffering 

servant oi the Lord <L3 described in Is.liii could have played in 

late Judaisnu Vvas there any reason to associate him with the

essiah, or in other words: is there a place i-. the late Jewish 

theology for a suffering and dyinp epp-uV to whose death reconciliatory, 

redemptive power is attributed? .is. . ... Tor

collection of Jewish iriterpretuc..
earliest dovtn to the seventeenth century, vMeV In rarticular fo 
the 3't- - period is almost exhaustive, st -, 1 saiaji ^

2 01' the i ost importance i or this chapter: '.; . a, Per IL.J 
Xo«ai»* n ch der Juelire aer -;- ' o; - im fa- - ohc.. ...ylichen " ""^ "^ r~""(Viirlsruhe, 1^-. / —— -_•» *>• .;. rr ^ das rophetu • ord 
voni Jui^.-^x en des neilsmittlers (" ci -i; » 1^90y; \ .h. Irischel, ' )ie 
deuterojesajanischen Gottesknechtlieaer in der judischen ..us-le^iing', 
vebr-,rn,c;oll..'^i«» ^i^-1 ,->.3-44), 93-76j . erendas, •i.uni ifoblcm 
cier £-eutunr van "Je: a ja 53 im palastinischeri ^patjudeiiturn 1 in >iux 
sources de la tradition chre^tienne. M£lt>. ' -s a . \orice 
Goffuel ^Ueuchatcl etc., 1^5^;, pp.113-1^; ; --^ - i:oep8 f :'a .lus; 
TjJTTja 5^ in <ier altercri jiidischen literutur , aoue in Ltrack 
Ilierbeck i.^BI-8 1^; ". -. ..olff, Jes^Ja 53 im I'rchristentum (3rd

C I l**« f f
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example says:

'Dass aber die Lehre von einem leidenden Messias ein dem 
Alten Testament naturwttehsig angehorendes Product 1st, 
beweist die alte Synagoge 1 ,*

and further on:

'Die Lehre von einem leidenden und sterbenden Messias und 
der durch ihn gestif teten Verstthnung spielt uberhaupt in 
der alten Synagoge eine so grosse Rolle, dass wir ein Werk 
des alten, nicht lehrstreitigen rabbinischen Schriftthums 

charaauf schlagen mdgen, welches wir wollen, wir immer etwas von 
dieser Lehre finden',2

Other authors, however, are more careful, and rightly so it seems* 

What is, on the other hand, certainly an authentic Jewish thought, 

firmly rooted in the Old 'Testament, is the idea of propitiatory, 

vicarious suffering. It can be shown from two different notions* 

One is the Mosaic sacrificial system with its fundamental conception 

that the life of an innocent animal, given in stead of the human soul, 

purges the sins of the offerer* We find this idea clearly expressed 

in texts like Lev.xvii.11, For the life of the flesh is in the blood! 

and I have given it to you upon the altar, to make an atonement for 

your souls: for it ia the blood that maketh an atonement for the soul* 

on which text Hashi comments:

•For the life of the flesh of every creature is dependent 
on its blood and it is for this reason that 1 have placed 
it on the altar to make expiation for the life of mans 
let life come and expiate for life.'^

At the same time this expiatory offering - the word often used in the
•

Hebreir text, "JJ \J ,]' , is the same as occurs in Is.liii.10 - serves as
T T

a means to maintain God's covenant with his people, for it restores the 

in this relationship done by the individual sinner. For example

1. A. Wflnsche, Die Leiden des Messias. p.v,

2. Ibid*. p.3.

3. Rashi, Comnentary on the Iwitateuch. ad loc, (ed. bilbermann, ii.79).
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Lev.v.14-17:

And the Lord spoke unto looses, saying. If a soul comnit 
a trespass, and sin.«. Ain the holy things of the Lord; 
then he shall brim for his trespass unto the Lord a 
yarn.... And he shall make amends for the harm that he 
}iaa done in the holy thing ••..and the priest shall make 
an atonement for 1m with Ihe ram of the trespass 
offerin, and i .shall fre foriven him,

The second notion is that of the meritorious and reconciliatory 

character of the suffering of the righteous. The idea that the 

righteous, and among them in particular the patriarchs, had found 

special favour in the eyes of the Lord can be derived from many 

places in the uld Testament* Indeed so much were they esteemed and 

loved by hin» that it was said that this world and the 'world to come 

were created for the sake of Abraham* Powerful is the intercession

of the righteous on behalf of others, as appears from Abraham's
2 3 intercession for ixxiom and Gomorrah t or .Amos' prayer for Israel. In

Ex.xxxii.51-32 we can read that Moses mis prepared to <xtone with his 

own life for the sins of the people who had made the goMen calf:

And Moses returned unto the lord, and said. Oh. this people 
have sinned a ; reat sin, and have made them pods of gold* 
Yet now, if thou wilt forgive their sin; and if not, blot 
me. I pray thee. out of thy book which thou hast written*

This conception of the merit of the fathers, the

which are of a vicarious nature and to which frequently appeals are 

made as a ground for God's love towards his people, together with the 

ideas lying behind the expiatory offering in which the life of an 

animal is substituted for a human being, must have led to the belief

1• Tanhuma, Hayye karah* vi.

2. Gen. xviii.23 ff.

3. Amos vii.1 ff.

4. Tanhuma, VVavyera, ix and Hukkqth t xlviii,
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that the suffering and death of the righteous also had a reconciliatoiy 

and vicarious value. D^^^hs "D'p '~1 J"^l -O^V^ - 'the

death of the righteous reconciles' , is an expression often used in the

Talmud. Or we read that Resh Lakisfjj, who lived about 2^0 said: 'May
2I be an expiation for R. Hiyya (£.200) and his sons 1 . How familiar

the whole idea was can be seen from the fact that this saying ' 3 /V 

v-l*2}^ - *iaay I be an expiation 1 , was used as 'a respectful way of 

mentioning one's deceased parent or teacher 1 . In the }.lekilta on 

Kx.xii.1 , which speaks of the willingness of Moses and David to 

sacrifice their lives as a vicarious expiation, we read: 'Thus you

find everywhere that the patriarchs and the prophets offered their
5 

lives on behalf of Israel*. In Is.liii we find this conception

developed in its most complete form, but it is not until the seventies
R.J&. 

of the first century { that we find more systematic thinking about the

whole idea, mainly under the influence of R. Aqiba.

Next we have to investigate whether any of the above mentioned 

ideas were associated with the &essiah. In atrack-Billerbeck we read: 

•Bei solcher ^ertschatzung der Leiden wtirde es gewiss nicht flberraschen, 

falls die Messiasbilder, die die alte ^yna^oge gezeichnet hat, von 

Anfang an einzelne Leidenszttge aufwiesen 1 . According to G-^P, Dalman

1. Bab. Talmud, Makkoth 11 b and koed Ilatan 28a. For further references 
of. A. WOnsche, Die Leiden des Messias. pp. 20-23.

2. Beb. TaLmid, Sukkah 20a (ed. Epstein, pp. 86-8?).

3» Ibid. » P» 87, n.1. Cf. also H.J. Schoeps, Paulus. p. 130.

4. lor David see ii Sanuxxiv.17.

5. Mekilta, tract. Pisha. i (ed. Lauterbach, i.11). For further 
references see Strack-Billerbeck, ii.280-82 (not iJJ. applicable though) 
and G.P. Moo re ."Judaism, i.533-545 and iii.164, n.249.

6. Strack-Billerbeok , ii.282.
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almost all the rabbinic traditions of a suffering Messiah go back to f 

Is.liii, but these belong, of course, to a later period.

There are, however, according to some scholars, interpretations 

which possibly show signs of an early messianic understanding of 

Is.liii. For these we have to go back to the apocalyptic literature. 

There we find passages in which the description of the i»lessiah figure 

has so much in common with the servant of Isaiah, that it se<
2justified to assume that they were influenced by Is.liii. For exarapl* r*>

the fgimilitudes of Enoch, iv Eara and ii Baruch. There is a 

possibility that the 1AX understood Is.liii of the Messiah, because of 

its translation of "I a C| by TTOU^ , which should refer to a father-son

relationship between Cod and the servant, though this is not much more

5 than an assumption. It is further interesting to note that the

Thanksgiving Scroll of ^umran applies Is.liii to the teacher of 

Righteousness, in order to describe him as a man of suffering.

1. G-.H. Dalman, Der leidende Mesaias. p. 2.
-j?

2. For a critical evaluation of this possibility see H.W. tfolff , 
Jesaja 5^5 im Urchristentum. pp. 42-47. ^ Sjoberg, Per verborgene 
Menschensohn in den Kvangelien. Ljckurs ii, *£ur *rage des Alters des 
Glaubens an den leidenden Messias im Judentum1 , pp. 256-59, denies a 
messianic interpretation of Is.liii in these early sources.

3. For a discussion of the Similitudes in this context see W.D, Da vies, 
Paul and rabbinic Judaism (repr. 2nd edn. , London, 1962), pp. 278-80.

4. Of. , however H.A. Fischel, 'Die deutero jesajrnischen Gottesknechtlieder 1 , 
p. ft, n.44: 'Ob in iv -sra 5 (7) 28 f. und 11 (13) 37 eine Ausle^oing oder 
Anspielun^; auf unsere Lieder enthalten ist, ist nicht auszumaohen, da 
die recht allgemein gehaltene Beschreibung des sterbenden Messias nicht 
notwendig eine Deutung der Ursprungsstelle impliziert'.

5. Of. W. Zimmerli, ' 'TToll^ \<*j , die Ubertragunfren in iJCX 1 , Kittel, 
hw"~ v. 675-76: 'Dann durfte der griechiache Oberaetzer in Jes. 5^»13- 

2 eine messianische Gestalt beschrieben finden, auf deren Konmen
er wartet 1 .

$ The Thanksgiving Ttynns. ed. M. Mansoor (Studies on the Texts of the 
D^strt of Judah, ill, 1?bl), ii.8, p. 105; iv.8, p. 123; vii.1, p. 14»8.
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Prof. Jeremias sees in the already quoted passage of the Testament of

Benjamin, which he took to refer to the suffering of the Messiah ben

1 
Joseph, one of the earliest proofs of a messianic understanding of

Is.liii. The suffering of the servant is here of a vicarious nature. 

If his interpretation of this doubtful and much interpolated text is 

right, then this would be the only place where the Messiah ben Joseph
'HIM* »H «b 

*

is mentioned in connection with Is.liii. 2

Summarizing we can say that in the above mentioned passages we have 

reminiscences of Is.liii, which point to a messianic understanding of 

the chapter in pre-Christian times; but we have to add that, although

we have not been able to examine the sources closely, nowhere full

is
understanding of the prophecy! to be found. Therefore we must agree

with H.W. Wolff when he writes:

*Wir mussen also feststellen, dass in dem gleichen Augenblick, 
da das Spatjudentum Zuge des Knechtes aus Jesaja 53 in seiu 
Messiasbild einzeichnet, die Botschaft dieser grossen 
Prophetic von der I&nzigartigkeit seines Leiden, von der 
Prucht seiner Stellvertretung und der Vollendung seines 
Sieges fur die spatjttdische G-emeinde verlorenging'.3

It is in particular doubtful how much attention was paid to the 

suffering of the servant-Messiah, even where it was mentioned in the 

above sources. Some scholars point to the fact that Jesus had to 

explain to his disciples that he was going to suffer and die, for 

example Mark viii.31:

1. Cf. above p«ll«|.

2. J. Jeremias, f 7W«f <Jlo» im Spat judentum1 , in Kittel, ThW. v.685. 
Cf. Straok-Billerbeck, ii.273-74: 'Die alte Synagoge kennt einen 
leidenden Messias, dem aber kein Tod beschieden ist, das ist der 
Messias ben David, und sie kennt einen sterbenden Messias, von dem 
aber kein Leiden ausgesagt wird, das ist der Messias ben Joseph*. '~

3. H.W. Wolff, Qp.cit.. p. 43.
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V And he began to teach them that the Son of Man had to « 
undergo great sufferings, and to be rejected by the

** elders, chief priests, and doctors of the law; tcTbe 
gut to death, and to rise a^ain three days afterwards.

From texts like this they clr&w the conclusion that the conception 

of a suffering and dying Messiah was not popular at the tine. Others 

on the other hand( think that Jesus and his followers were hardly
9

standing alone when they applied Is.liii to the Messiah*

As a result ( therefore,of our inquiry into the interpretation of 

Is.liii in pre-Christian Judaism we may conclude that, in view of the 

appreciation of the suffering of the righteous and of the messianic 

understanding of Is.liii in some apocalyptic and other writings, the 

possibility of a conception of a suffering Messiah in early Judaism 

is not out of the question,

B) Messianic interpretations of Is.liii in the beginning of the

Christian era*

As far as the first centuries of the Christian era are concerned, 

we find, as we have already seen, that the Targum interprets the 

servant chapter of the Messiah. But it does this in such a way, that 

apart from the first three verses, not much of the original version is

1 , For example G.H. Dalman, Per leidende Messias. p, 5 and Strode* Billerbeck, ii.274-83. —————————————

2« &•&• J«H« Schoeps, Faulus. p. 137.

3. Cf. W.D. Davies, Paul and rabbinic Judaism, p. 283: '....the 
assumption is at least possible that the conception of a suffering 
Messiah was not unfamiliar to pre-Christian Judaism*. Also H.J. Schoeps, 
op.cit. . p, 137: '....wird doch in der jungsten Forschung sogar eine 
vorchristliche Verbreitung dieser Vorstellung angenommen 1 , and 
j. JeremiRs, •twc^ 0\ou 1m Spa tjuden turn!, Kittel, Thft, v.685: 'Die 
messianische Deutung einzelner Gotte sknechtab schni t te des Deuterojeaaja 
ist mit hone: Wahrscheinlichkeit bis in vorchristliche £eit 
zuruckverfolgbar 1 . However, h. ajflberg, op.oi.t. . i^xkurs ii, pp. 256 
and 264-65 • argues that only the experiences of A.D.70 and of the Bar 
Kochba war in the second century could have given rise to the idea of 
a suffering Messiah,
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left. In particular the verses which speak of the suffering of the 

servant have been distorted, and are interpreted as referring to either 

Israel or the nations; his bearing of Israel's sin is reduced to

intercession on their behalf; and his death is merely exposure to
2deadly perils. A further source for a messianic interpretation in

this period is Justin Martyr's Dialogue with Trypho. Its value as a

source of information has been disputed on grounds of the artificial
L 

character of the discussion. However, it seems unnecessary to assume

that because of this the arguments used by the 'partners' in the discussion 

are completely out of touch with reality. They almost certainly reflect 

some of the opinions of the Jews in Jus tin's surroundings, namely 

Palestine in the days of the Bar Kochba war. The Palestinian Jews 

indeed did, according to him, expect the Messiah to suffer, for this

1. The text can be found in IRieTargum of Isaiah, ed. and transl. 
J.F. Stenning (Oxford, 1949), pp. 178-81.
2. Cf. G.F. Dalman, Jesaja 53. das Prophetenword vom Suhrileiden des 
Heilsmittiers. p.3: 'Das Targum zu den Propheten hutet sich freilich, 
den l»lessias als leidenden erscheinen zu lassen, findet sich aber doch 
genBtigt Jesaja 53 vom Messias zu erklaren und gewinnt nur durch eine 
Reihe exegetischer Ktinsteleien welche kein Jude spater zu wiederholen 
gewagt hat, die M5glichkeit, trotadem das Leiden von ihm fern zu halten*; 
also ibid.. Der leidende Messias. pp. 22-24,and Strack-Billerbeck, ii.284. 
According to prof. Jeremias this was done to prevent the Christians from 
appealing to Is.liii as an Old Testament prophecy of Christ's suffering 
and death. ('Zuin Problem der Deutung von Jesaja 53', p. 115; of. also
p.119).
3. Justin Martyr, the Dialogue with Trypho. transl. A.L. Williams 
(Translations of Christian Literature, Ser.I, Greek Texts, 1930.)
4. G.F. Dalman, Per leidende Messias. p.8 refers to a 'dem Juden 
abgerungenen Sugest&ndnis'; H.A. Pischel, 'Die deuterojesajanischen 
Gottesknechtlieder*, p.62, n.48 remarks! 'Tryphos Eingestandnis in 
Justins Werk, dass Kap.53 auf einen leidenden Messias ausgelef t werden 
kfinne, gehbrt zur konstruierten Diskussion des Buches 1 . Cf. also 
£• Sjbberg, op.cit. . Lxkurs i, 'Justin und das iroblem vom leidenden 
Messias im Judenturf, pp. 247-254.



203.

plainly foretold in the Scriptures, as they say. But what made it 

impossible for them to accept Jesus as their Messiah was the manner of

his death, because it is written in the Law: For he that handed is
1 2 accursed of God, *

The earliest rabbinic writings which associate the suffering servant 

of Is.liii with the Messiah date from the beginning of the third century, 

but, of course, incorporate material which goes back to an earlier 

period. The oldest source (c.200) which ascribes a meritorious character 

to the suffering of the Messiah can be found in the Babylonian Talmud, 

tractate Sanhedrin 98b. It reads:

'Rab said: The world was created only on David's account* 
Samuel said: On Moses 1 account; R. Johanan said: For the 
sake of the Messiah, What is his the Messiah's name?.... 
The Rabbis said: His name is 'the leper scholar', as it is 
written, Surei^y he has borne our griefs » and carried our 
sorrows; yet we did esteem him a leper, smitten of God. 

,, and afflicted'..3 »*»•

By 'the Rabbis' are meant the pupils of the editor of the Mishna, 

Rabbi (» Jehuda I, e.135-£.220), of whom it is said that he took 

illnesses upon himself on behalf of others for thirteen years, and who 

was regarded by his contemporaries as a type of the Messiah, Thus if 

the Messiah is called by Rabbi's disciples 'the leper scholar' or, 

according to another translation, 'the leprous one from the house of

1. Deut. xxi,23,

2. 'But we doubt whether the Christ was crucified with such dishonour, 
for he thatf'crucified is said in the Law to be accursed, so that with 
regard to this it is hardly possible that I can be persuaded. It is 
clear that the Scriptures proclaim that the Christ is liable to suffering, 
but whether it is to be by a form of suffering that is accursed by the 
Law, we desire to learn, if you can bring forward any proof on this 
point also'. (Dialogue with Trypho. lxxxix.2 ed. Williams, pp,190-91).

3. Is.liii.4.

4. Bab, Talmud, Sanhedrin 98b (ed, Epstein, pp,66?-68).



204.

Rabbi', then it is obvious that they expected him too to suffer for 

others in the same way as their master did, for which they appealed to 

Is.liii.1

In Sanhedrin 98a we read that the Messiah sits at the gate of Rome 

among the poor sick:

'R. Joshua ben Levi (£.250) met j-,li^ah standing by the 
entrance of R. Simeon ben Yohai's (£.130) tomb* He 
asked him: 'Have I a portion in the world to come? He 
replied, 'If this faster desires it'» R. Joshua ben 
Levi said, 'I saw two, but heard the voice of a third 1 . 
He then asked him, 'When will the Messiah come? 1 — 'Go 
and ask himself, was his reply, 'sphere is he sitting?* 
— 'At the entrance '.2 'And by what sign may I recognise 
him? 1 . — 'He is sitting among the poor lepers: all of 
them untie [them 3 all at once, and rebandage them together, 
whereas he unties and rebandages each separately, [before 
treating the next} , thinking, should I be wanted, [it being 
time for my appearance as the Messiah] I must not be delayed 
^through having to bandage a number of sores 3 f .^

1. The Hebrew '3*^ "11 jYTlVfl o&n be translated in different ways. 
In general '1*1 Jfj means 'the house of the rabbi', i.e. the school, 
which meaning is given in the ^nglish version, 'the leper scholar*,as 
well as in the German translation, 'der Aussatzige des Lehrhauses* 
(Der Babyloniache Talmud, ed. Goldschmidt, vii.430). In this special 
case, however, *J*l JT2 can also be understood as 'the house of Rabbi', 
in which case the similarity of the sufferings of the Messiah with 
those of Rabbi is even stronger (Cf. Strack-Billerbeck, ii.286 and 
G,H. Dalman, Der leidenden Kessias. pp.11-12). The latter notes that
4.0 ) J,stricken, of the Isaiah verse quoted in the saying is especially 

used of leprosy in later rabbinic Hebrew. Gf. also Jerome ad loc.: 'i-t 
nos putavimus eum esse imraundum, sive in dolore, ut ^eptuaginta trans- 
tulerunt, pro quo Aquila et ^ymmachus posuerunt leprosum, Theodotio 
flagellatum. Quod aliis verbia Hebraico idiomate lepra inteHegitur, 
iuxta illud quod in psalmo scrip turn est: Et flagellum non appropinquabit 
tabernaculo tuo (Ps.xci.10)....Pro eo quod S^znmachus transtulit: *wr 
£<efl ON/TV » noc es* in lep^a, Aquila posuit ofc^vj^^oo*/ ,id 
est leprosum, quod multi non intelligentes, putant relictum, et alii 
kot$ HMS WON/ , id est sedentem' (Comni.in --.a. , xiv, C.C.S.L. 73Af 

p.589, 1.68).

2. Other translations have 'At the gate of Rome', for example the 
German edition, op.cit., vii.42?: 'Am Thor r oms'.

3. Bab. Talmud, ^anhedrin 98a (ed. ;,pstein, p.664).
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This tradition places the time of the suffering of the Messiah 

before his public appearance. In the same tractate, Canhedrin 93a

read that the Messiah was loaded with 'good deeds and suffering as a

1 mill is laden '. Another early reference to the suffering of the

Messiah can be found in Ruth fiabba. v, where it says:

*And Boaz said unto her at meal time: Come hither . and eat 
of the bread, and dip thy morsel in the vinegar. .. .* 
H. Jonathan interpreted this verse in six ways,...The fifth 
interpretation makes it refer to the Kessiah. Come hithert 
approach to the royal state. And eat of the bread refers to 
the bread of royalty; And dip thy morsel in the vinegar 
refers to his sufferings, as it is said, But he was wounded 
because of our transgressions. f 3 9^

One of the sources which deals most extensively with the suffering

of the Messiah is Pesikta Rabbati . but as this is a ninth century

5 collection it falls outside our scope.

On grounds of what has been said, we can conclude that the 

conception of a suffering Messiah was definitely known to the rabbis of 

the first centuries A.D.; but we have to point out that during that 

period the idea became never very widely accepted, as can be seen from 

the comparatively small number of sources which mention it. For the 

great majority of the rabbis the expected L.essiah was the exalted king 

of the house of David, who would rule in peace and bring prosperity to 

his people. And in this context there was hardly room for the figure

*!• Ibid. , 93a (ed. Tvpstein, pp. 626-2?).

2. Ruth ii.14.

3. Is.liii.5.

4. Ruth Rabba. v,6 (ed. Preedman, viii.61-64).

5. In particular Pesikta Rabbati. xxxiv-xxxvii.

6. For further references see G.H. Dalman, Per lei deride Kess.ias, pp. 10-29, 
Stracfc-Billerbeckj ii.286-r87 and H.A. Fischel, 'Die deuterojesajanischen 
fTottesknechtlieder*. p. 62.
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of a suffering servant, who would surrender his life as a ransom for
1many.

nevertheless, the conception was never abandoned completely and it 

keei s emerging throughout the ages until as late as the seventeenth 

century. Rashi is said to refer to it in his commentary on the Talmud;^ 

Ibn .ara claims that still in his days many expound the chapter of the 

Messiah, follovdng an old tradition; and Maimonides explains some verses

of Is.liii as referring to the Messiah in his Iggereth Taiman. a letter
5he wrote in 1172 to the Jews in Yemen.

In fact, during the period from about 300 to 1100 the idea of a 

suffering Messiah had become more popular, while in general there was 

much more speculation about the Messiah figure and the events concerning 

the end of time. Vivid pictures were drawn of the apocalyptic struggle 

of Gog and Magog and the part played by the Messiah ben Joseph. However, 

this period did not really create any new ideas, but merely developed 

old themes. It was not until the twelfth century as we saw above,

1. Mk.x.45.

2. Namely in a commentary of R. Solomon de &arini, rabbi at Padua (d.l6?0), 
printed in A. Neubauer, Isaiah 33. pp. 324-39; cf . also p.xliv.

3. Ibid. t p,xlv. The author refers here to Raymundus I artini's remark, 
that Hashi explains the words 'among the poor lepers 1 [transl. ed. ivpstein) 
of the above (p. 20^) mentioned passage of Sanhedrin 93a by reference to 
Is.liii. (rugio Fidei. ed. de voisin, fo. 281).

4. Ibn Ezra, Comm. on Is., p, 240, cf. below

5» Iffpereth Taiman. Moses I yaimonides* epistle to Yemen a ed. A.S. Halkin, 
liigl. transl. B. Cohen (The iouis M. and i^innie ^pstein Ser., i, 1952), 
p.xvii. In his commentary on I saiah, Ila 1 moni de s explains the chapter of 
the Jv'essiah because of the traditional interpretation, although he 
confesses that he would have preferred to interpret the servant of 
Israel. (Cf. A. Neubauer, op. cit. p. ?8).

6. Cf. chapter II.
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that a new approach to biblical interpretation broke through »and this 

also influenced the understanding of Is.liii.

IV. Some non-messianic interpretations.

Having dealt with the sources which associate Is.liii with the 

Messiah, we shall now briefly mention which other interpretations of 

the servant passages of the second half of Isaiah were given by the 

Jewish commentators. As we have already said, the description of the

figure of the servant left ample room for various interpretations, and

2 thus we see that the texts were applied, for example, to Moses or to

Phineas, who was sometimes identified with Elijah 'on the ground of 

the zeal for God displayed by both*. R. Jonah (fourth century) 

explained the servant of R. Aqibaj others of Noah or David and Saadya 

of Jeremiah* Isaiah, of course, took a prominent place among the 

people to be chosen for identification with the servant. For example f 

Judah ben Simon (c. 330) explains Is. 1.6, I gave my back to the smiters. 

and my cheegks to them that plucked off the hair, as referring to the
D

prophet himself. v.e find this confirmed by Jerome, who remarks that

1. For what follows I am much indebted to H.A. Fischel, op. cit. . pp.62-64 
and 58-60. See also his chronological table of the various 
interpretations of the servant passages (pp. 74*76).

2. By R. Simla! (third, century) in Bab. Talmud, Sotah 14a (ed. Epstein, 
p].. 73-74). Also Sifre Deut.j ccclv. on Deut.xxxiii.21 . Cf. G.I'-. Moore, 
Judaism. i.5£0 and ill. 166, n.2£4.

3. Sifre Num.. cxxxi on Num. xxv. 7-13. Cf. G.F. Moore, op. cit.. i.549 
and iii.165, n.525.

4. Ibid-, iii.165, n.253.

5. Ibid., i.229, n.3.

6. Cf. J. Jeremias, ' TTdLl^ 5>oo i& Spatjudentum 1 , I'dttel, Th»V . v.684.

7. Ibn *^zra mentions this explanation of Caa<3ya (Comm.on la. ad 
Is.lii .13, p. 240).

8. Pcsl^ta de-Bab Kahana. cxxv b. Cf. also H.A. Fischel, op. cit. , p. 63; 
•Zu 50.4-9 dagegen gibt es keine andere Deutung als die auf Jesaja. ...' 

Ibn hzra explains most of the servant passages of Isaiah.
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the Jews interpret this verse of Isaiah. The servant figure was 

also applied collectively to the prophets, rabbis and righteous of 

Israel. But in all these cases the application does not comprehend 

more than one or two verses of the whole chapter. Prof. Jeremias 

notes in his article r fTAt^ <9s0u im Spat judentum1 : *Nur vereinzelt 

hat also das palastinische Judentum den deuterojesajanischen Gottesknecht 

auf die Ferechten, Propheten und Schriftgelehrten gedeutet, beaiehungsweise 

bezogen' .

Another possibility was to explain the servant of Israel. Origen, 

for example, refers to it in his k*Td KsAo"ou 9 ^e passage reads:

*I remember once having used the prophecies in a 
disquisition with those called wise among the Jews, 
whereon the Jew said that these things were prophesied 
of the whole people as one, which was both dispersed 
abroad and smitten, that there might be many proselytes, 
on the ground that Jews were scattered in the many 
nations. '^"

This explanation, as far as Is.Ut'iis concerned, did not become 

widely accepted; in fact, we do not find it again until it is put forward 

by Rashi in his commentary on Isaiah (cf . below). But then it catches 

the imagination of the great medieval comnentators such as Ibn Ezra, 

David Kimhi, Joseph Kara and Jacob ben Reuben the Rabbanite; and it 

became a symbol of hope for the Jev*s in times of hardship and distress.

1. Jerome, Comm. in Es. a xiv (C.C.S.L. 73A, p. 553, 1.18).

2. J. Jeremias, op.cit. , p. 684, where further references can be found.

3. Cf. H.A. Pischel, op. cit. , pp. 58-60.

4. Origen, k<*TWL \£$&<roo m i*55« The quotation is taken from 
A. Neubauer, Isaiah 53 , P« xli-xlii.

5. Rashi, Comm. on Is. ad Is.lii.13, p. 280.
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Here follow their interpretations:

Hashi

My servant
Jacob, that
is the
righteous
people of
Israel...,

Ibn x*zra

My servant.
The Israel­
ites, who
are the
servants of
the lord....

,...,..,, ,„. ... ..,,j

2 David Kittchi

This parashah
refers to the
captivity of
Israel, who
are called
here 'my
servant 1 ....

.

Joseph, 
Kara"5

My servant
Israel
will be
high and
lifted up.

Jacob ben ueuben

His servant... ,
so here the same
expression is used
of no one except
Israel, who was
afflicted and
smitten... ., and of
whom therefore the
whole parashah is
to be expounded.

1. Ibn Kara, Cocan.on Is. ad ls,lii.13, p.240.

2. David Kimchi, introductory note to Is.lii.1.5 ff. Text in ^. Neubauer,
0.Cit. , p.

3. Joseph Kara ad Is.lii.13. Text in A. Neubauer, op.cit. , p. 41.

4» Jacob ben Reuben the uabbanite, ixiilhamoth Adonai, V. Text in 
A. Neubauer, op.cit. . p.60.
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VIII

Some notes on Andrew's interpretation of Isaiah xl to lii.12.

Discussing Andrew's interpretation of Is.xl to lii.12f we shall 

pay in particular attention to the following points: first whether, 

when he follows the Jewish commentators, he prefers to do so when their 

explanations are historical^ whether he equally frequently incorporates 

interpretations which obviously contain eschatological or messianic 

references* Secondly how far he commits himself to the Jewish point 

of view| and lastly his degree of dependence on Jerome.

We shall notice that here also Andrew's primary concern is the 

understanding of the direct meaning of the text. His aim is to 

illuminate the words spoken by the prophet in their historical situation. 

In this respect his interpretation of these chapters has much in ccranon 

with the medieval Jewish commentators. Prom them he learned that it 

was possible and worthwhile to concentrate on the literal sense of 

these prophecies, even if they do have a deeper meaning. Ibn ^.zra,

as we have seen, was of the opinion that they referred to 'the coming
2redemption of our present exile 1 $ while Kiinchi said that all these

consolations would become a reality in the days of the Messiah.

1. The main servant-chapter, Is.lii.13-liii.12, will be dealt with in the 
next chapter.
2. Cf. above p.
3. Although David Kijnchi's coimientary on Isaiah, \vritten in the beginning 
of the thirteenth century, was too late for Andrew to use, we refer to it 
here occasionally in order to give seme more examples of Jewish 
interpretation. ** nas been used in the Latin translation of 
C. Malanimeus, Rab. Davidis Kimchii conmentarii in Jesaiam prophetam 
(Florence, 17747* The reference under consideration can be found on 
p. 281.
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But all the same^these scholars gave interpretations of the text which 

in the first instance illuminated the literal meaning of the prophecies.

In dealing with Andrew's commentary we shall follow the normal 

procedure of quoting and annotating selected passages.

Chapter xl.

1 • *Consol\mini % consolamini. popule ineus. Ab hoc loco 
usque ad finem libri in consolatione populi propheta 
demoratur. Consolamini vos in vicem, vel passive. 
(2) Loquimini ad cor Jerusalem. Vos prophete et 
sacerdotes, que placeant et cor Jerusalem delectent 
loquimini. £t advocate. A mestibia et dolore pristine. 
C ample ta est. Vexatio et molestia illius finita esf.1

With these words Andrew clearly indicates the different character 

of the second half of the book of Isaiah. He speaks of the prophet as 

announcing the end of the exile, apparently without any difficulty in

adjusting himself to the lapse of time between the first half of the

2book and the days of captivity. From now onwards the fate of Israel

has changed radically; the day of liberation is drawing near and the 

prophet can speak words of consolation, which are agreeable to the 

heart of Jerusalem, Without any doubty Andrew takes the words of the 

prophet here as referring to the historical situation of the people of

Israel^who are about to return to their country.
a, 3. 'Vox clamantiSj vel secundum Hebreos;damans, in deserto.

Vox quedara in desertis et solitudinibus hoc clamat: larate 
viam Domini. Parate vos et ambulate viam que ducat vos ad

a, C. vel secundum hoc;clamantis in deserto.

1. Fo. 63a (o-9d).

2. In one or two places Andrew speaks of the prophet as seeing things in 
his mind which were to take place many years later, thus indicating the 
distance in time between prophecy and fulfilment (of. below pp.ft5.afcj
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tit texoplum sanctum eius....Tradunt Hebrei, 
cum C&; tivi tenerentur din aJLic^ua terra ct volunt&s 
ixxaini erat ut in SUSJQ redirent, vox quedasi audiebatur, 
nee cuius csset videbatur, gue de reditu illos 
adraonebat, tit ut certissitfte Doaini ilXam et non 
hominis vocem ease pateret, in saltibus et lucis, quo 
loo& femine frequentare aon solent, gracilis et quaai 
feminea, in vicis vero et in urbibus, ubi viri minus 
auciiri aolent,b grossior et viriiis ea vox audiebatur. 
Vel eic. Vox daman tig. Ixkoini scilicet, vel clamaris, 
Bubauditur: hec eat. In degerto pax-ate viem Docdni, 
rectaa lacite seaaitac Dei nugtri, Eepetitio, .uod 
enim supra parate Vl&a PIOO] ^b.±c reotas facile cemitas. 
ttuo<V supra in deserto, hie in solitudine dioit. Mine 
patet quod eic debet distingui, quod statist in eequentibufi 
P°n^^ vox dicentia (vs, 6) , nee in deserto apponit, Vel 
ad angeloruin minis teria vox3 hec eland tat, ut in desert o 
ubi vie non sunt, viain venieudi ad ; ominum populo euo 
pararent,d quorum ope re et non humano in parando6 viam 
quod aubditur fieri potest,* 1

The waj of the Lord has a twofold meaning j it leads the Israelites 

back to their God; and it is the road on which they return to their 

country. The last interpretation corresponds to Rashi's explanation,

who also interprets the verse of the return of the Jews to Jerusalem,
2 Itie voice, according to him, is the holy spirit, Andrew apparently

found it more difficult to give a literal explanation of the words 

vox clantantis vel damans in deserto, which, of course, every Christian 

reader iioaediately associated with John the Baptist, What he tries to 

do is to analyze objectively the surface meaning of these words. In 

doin? he seeks the help of Jewish commentators^ and finally lists three 

different possibilities* Initially he calls the voice vox quedam in a

a, M, and 0, doraum, 

b, C, solebant, 

o« C, vos. 

d. C. parent, 

«. C, Imperando.

1. Fo. 6Je.,b (89d-90a).

2. ftaahi* Coatn.on Is,, p« 224.
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rather vague manner, which he then specifies by first quoting a Jewish 

tradition concerning the return of the Jev/s to their country which I have 

not been able to find in the Jewish sources. A second possibility is 

to take vox clamana or clamant is by itself and to interpret thus: this 

is the voice of Cod; while he argues that in deserto belongs to parate; 

prepare a way in the desert, and not to vox. Lastly he suggests that 

it could be a voice which calls upon the angels to prepare the road on 

which the Israelites would return. This interpretation seems to 

indicate that the event of the return and the extraordinary quality of 

the road on which the Israelites were to travel (of. vs.4) were indeed 

of such a character ; that they can be conceived of only as prepared by 

God himself. For it is a typically Jewish idea to describe divine 

interference in the fate of men as achieved by angels, who act^as it

were as personal agents of the Lord.
&4. 'Qmnis vallis implebitur, et omnis mons etc. Hoc

modo parabitur via ad ambulandum in ea facillima et 
optima et planissima et rectissinaa. Cubsidentia 
va Ilium ita implebuntur et ardua i..ontium et collium 
sic humiliabuntur, ut relique planitiei coecruentur et 
sola sit equalitas. Et quoniain in via et plana 
pravitas et asperitas nocere possent subdit: 1/b erunt 
prava in dirccta. et aspera in vias rlanas. Pro 
pravis, id est distortis et indirectis viis, erunt vie 
directe et pro asperis leves et plane. Hie inter 
cetera ludeorum simplicitas, vel potiu« fatuitas sibi 
promittit, quando de cunctis locis in quibus dispersi 
sunt disperses Israel Dominus congregabit, quod, sicut , 
dictum est vox claiaantia audietur, et valles iraplebuutur, 
et omnis mons et collis hurailiabitur .^et erunt prava in 
directa« et aspera in vias .p

a. Ii. and V. exaltabitur. 

b. Id. exaltabuntur.

1. Cf. also Is.xli.2 (below p. 216); xlii.19 (below p. 221) and in 
particular xliii.8 (below p. 222). Ibn zra, for example, explains 
the voice in Is.xl.6 as the voice of an angel, thus indicating that 
the Lord addresses the prophet through an angel rather than directly, 
fCocm.an Is. . p. 1?2)«

2. i«'o. 63fo (90a).
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Andrew explains first in some detail how the words of the text 

con be visualized, very much in the same way as 'iashi does. Hia 

interpretation is reminiscent of the one he gave of Is.xi.15, where he

likewise concerned himself with the technical details of the drying up

2 of the Egyptian sea. Then follows one of his rare outbursts against

the Jews, who expect a literal fulfilment of the text when the Lord 

will finally gather his dispersed people. It may be that because of 

the obvious messianic connotations of these texts for Christian 

readers Andrew felt compelled to disagree with the Jews; but all the 

same he liked to mention their point of view as an illustration of a 

literal understanding of the text. Another possibility is that 

Andrew's literal interpretation served only as an explanation of the 

actual words of the text, but did not imply the expectation of a 

literal fulfilment of them. He may have regarded the words of Isaiah

as prophetic imagery, indicating how speedy and easy the return of the

4 Jews would be. In that case he would indeed have considered the

Jewish view as rather naive.

Andrew's interpretation of this text is a typical illustration of 

the difficulties he encountered in explaining the literal sense of 

these prophecies. As we saw, he first gave an explanation of the 

literal meaning of the text, since that was what he set out to do, even 

though he must have realized that things had not happened in that way 

during the actual return of the Jews from Babylon. Then he adds that

1. Pashi, Comm.on Is., p.224.

2. Cf. above p. 183.

3. Ibn Ezra, for example, explained: (4) '"'Very valley that is now low, 
shall then be exalted. (5) vVhen Ood will perform this miracle, then his 
glory "riLU be revealed*. (Comm.on Is. . p. 172).

4. Cf. David Kimchi's remark: 'This is figurative language, expressing 
the""thought that the journey back to Jerusalem would not be tiresome for 
them'. (Comm.on la., p. 282).



215.

the Jews expect these things to happen in the days of their Messiah, 

for because this is a Jewish interpretation he takes it as belonging 

to the literal sense. On the other hand, he knows that the Church 

refers these texts to the activity of John the Baptist and the coining 

of Christ, This means that if he explained these verses of the days 

of the Messiah he would, according to medieval understanding, give a 

spiritual explanation. If he explained them as referring to the 

Jewish messianic age only, he v;ould be accused of judaizing and of 

denying the true meaning of the prophecies. Therefore he compromises 

in two ways: in the first place by not committing himself to saying to 

which period he took the prophecies to referjand secondly by seeming to 

disagree with the Jewish messianic interpretation.

5. *Et revelabitur gloria Domini. C-loriosa facies 
Domini, que nunc velatur et occultatur, tune omnibus 
revelabitur et manifestabitur. * 1

The liberation of the Jews from captivity will reveal God's glory. 

Andrew does aot say explicitly whether he takes this as referring to 

the return of the Jews from Babylon^or to the messianic a^e; but 

according to his remark at the beginning of the chapter^that from now 

onwards the prophet speaks words of consolation to the people of 

Israel, it seems most likely that we have to understand these words as 

referring to the historical situation. This is also born out by his

interpretation of the following verse:
26. 'Vox dicentis. Domini videlicet ad me Ysaiam'.

27. *i uare dicis, lacob. et locjieris Israel? Videns se 
populus Domini a pessimis et idolatris captivari et 
affligi dicebat, et si non totus, T aliqua pars eius:
At

»l*

Abscondita est via mea a Domino'.-'

1. Fo. 65b (90a).
2. Fo. 63b (90a).
3. Fo. 6l*b (90dJ.
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Again the verses 27 to 31 are, according to Andrew, spoken to the 

exiles in order to encourage them not to loose faith in the Lord and 

his power. We find the same idea in Ibn ^zra, who coaanents on verse 31 x

'....The sense of the whole verse seems to be this: The 
Israelites that trusted in the Almighty will be strengthened 
by him, and he will bring them back to Jerusalem; the 
Babylonians who are now mighty, will be weakened 1 . 1

Chapter xli.

2. 'Quis suscitavit ab Oriente iustitiam etc? Consolaturus 

populum suum beneficiorum patri suo Abraham misericorditer3- 
exhibitorum propheta recolit, ut de misericordia Domini et 
opitulatione non desperent, si eius consiliis adquieverint. 
Qriente. Chaldea et .Aram. lusty tiarn. Vehementer iustitie 
sectatorem emphatice iustitiam nominat. Vocavit, Vel per 
angelum, vel per occultam inspirationem. .. . Dedit in 
conspectu. G-entes que erant in circuitu loci mansionis et 
habitationis illius dedit illi, ut inter eos quasi princeps 
et dominus, sicut in Genesi legitur, haberetur. . . .Reges 
obtinebit.k Amraphel et tres reliquos....* (3) i^emita in
pedibus eius. Nee pes etiam eius semitarum, per quas 
hostes persequebatur, asperitate attritus est. Dabit et cetera 

futuri temporis verba que apud nos sunt potius Gyro convenire 
possunt. (4) Hec. v ue de Abraham vel Gyro dicta sunt. *3

The interpretation of the righteous man from the ^ast as Abraham

4 
is an old Jewish one, which was already recorded by Jerome* L. Ginzberg

in his 'Die Haggada bei den Kirchenvatern' remarks ad loc;

'Dass der hier genannte "Held aus dem Osten" Abraham sei, 
ist eine alte Haggada, denn schon TCab, ein Autor am i 
des Zweiten Jahrhunderts, berui't sich auf sie, urn zu 

dass der Ps. 89*1 erwahnte i^than,-3 der

a. C. merit is.
b. C. obtinuit; M. and V. obtinebit.

1. Ibn Ezra, Comm.on I_s>a p. 180,

2. Gen. xiv.1 ff.
3. Fo.64c,d (90d-91a).
4. Jerome, ^.xanm.in Ls, xii (C.C.S.L. 73 A, p.469, 1.84); 'Nonnulli 

Hebraeorum de Abraham dictum putant, qui vocatus sit iustus ab oriente, 

id est de Chaldacis, eo quod solus iustus imrentus est; et secutus est 

eum. ...et longi itineris cursiim non senserit....' .

5. Th« Hebrew renders: T) *7 V /VT7 "I-D'/K S
* ••••••• ( « • - /• . . • i .
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£sraechite=0rientale .Abraham sei, da er auch in unser«« 
Verse als der aus dcm Osten bezeichnet wird'. 1 *2

We find this confirmed by Ibn ;,zra who stated that the ancients 

referred this text to Abraham, but that he himself preferred to explain 

it of Ctyrus, because all the chapters are connected by their contents and 

the name of Cyrus is explicitly mentioned further on. Rashi^ and 

Kirachi explained the text of Abraham, while Kimchi mentioned that 

Abraham's feet did not ache from the long journey. The matter of fact 

manner in which Andrew explained the passage of Abraham seems to suggest 

that he derived his interpretation from Jewish sources rather than from 

Jerome, who classified it among interpretations he did not agree with. 

On grounds of the Latin text which uses future tenses here, Andrew 

finally notes that it is also possible to explain these texts of Cyrus, 

which is yet another of Jerome's rejected interpretations.

On verse 14, J'ear not thou worm Jacob, he remarks:

. 'Vermis. Qui es debilis et fragilis sicut vermis. 
lacob dicitur vermis, a quia sole ore, id est precibus 
et ornationibus more vermis

a. C.om. Jacob....vermis.
1. Cf. Bab, Talmud, Bab a Bathra 15a (ed. hpstein, p. 73) and Sanhedrin 
1081) (ed. Lpstein, p. 747).
2. L, Ginzberg, 'Die ttaggada bei den Kirchenvatern' , vi (in Jewish 
studies in memory of George A, Kohut, p. 310).
3. Ibn Ezra, Comm.on Is. , pp. 180-81. The author refers here to Is.xlvi.11 f 
xli.25, xliv.28 and xlv.1 respectively.
4. Fashi, Comm.on Is., p.231.
5. Kimchi. Comm.on Is., p.296.
6. The difference in tenses betrween the Hebrew and the Latin version 
commented on by Andrew lies mainly in the structure of the Hebrew itself, 
which does not indicate different tenses in the same way as V.estern 
languages. The tenses used here in the Hebrew text are so called 
imperfecta, which usually have a future connotation, but can in archaic 
and poetic language be used for expressing events of the past.
7. Jerome, C'OCTn.in ..s»» xii (C.C.S.L.73 A, p.469, 1.76): ' .uae nos super 
persons Chrieti et vocatione gentium et praedicatione evangelii atque 
idolorum condemnatione interpretati sumus, quidam ad Cyrum regem Persarum 
referunt, quod suscitaverit eum adversum Babylonios de criente, et parere 
suae fecerit iussioni, prosternens ei gentes plurimas, et gladio illius 
et aroui cuncta subiciens.... 9 ,
8. Fo.
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We have here a striking similarity between /ndrew and the Jewish 

commentators, for Kashi says that a worm has strength only in its mouth 

and the Midrash Tanhuma. according to Kimchi, explains; 'The worm, 

though weak, attacks the strong tree, but only with its mouth. In the 

•ame way also Israel's only strength in attacking the wicked is in her 

mouth by prayer* .

25. *£uscitavi ab Aquilone et veniet ab ortu soils. %o 
suscitavi quendam ab Aquilone et ille veniet ab ortu solis 
et ab Aquilone,a id est ab aquilonari Oriente. Vocabit 
nomen meum. losephus scribit, universis sibi subditis 
nationibus, Cyrum qui ab aquilonari Oriente venit in 
Asiam, solum Dominum Deum ease per epistolas mandasse et 
Deum deorum vocasse.-' t adduce tmagistratus quasi lutum. 
Uiirraos terrarum ma^istratus, repes videlicet et principes, 
quasi lutum pedibus suis subdidisse et sicut figulus 
humum conculcasse Cyrum regem Persarum et Qrece et Latin* 
testantur historic 1 .4-

<-j 
Both Rashi end Ibn Ezra interpret the text of Cyrus, although Rashi

mentioned that the Targum took all these texts as referring to the 

Messiah and the ultimate redemption of the Jewish people.

Chapter xlii.

On verse 1, Behold my servant, whom 1 uphold, he conanents:

*Bcce servus meus. Illos quia iniusti non suscipiam, sed 
servum meum Israel, qui non idolorum, sed mee servituti se

a. C. om. et.... Aquilone.

1. Eashi, ComrTi.on Is., p. 234*

2. Kimchi, Comm.on Is., p. 299.

3. Josephus, Antiquitates, xi.1,1 (The Loeb Classical Library, vi.315): 
•For he stirred up the spirit of Cyrus and caused him to write throughout 
«]T Asia, "Thus says Kinf Cyrus: Since the kost High God has appointed 
me king of the habitable world, I am persuaded that He is the god whom 
the Israelite nation worships, for He foretold my name through the 
prophets and that 1 should build His temple in Jerusalem in the land of 
Judaea" * .

4. Fo.

5. Ibn ^ra, Conin.on la., p. 185.

6. Rashi, op.cit.. p.238.
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mancipavit. j-.t electus. Id est r;uem ex aliis omnibus 
in populum mini peculiarem elegi complaouit'.^

Andrew follows the Jewish commentators in explaining the servant

collectively of Israel. Ae find this interpretation among others in
2Rashi. Ibn Lzra, however, remarks: 'Most of the commentators refer

this expression (sc. my servant) to the pious Israelites; the Gaon to 

Cyrus; I to the prophet, who speaks here of himself as in xlix.6 1

id. tDedi spiritum meum super eum. Sapientiam et intelligentiam
ad recte iudicandum il..i contuli. Indicium rentibus proferet. , 
Gentes etiam iudicii veritateia ab eo requirent ct illis proferet'.

On Israel, his chosen servant, the lord has bestowed the gift of 

true judgment. Therefore, the gentiles will come to Israel to seek 

Judgment. This idea is fVirther developed in the verses 3 and 4:

3. 'Calamum quassatum non conteret. Fragiles et contritioni 
proximos non contes--ret. linui;, fumirans non extinguet. 
Extinction! et morti vicinos non extin^uet, scd potius 
fovebit et enutriet. (4) Tristis. Non durus et asper, 
sed hilaris et affabilis erit. D :Jonec ponat in terra 
iudicium. Non turbabitur donee ponat in omnibus terre 
sue finibus, vel in omni terra iudicii equitatem. De 
omnibus qui in terra aunt, in diebus novissimis, ut 
asserunt, populus ille iudicaturus est. Dnde subditurj 
Et legem eius insule expectabunt. Insule, id est gentes, 
legein illius iuxta quam vivit imponi sibi expectabunt. '•*

We have here a picture of Israel as the righteous Judge, who will 

not rest until she has brought justice to all the ends of the earth. 

Andrew keeps close to the text in explaining the figurative language of 

the prophet. But when exactly does he expect all this to come true?

a. fc. and C. electum. 

b. C. erat.

1. Fo. 65c (91c).

2. Rashi, Comm.in Is., p.239.

3. Ibn Ezra, Comm.in Is. t p. 186.

4. Fo. 65c

5. Fo.
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In other words, does he take these texts as a description of Israel as 

it was, or rather ideally should be, in Old Testament timesj or do the 

texts contain a promise to be fulfilled in the end of days?

Of course, Israel was called to be 'a light of the gentiles 1 

(cf. ls.xlii.6) and she was meant to set them an example, but the full 

meaning and consequences of her election would not be revealed until 

the last days. Therefore the present and future aspects of texts like 

these are inseparable. In Andrew's interpretation, however, such 

theological ideas are not really touched upon. He merely explains 

the letter of the text and in so doing mentions that the Jews expect 

that Israel will judge all the inhabitants of the earth in the age 

to come. The inclusion of this interpretation seams to indicate that 

he expected all this to happen in the eschatological future/ rather than 

that he took the texts as a prophetic picture of Israel during and

after her return from exile J but as in his explanation of Is.xl.4 he
•\ 

does not commit himself explicitly. It furthermore illustrates again

that Andrew was of the opinion that a Jewish messianic interpretation 

had its place in an exposition of the literal sense; at the sarae time/ 

it makes one realize once more how deeply influenced he was by Jewish 

exegesis when he was writing his conments on these chapters.

Eashi is one of the Jewish conmentators who explain these verses 

as referring to the messianic age. In his interpretation he frequently 

quotes eschatological predictions of other prophets, for example Micha iv.2, 

where we find the idea that the gentiles expect Israel to teach them the 

right way of life; while in his explanation of verse 2 he mentions that 

there is no need for Israel to raise her voice, because the gentiles

1. Cf. aboYe pp. 213-215.
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win come to her of their own frit fdllf for they have heard that the 

Lord is with her (l.ach. viii.23). 1

19. *u*ia cecus niai servus meus? Ne quis putaret gentiles 
ilium paulo superius (vs. 18) surdos cecosque vocasse, hie 
determinet coii sic appellat. Nuntios* An*- elos vel prophe taa •' * "" """"

Andrew follows here Jerome at a point where the latter disputes a 

Jewish interpretation. They both explain the verse of Israel. Kashi 

and Ibn Bzra, however, interpret the text of the prophet, mainly it 

seems on grounds of a different rendering of the Hebrew text* For 

while the Vulgate reads: quis caecus nisi servus meus, et surdus ad quern 

muntios meos misi?. the Hebrew renders v; ^i n } ' "HOCi""!) ,1' "^ ^^
•**•• • .* • • **• ^

DC.U/A' '^/l'<-i ^3-who is blind 9 but iay seivioit or deaf as iqy messenger 
•P: •.• - r : - : '
that I send?

It should finally be noted that .Andrew suggests here again the 

possibility of divine interference in the history of man by means of 

angels•

Chapter xliii,

1. *Bedemi te. De fornace ferrea et servitute ^Qrpti*.., 
Meus* ui te redemi, et a periculis maximis liberabo et 
ab aqua et igne salvobo....(6) Ai fer filios raeos^ Populo 
preoipit ut infiimiores quosque et labori vie minus 
sufficicntes, qui, sunt eius filii et filie, quia eos/ * 
paterne diligit^a' secum afferent, nullumque post ^ '

a* C. diligunt. 
b. C. posse.
1. Raahi, Uopm.on Is., pp,239-40,
2. Fo.91d (66b;.
3. Jerome, Cpram.in a., xii (C.C.£,L. 73 A, p.4B6, 1.33)j *Ne quis 
putaret hoc quod dicitur: Lurdi, audite. et caeci. intuemini ad 
videndum. ad gentium populum pertinere, qui prius aurdus et caecus 
fuerat, ut ludaei stulta interpretatione approbare contenduntj ip* 
propheticus sermo demonstrat, qui surdi et caeci intelligi dcbeant',
4. Rashi, op.cit.. p. 242. 
$ 9 Ibn sra, Ccnruon Is.. p
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relincuant....(8) Lduc foras populum cecum etc, Angelo 
qui disperses Israel in terram suam ad/ducentios 
congrepa turns est, imperat ut de omnibus locis, in 
quibus inclusus tenetur, populum reputatione cecum et 
tamen oculos habentem, surdum et tamen audientem, id 
est qui iudicatur nichil scire cum sciat et nichil 
intelligere cum tamen intelligat, foras educat. Vel 
populo gentium imperat ut multitudinera idolonnn 
suorum que nee vident nee audiunt cum et oculos et 
aures habeant, e templis foras , ut ad interrogata 
respondeant, educat,... (9) Quis in vbbis 
animadvertetW istud. Ad gentes simul congregataa 
loquitur, ouerens quis deus inter illos animadvertat 
illud quod facturus est ipse in future et que prima 
sunt et a principio preterierunt audire vos faciat.... 
(10) Vere vos testes raei. Illi testes dare non 
poterunt, sed ego possun, quia vos prophete et 
servus meus quern elegi vere testec mei estis, ut 
qui sciatis et credatis mini et intelligatis quia 
ipse ego sum solus et omnipotens Deus... • (12) 
-mnuntiavi. Salvationem vestram.
Deus* (14) Prop tor vos misi in Babylonenu
Propter vos liberandos Darium et oyrum in Babylonem
emisi. >1

The things God did for Israel in the past are a guarantee of what 

he "will do for them in the future. Andrew takes these words as a 

promise to the Israelites in exile. Jerome remarked that the Jews

explained the verses 1 to 13 of the second advent of their Messiah,
2 'when after the fulness of the gentiles all Israel will be saved*.

also
This reference to the last da^s isj reflected in Rashi's interpretation

of the words when thou walkest through fire, thou shalt not be burned 

(vs. 2), Tahich he explains by referring to teal, iv.i, which is clearly 

an eschatological prophecy. fc'ost of this passage, however, he 

explains of the return of the Jews from exile. We find a historical 

Interpretation also in Ibn E*ra who, for example, explained the waters

a. V. annuntiet.

1. Fo. 66c,d
2. Jerome, wOnu..in x,&. . xii (C.C.b.L. 73 A, p.488, l.:>6): 'Hebraei de 
secundo Salvatcris haec interpret an tur adventu, quando post plenitudinem 
gentium omnis salvandus ait Israel... 1

3. Rashi, Coram.on Is. . p. 244.
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and fire mentioned in verse 2 of the armies of the fttedes and Persians.

In verse 8 Andrew refers again to the drastic interference of the
o

Lord in the fate of Israel as achieved by an angel who is to gather

together this ignorant and unintelligent nation in order that it may 

return to its country. The other possible interpretation he gives 

refers to the great tribunal, mentioned by the prophet, -which is about 

to begin, and where both Israel and the gentiles with their idols will 

have to appear. In his description of this tribunal Andrew follows 

the text closely* He does not say whether or not he regarded the 

passage as prophetic imagery, intended to express the greatness of the 

Lord. There are, however, many references (e.g. vs. 14) to the 

historical situation of the people of Israel in exile, indicating that 

this is the situation he has predominantly in mind, rather than a 

tribunal at the end of time.

Chapter xliv.

On verse 2b, Noli timere, serve meus lacob, et rectissime quern 

elegi. Andrew comments:
MMMV^ItaM '

Si
'Rectissime. Pro Israel rectissimum, quia £ic , 
secundum litteras quibus scribitur nomen sonat, posuit 1 .

In his remark that the word Israel means *the most upright 1 or 

'the most just one* we have an interesting survival of Jerome's dubious 

etymology. J'or the latter notes in his explanation of this verse:

'Alio nomine Israelem vocat, tsurun ( T^*^^ ») enim 
verbum hebraicum, ceteritc£uuT47ov , sive <sj*0vj , id 
est, rectissimum et rectum interpretati sunt.... 
Proprie enim iuxta Hebraeos et litterarum fidem, Israel, 
rectus Dei dicitur. '4

a. C. and R. hie.
1. Ibn -zra, Comm.on Is. . p. 193.

2. Of. above pp.21J.IV

3. Fo. 6?b (92c).
4. Jerome, Corom. in £s. t xii (C.C.S.L. 73A, p.496, 1.33).
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This interpretation of the name Israel goes back to a passage in 

the Hebrew Questions on Genesis, where Jerome in his exposition of 

Oen. xxxii 27 - 29 argues that Josephus thought that Jacob was therefore 

called 'Israel 1 because he had stood firm, or fought, against the angel, 

but that he himself had not been able to find this interpretation 

anywhere in the Hebrew text. He prefers to interpret the name Israel 

as 'princeps Dei 1 :

* Sarith enim, quod ab Israhel vocabulo derivatur, 
principem sonat. Sensus itaque hie est: Non 
vocabitur nomen tuum subplantator, hoc est lacob, 
sed vocabitur nomen tuum princeps cum deo, hoc 
est Israhel'.

This means that according to Jerome the word Israel is derived
•

from the verb *>*"! O/ - to rule, to dominate, which interpretation he 

could have found in Aquila and Syjnnachus, who translated the text of 

Genesis respective^ 071 Hl^H J^MT* <5\o^ 

and an Hff<*> #f°S «3>ov. Rashi also explained in this way: 'It 

shall no longer be said that the blessings came to you (sc. Jacob)

through supplanting and subtlety, but through nob£ conduct, "Pl*"")^^*

4 and in open manner. '

Jerome's final conclusion about the meaning of the word Israel in 

his Hebrew questions is: 'Hinc enim Israhel per has literas scribitur,

1. Josephus, Antiquitates, i.20, 2 (ed. Blatt, p.166). ^ The Hebrew 
texts reads :'3 f) tod/ "7 Vc/ ^ K>J'?. J'P.t/ ' ,)'S S ft /)'* 1 

TI-'TtMiV '-DM Jp^d; ^ V/)'^ k) * *T> 3'
• • •• ; • ~ «T • •• ^* • • •-• ••The explanation suggested by the text icstij.i evident J^y- derives the first 

part of the name Israel from the verb D *"» V - to fight, to battle.

2. Jerome, Hebraicae .uaestiones in Libro Geneseos on Gen. xxxii. 27-29 
(C.C.6.L. 72, p.40, 1.18).

3. Cf . JL. Sachsse, 'Die itymologie und "alteste Aussprache des Namens 
t) J|'SW ° f , Z.A.vv. a xxxiv (1914), 2: 'Die alten ftbersetzer scheinescheinen 

somit an eine. denominale Form von *-^ (^ - nurst geuacht zu haben 1 .
T

4. Eashi, Commentary on the Pentateuch, ad Gen.xxxii.29 (ed. Silbermann, 
i.160).
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iod sin res aleph lamed, quod interpretatur princeps del, sive directus 

del, hoc est fuuoT*roj ^fOo'« This last interpretation derives
• 4

the name from the verb *-> ^ * - to be straight, to be upright.

Andrew, automatically as it were, refers to Jerome's standard 

explanation of the word Israel as 'rectus 1 or 'rectissimus 1 , without 

realizing that the Hebrew uses a different word here which indeed means 

* rectus1, ^the upright one' This last explanation can be found in Ibn 

Ezra, who remarks: * 7^*">ll/*- Jesurun. It is originally an 

adjective, derived from *•) VlJ * - right; there is no other instance 

of this form 1 . 2

Chapter xlv.

1 . 'Hec dicit Dominus christo meo Gyro etc. De se loquens 
voluit dicere: hec dicit Dominus quam hec dico ego, et 
propter nomen dignitatis et potentie et ut arrogans loquendi 
genus evitaret....(2) Ego ante te ibo. Hie incipiunt que 
Dominus dicit Gyro. . •. (3) Arcana sua.a Secretis in locis 
recondita vel oelata tibi revelabo et discooperiam, ut 
scias ego Dominus solus Deus sum. qui nomen tuum antequam 
natus et conceptus sis voco. (4) Propter servum meum lacob. 
Hec supradicta^ propter servum meum lacob tibi faciam. 
£t vocavi. Ante conceptionis tue tempus tuo te nomine per

a. V. arcana secretorum.
STK
1. This interpretation has found more recent defenders in £.Sachsse, 
op.cit. . pp. 14, 15 and M. Naor,' J'P^f und S <V ^O/ !«,
Mtteilungen i, Z.A.Y^., xlix (1931), 319. Of. also G.A. Danell, 
Studies in the name Israel in the Old Testament (Uppsala, 1946), p.27, 
who summarizes the results of modern research as follows: 'There are 
thus grounds for believing that the names Israel, Jeshurun and Asher 
are identical. . The basic meaning of the common root of the names
^ V|/ '/ ^^ t\' would be "consistent, reliable, successful, happy" 

(Sachsse, Naor), But of course this interpretation of the name is not 
proved and probably not provable either. The consideration most in 
favour of this theory is that it at the same time solves the riddle of 
the name Jeshurun 1 .

2. Ibn i^zra, Comm.on Is., p. 199.

3. Here ends Andrew's commentary on Isaiah in MS.Maz.175 (Fo.92d) fc
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prophetam ineum Ysaiam vocavi, Assimilavi te. In hoc 
te Y/saac et losue jde"] ceterisque bonifl, quibus antequam 
nascerentur nomen indi /cavi} a , simileci feci, quod nomine 
tuo antequam nascereris vocavi....(5) &t non cognovisti me, 
Non mihi } sed viribus tuis asscripsisti quod fortiter 
egisti'.l

After one of his characteristic remarks on a particular expression 

in the teart^ Andrew points out that the Lord addresses Cyrus here, 

emphasizing that his whole career is predetermined by divine decision* 

He has given him all that he possesses; this should be sufficient reason 

for Cyrus to recognize the greatness and uniqueness of the Lord. This 

last notion is a predominant theme in Jerome's interpretation. Andrew 

mentions that Cyrus had been called by the Lord through his prophet 

Isaiah long before his conception, and adds that this circumstance

places him in one line with men like Isaac and Joshua, who were
2 specially favoured by the Lord; an idea he took from Jerome. He

does not go into the question whether the 'Lord's anointed' in

verse 1 could have been an allusion to the Messiah, a point which

3 4both Jerome and Rashi take up. Nor does he mention an interesting

tradition^ recorded by Josephus and referred to by Jerome ,that Cyrus 

had actually read the prophecies of Isaiah in which his name was

mentioned and that he therefore had a particular love for the Jews as

3worshippers of the Lord.

a. sivi erased.
1. Fo.6?d-68a.
2. Jerome, Coinm.in Es.. xii (C.C.S.L. 73 A, p. 503, 1.44), see note 2.
3. Ibid.: 'Haec autem, inquit, tribui tibi propter lacob aervum meum. 
et Israel electum meum, et vocavi te nomine tuo. sicut vocavi Abraham, 
Isaac et lacob; et multo ante praedixi, ut Isaac ft losiam; ne 
putareris ille esse >;hristus, cui assimilatus es, et in cuius typo 
et imagine praeceaoiati 1 .
4. Rashi, Comm.in Is., P.253, where he refers to the interpretation of 
•our rabbia*. For a discussion among the rabbis whether or not Cyrus 
was the kessiah see e.g. Bab Talmud, Mer.illah. i.i2a (ed. vpstein, 
pp. 67-68).
5. Jerone, op.oit.. (C.C.S.L.73 A, p.304, 1.41). Of. Josephus, 
Antiquitates. xi.1,2 (The U>eb Classical Library, vi.313-17). oee also 
T., r,inzb«rg. Legend*, vi. 43*>, where he mentions the tradition that 
Daniel showed the prophecies of Isaiah to Cyrus.
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14. 'Labor Egypti et negotiatio Ethyopie etc. Hoc inter 
cetera in novissimis diebus ludei sibi promittunt, quod 
cultores terre Egypti et negotiatores Ethyopie et potentes 
viri Sab aim ad eos, ut de eorum populo et sibi subiecti sunt, 
transibunt. Post te ambulabunt. Tune sicut dominus preibit 
et illi sicut clientes subsequentur. .. .Deprecabuntur. 
Tanquam populum Dei, dicentes tantum in te et in nullo alio 
populo est Deus et ad te quam sicut Deum adoraturi sunt loquentes, 
dicent; (15) Vere tu es Deus absconditus.... *. 1

After a historical interpretation of the verses 8 to 13, which 

Andrew took as referring to Cyrus, we suddenly find a Jewish messianic 

explanation. As in his notes on Is.xlii.4 Andrew gives this 

interpretation without any further comment, and in this case it is the 

only interpretation he mentions. It is interesting to note that he

could not have derived his information from Rashi or Ibn Ezra, as both

2 these commentators give a historical explanation of the verse. Ibn

Ezra for example remarked:

'This verse shows that Cyrus was also to conquer Egypt 
and to carry the inhabitants thereof away into captivity; 
the way, as is well known, led through Palestine, which 
is situated in the midst between Elara and Egypt l .^f

15. 'Vere tu es Deus absconditus. Tu es Deus haqtenus a 
nobis occultatus* Deus eras, sed hoc_hucusque nesciebamus. 
Tu es Deus, te ipsuin Israel salvans 1 .^

Y»hile Rashi interpreted verse 14 of Jerusalem, Ibn Lzra of Cyrus, 

and Andrew of the people of Israel, all three agree in their 

interpretation of verse 15 » in that they understand the text as words 

of the gentiles, who adaress either the Lord or Israel as the people of 

the Lord.

1. Fo. 68b.

2. Rashi, Comm.on Is., p.256. He interprets the verse as addressed to 
Jerusalem.

**M
3. In fact not Cyrus, but Kambyses, his successor, conquered J^ypt in 525,

4. Ibn i,zra, Comm.on Is., p.208.

5. Fo. 68b.
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Chapter xlvi.

lO.'Voluntas mea. Quo est vocans avem, id est alacrem et 
irapigrum Cyrum de Perside, quo in Oriente est, (11) 
/.t de terra longingua. Repetitio, Voluntatis, Qui 
voluntatem meam in liberando populum meum completurus 
est. Locutus sum* Fredixi me istud faoturum et ad 
effee turn perduoam. (12) A iustitia, A iusuitie 
operibus. (13) lustitiam meam. Per iustum re£em 
liberationem vestram. Vel iustam in Babylonioc 
ultionem. Mea. Quam daturus sum. Gloriam, 
Salutem gloriosam*.^

To refer these texts to Cyrus is according to Jerome a Jewish way
2 of interpreting; he prefers to explain them of Christ. This, however,

did not restrain Andrew-fV$f7>giving a historical interpretation as the 

only possible one. Ibn Ezra likewise explained the passage of Cyrus j 

for example on verse 11 he conanents: *A ravenous bird. Cyrus. He 

is called a bird because he flew, as it were, to fulfil my will, I 

have spoken- and I will do it*.

Chapter xlvii,

4. Redfeaptor noster. sanctus Israel. Ultione de te capta, 
dicit populus meus Dominus exercituum, cui non est qui 
resistat, qui vocatur sanctus Israel, ipse est redemptor 
noster, de manu Babylonis nos liberans'.^

Again a historical explanation of the words redeanptor noster. 

When Israel sees the fall of mighty Babylon, she will realize that 

this is the work of the Lord^and she will recognize him as her redeemer, 

Bpth Ibn Lzra. and Andrew take the words as spoken by the people of Israel/* 

while Rashi remarks: 'The prophet says: all this has the Holy One done 

to liberate us from the Babylonian captivity1 .

1. J?o.

2. Jercme, Ccmia.in £s. . xiii (c.C.ii.L, 73 At p.519, 1,30),
»

3. Ibn Eire, CogBQ,on Is,, p.212,

4. Po. 69a.

5. Ibn Lzra, Comrn.on Is,, p.214.

6. Raahi, Coniii.onls., p.262,
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Chapter xlviii.

On verse 14b, The Lord has loved hia. Andrew cccmentsi

*Bpg» Cyrum, quern in superioribus avem vocaverat. 
(l37 Qirecta. A me. (16) Accedite. Verba prophete. 
Ibi ertaia« rcophetali visione preaens. ;.piritus 
eius. ^apientia vel voluntaa 1 . 1

what is 2 
He gives herej^a Jewish interpretation according to Jerocae. We

find that Bashi and Ibn £«ra explain in the aame was, as Andrew.

iin obvious difficulty for the interpreter are the words, from the 

time that it was, there I am. or as the Vulgate has it, ibi

Andrew's solution is rational and straightforward* Ibn csra saysj 

"The meaning of the sentence is the followingj .hen this decree was 

made by God unto the angels, the representatives of the respective 

countries (of* Dan.x.20), I was also there."* Kashi explains that the 

Almighty, when he decided that he would eventually destroy Babylon, had

decided also that he would send Isaiah to prophecy all these events,
4 although he was not yet born at that tide.

Chapter xlix.

In his explanation of this chapter Andrew combines historical with

1. Fo.

2. Jerome, Conn.in^ gs.. xiii (c.C.; .L. 73A, p.53C, 1,40). "'.Mod Dominus 
dilexerit eum, haua^Subium quin Gyrum Dariumque signii'icet, qui fecit 
voluntatam Domini contra Bab^-oneai et brachiiaa SUUBI exercuit in 
Chaldaeis* £t ipse locutus est et vocavit eum nodiut suo, et adduxit 
eum, et direct a est via eius, ut nullus viribus eius auderet resistere* 
Unde provocat eos ut aocedant et audi&nt, et ixxnino praedicente 
oognosoant venturum esse regem rersaruni atque ;..edorun, qui subruat 
Babylonem, deleatque Chaldaeos. rt ut haec annuntiet, elicit se 
prophet a mi £ sum a Douino et epiritu eius. Hoc iuxta liebraeos et 
eorum opinionem."

3. Ibn ±.ara, op«cit.. p. 2^1 • In a note the editor remarksj 'The angels 
receive i*om the .Jaighty ths power to act, with regard to a certain 
event, and this authorisation is called by Ibn .tixra ''the decree of the 
fllkni*hty" '. (note 24).

Rashi, op.oit, ,
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eschat clerical explanations* He interprets some passages as referring 

to Israel, some to Isaiah, and some to Isaiah as representing the 

whole of Israel.

4« 'In vacuum laboravi. Perversos et in malo obstinates 
ad Dominum convert ere laborans. Vane I'ortitudinem meaia 
QOnsumpsi. Impiis et ad Dominum nolentibus predicando 
converti....(5) Ut reducam lacob ad eum« Dominus, 

,:,;•, inquit propheta, intus in anima dicit mini ut reducam ad 
eum qui de lacob ad idola recesserunt, et temen Israel 
non usquequaque ad ilium congregabitur et ego, quia pro 
posse iussis illius parui, honoratus sum a Domino. 1 ^

The verses 4 and 5 are explained as referring to Isaiah, who has 

come to the sad conclusion that all his -work has been in vain, for 

Israel refused to return to the Lord* Ibn ^zra interpreted in the 

same way. On the second half of verse 5 9 however, et Israel non 

congregabitur m Andrew does not follow the Jewish ooimientator, who took
*

the Hebrew ^)^*| J S ^i J *1 V ' ) *« meaning : and• • •

Israel will be gathered unto him, rather than: and Israel -will not
• 2

be gathered, by reading ^ L instead of tj L . Jerome too had mentioned

these two possible readings, he rejected the former one, and saw in the 

text an obvious proof of the unbelief of the Jews, wondering how the 

•vulgata editio 1 could have changed this * i ortissimum contra ludaeorum 

perfidiam testimonium1 • One wonders whether in this cs^se Jerome's 

strong v;ords deterred Andrew from following the Jewish reading?

6. 'Dedi te in luoem etc. ^dampliavi ad gloriem tuam 
ministerium tuuin, dans te gentium illuminatorem et 
salutis a me in illis collate usque ad ultimos terre 
annuntiatorem. Hac quara scripsit prophetia, sfylutem , 
JJomini usque ad ipsos terre fines Ysaias annun/tiavit. *

/

1. Po. 69c.

2. Ibn .;^ra, Conga. on Is., p.223«

. a xiii (C.C.i:.^ 73 At p.^37, 1.30). Cf. also3. Jerome, _Comr:.in ^s. a xiii C.C.i:.^ 73 At p.^37, 1.30). Cf. als 
L. Gincberg. *Die Haggada bei den Kirthamratern 1 , (in Jewish studies
etc., p.312).

4. Po. 69c,d.
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Jew* and gentiles alike were to benefit from the destruction of 

Babylon and the righteous reign of Cyrus. This is the good tiding 

which Isaiah is called upon to announce and which will nake him like a 

'light to the gentiles 9 * Both Andrew and Hashi explain the text as 

referring to the historical situation; and they consider it a great 

honour for the prophet to be chosen for this task. Hashi remarks:

*It is but a little thing.,*. that you should be ay 
servant 9 whose task it is to raise up Jacob and to 
bring back to me the captive Israelites* ut look, 
I have given even more to you, I have given you for 
a light to the gentiles , that you isay prophecy the , 
fall of Babylon, which brings Joy to all the world. '

7* 'ConternptlbileiQ anlmaa. Gens Hebreorum oeteris 
gentibus ot numero pauciores et viribus inferiores, 
propter rituum et cerimuniarum singular!ter et 
precipue circumciaionia asperitatem contesaptibilis 
habebatur et aborainabilis. L^ervuBi doiaiaorugu 

miltis servivit dominis* lieges yidebunt.
Suscitationen et glorificixtionem tua^ uec inapedire
poterunt* Ccnsur^cnt principes. Tibi deferentee. 

Doalaum. Quern tecum esse viderint*'^

It is interesting that Andrew gives as the reason wty Israel was 

despised by the gentile nations the peculiarity of her ritual laws and 

customs, rather than the deplorable political circumstances she found 

herself in. Thia could, of course, very well be a reflection of the 

general attitude towards Jewish rituals in his own day. Ifce second 

half of hie exposition consists of a vivid prophetical picture of the 

honours ishich will be bestowed on Israel in the near future* Ibn 

Ezra, who in his introduction to chapter xl uses the latter half of 

this text as an argument for his deutero-Isaiah theory, refers to it 

only very briefly here:

'I have already alluded to the inference that may be 
drawn from those words. ;,ost of the carat ienta tors

1. Rashi, Coma.on Is*, p»286,

2. Fo* 69d.

. above pp, 191 «-
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ea^Oain this sentence thus: Kings, like Cyrus, will arise 
and worship nhen they hear the words of the prophet 1 * 1

From his introductory notes we know that he aeane that according 

to this interpretation this honour will be bestowed upon Isaiah after 

his death. 2

9» Super vias paacentur. Creges populi mei et ovee pascu® 
rase ahsque perioulose labore epulabuntur, ut greges qui 
aecue viaa et in piano oazaporum equoro: p&scuntur. 
W-*) fc'^Bd-'te* l<i*ii depresse subsederunt. (12) j>oce iati. 
Undique ad terram suam p^pulus meus advolablt. (1L) /St 
dijdLt ^ron^^ i^on captivitati® sue tempore dixit,

manibus me is descripsi te. Sio jaemorle mee impressus 
es ac si descripta in manibus mels fuisses.'^

She explanation of the verses 9, 11 and 12 reminds one of Andrew's 

remarks on Is. xl.3 and 4, where there was the sane ambiguity in his
*

OijHiiiints. Do we find in these verses a prophetical way of expressing 

the tiiaes of peace which Israel is soon to know, or c!o they refer to a 

messianic future? One could argue that the fact that Andrew interpret* 

verse 14, and, as we shall see, SOBS of the following verses of the 

time of the exile, suggests that the first possibility ie the most 

likely one; but it is alaost impossible to be sure. As far as the

Jewish commentators are concerned, itashi explains the passage as
4 referring to the historical situation,* but Ibn iara is somewhat vague

here.5

a. C.om. et..,.Syon, 

b. C. tibij V. te.

1. Ibn Emra, Conn.on Is., p.224*

2. Cf. above p.191*

3. to. 69d.

4t Rashi, Cocui.Qn IB., p.269*

5. Ibn Ezra, op.cit.,
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r?Hjrr 17. 'Struotores. Reedlflcatores. (18) Isti. ;uasi
digito ostendens raultitudinem que ad illam in novissimo 
conflixura est 'isti' dixit. (18) Tibi. Ad honorem vel 
utilitatem tuam. Nunc. Paulo postT T20) Ut. ^ualiter 
exeltabo si^num meum^faciam ut in vobis afferendis et in 
terram vestram portandis ita gentes meam voluntatem ut 
exercitus inrperatoris sui signum sequentur (22) Et 
erunt reges nutrlcii tui et refine nut rices tue. Hec 
siout inulta alia sibi ludei promittunt. ll

The interpretation Andrew gives of verse 1? refers obviously to 

the historical situation* In the next verse the expression in novissJmo

is ambiguous. Does it refer to the end of time, or does it simply mean
seems

'in the end*? His interpretation of nunc in verse 19/to point to the 

latter. In verse 22 we have a definite reference to Jewish messianic 

expectations. That he says 'these things and many others' suggests 

that he realized that the Jews expect many of the prophecies of Isaiah 

to be fulfilled in the days of their Messiah. That he refers to 

those expectations only here makes one think that Andrew regarded his 

oisn interpretations of this chapter as referring to the historical

circumstance slather than to the aid of tide. Also his explanation
2of the remaining verses bears this out. Rashi / in his explanation of

verse 24 paraphrased an old tradition which goes back to the time when 

the coming of the Messiah was automatically identified with the destruction 

of the Boman empire. He remarks: 'You think that it is impossible to 

take away from Esau (i.e. the Pomaii empire) the lav/ful captives of the 

house of Jacob. '

1. Fo. 69d.

2. Interesting ia lyre's ccnment on the interpretation of 'aliqui 
doctores catholici', who interpret this whole chapter historically: 
'Praeterea sic exponentes magis iudaizant quantum ad hoc quarn doctores 
Bebraeorurn antiqui, qui ali^ua. dicta in hoc c^apitulo]J reformat ad 
tecipus Christi'« He also mentions Kashi's explanation of verse 24 
here, (lyre, Postillae ad loo.)

3. Aashi, Uauiu.on is. » p.2?1«
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Chapter 1,

4. 'Dominus dedit mini linguam eruditam etc. Ad vos 
veniens Dominus, inquit propheta, nee viriliter 
agentes, nee sibi obedientes invenit. Me autem, 
cui ipse linguam tarn eruditam dedit ut sciam etiam 
reum in causa defendere, et fortiter contra adversa 
agentem et sibi in omnibus obedientem

Eripit mane etc, Singulis diebus^vel in summo diluculo 
prophetam vocans se ilium atterite. quasi erecta aure, 
quasi magistrum, audire faciebat'.'

To explain this chapter of Isaiah is according to Jerome a Jewish
2way of interpreting. In Rashi we find the idea that Isaiah obediently

fulfilled his task; while Andrew's interpretation of erigit mane has 

much in common with Ibn Ezra: 'The Lord stirreth me up every morning; 

he stirreth up my ear, that I may listen as pupils do, for I am the 

fjupil of the Lord'.

6. 'Corpus meum percutientibus dedi. Gontumelias et 
illusiones quas hie enumerat forsitan in diebus Manasse, 
qui lerusalem a porta usque ad portam prophetarum 
sanguine replevit,^ propter verbum Domini propheta 
sustinuit. Salvatorem autem nostrum, excepta barbe et 
genarum vulsione, quod tameii etsi scriptum non sit-. 
neque enim omnia scripta sunt— forsitan pertulit, hec 
omnia pertulisse evangelic docente didiscimus. (7) 
Fetram durissimam. Que millis ictibus cedit. Simile 
in iiizechiele legimus: fccce dedi f aciem tuam valentiorem 
faciebus eorum, ut adamantem et silicem. b ^\iod ille 
adamantem, hie petram durissimam nominat. ' '

First Andrew suggests when the sufferings of the prophet as 

mentioned in the text could have taken place. Then he refers quite

1. Fo. 70a.

2. Jerome, Comm.in l^s. t xiv (C.C.S.L. 73 A, p.i?53 f 1.18)

3. Rashi, Comm.on Is. , pp. 271-72.

4. Ibn Ezra, Gomui.on Is. , p. 229.

5. Of. ii Keg. xxi. 16.

7. J?'o. 70a.
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unexpectedly to the sufferings of Christ as we know them from the 

gospels, comparing His sufferings with those of Isaiah; and noting that 

perhaps not all of them were recorded by the evangelists. It is 

possible that AndreVs reference to Christ was sparked off by a 

remark of Jerome^ For we have already heard that Jerome said that the 

Jews interpret this chapter of the prophet; but he goes further and 

argues that they do so in order to avoid explaining these prophecies 

of Christ, thus interpreting them in a poor and perverse manner. It 

seems possible ^ therefore ,that Jerome's strongly expressed disapproval 

of the Jewish way of interpreting caused Andrew to insert here a 

reference to Christ. That he was influenced by Jerome in his 

interpretation of this text is also shown by the fact that Jerome had 

quoted the same sekiel text as -Andrew. It should, however, be noted 

that all Andrew does in referring to Christ is to draw a parallel, to 

point out a similarity* he is in no way treating the text as a
r

prophecy of Christ's sufferings; in other wordsy he does not give a 

christological explanation. It is as if he were showing his readers 

that here is a Christian commentator at work who by no means intended to 

'avoid explaining these prophecies of Christ', but «ho happened to be 

concerned with a different aspect of the interpretation of the biblical
' "'tHW^^ffj^r

text.

Chapter li. '*****

5. 'Prope eat Justus meus etc. lustum et salvatorem suum, 
id eat quern ipse d&turus erat. Vel Gyrum, vel secundum 
nos DominuQa et salvatorem nostrum, vel secundum Hebreos 
suum Btessiam intellige 1 . 2

1. Jerome, Comm.in ks. . xiv (C.C.S.L. 73 A, p.553, 1.34) : 'Hoc illi 
dixerint, qui omni ratione conantur de Christo evertere prophetias, 
et ad perversem intelligentiam prava interpretation® torquere....'«

2. Fo. 70b.
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A most remarkable explanation^ Andrew lists several possibilities! 

he first gives a historical interpretation by referring the text to
•

Cyrus; than a christological one_;and finally a Jewish messianic one. 

He goes here a step further than in his comments on Is. 1.6 in that 

he actually explains the text christologicaljy: the Lord's righteous 

one is our Messiah. It should further be noted that Andrew puts the 

Christian and the Jewish messianic interpretation aide by side, thus 

making them both equally valid, very much in the same way as in his 

explanation of Is.xi,2 and 10* There is no trace here of that 

superiority so often found in the works of Christian theologians 

dealing with Jewish exegesis. Lastly, his explanation of this text 

illustrates again that according to Andrew literal exposition does not

exclude a deeper spiritual understanding of the saiae text; but the
2exploration of tliis understanding lies outside his scope.

id. 'Insule expectabunt. Gentes me iudicem et salvatorem
ex/pectabunt et potentem quam in medio eorum facturus sum
salvationem patienter expectabunt. (6) Liquescent.
Defluent et ad nichLl ̂ abibun1^a celum istud quod super nos est
et terra quam caloamus, cum utrumque novum a Domino
creabitur.2

Although Andrew does not say explicitly when the gentiles will be 

patiently awaiting the salvation of the Lord, his explanation of versa 6 

indicates that he is thinking hare of an esc ha to logical future. Besides, 

in his explanation of a similar text, Is. Jtlii.3,4, he remarked that the 

Jews expected these things to come true in the days of the Messiah. 

In the next verse, however, he refers again to the historical situations

•""————————————————— A^ Q^ abuntur.

1. Cf. abovt , pp. 165 and 1?0.
2* As has been alluded to previously, Andrew's idea of what does and 
does not belong to the literal sense was rather vague. Therefore, whan 
he occasionally remarks that certain prophecies are understood by the 
Christian interpreters as referring to Christ (c£, above pp.142, IfcS" and 
1-70), it is not always clear whether or not he regards such interpretations 
as uelonging to the literal sense. In any case, he does not take such 
Interpretations as being included in the original meaniii^ of the prophet 
himself, as Langton will do after him. Cf. ^tufly. pp. 169-70 and 232-33.

3. Po. 70b,c.
4. Cf. above p
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VQpprobium. Super vastitate et captivitate vestra 1 ,

9, 'ConsurEe. consurge. induere fortitudinem. brachium 
Domini. Orat propheta ut virtus et potentia Domini in 
adversaries populi consurgat, fortltudinem ut loricam 
i^duens et fortiter ut olira agat. Superbum vulnerasti. 
Superbum et draconem ilium vocat, qui in Lzechiele dicit: 
Mea sunt flumina et ego f eci ea. Ad eundeia voro 2 
propheta idem dicit: draco ma^-ne, qui cubas in aquis. 
Pharao appellatur draco propter mult as quibus Egyptus 
abundat aquas* 1 -'

The prophet appeals to the days of old, when the strong arm of the 

Lord helped the Israelites to escape from Egypt. Ibn rjcra refers to

the same Ezekiel text in his interpretation of this verse; Rashi too
5explains the dragon of the Pharao*

« *0ito veniet gradiens ad aperiendum* Cito veniet qui 
reditum tibi, carcerein tuum aperiendo, daturus est«.,» 
Non deficiet panis, J*on deerit tibi, nunc tribulato et 
exterrainato, cibus, 1 "

end of the exile is drawing near, since the army of Cyrus is 

hastening on. Again a historical explanation.

17* 'KLevare.. elevare. Trigendam quasi de stercore 
lerusaleni et tamqusm de pulvere suscitandam, que 
callce ire Domini inebriata est, aenno propheticus 
predicit.... (2) Proiecti sunt. rjctra terre sue 
terminos....(23) Incurvare. Sicut lapides in into 
collocantur ne transeuntium pedes polluantur, sic 7 
hostilis imaanitas ludeos pedibus suis substernebat*.

Andrew explains these texts as referring to the humiliation of the 

Israelites during the exile, which will soon be ended.

1. Fo. ?0c.

2. -z. xxix.3.

3. Po. 70c.

4. Ibn r^zra, Contn.on la«« p.

5. Raehi, Comta.on Is., p»275»

6. Fo. 70o.

7. Po. 70c,d.
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Chapter lii,1-12

On the last part of verse 1 , for henceforth there shall no more 

come into thee the ungircumcised and the unclean. Andrew comments:

1, *St. Id est incircumcisos etiam oranes et imrsundos 
reputant; per vias lerusalera in novissimis diebus a Domino 
restitute nullus, ut asserunt, sicut olijn incircumcisus 
pertransibit'.l

Here again Andrew gives a Jewish messianic explanation as the 

onJy possible one. Ibn Ezra reiaarked in a short introductory note to 

this chapter:

'All agree that this prophecy has reierence to the time 
yet to come....How could it be referred to the deliverance 
and return of the captives in Babylon, when it is said: „ 
the incircumciaed and unclean shall no more cope unto thee*,

11* 'Reoedite. recedite* exite inde. Imperat els qui in 
Babylone erunt, ut inde recedant et exeant et ne in aliquo 
O-ocoX quo contaminari solent homines et pollui,se 
contaminent, qui a non vacui exituri sunt, sea vasa Domini 
jsed] que Nabuchodonosor asportavit,Gyro Darioque 
permittentibus, secum relaturi.-' jd.us. Babylonis....(l2) , 
Gonp-jrepabit vosa. Congregari vos faciet in terra vestra, *

Andrew explains these verses historically, while most Jewish 

conmentators refer them to the messianic age. Ibn Ezra, for example, 

s0*0̂  'Depart ye. From Babylon, according to H. Moses Hakkohen, I 

think that these words are addressed to those that are still in exile

among the nations. The repetition of Depart ye is to indicate that it
5 is to be done immediately 1 , Rashi commented on verse 11, go ye out

from thencet 'From thence, that is from the middle of i,dom or Lsau, 

For all the following consolations are spoken only with regard to the

a, C. nosj V.vos.

1. Po. 70d,

2. Ibn E*ra, Goon.on Is.. p,236.

3. cf. Jerome, Comm.in }-..s, xiv (C.C.S.L. 73A, p,584, 1.9), where he 
says th-it the Jews interpret in this manner; see also the Gloss ad loc.

4. Fo. 71 a,

j?, Ibn .bara, op,cit,. p. 238,
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ultimate exile', Kiinchi also referred to the present exile of his

people, remarking: f Thenoe . namely from the place of exile; unclean,
2namely the Christians and the Turks among whom you are exiles* 1

n
Before turning to Andrew's interpretation of the servant-chapter 

we shall first look at the three points we set out to discuss in the 

beginning of this chapter, starting with his use of Jerome. T0a» 

fact that Andrew follows Jerome in some places makes it all the more 

significant that he rejects him in others, as it shows that he gave 

much thought to the validity of the latter's interpretation. Several 

points are worth noting in the use he makes of Jerome. In the first 

place^ Andrew goes much further than his predecessor in his acceptance 

of Jewish exegesis* Where Jerome often mentions the Jewish point of 

view on3y to disagree with it, Andrew is nearly always ready to agree,

and he often gives an interpretation which was rejected as Jewish by
L 5

Jerome, for example on Is.xli.2-4 and xlvi.10-13. Secondly,

occasionally Andrew follows Jerome on points where the latter disputes

the Jewish interpretation in very strong terms, for example on Is.xlii.19
7 8

xlix.5 and 1.6. In all these cases, however, he never repeats Jerome's

anti-Jewish outbursts. In general we can say that he uses Jerome in a 

most intelligent and independent manner.

1. Rashi, Gomm.on Is,, pp.279-80.

2. Kimchi, Coin.;.on Is., p.380.

3. Cf. above p.210.

4. Cf. above pp. 216~ 217. 

3. gf. above p.228. 

6. Cf. above p.221. 

7« Cf* above p.230. 

8. Cf .
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As far as his references to Jewish interpretation are concerned, 

there is no indication that Andrew distinguished between historical 

and messianic interpretation, although he must have realized that the 

Jews also knew of a deeper meaning of the text (e.g. Is.li.5). 1 This 

is hardly surprising / since we find in the Jewish commentaries often the 

•same mixture of references to the historical situation of the people 

of Israel and to the messianic future as in undrew. This can partly 

be explained Jjvorh the characteristics of the prophetic text itself, which 

contains an abundance of promises for the historical and eschatological 

futiu^and partly from the character of Jewish interpretation which, 

whatever its contents, almost always ends with a vague note of messianic

hope as a means of comfort for the sufferings of Israel in the present

2age. Andrew reproduced in his own comments this ambivalence of the

Jewish commentators to such an extent that it is sometiiros impossible to 

decide to Titfiich period he intended certain texts to refer (e.g. Is.xl.4, 

dix.9-16 and 17-22).3

Although there are a great many references to Jewish interpretation, 

Andrew is usually careful not to commit himself too openly to their 

point of view, in particular not vtoere it concerned messianic expectations. 

Once he speaks scornfully of the Jewish hopes (ls.xl.4), in general,

however, he refers to their expectations without further comment, for
56 7 

Instance Is.xlii.3,4 , xlv.14 and lii.1. On one occasion he

1. Gf. above p. 235.
2. Of. R.Loewe, 'The Jewish raidrashijn and patristic and scholastic 
exegesis of the Bible 1 , btudia . atristica. i (1957), 506. Although the 
author has in particular the rabbinic exegesis in mind, the same applies 
to the commentaries of the medieval exegetes we are dealing with.

3. Cf. above pp. 213 and 232, 233 respectively.

4. Of. above p.213.

5. Cf. above p.219.

6. Cf. above p.227.

7. Cf. above, p.238.
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indicates that he realized that the Jews interpret the prophecies more 

often of the messianic age than he has recorded (ls.xlix«22). On

the other hand, the fact that he sometimes gives a Jewish messianic

2 interpretation as the only possibility, for example Is.xlv.14 and

3 lii.l , shows how valuable he regarded their exposition for an

explanation of the literal sense of Isaiah's prophecies, even though 

he does not say so explicitly0

Also in cases not directly connected with messianic promises we

discovered a continuous influence on Andrew of the Jewish commentators,
A 

for example Is.xli.2-4, which he interprets of Abraham, or Is.xliii.l,

5 where he interprets the servant collectively of Israel , not to mention

many minor points 0

Summarizing, we can say that Andrew's comments on the second half 

of Isaiah can be roughly classified in four groups: 

l) Historical interpretations, which form the great majority of his

coiaments. This becomes particularly obvious on reading the whole ... 

.of his commentary on these chapters, rather than selected 

passages* There is ranch correspondence here with the medieval 

Jewish commentators, while he also derived some information from 

Jerome.

1. Cf. above p. 233.

2. Cf. above p. 227.

3. Cf. above p. 238.

4. Cf. above p. 216.

5o Cf. above pp. 218-19.
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II) References to the messianic future, which are practically always 

derived from Jewish sources*

Hi) Ambivalent interpretations, which can be explained either way*
too 

In this respect! he was influenced by the Jewish ccnuientatoro,

IV) The two references to Christ or the Christian I.essiah (Is. 1.6
•

and li.5), which stand out so surprisingly.
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CHAPTKR IX 

The servant-chapter. Is.lii.13 to liii.12.

In a previous chapter, dealing with the exegetical tradition of this 

passage, we saw how Rashi broke away from the traditional interpretation 

by referring the servant collectively to Israel, and how this new 

interpretation found widespread approval among the Jewish commentators. 

We shall now investigate Andrew's explanation and his main sources of 

information.

13« *Ecoe intelliget servus meus. Cum hec omnia evenerint, 
servus meus Ysaias, qui me dicente hec predixit, intelligens 
et sapiens habebitur et exaltabitur et ab omnibus 
magnificabitur et valde gloriosus habebitur. '^

Andrew explains the servant here of the prophet, whose wisdom will 

be recognized v/hen his prophecies have been fulfilled. A very unusual 

interpretation indeed for a Christian commentator! He continues:

14. 'Sicut obstupuerunt super te multi. Ad ipsum 
prophetam Dominus sermonem convertit, dicens: Sicut tune, 
quando exaltaberis et elevaberis obstupebunt multi super 
te, quia ilia supradicta predicere potuisti, sic antequam 
hec eveniant inglorius et sine omni honore inter ceteros 
homines erit aspectus eius, populi videlicet mei, qui 
congregandus est^ et forma eius erit ingloria et sine 
honore inter filios hominum. Vel de ipso dicitur quod 
ante sublimationem eius, videlicet ^ub\a Manasse^ inter 
ceteros homines futurus sit inglorius et forma eius 
inter filios hominum, subauditur: erit ingloria et sine 
honore. Quod ad ipsum loquens de ipso 'eius 1 dicit,

a. C. et.

1. Cf. above p. 208 f.

2. Fo. 71 a. The passage (from liii.Zb onwards) is printed and partly 
translated in Study, pp. 391-92 and 165 respectively.

•••ii^"^^"^^'*
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prophetalis consuetude locutionis facit, que sepe 
personas rautatl 1 
lie continues;
vel totum de populo legatur sic: Con^regatis in terram 
suam a/Domino filiis Israel, ipse populus DomdLni servus 
intelliget, id est intelligenter et sapienter se habebit 
et exaltabitur operibus ̂ et^ potentia et elevabitur super 
inimicos suos et sublimis valde in dignitatibus erit et 
gloria; sicut olim quando in terra Chanaan triginta reges 
et eorum populos pedibus tuis supposuisti, obstupuerunt 
super te multi, sic ante illam exaltationem tuam inglorius 
esf etc.'*

Andrew suggests three different ways of interpretation here. First, 

the text can be understood of the Lord, spe&ldLng to the prophet and 

comparing Israel's fate with that of Isaiah. secondly, the text can be 

explained of the prophet himself, who will be without fame and honour 

before his death under Manasse, but who will be greatly honoured when 

all that he predicted will have coae to pass. This way of interpreting 

reminds one of Ibn Ezra's remark in his introduction to the second half 

of Isaiah, when he says that the text kin^s shall see and arise etc.

(xlix.7) can be taken as referring to the recognition of Isaiah long

4 after his death. The last possibility is to understand the whole

passage of Israel.

Ike shall now turn once more to the Jewish conraentators to see to

1. The problem of the use of different persons is also commented on in 
the Gloss ad loc., but in a frarae of mind strikingly different from 
.Andrew!."" A much closer parallel, however, can be found in the 
interpretation of David Kimchi, who remarked: "The prophet speaks at 
one moment in the second person, at another in the third, saying 'at 
thee 1 , but 'his countenance', 'his fora 1 ; this is the custom of 
scripture in countless passages'. (The translation is taken from 
A. Neubauer, Isaiah 53. P«49, which we shall use for Kimchi on this 
chapter. »<e shall refer to this work simply as 'Neubauer*). David 
Kirachi's exposition of the servant-chapter is of some interest for 
Andrew's interpretation, as David claims here explicitly to be 
following his father Joseph, who was a contemporary of Andrew.

2. Josh, xii.7-24.

J. Fo. 71a,b.

4. Of, above p. 191.
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what extent they have influenced .Jidrew's interpretation. Ibn Ezra 

begins his explanation of the servant-chapter -with a short introduction:

•The passage -which follows offers great difficulties. 
The Christians refer it to Jesus and explain "my servant" 
to indicate the body. This is wrong; the body cannot 
be wise, even during the life of man. ^gain. what is 
the meaning of he shall see his seed (liii.10;, he shall 
prolong his days (ib,)? ihis was not in fact the case. 
Again, and he shall divide the spoil with the strong 
(liii.12). 1 The best proof , however, is the circumstance 
that this passa/ e is preceded by the Lord will go before 
you etc. (lii.12), which undoubtedly refers to the 
Israelites, and is followed by Sing, ^barren etc. (liv.1), 
which is likewise addressed to the Israelites'.

Then his actual interpretation begins:

servant. The Israelites, who are the servants of 
the Lord, and are now in exile. Liany believe that 
Messiah is meant by this expression, because our 
ancient teachers said that lessiah was born on the day 
on which the temple was destroyed, that he was, as it 
were, bound in chains etc., 2 but many verses in this 
passage cannot be explained on this supposition. ... 
The Gaon : . Laadiah refers the whole passage to 
Jeremiah. His explanation is beautiful.... But I 
think that this passage must be connected with the 
chapters that precede and follow. ...The singular, 
"my servant" , is used, because the prophet speaks of 
everyone who is a servant of the Lord and suffers in 
exile, or Decause ' "l^C/ (="7D<7 C, ,j'S (U * "my 
servant Israel") refers to the whole nation; the 
latter reason is more probable '.3

1. In a note the editor remarks: 'This, if taken literally, was not the 
case; if in any figurative sense, the whole argument is destroyed which 
is based on the supposition of a minute coincidence of the facts here 
predicted, with the incidents of the life of Jesus'. (Ibn Ezra, Com.ri.on 
Is., p.239, n.20). This was, of course, the usual mode of argumentation 
in disputes between Jews and Christians. David Kimchi argues likewise 
at the end of his explanation of Is.liii that many expressions in this 
prophecy are not applicable to Christ, and challenges the Christians to 
explain this (Neubauer, p.33) Cf. above p.26.
2. £>cha Rabbati, i.16 (ed, Preedman, vii.136). Ibn Ezra's editor remarks: 
'The passage must be taken in a figurative sense, namely, that on the day 
On which the temple was destroyed, it was already decreed, by the Almighty 
that it should a^ain be rebuilt, but that the restoration would be 
dependent on the return of the Israelites to God and his word. ' (Op.cit., 
p.240, n.22). The Messiah, in chains, had to wait for this.

3. Ibn Kzra, op.cit., pp.239-40.
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We see how Tbn uzra carefully considers various explanations and 

chooses to interpret the servant collectively °f Israel. The 

disconcerting factor in his explanation of this chapter, however, is a 

remark he makes at the very end of his exposition, saying that in his 

oim opinion the servant refers to Isaiah:

•I have tins explained the whole passage, on the 
supposition that it refers to Israel; but my opinion 
is, that "my servant", mentioned here (lii.13), is the 
same as that of xlii.1, xlix.3, liii.11, the same who 
says of himself: I gave my back to the amiters etc. 
0*6) • Inmy commentary on chapter xl, I mentioned briefly 
the leading principle of my opinion, which considers all 
these chapters (from xl) as connected with each other O

Rashi ; in his Commentary on Isaiah explained verse 13 as: 'Behold,

in the latter days my servant Jacob will prosper, that is the righteous
2ones who are among this people Israel 1 . He referred the verses 14

and 15 to the gentiles, who first pitied Israel because of her wretchedness, 

but now Israel is strong and powerful, and she casts down the horns of the 

nations which have scattered herj a picture taken from the prophecies of 

Zechariah. This collective interpretation must be understood, according

1. Ibn i-zra, Comm.on Is. • pp. 246-7• The editor remarks here: 'The 
explanation given in the whole chapter seeras tc be only a concession 
made to the general opinion, that these chapters from xl-lxvi, have no 
inner connection throughout, and that in this portion'"! 3 </ , "my servant" 
refers to Israel. His own opinion is that "the servant of the Lord" is 
the prophet, who was in Babylon in exile with his brethren, ill treated 
there and insulted....but ultimately, when his words were proved to be 
true by facts, honoured and respected by all 1 . (Ibid.. pp.24&-47, n.19)« 
The collective interpretation was apparently already so widely accepted 
in Ibn Ezra's day that he felt compelled to explai.i correspondingly* 
As we noted before, he often puts his own individual opinion in a short 
introduction, or as here, at the end of his exposition, without really 
integrating it into his interpretation. Cf. above, p.193.

2. Rashi, Conn.on Is. p.280. Cf. above p.209. !*• know from Raymundua 
Martini's Pugio Fidei, that i<iashi had explained these texts of the Messiah 
in his plosses on the TaigutA, which were of an earlier date. Cf. above, 
p.206.

3. Zech.i.19-21.
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to him, as referring to messianic times. He makes this quite clear, 

as we shall see, on several occasions. It is borne out here by the 

reference to the essentially eschatological prophecy of Zechariah and by 

the words 'in the latter days 1 in verse 13.

Since Rashi's collective interpretation of the servant was followed 

by most of the leading Jewish comnentators, there is good reason to 

suppose that whatever Jewish scholar ^indrew consulted on the exposition 

of this chapter, the collective interpretation was mentioned to him. 

As regards his suggestion that the servant could also be understood of 

Isaiah, this too is based on Jewish explanations, for he says at the

end of his interpretation that some Jews explained the whole passage

1of Isaiah.

It should be noted that while Jewish commentaturs such as Rashi, 

Ibn Ezra, Joseph Kara and Kimchi explain the servant-chapter as referring 

to the messianic age.*—although many of their comments can at the same

time be explained of the historical situation_..Andrew limits himself

2 strictly to a historical interpretation. Furthermore, the collective

interpretation is the only one -which he follows up throughout the 

chapter; the other two possible explanations of the servant he suggested 

at the beginning of his exposition were apparently considered as less 

suitable.

15* *Iste asperget gentes multas. Iste idem cuius 
aspectus erit inglorius, multas gentes sanguine suo 
asperget. Super ipsum jsontinebunt reges os suum. 
Vel obstupescentes virtutem eius reges tacebunt, 
pre stupore loqui non valentes, vel pre timore

1. 'Quidam etiam Hebreorum totam hanc pericopem super Ysaia interpretantur*. 
(Fo.71d). For this interpretation cf. above pp.207-8.

2. This ambiguity of the Jewish commentators is in particular prominent 
in Kimchi's interpretation, who at the beginning of his explanation 
states that the prophecy refers to the captivity, but seems to have in 
mind here the captivity in which the Jews are, as it were, still held 
in his own day (cf. above p. 33ej), rather than the period of exile in 
Babylon exclusively.
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rautire etiam non ^udente^ • jjjibus non est
narratuin de eo videbunt.k Usque ad eos sibi 
subiciendos pertransibit, qui nee f amain illius 
audierunt, sicque videbunt eum quibus de eo 
narratum non est, ..t can, non audierunt. 
Repetitio. 1 1

Andrew gives an explanation of the direct meaning of the text, 

referring to Israel's unexpected triumph over the gentile nations. Ibn

Fzra remarks that the heathen people could not believe that Israel would
2 

ever be delivered, which is a good example of a:i interpretation which

can refer to both the historical and eschatological situation.
Q

liii.1 'yuis crtididit auditui nostror lion est mirum, 
inquit propheta, si illi non audierunt, quia quis 
eorum quibus ea que a te audivojuus locuti sunais, 
crediditr Et cui illorum qui vprediderunl^ et 
brachiuia, id est virtus et potentia, Domini revelatum 
est? r,c si diceret, cur audirent, quod ftiturum esse 
non crederentr'3

The deliverance of the Jews seeued too unlikely to the gentiles to 

be believable when it was predicted to them as a forthcoming event. It 

is this sceptical attitude oi the gentiles towards the prophecies / 

concerning the liberation of Israel which .iJidrew particularly stresses 

in his explanation. The Jewish commentators explain basically in the 

same \vay. R&shi, for example interpreted: 'liad v,e, the^r (sc, the 

gentiles) will say to each other, had we heard from otliers vdie.t nov/ we 

are beholding, who would ever have believed it? f Ibn i.zra remarked:

a. C.audientes.

b, V.viderunt.

c, C.credit; V.credidit.
d, C.credidit.

1. Fo. 71b.

2. Ibn r-zra, CJomn.on Is.. p.241.

3. Fo, 71b.

4. Rashi, Conm.onJ^., p.281 (Neubauer, p.37),
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•Then the non-Israelites shall say: Who would have believed, that it
•j

would turn out as we have heard?*; while Kimchi noted: 'Then the

gentiles will say: Who was there that believed the report which we have

heard concerning him (so, Israel) from the prophets' lips, or from those

2who spoke in their name? 1

2. *Et ascendet sicut virpnaltum coram eo. Iste qui gentes 
multas aspersurus est coram Domini brachio, sicut virga que 
{cum celeritate^a in altum crescit et sicut radix de terra 
sitiente, vel potius sicut in Hebreo est, inhabitabilis, 
ascendet et in brevi in sublime se attollet 1 .^

A description of the swiftness with which Israel will rise in 

worldly power. The remark about the Hebrew shows how eagerly Andrew 

sought for the 'Hebrew truth 1 in this chapter^ but it also illustrates

how far from perfect his Hebrew still was, as the word used in the
country* 

Hebrew text, p s J-, means 'dry , waterless^. Perhaps a Jew told
I •

Andrew about the vast desert areas in and near Israel, where nothing 

can grow for lack of water and where it is almost impossible for human 

beings to live. From this ..indrew must have drawn the conclusion that 

the word used in the Hebrew meant uninhabitable rather than dry. 

Another possibility is that Jerome or the Gloss were his source of

information, since Jerome remarks that Aquila rendered f impassAb$le' here,

4 which remark found its way into the Gloss, A district vdthout roads

is almost certainly unfit for human habitation, hence Andrew's conclusion.

id. *Mon est ei species, neque decor. Ad illud tempus 
propheta recurrit quando hie idem populus gravi in 
Babylone captivitate premebatur, quando revera nullus 
erat ei neque decor neque species. Et vidimus, eum.

a. C.sub sceleritate.

1. Ibn Ezra, op.cit., pp.241-42.

2. Quoted in Neubauer, p.50.

4. Jerome, Comm.in £a.. xiv (C.C.S.L. 73A, p.588, 1.35), '....pro
sitienti, -^quilt* interpretatus est invia 1 and the Gloss ad loc«
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et alii prophete, vel pluraliter propheta loquitur.
Et non eiat aspectus. ^uod male est quasi non esse
dicitur, under Ne tradas secptrum tuum his gui non
sunt.1 ^t desideravimus eum a quasi (3) despectum et
novissimum virorum. Suspiraviraus et do/luimus eum esse de spec turn
et abiectissiinuiu hominum. Ouia suspiria desiderium elicit, o
desideravimus et pro suspiraviraus non absurde legi potest. *

The text of the last part of verse 2 and the beginning of verse 3 

reads according to the Vulgate: Non est species ei neque decor; et 

vidimus eum. et non erat aspectus, et desideravimus eum; (3) despectum 

et novissimum virorum, virum dolorum. . , . ; this passage renders in the 

Hebrew text: ,\'^^l V7 71 /)'(,> > <, *1 S> ',
..... T ̂  I .' » _ I

w explains, as directly and rationally as possible. Israel 

has, as it were, 'lost her face* during the exile and has almost ceased 

to exist, which unfortunate situation was witnessed by the prophet. 

So far the text does not give any problems and undrew just follows and
v«

expounds it. i'he last part, however, et desiderapus eum, proved more 

complicated. As it stands it seems illogical: nobody in particular 

desires a degraded and rejected nation. Therefore Andrew attempts to 

change the text through first connecting desideravimus eum with 

despectum et novissimum virorum by adding the word quasi , and secondly 

by changing in a most subtle manner the meaning of desideravimus . 

After those adjustments he is able to harmonize the text with his 

explanation of it, namely that the prophet deplores here Israel's state 

of rejection and humiliation during the captivity.

^ . Esther xiv.11 (V.) . 

2. Fo.71b,c.

3. Miss Smalley noticed that 'one copy has a disapproving note in the 
margin...."Satis violenter hunc textum exsequeris dum nimis iudaizars 
tu niteris"'. (btudy« p,164). The remark can be found in a fifteenth 
century manuscript, now Mb.Bibl. Nat.Lat. 374, fo.70v.
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The Jewish commentators found this text difficult as well^ and a 

great many different interpretations have been put forward. The 

Targum, for example, paraphrased thus: '....his (sc. the Messiah's) 

complexion shall be a holy complexion, and all who see him will look 

wistfully upon him 1 . Rashi explained:

'Before such greatness came upon it, this people was in 
deep depression and sprang up out of itself like one of 
the suckers of a tree, or like a root out of dry earth: 
from the first it had no form and comeliness, and when ^ 
we saw it without any comeliness how could we desire it? 1 .

Ibn Ezra • is of the opinion that the negation *!' ^ not only refers

to T),!'"")^, but also extends its force over -^ T) "1 Y"\ fl 3 } > • ' ' ' '3
this v/ay he reads: 'There is no beauty, nor do we desire him*. In a

commentary attributed to Eliezer of Beaugency yet another possibility 

is mentioned: 'And who before had no form and no comeliness and no

beauty when we looked at him, but is now so graceful and comely that

4 we ourselves desire to be like him'.

id. 'Virum dolorum. De populo agens tamquam de uno nomine 
loquitur, quern vocat virum dolorum. id est tribulationibus 
et miseriis, unde dolores, circumdatum et coopertum, 
Scientem* Experientem. Absconditus, Qui ^propter^ 
obliquam feditatem abscondi solet. Unde nee reputavimus 
eum. c;uia sic absconditus et despectus vultus eius, nos 
etiam ipsi, pene desperantes de eo, numero hominum eum non 
reputaviraus , id est populus ^propter^ nimiam abiectionem 
vix se inter homines reputavit',5

In what Andrew says about the manner in which the prophet speaks of 

Israel we have an almost verbal parallel with Rashi ̂.-ho remarked in his 

explanation of despised and rejected of men; 'Despised and rejected was

1. quoted in Neubauer. p.5.

2. Rashi, Gomm.on Is. a p.281 (Neubauer, p.37).

3. Ibn l^zra, Comm.on Is. « p.242.

4. Quoted in Neubauer. p.6?.

5. Fo.?1c.
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the Israelite nation, for in this manner the prophet is accustomed to 

speak of all the Israelites as though of one man'. He continued:

'And as one who hides his face from us. Because of their 
shameful and humiliating state the Israelites v/ere, as it 
were, hiding their faces from us, the gentiles.,.. that we 
might not see them, as a smitten [with leprosy] man covers 
his face for fear that someone might see ^

It should be noted that both Rashi and Andrew state that Israel is 

hiding her face, and not that ye hid as it were our faces from hiqn 

as the English version renders. The Vulgate gives yet another reading: 

et quasi absconditus vultus eius et despectus. The difficulty lies in 

the Hebrew text, which can be understood in several ways: **)

"H ' "3 -& • The crux of the verse is the word
• t

a participle of the nil * il it can be taken to mean 'as 

one who hides' (hashi and /Jidrew), but also *as one who causes to hide 1 . 

This meaning is given in the Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti l.ibros; we 

find it in the English translation and also Ibn -izra took it in this 

sense. In this case ^3 It* fa is understood as 'from him1 and not as

'from us 1 , as ^ashi and Andrew take it. The latter may well have been 

influenced by the Jewish commentator.

4. 'Vere languores nostros ipse tulit. His verbis innuit 
prophets cuod populus, cui in captivitate Babylonica 
affligendus erat, non solum sua, s&d et malorum luiturue 
erat peccata. Vere ille vir dolorum lan^uores et 
dolores, quos ob nostra ferre debuimus peccata, portabit. 
ht nos putavimus eum quasi lei ro sum etc, Propheta se 
illis connumerat, qui populum in captivitatem iturum 
proptei- peccata sua captivanduia et tamquam leprosum a 
populo Domini separandum, exigentibus peccatis suis, a

1. Pashi, Comci.on Is., p.28l.

2. Ibid. , p.282.

3. Lexicon in "Veteris Testaiuenti Liuros. ed. Koehler, p

4. *^nd we hid, su; it were, our faces from him. >ven in our days 
there are people >vho turn aside at the sight of a Jew, lest they might 
be obliged to assist hiin 1 . CCQmai.on ]s.. p.242.)
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Dccdno percutiendum et humiliandum fore, ̂ putaverunt^. 
(5) Ipse autem vulneratus est propter ini.ultates nostraa.
£ic nos putav:muE« sed ipse vulneratus est propter

pr 
vuln

iniguitates nostras et attritus est propter scelera nostra. 
Ipsc flagellatus est et lividus factus, ut nos pacem 
haberemus et sanareraur. Fosteris, quibus casti^atio 
illius pacem peperit, se connumerat.'1

A bold explanation for a Christian interpreterJ There were those, 

among whom the prophet reckons himself here according to .Andrew, who 

thought that Israel was to be sent into captivity as a punishment for 

her own sins. This, however, is not so the prophet then argues, 

because Israel in exile not only washed out her own sins sfcfc also 

expiated the sins of the wicked^ and she brought peace and healing for 

future generations.

Throughout his interpretation of these vers«« Andrew is most 

evasive in that he does not indicate whom exactly he means by the 

wicked whose sins Israel was to carry; nor by those who thought that 

Israel was to go into exile because of her own sins; nor by the future 

generations to whom Israel's suffering has brought peace. Does he 

refer here to various generations of Jewish people before and after the 

exile or do these various groups of people include the gentiles as 

well? The first possibility seems to be the most likely one. In 

the first place because he explains this chapter entirely in the 

context of the exile and the liberation from it/ and secondly because 

he nowhere explicitly alludes to a possible effect of the suffering 

of Israel on the gentile nations. Andrew takes it that the prophet 

speaks first of himself as belonging to the older generation for vfoose 

sins the people of the exile were to suffer (note the tenses: ferre 

debuimua and portabit). This was, of course, historically speaking

a. C.putavit. 

1. Fo.?1c.
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the correct situation. Then Isaiah identifies himself with posterity 

which was to gather the fruits of Israel's pain and grief. In both 

oases the people of the captivity are seen as suffering not only for 

their own sins, but for those of past and future generations as well.

If our interpretation of Andrew's comments is correct, then the 

most remarkable feature of his explanation is that he takes the 

vicariousness of Israel's suffering during the exile in a very limited 

way. Two notions may have influenced him here. First , the idea often 

found in the uld Testament thai the Lord punishes one generation with 

poverty or war because of its own wickedness and that of their fathers x 

and that this benefits the next generations to whom he will grant 

peace again. Seconuy, possibly the Jewish concept of the vicarious 

character of the suffering, of the righteous. By explaining the words 

of Isaiah along these lines Andrew keeps absoluteJly -within the historical 

context of the prophecies. The only thing he is concerned with in his 

explanation is what Isaiah's words meant to the people to whom they 

were actually spoken. No mention is made or the significance of the 

suffering of the servant for the JCT/VS of his owi generation, let alone 

any allusion to the Christian interpretation.

Did Andrew explain in this way merely to avoid all theological 

complications, which he regarded as irrelevant for a literal exposition, 

or was it mainly under influence of the Jewish comment a lors that he 

wrote his comments? Rashi interpreted the verses 4 and 5:

'But now we see, say the gentiles, that Israel was not 
afflicted because of her own despondency, but that she 
suffered in order that atonement might be made for all

1 . Cn verse 8, propter scelus populi mei percussi eum. Andrew comments: 
'Populi mei. Prioris 1 , and in the same verse on renerationem eius quis 
enarrabitV: ' tsi in captivitate et exilio et diminuto futurus sit 
nuunero, posteritatem eius quis enarrare poterit?', which interpretations 
also bear out that juidrew is referring here to different generations of 
Jewish people, rather than to Jews and jrentiles alike.
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people by Israel's sufferings. Hence the meaning of the 
text is: the sickness which ought to have fallen upon ua 
was carried by Israel....,e thought that Israel was hated 
by God, but it was not so, for surely she has been wounded 
because of our iniquities and bruised because of our sins. 
(5) The chastisement of our peace was upon her. The 
chastisements of peace that was for us fell upon her. 
Israel was chastised in order that the whole -world might 
have peace.'1

He gives a much deeper meaning to the prophecy than Andrew did by 

underlining the reconciliatory character of Israel's sufferings, which 

•were to bring peace to the whole world. Rashi clearly takes the text 

as referring the end of time^when the gentiles will realize that their 

Judgment about Israel was mistaken and will recognize that Israel had 

suffered for their sake*

Another Jewish coumentator, Joseph Kara^explained:

'••••but now we (so. the fentiles) see that they had 
served the faithful God, and kept the law of Loses, 
and observed justice and right, and that they have 
been carrying sicknesses and pains which for our 
iniquities should have been borne by us.... The 
chastisement upon him was our peace; i.e. by the 
humiliation involved in Israel's bearing the yoke 
of foreign kingdoms, peace was secured for us: 
because the Holy One created for himself one just 
nation in the world, which carried on itself all 
iniquities in order that the whole world might be 
preserved; and by his stripes there was healing 
for us.' 2

What Kara states here reminds one of the many sayings which deal 

with the special position of Israel in God's creation; for example, 

that the whole world was created because of Israel. Here, however, 

find the idea carried to its extreme conclusion: Israel is not only the 

cause of the world's existence, she is also the cause of its ultimate 

salvation.

1. Rashi, Oomm.on IB., p.282 (cf» Neubauer, p«38)« 

2» Quoted in Neubauer, p.42. 

3. £«g. Tanhupa Bereshit, x.



Kinachi has an exceptionally radical approach to the text. He first 

argues, quoting &g.3cviii,20....,the son shall not bear the iniquity of 

the father, neither shall the father bear the iniquity of the son, 

^1**^ a fortiori one man cannot Buffer for another man or one people for 

another people* He continues:

'Here the phrases put into the mouth of the gentiles, 
such as, he has carried our sicknesses etc. , are merely 
the expression of their own thoufhts; it is not 
asserted that Israel actually bore the iniquity of the 
gentiles, but the latter only inline it to be the 
case ?«hen they see, at the time of the [Fin&j) deliverance, 
that the faith which Israel adhered to -was the true one, 
while that which they thon&elves had adhered to was 
false •.••Here, then, they ask: what c&n be the cause of 
the pains endured by Israel in captivity? they cannot 
be attributed to their owi iniquity, for they adhered to 
the truth, whereas we who enjoyed peace,..., wire adhering 
to falsehood; it follows, therefore, that the sickness 
and pain which ought to have fallen upon us has fallen 
upon them, and that they are our ransom and the price of 
our atonement •

The idea of a vicarious suffering of Israel is here reduced to a 

mere projection on the part of the gentiles, who, with a guilty conscience

admit that Israel suffered unjustly what they should have borne instead
as it were, 

and that therefore Israel bore!the price of their atonement.

Finally Ibn T-.«ra f s interpretation. He too explains verse 4 *» 

spoken by the gentiles, who caused Israel to be afflicted with grief 

and sorrow which they should have borne because their religion is 

false* Verse 5 f the chastisement of our peace v.as_upon him, he 

interprets as follows}

•The chastisement was inflicted upon him for the purpose 
of prolonging our peace, as we see; for with hi& stripes 
we are, healed. The meani/if of this verse is: ~od will 
ia i'uture visit those nations that trouble Israel with 
punishnent (cf, Joel iv.21): but at present the 
chastiMoent of our peace is upon him; for it is veil 
knom that lor as long Israel is in exile, the heathen

1. quoted in Neubauer,

2. A.V.Joel iii.21.
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peoples will enjoy happiness; while of the time of our 
deliverance it is predicted: And there will be a time 
of trouble (Dan.xii.1)', 1

Tbn t Era. refers here to the end of time 'when the heathen nations 

•will be punished for what they have done to Israel, while at present, 

while Israel is, as it w>re, still in exile, they enjoy peace and 

prosperity. We remember that Ibn i-zra at tlie beginning of his exposition 

of Is,xl to Ixvi said that these chapters contained a premise for the 

Jewish people in their present exile; this is clearly demonstrated 

here. Nothing is said in his interpretation about Israel's suffering 

for the sake of the gentiles; on the contrary, a tijne of great trouble 

is predicted for them in the last days. Perhaps this explanation 

springs from the hostile attitude towards the Jews which was beginning 

to emerge in his time and the slandering stories which were told about 

the Jewish people, to which he occasionally refers in his couments on 

this chapter.

The comparison of .Andrew's interpretation with those of the Jewish 

commentators has been illuminating in that it illustrates how far he 

was prepared to follow the Jewish point of view. He derived from them 

the idea of explaining this chapter of Israel, and possibly heard something 

about the concept of the vicarious character of the suffering of the 

righteous. He has in common with them the notion of an error of 

judgment as regards the reason for Israel's sufferings, but here 

their interpretations part: Andrew limits the significance of the 

prophetic words strictly to Israel, while the Jev/iah interpreters put 

the text in a much wider perspective, by either seeing Israel 1 * 

sufferings as vicarious for the ^entile nations (Hashi and Joseph Kara), 

or by referring to the final end of all Israel's sorrows and £riefs in 

the last days (ibn t^zra), Andrew does not mention these Jewish

. Ibn iAra, Caan,on Is,, pp,2A2-43,



interpretations and quite deliberately so its seems. For at this point 

he decided firmly that he could not go all the way with them. Perhaps 

he could safely disregard references to Christ here, after *13 he was 

explaining the literal sense; but to disregard Christ's vicarious 

suffering while mentioning the Jewish views of the suffering of Israel, 

even as quite neutral information, must have seemed to him as going a 

little too far. Here Andrew realized that there is a difference 

between saying that certain prophecies can be explained of the Jewish 

Messiah or of Christ, as he had done previously, arid stating that through 

the suffering of Israel peace will be brought to the whole world, which 

he in facts -would have been doing had he followed the Jewish interpretation 

in all its consequences* Therefore^ he makes a conscious choice and 

compromises by avoiding both the Jewish and Christian spiritual 

interpretation and explains,, these texts as only concerning the people 

to whom they were actually spoken. In this context, of course, the 

idea of Israel's suffering as atonement for the sins of the whole 

world is completely out of the question.

7. 'Qblatus est. c:\iasi hostia. ,uia ipse voluit. 
Quia ipsi Domino sic placuit. Non aperuit os eius& 
Ad eontradicendum'. '

Ion Jbzra gives an interesting explanation of the words yet he 

opened not his mouth;

*This requires no explanation; for this is the case with 
every Jew in exile; when he is insulted he dares not 
reply, especially the pious one who devotes himself only 
to the service of God, and does not care for prosperity; 
nor does he knov; any prince or chief from whom to ask for 
assistance, when oppressed by

a. V. suum.

1. Fo. 71c.

2. Ibn ^*ra, Comm.on Is.,pp. 243-44.
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8. *De arxEUstia et de iudicio sublatus est. Tandem, 
miserante Domino, de angustia, id est mentis uixietate, 
et iudicio, id est demnatione sub Gyro, tolletur 1 .^

Andrew interprets the text of the release of the Jews from exile 

under Cyrus. Rashi explains it as a prophecy refeiring to the last 

days, when the gentiles will announce that Israel will be freed from

the anxiety in which she was kept by them, end from the chastisements

2which she had endured. Kimchi gives a rather ambiguous interpretation,

remarking! 'From the coercion of exile, in which he was confined, and 

from the judgment of captivity- when jud-pients were inflicted upon h-* 

from all this he was taken and redeemed*.

''* *--^ d^it latpios pro sepulture, sua et divitem pro 
morte sua. Percussus non interibit, sed irapii et 
divites, Babylonii videlicet iiicreduli et divitiis 
occupati, in sepulturam et mortem pro ep dabuntur. 
Quod est dicere ill! parcetur et ̂ istj^ interibunt. , 
Ipsum dicit daturum, quia causa quare dabuntur erit 1 .

Andrew gives a historical interpretation of this text for which 

there are no Jewish parallels.

id. *Ro quod iniouitatem non fecerit. Hoc pro parte 
bonoinjm. Necgue ^ etc, Ilulusniodi que nisi solis 
convenire electis possunt, electis dicuntur1 .^

Because he had done no violence, neither was any deceit in his 

mouth; these things can only be said of a small number of righteous 

people, according to Andrew. A very rational interpretation.

a. sua not in V.

b. C.illi.

c. C.sicut; V.neque.

1. Fo. 71 c,

2. Rashi, Cam, on Is., p. 283. 

3» Quoted in xJeubauer. p»53.

3. Po.71d.
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1 0. >T:t Dcmlnus voluit conterere eum in infinnitate. 
Etsi bonus, placuit ixroino in infirmitatibus carnis 
ct raultis molestiis. cuibus caro inf<rmatur, ilium 
affligere. bi posuerit aniraam auam pro peccato. 
Si patienter et equo animo pro peccato, non ,:.odo euo 
et etiam alieno, animani suam affligi sustinuerit, 
qui de eo seminati fuerint longevos videbit f .1

The Lord intended to test Israel. and he premised to give a long 

life to her offspring, if she -was prepared to bear patiently her 

soul's afflictions not only for her ovai, but also for other people's 

sins* Andrew still restricts the benefits of the suffering curing 

the exile to the people of Israel onlyj and we can assume that he

understands the peccata aliena as those of the past and future
2 generations of this people. Ibn ;xra takes the last half of the

text as a promise for the messianic age:

f l)e shall see his seed, he shall prolong his days. He 
end his children will enjoy the salvation, which the Lord 
will grant them. This refers to that generation -which 
will return to God, that is, to the law of God, in the 
days of .f.'essiah. '3

11. 'Videbit. Subaudi: quod videre desideravit. POSSUQBIS 
dicere quod de tenebris tribulstionis et carceris eductus 
lumen videbit et intelliget, id est intelligentie dono 
donabitur. Saturobitur. Ctanibus terre bonis usque ad 
satietatera ref icietur. In scientia, uam meo percipiet 
dono. »4

At last Israel will understand why she had to suffer. Andrew does 

not comment on the last part of the text, for he shall bear their 

iniquities a possibly because it seems a repetition of vhat has been 

said earlier on. Kimchi's explanation of -tt»£e words is noteworthy, 

because here he refers without reservation to Israel as atoning for 

the sins of the \vorld: '....and by his righteousness [he] will bear

1. Fo. 71 a.

2. Cf. above pp.25?-25

3. Ibn r-zra, Cqgn.on Is., p.243



261

the iniquities of the gentiles, for by it there will be peace in the 

world, even for the pentiles'.

12. 'Dispertiam ei plurimos. Multos ditioni illius 
subiciam populos et quasi in donativum illi dispertiara. 
Tradidit. Hoc non potest nisi de illis dici qui 
voluntariam prophetarum consilio,a unde ut leconias 
et qui cum eo Babyloniis se tradiderunt, transmigrationem 
subierunt. In mortem. Angustiandarri duris velut mortis 
angustiis. Gum sceleratis reputatus est» Pena 
sceleratorum in carceribus et ergastulis et duris operum 
laboribus promitti et daranati. Pro transgressoribus 
rogavit. Pro illis de populo suo, qui legem Domini trans- 
grediebantur, pars electior, ut in melius conKutarentur, 
Dominum simpliciter rogabat. ,uidam etiam Hebreorum 
totain hanc pericopem super Ysaia interpretantur. '2

Ibn Ezra commented on the first part of verse 12:

'All commentators agree that in this verse the prophet 
speaks of those that die for the unity of God, explaining 
the expression with the great, ... to signify "the prophets" 
and they understand by the strong "the patriarchs". rt'e 
know that this is true, but the subject has no connection 
with the subject of the chapter. I explain it as follows: 
I will certainly give to Israel a portion of the spoil and 
booty taken from many nations.... For. The reward for 
having poured out (his soulj etc. '-^

Ibn Ezra's own interpretation has at first sight much in common

with Andrew's, but on grounds of his previous explanations it is more
that 

probableLhe expects this to happen in the end of time, when many

troubles will come for the gentile nations^ while Andrew refers the 

text to the historical situation of Israel after her return from 

captivity* Most interesting is the next part of his explanation, 

Jeconiah whom he mentions here is identical with Jehoiachin, the king 

of Judah, who was taken prisoner to Babylon in the year 597, together 

with the princes of Judah, the carpenters and smiths. Ginzberg, in

a* C.consilii.
1. Quoted in Neubauer, p«54; cf. above p. 256.
2. Fo. 71cL

3. Ibn Kzra, Comm.on Is.» p. 246.
4. Cf. Jer.xxiv.l and ii Reg.xxiv.15,16.
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hia Legends , mentions a Jewish tradition which records that 

Nebuchadnezzar demanded the surrender of Jehoiachin; if this should 

be refused he would destroy the temple. Since the king did not 

desire that the city of Jerusalem should be exposed to peril for his 

sake, he delivered himself voluntarily to the Babylonian leaders, 

after they had sworn that neither the city nor the people ware to 

suffer any harm. They did not keep their promise, however, and 

shortly afterwards the king, his mother and ten thousand of Jewish 

nobility and scholars were carried away into exile* Although no 

mention is made here of a voluntary transmigration of the exiles, 

we certainly hear about Jehoiachin*s noble surrender of himself, 

which makes it most likely that this was the tradition Andrew had in

mind. In the beginning of the chapter we have already referred to
2 his final remark.

II

In the exposition of this chapter Andrew certainly carried his 

explanation of the literal sense to its extreme consequences. So 

far he had sometimes indicated that certain texts were interpreted of 

Christ by the Christian commentators, in particular where it concerned 

obvious christological prophecies^but no mention is made of such a 

possiblity in the case of the buffering Servant, whom he, without 

hesitation, identifies with either Isaiah or Israel. In view of the 

importance of this chapter for Christian readers this seems odd and 

one can only guess what Andrew's motives were. It may be that he 

thought that if he ignored all references to Christ, it would be

1« L, Ginzberg, ^epends. iv.286 and the sources referred to there, 

2. Cf. abov» p. 247.
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easier for him to give a purely historical interpretation. He likewise 

left out, as we have seen, all allusions to Jewish spiritual 

interpretation, and in so doing he managed to avoid having to decide or 

seeming to decide in favour of either of them. Thus this practice had 

the advantage of making him less liable to be accused of Judaizing. 

At the same time t it illustrates how Andrew carefully selects here the 

information he received from the Jews. Compared with his comments 

on Is.vii.14, "where he sneers at the Jews while actually accepting 

their explanations, his approach to this chapter is more sophisticated. 

The fact that he nowhere, except at the very end and once in a note on 

the text, explicitly refers to the Jewish exegesis and nowhere mentions 

their, for Christians unacceptable, ideas about the vicarious 

character of Israel's sufferings for the sins of the world, may explain 

why Richard of St, Victor chose to attack him on the subject of the 

Blessed Virgin and not on the Suffering Servant. For after all, 

Andrew does here exactly what was expected of him: he expounds the 

chapter according to the letter of the text, taking into account the 

historical background and the people to whom Isaiah addressed his 

words. And it is not until we begin to compare his exposition 

closely with those of the Jewish commentators that we discover exactly 

how deeply he was influenced by their ideas governing the interpretation 

of this chapter, in particular the idea of taking it as referring to 

the people of Israel.

Altogether we have here an interpretation of this well-known 

chapter of Isaiah which is almost inconceivable as written by a 

medieval Christian conmentatorjand we can only regret not knowing what 

the reaction was of his twelfth century contemporaries on reading it.

1. A» we know, xdchard picked out Andrew's interpretation of the Virgin 'i 
conception from many instances: '....in quo nonnulla minus caute posita, 
minus catholice disputata inveni.... 1 (L>e i^jaanuele. Trol., P.L.196, 
601-02). It seems most likely that the Suffering Servant was among 
the nonnulla he had in mind*
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CHAFfER X

Conclusions.

Haying surveyed Andrew's interpretation of exodus and Isaiah, 

are now in a position to make a comparison between the two t and to 

comment on the final outcome of our investigation . As far as the 

first point is concerned, after reading Andrew's cojrmentary on Isaiah 

his interpretation of jcodus seems suddenly to be lacking in depth* 

The comnents are mostly short and limited to the explanation of & 

single word or expression; there are many remarks on grammatical and 

textual problemsjand there is a great concern about the differences 

between the Latin and the Hebrew rendering of the text* Andrew does 

not seem to involve himself much with the material he is dealing v.ith, 

nor with the persons mentioned in the text. Another striking feature 

of this commentary is the large number of borrowings from other 

sources which he inserts into his work. Altogether, his commentary 

on iorodus in comparison with his interpretation of Isaiah gives the 

impression of being original, clever, critical and very interesting 

indeed, but, as Andrew has warned us himself, somewhat superficial. 

It cannot be stressed enough, however, that it is only in comparison 

with his interpretation of Isaiah that his commentary on rjcodus makes 

this impress ion, and that this comparison does not make the latter any 

less valuable as such.

rasw in the commentary on Isaiah, on the other hand, we find that the 

correct rendering of the text and grammatical problems are only of 

secondary importance, and that Andrew is often more concerned \vith the 

meaning of a verse or a passage as a whole than with individual words. 

His comments are mostly of a much more substantial character. He 

becomes more and more involved in his work as he goes on and he also



pays a great deal of attention to the person of Isaiah as the author of 

the book* He depends much less on other sources here than in Exodus, 

mainly, of course, because there were not many available, but also 

because the content of Isaiah lends itself less to the insertion of 

short remarks and definitions taken from elsev.here than iuxodus. .and 

when he turns to the Jews for information, he does so in the first 

place for explanation and not for the text.

The main reason for these different ways of approach is inherent in 

the varying content of the biblical text itself. The prophecies of 

Isaiah demand a more extensive treatment than the chapters of Exodus, 

even in an exclusively literal interpretation. Besides, in Isaiah

we find much intermingling of references to historical and future
Andrew 

events. This meant that when \^- took over interpretations from the

Jewish commentators these were often coloured by their messianic 

expectations, which gave his interpretation a different, or according 

to some Christian theologians, dangerous outlook* Also, in Isaiah 

we come across a great variety of historical events which are closely 

connected with the actions and words of the prophet and need explaining,

more than in Exodus. Lastly, it is not unreasonable to suppose that
exftgetical 

Andrew's interests and/procedure shifted slightly in the course of hia

work ,and that later he gave a wider interpretation to what an exposition 

of the literal sense should and should not include* He became more 

familiar too with the Jewish way of interpreting and was thus able to 

record better and in greater detail what he heard from them; at the 

same time this increasing preoccupation with Jewish exposition took 

to a certain extent the place of his interest in the Hebrew text. All

1. The differences between Exodus and Isaiah are, of course, most 
obvious in his confluents on the prophetical chapters of Isaiah, in 
particular Is.xl to Ixvi. Cf the note* at the end of chapter U, p. 141 
above.
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this makes the comnentary on Isaiah seem, as indeed it is, much more 

a work of a later period P£ his life .when his exegetical methods had 

undergone a considerable development. Perhaps the fact that he was 

working with Jerome *s great commentary in front of him t and that he 

was dealing here with a different type of material made him go about 

his task in a more thoughtful manner; and while there is still the 

same fascination for the Jewish interpretation he became more and more 

aware of the problems involved in the use of Jewish exposition.

One of those problems was that his enthusiasm for the Jewish 

interpretation could easily be explained wrongly. Therefore, it 

seems, Andrew states occasionally that while the Jews interpret 

certain prophecies as referring to their Messiah, '-we 1 interpret them 

of Christ. Thus he indicates that he has no intention whatsoever of 

denying the deeper spiritual explanation of these passages } only he 

is not concerned v/ith them here. Also his rare outbursts against the
»

Jews must be seen in this light. Usually these devices worked, but 

not always, as is shown by Richard of St. Victor's De .£imanuele.

,.hat then was .andrew's attitude towards the Jev.dsh exposition? 

•Ife have seen that throughout his work he adopted almost without 

exception the method of Inserting Jewish explanations without any 

further comment. Rather than intending this to express indifference 

on his part, -hndrew used this method purely to convey his infonnation 

in the most suitable manner possible. And indeed, the very presence 

of so many references to Jewish interpretation in the work of a 

medieval Christian commentator, unaccompanied by derogatory remarks, 

is in itself an indication of the author's sympathies. His 

impartiality and respect for the exposition of the Jev/s are in fact 

one of the most remarkable features of his work. He regards their 

explanation as valid in its own right^ and at times puts their views on 

an equal level with those of the Christian interpreters. As a source
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of information for his explanation of the literal sense of the books of 

the Old lestament they are invaluable, exactly because they kept so 

closely to the text he was explaini/ig. Andrew was not enough of a 

theologian, nor had he the necessary systematic mind to raise the 

complicated question whether the Jews would be able to understand the 

Old Testament prophecies in their full depth, i*it most certainly, if 

questioned on the subject, his reaction would have bean that they were 

intended for both Jews and Christians, and he would possibly have 

argued that the Jews found the significance of the prophecies on the 

level of the literal interpretation, while for the Christians the 

spiritual sense disclosed their deepest meaning. This implies that 

Andrew was not a Judaizer in the sense that he was actually attracted 

to the Jewish religion, his sympathies with them were solely on an 

academic level, although it is not altogether surprising that some of 

his contemporaries did not make such a subtle distinction and rushed 

to the wrong conclusion*

Another problem "was posed by Andrew's own ambiguous concept of 

the content of ' the letter1 and by his lack of discrimination between 

Jewish literal and spiritual interpretation. These weaknesses did not 

become very obvious in his exposition of cjcodus because of the subject 

matter of this book itself, *hich is such that a literal interpretation 

is bound to DC slightly supenicial, while the information he derived .' 

fron Jewish sources was almost by definition purely literal. But with 

Isaiah this became more complicated, for here the Jewish interpretation 

was not always entirely literal, although Andrew still inserts it into 

his comments as part oi his literal explanation... AIA evidently 

messianic interpretation put forward by the JeY*s has for him somehow 

•ore to do with the literal sense than a Christian explanation of the 

same kind, which by the very nature of its references to another 

Testament and the person of Christ seemed to be lurther wnoved from
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the text. This is borne out, for example, by the circumstance that 

all the allusions to a messianic future in Andrew's work refer to 

Jewish expectations, as references to the Christian hopes would be 

out of the question in a literal explanation. At the same time> 

Andrew must have realized, as we said, that some of the Jewish 

interpretations too went beyond the surface of the letter, in 

particular in those cases where he mentions that the text can be 

referred to both Christ and the Jewish Messiah. But he failed to 

draw the consequences of this for his own work, except on one occasion 

(of. below).

His confusion at this point reminds one that Andrew was, after all, 

a pioneer, who had to map out his own territory. It is hardier 

surprising therefore that generally speaking his boundaries are vague; 

that in his enthusiasm to record as much Jewish material as possible he 

took in fact too ranch of this for 'literal* interpretation; and that^, 

certainly in the eyes of his contemporaries he extended the literal 

exposition far beyond its limits. And although it was not until 

St. Thomas that the exact content of the letter was determined, through 

Andrew's work the question was posed more urgently than ever before^ 

and a new interest in the literary sense was aroused. lie opened up a 

whole new field of biblical studies, which was soon to be integrated 

in the programme of the laris schools. Another important aspect of 

the renewing and stimulating influence of -.ndrew was, of course, his 

serious attempt to go back to the original language of the Old Testament 

andV to come to a correct rendering of the Latin text. J?exr, although 

hlB linguistic achievements are not as impressive as his exegetical 

accomplishments as a whole, here too he pointed out the direction in 

which biblical study was to go.

Finally, our investigations have clearly shown a definite 

development in Andrew's own attitude towards his work. While in his
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commentary on Exodus he appeared as a keen collector of information on

the literal sense from all possible available sources, in his

interpretation of Isaiah he selected his material in a much more

thoughtful manner, and his exposition is far more comprehensive. As

far as his recording of Jewish interpretation is concerned, what has

emerged from our study, especially from the chapter on the Suffering

Servant, is that Andrew began to discriminate in retailing what the

Jews told him. On Exodus he seemed to have taken their teaching as

it came, whereas in his exposition of Isaiah he was beginning to sense

that it was sometimes necessary to separate Jewish historical from

Jewish messianic interpretation. Although he did not use this discriminating

faculty by any means to the full, it certainly indicates that he had

become capable of a more accurate appreciation of his Jewish sources»

In this respect, therefore, Andrew's work marks a step forward in the

evaluation of Jewish interpretation by Christian commentators.

In the Prologue to the Prophets Andrew claimed modestly 

that he was working for his own pleasure only, and that 'no one was 

obliged to take his gift 1 . Little could he have guessed , when 

writing these words, how eagerly his 'gift 1 would be accepted and 

how timely, in fact, his presentation of it was. And even nowadays, 

almost 700 years after his death, his 'gift 1 is still well worth 

taking, because it represents a fascinating link in the history of 

biblical interpretation and in the relationship between Jews and 

Christians throughout the ages.
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APPENDIX I

longer extracts from Andrew's cor.'imentaries<,

Exodus i-iii. 11 (l-lS.B.Nat.Lat. 356)*

Iste secundus liber Koysi Hebraice hellesmoth, Grece exodus *b.40c (0.102c) 

dicitur« JFrequens consuetudo Eebreoruo. est voluminibus a 

primis dictionibus ex quibus incipiunt noraina eis itaponere,ut 

bresith,id est in principio, hellesmoth, id est hec sunt nomina, 

vaiecra,id est et vocavit. Exodus Grece, egressug vel exitus 

Latine. Egressus sive exitus liber iste appellatur, quia de 

egressu sive exitu filiorum Israel de Egypto agit. Et quia 

historiam quam prosequi intendit/ in morte loseph terrainando Fo.40d 

(ienesim intenaiserat, cum narrationis series exigeret ut ab 

interaissionis loco inciperet dicens: quo mortuo et universis

' (vs»6), ut corapetentius de exitu filiorua 

Israel de Egypto agat breviter introitum eorundaa in Egyptum 

recapitulat. Qua, domibugo Id est farailiis, uxoribus scilicet 

ac liberis. ^^^i^fon etc. Prirauia omnes filios Lie, 

deinde Beniarain qui de Rachel, post quern filios ancille 

Rachelis, ad ultiiaura filios ancille Lie ponit. Erant oranes 

anime^eorun^qui^egressi sunt de femore_Iacob septuaginta. In 

hac numeri sunma nee uxores, nee filie patilarcharuia, nee ulla 

penitus femina preter Dinaia et Sarara filian Aser, nee 

mancipia si qua habuerint, coniprehenduntur. Omnique cognatione 

ilia. Que scilicet cum lacob in Egyptuia intravit. Erant onnes
/ " 8ianime que egressi sunt d« fenore/lacob septuaginto. Alias: Po.41a- - ^

in septuaginta aninabus ^ftŝ 2^1^_i££°^ ^n ^syptuia. 

Lie triginta tres, eius ancille Zelphe scilicet filii

a-Erant oinnes.....pro sexaginta novem septuaginta positum est, 
follows in P. after Oneribus. Yel portandis, vel onerosis 
operibus (cf. next pagej.

1-Cf. the Gloss ad loc. 

2-Cf. Deut.x.22, slightly oisquoted.
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sexdecia, filii Rachel quatuordecim, filii Bale septesa. Qui 

oanes siaul sunt septuaginta, sed Her et Onan, qui inter filios 

Lie nuaerantur in terra Chanaan mortui in Egyptum non 

descenderunt, Quoaodo ergo in septuaginta aniaabus descendit 

lacoli in Egyptum cum duo eint minus? Si ipse lacofe nuaeretur 

adhuc una aniaa erit ainus; forsitan in loco defunctorua 

due ancille coaputantur si taaen ipse Egyptua intraverint, 

Tel aore Scripture que solidaa nuaeri summaa, quaavis parua 

desit Yel super excrescat, ponere consuevit pro sexaginta 

novea septuaginta positua est. Venite. Locutio est. 

Sapienter_opprimamig eua. Arroganter superbi quod astute 

faciunt sapienter se facere iactant, cum sapientia si proprie 

accipiatur non sit nisi in "bono , quasi diceret: et opprimendo 

prorideaaus n« contra nos multiplicetur et utilitatifcus nostris 

eius oppressio subserviat* Onerilms. Yel portandis, vel 

onerosis operifeus. Edificaverunt ur^es taTiernaculoruaetc. 

Secundua Helsreos vel paupenua, scilicet ut que prius deciles et 

pauperua mansiones erant, operatione Helareorua facte sunt 

fortiores, vel positionum, id est ita fortes ut thesauri regis

ibi reponerentur in custodia pro firaitate loci, sive ante
2 fuerint ±1»± urfees, sive non. Vel urtees talsernaculorua, id est

castrorum, / ita scilicet firnie et aunite sunt ut castra. Fo.41T» 

Qlastetricilpus HeTareorua. 0"bstetrices sunt quas,ut ita dicaa 

ventrariasa dicimus. Quarua dualius que aultis aliis preerant, 

neque enia due sole tanto populo sufficcre poterant, pharao 

iniunxLt ut interemptis Hefereorura raasculis feninas vivificarent. 

Quiteis Deua timentilwis et contra imperiua regis mares conservantilms

feenefecit Deus et edificavit illis doaos, id est in divitiis ._ •
3 vel prole aultiplicavit. Vel illis,id est filiis Israelis

edificavit domos. (Cap.ii) Elegantea. Id est electe forme.

\a- A non-Latin word. Andrew is gallicising; perhaps his O.P. was ventriere.

1-Cf. Cicero, C«J;«gi^s, i,22. 58.

2-Cf. Hugh, Notulae, c. 8 (P.L. 175, 61C); cf. al»ove pp. 72-73- 

5-IVid., c. 8 (P.L. 175, 61D-62A).
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Care c to, Carectua coaprehensivua noaen est sicut coryletua, et 

significat locua ubi carex, acuta scilicet et sparti forraaa habens 

herba crescit. Sorore. Maria secundusi Hebreos. Per crepidinea

alrei. Crtpido dicta est quasi prerupti saxi altitudo. Dicunt
o 

quidaa quod crepido est ripe concavitas. In Hebreo per ripaa
3 alvei. ^£Sfilâ ' Vasculua in quo latebat puer in aodua

fiscelle factua. Papyri one. Loco ubi papyrus, que est genus

iunci crescito ^£y»f So ftoyses hoc nomen ex aos et is compositun

•st. Mos lingua Egyptiaca dicitur aqua, is vero salvatus.

Moyses igitur illi noaen all / eventu inditua est, quia d« aqua Fo.41c

salratus est. Verbum,, Factua more Scripture. Sedit» Mahsit.

Sacerdoti Madian. Principi et sunmati. Solet Scrip tura summaa

hafeentes potestatea sacerdotes appellare, quia sacerdotiua suwrna

potestas erat. Unde dicitur et filii David sacerdotes erant.

Defensis puellis. Constat hoc facto quia non erat solus Moyses,

sed coaites secua habefeat. lethro. Hie et Cineus et Raguel et

Kobab dictus est. luravit. Pactua inivit post multa verba habita
————— 6 •

ad invicem antequaa pactuia accederent, qui hie tacentur. AbY *"~
operibus, propter opera, recordatus est: antropospatos. (Cap.iii)

Cognati sui. In Hebreo nusquam legitur lethro cognatus Moysi, 

sed socer. I'Hnasset. Duxisset. De Biedio ruM. In rubo ideo 

Doainua aiunt Hebrei apparuisse Koysi, ne possent inde sibi 

idolun sculpere ludei; seaper enia Deus idolatrie occasionea
o

recidit. Arderet. Quia totus flarama succensus non coaburetur,

1- Cf. Josephus, Antiquitates, ii, 9.4 (ed.Blatt,p»199).

2- Notulae,c.8 (P.L.175, 62A.).
5- Cf. Rashi ad loc. (ed.Silberaann, i.6).

5-Notulae, c.8 (P.L. 175, 62A).

4-Cf. ii Reg. viii.18.

6- Notulae, c.8 (P.L. 175, 62A).
7- Cf. Du Cange, Glossariua m«diae et infiaae_j.atinitatis,i.304: 

1 antropospatos-'huciana passio attributa Deo 1 .

8- Isidore, Quaestiones ^^^Lj^staraentua, ii.7 (P.L.83,290A); 
cf. above p.73-
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quia nee vaatatus, nee consumptus erat. Terra sane ta. Non 
propter aliud quam propter divinaa presentiam. CalciamentuM 
iutat remorere, quia locus in quo stat sanctus est. Non est 
consuetude ludeis ut sancta loca calciati ingrediantur. Vidi

Compassionis / et misericordie respectu. Fo.41d 

oranes nostro more. Bonam et 

nolle. Id est atundat omnium
dulcedinum et suavitatura copia. Ecce leonam. Loca Chananei etc. 
Scilicet ul»i tot gentes habitant. Ecce spatiosam. De

Gergeseo quandoque tacet, quandoque mentionea facit in
2 Deuteronomio quidea , qui in aliis liferis raro eius recolii^,

quea aiunt Helsrei sponte de terra Chanaan cedens illis 

recessit. Quis sum_egoY Humiliter se excusat indignum se 
tanta legation® et imparun tanto negotio ! , quod ultra suas 
Tires esse cerne bat, iudi cans. Ego ero tecum. A"b iniuria 
lesionis te protegens et que per te minus potens 
adimplens.

Exodus ^l (MS.B.Nat.Lat. 356).

Coartati . losephus dicit quod ex una parte mons Fo.49d (0.106a)
3intransgressileilis, ex altera mare coartafcat eos.

o • -
GlorificaTsor. Id est gloriosus appareto. Trecentos.
In Helareo sexcentos; forsitan trecenti currus electi
erant ot preter illos alii trecenti qui comprehenduntur in
eo quod dicitur quicquid in Egypto curruura_fait.
Forsitan non erant. Verfea sunt dcsperantium, rel
irrisio est. Non erat in Egyptum locus ulii tantus populua

sepeliretur, ideo adduxi/sti nos in solitudinem, ut Fo.50a
suppeteret locus ad nos sepeliendum. Quasi diceret:
non videmus nos ex ducatu. tuo aliud consecutos. Magnalia.

a- V. sexcentos; cf. aTeore p. 78 9 »• 5 • 
P. oni diceret.

1- Notulae, c. 8 (P.L. 175, 62A).

2- E.g. Deut. iii. 14.
5-See for the whole passage Josephus,Antiquitates,ii. 15-16 

(ed.Blatt,pp. 21>16); £f. also aliove pp. 62-65.

Cf . aboTe p. 79 •



274,

Magna et rairafcilia eius opera. Quos nunc Tide tis. In

Helireo planius: ut nunc Tidetis, Tiros scilicet et 

persequentes. Possumus et nostram litteraa ad eundea 

sensua eiponere: quos, id est quales nunc Tidetis, Tiros 

scilicet et persecu tores. Tacebitis. Ut nee etiaa

opus sit Tofeis contra eos agere. Vel taceliitis: 

quiescetis. Quid claaas? Claaorea tacentis intentionea 

d«Totionis et desideriua aaantis appellat, ac si diceret: 

talis deTotio et tanta dilectio, ut exaudiatur,non eget 

longo claaore. Scient» Scire cogentur. Ego. DiscretiTe. 

Tollens_se. De loco ufei erat interposuit se inter 
eiercitus hostium et suorum. Tenebrosa. Egyptiis; 

illuainans Helsreis. giasi_aurus. Alta eta non magis 

ad eos accedere valens, quart si aurus esset; Tel instar 

auri ^ auniens eos a laterifcus at incursu hostiua. 
Vigilia aatutina . Quarta scilicet et ultiaa Tigilia 

noctis. Et. Ea adventante. Ecce respiciens Doainus 

sup er_castra_Egyp tip-rum. Respicit Doainus placatus, 

respicit et iratus. Hunc / respectua tiraens propheta ait: 

Respice in ae et raiserere nei. Respexit Doainus non 

ad salvationea, sed ad perditionea. Super castra 

Egyptiorua. Super eiercitura Egyptiorum et est 

aetonyiaia. Per colurnnaa ignis et nuMs. GraTissiaa 

iaTeriura tenpestate, ut dicit losephus, illos afflirLt

•t in solito tonitruo equos eorua adeo perterruit ut, 

relicto itinere sicco, in aedias undas precipites irent. 

Cre"berriao quoque fulmine currus eorum su"bTertit et 

toonaia partea equitum fulgttris incendio Tastavit. Diluculo. 

Prima lucentis diei parte. Priorea locua. Unde Hefcreis 

transitua concedens in cuaulua sese unda attollens recesserat, 

fugientes Egyptii propter plagaa nubis et ignis que, ut 

supra dixiaus, in eos deseTiebat, occurrentibus aquis 

inToluti sunt. Nullura aoreat cura nube interposita sese

a-P. Tel.

1- Ps. xxlT. 16.
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inricea videre non poterant, cum proficiscerentur filii

Israel, quonodo scire potuerunt Egyptii; vel si mare eos

ingredi viderunt, quomodo viso miraculo a persequendo

non cessaverunt? Facile ex turaultu aoventium sese castrarua

quod proficiscerentur sentire poterant. Quos tanta prius

airacula non raoverant / quominus eos persequerentur, quomodo Fo.50c

hoc miraculo ut a persequendo desisterent moverentur,

cum precipue sese sicut et illos a"bsque periculo per

medias undas sicco vestigio incedere viderent, et

a Domino cor eorum induratum esset, ut eos persequerentur?
SLForsitan etiara ex historiis veterum audierant quod

aliquibus aliquando aliquod mare transi turn pretoierit,

sicut eis, qui cum Alexandro Macedone erant cum Darium

persequeretur, Pamphylium mare divisum/transi turn \

prebuisse narratur, id^oque minus ex eo quod tune

factua est moti sunt. losephus dicit quod dum Egyptii

sese armarent ad persequendum KeTereos per aediun mare,

quod eos iam ingressos viderant, illi festinantes usque ad

oppositum litus pertransierunt; Helarei vero dicunt quod

cum ad medium mare perrentum esset per longam maris

viaa eos o"bliquasse, usque dum intransgressibilea

montem qui ante eos fuerat preterissent, et tune ad •

litus Egypti redisse, Unde postea in desertum Ethan,
2ufci tertia eorum mansio fait venisse leguntur.

Preterea Egyptios/viderunt mortuos super litus maris. Fo.50d

Super illud sine du)»io litus ad quod ipsi pervenerant.

Egyptii, etsi in principio noctis mare intravissent

persequentes Hebreos, non potuissent usque ad vigiliam

matutinaa equinoctialis pene noctis, in ignota via, in

tenefcris nufcis et noctis incessu castrensi, nisi forte '•*.

angustissimum sit, ad mediun eius pervenisse. In vigilia

i • •

a- 0. audierant.......idioque: audierant quod eis, qui cum
Alexandro Kacedone frant cum Darium persequeretur, Pamphyliua 
nare divisum transiturn prebuerit, ideoque.

1- _Cf. Notulae, c. 8 (P.L. 175, 65B,C).

2- Num.xxxiii.l ff.
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na•tutina peiiclitari ceperunt et versus castra fugere; primo 

iLluculo rcdeuntitus aquis ad priorea locuia submersi sunt. 

Gun tribus ferae horis ad litus suum ea qua fugientes 

relocitate festinarent, patet quod prope litus suua 

perierunt. Natura autem maris est ut quicquid infra medium 

perit ad proximum litus proiciat. Cum ergo Egyptios in 

litore maris proiectos et mortuos viderent, verisimile 

Yidetur quod ad idem litus redierunt unde prirao mare 

ingressi sunt. Hanum magnam. Potestatea aagnam.

Exodusjn.1-17 (MS.B.Nat.Lat. 356).

Egp_suia_Dominu8 Deus tuus qui eetuxi. Hoc Fo.56b (l07d) 

non est unum aliquod de preceptis, sed dicit cuius 

precepta sunt. Maximum enim Dei lieneficium 

comsemorat, ut eius legem et aandata libentius 

araplectentur. Non ha"bebis deos alienos coram me. 

In He"breo in Multis locis uM nos hafeenus coram, 

halset contra. Sensus est: non habeas idola et 

imagines d«orum qui sunt alieni a me, nee adoratis deos 

gentium, quod facere est contra me. Idioma «st

Helsree lingue futurum indicative pro presenti
2 imperativi ponere. / Non facies tibi sculptile, Fo.56c

Eiligentius exequitur quod fereviter dixerat* Neque

oranem similitudinea. Hoc volunt qui dam inter idolum

et similitudinem differre, quod idolum ex nullius

rei existentis sinilitudine, ut si quis humanis

membris caput canis aut arietis formet sunptuia, sei

otiose confictum sit. Similitudo rero sit que ex '

imagine rei existentis sit, sicut quando imago

hominis aut avis aut serpentis in aliqua materia
•7

formatur. Sub terra. Vel de magna abysso omnium 

aquaruia matrice, que in terre viscerileus est dicit, vel 

de equoribus et fluminilsus que ripis et litoribus 

subsunt. Non adorabis ea, neque coles. Adorare est

1- Cf. Origen, Hem. 8 in Ex., quoted in the Gloss ad loc.

2- Cf. above p. 81.

5- Cf. Origen, Horn. 8 in Ex., quoted in the Gloss ad loc.
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inclinationea capitis, vel aliquo huiusaodi veneraxi. 

Colere vero est toto mentis affectu et studio ei quod 

colitur aanicipari. 1 Utruaque vetat idolis fieri. Ego 

sura_Doalnu3 Dg^stuus . Non idola. Mortis. Cuius ire

neao resistere potest. ^flotes. A simili illius qui

ex niaio aaore zelat uxoreci suaa,non ferens quod alicui

aliquod sigtiua aaoris demonstret, Dominus po/pulum suua . 5b.56d

zelat, non ferens quod aliquaa cua idolis faailiaritateM

aut fedus incat. Visitans iniquitatera patrua__in filios

in^tertiara_et_quartaii generationea. His verfeis quaa

districtus iudex sit in inimicos, et quam cleraens et

Biisericors in amicos declarat. Non solum de patre cua

peccat ultionea capio, sed in f ilium et nepotea et

pronepotem vindictam extendo, ut non solua de punito

doleat qui peccat, sed quod suis cladis auctor extiterit

graviter crucietur, Sepe etiaa filiorun vel nepotum

nolestius quaa proprios ferre solent cruciatus. Tune

tamen precipue graviter ferunt, cua ipsi ipsorum

cruciatuua causa existunto Ideo usque ad tertiaa et

quartam generationea et non ultra se dicit peccata

patrua in filios vindicaturua, quia usque ad has

generationes vivere solent homines et posteritatea suam

videre, Quidaa totua ad misericordiaa referunt, dicentes

quod peccantibus , etiara his qui Deum oderunt, non statia

in ipsos vel filios ipsoruia ulciscitur, sed usque in tertiaa

vel quartam genera tionea vindictaa differt, / sicut de Fo.57a
"5 

Achab et lehu legimus; in his vero qui aaant eua in

aulta milia extendit misericordiaa suaa. Non est 

iniustitia si Deus teaporaliter punit filiua pro

a-P. om. Dooinus; 0 0 oa. Deus; V. ego sum Doainus Deuo 

b- O.ultor. 

1-Cf. the
2- Cf. Notulae, c. 8 (P.L.175, 68JL). 

iii Reg. xxi.29.
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peccato patris cuius carne est, vel etiam eternaliter si 

renatus non est, vel si iapia patris facta imitator, quia 

talis filius non solum pro suis, sed etiam pro impietatibus 

patris punietur. assuraesnoiaenonini Dei tuiin

Tanun. Secundum preceptum legis in quo periurium 

prohifcetur. In vanum assuoit noiaen Dei qui vel mendaciter, 

vel pro nichilo iurat, cuiusaodi hominen non habeVLt 

Dooinus insontea, sed potius tanquam norlum puniet. 

Sane tif ices. All ooni opere cessando et ceremonias eius 

observando. Honora patrea tuum et matrem tuam. Debitam 

venerationem exhitoendo et necessaria ministrando, iuxta 

quea sensun apostolus dicit: P«sb7t«i 15- honore

hateantur. U t_sis longevus . Id est ut diu vivas. Non 

occides. i4anu, vel mente, vel sul»trahendo auxllium vite

ei cui potes dare. Reos quos iudex occidit, non ipse
2 sed lex qui iufeet occidit. Kon mechaberis. Non cuiliTset

*

miscearis excepto federe matr/aonii; per partem enim totum Fo.57"k

vult intelligi. Non furtua facies. Quamlibet rei aliene

usurpationera quod vitium est rapacitatis interdicit.

Falsuia testimoniuia. Hie omnis falsitas et omne mendacium

prohitetur. Non concupiscss dormim proxlmi tui. Decioum

et ultinma preceptpoia hoc est, cui nonum preceptum

interseritur cum ordinis series exigeret ut preponeretur,

quod est de non desideranda uxore aliena et differt all

eo quod adulteriuia prohilietur, quia ilii actus, hie

desiderium oali resecatur. Secundum Augustinua concupiscentia

uxoris aliene et concupiscentia donus aliene tantum in

peccando differunt, ut illi quod dictum est non concupisces

donuia proximi tui adiuncta sint alia, ei vero quod dictum
••*.

est non concupisces uxorea proxiai tui non sint aliqua 

adiuncta. Nonum preceptum tantum concupiscentiam uxoris 

aliene, decimum vero cuiuslibet alterius rei concupiscentiam 

interdicito

a- P. and 0. oa. Domini.

1-Cf. i Tim. v.17, slightly misquoted.
2-Cf. for the remaining part of the passage Augustine,Quaestiories Ex. 71 

[C.C.S.L. 33t p. 103, 1. 1153). ~
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Isaiah vii. 1-13 (MS.Pea. 45).

Et factua^est. Huiusmodi versiculum naturan Fo.l4b (M.4Bc) 

sequens sic incipit: in diefeus Achaz; frequenter Helarei 

et noster Lucas in sententiarum principiis ponere&t factum estSa 

consueverunt. Dbicumque ponitur sic est ac si diceretur: 

et fuit rel contigit. In^diebus Achaz_filii 0 Afe hoc 

loco usque ad eum: in anno in quo mortuus est rex Achaz, 

que sub Achaz visa vel dicta sunt narrantur. Ascendit* 

Secundum si turn terre. Et non potuerunt debellare earn. 

Hac quidea vice, quando sub Achaz contra earn ascenderunt 

qui prius raagna illam percusserant plaga, defcellare non 

potuerunt. Nuntiaverunt d i vi dicentes. Vel ipsi_ __
reges adversarii, pavoris incutiendi causa, per nuntios 

mandaverunt sic dicentes, vel perfuge, vel si qui 

eonua cua host-ileus erant aoici, vel qui runoribus 

deportandis inserviunt. Requievit Syria super Ephraim. 

^byria\ qui ludam et alias gentes expugnandas laborans 

super decera tribus, que Ephraim a rcge suo Iero"boaia 

dicte sunt, requievit, pacea, fedus et araicitiam cua 

illo coniungens. A facie venti. A presentia venti, vel 

locutio est: a vento scilicet. Rejlictus^est. Vel ad 

norainis interpretationen alludit, lasula enira reliquus

interprets tur, vel quia relictus est a fratre suo Rafesace,
2 qui ad hostes transisse putatur* Ad^extregug.^aqueductus .

Ad finea et extre/aitatem illius aqueductus qui a superiore Po. 14c 

piscina, quod nos vivarium noninaaus, descendebat. Agri 

fullonis. Ager iste unde vicus vel platea nomen trahit, 

inde fullonis forsitan dictus est, quod in eo vel terra 

qua pannis mndificandis et lavandis fullones utuntur

a- C* and M. om. et factum est.

te- C. earn.

c- C. Syrus^ui; M. Syrus super.

1- Is. xiv.28.
2- Cf. Jerorae, Coma.^ in_Es.,xi (C.C.S.L. 73, p.431,1.86); see also

IT Girizber£,~Tl£e~Ha£L"a"da bei den Kirchenvatern 1 ,vi,in Jewish studies 
in raeaory of_Ci.A. Kohut,pp.306-07*
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^
abundabat , rei cardi fullonici ibi nascebantur, vel

fullones eum quandocumque inhabitabant, vel iure 
hereditario possidebant. Vide ut sileas. Nichil quod ad 
rebellandum pertinet agas dicasve. In Exodo siioilis
locutio invenitur: Dominus pugnabit pro vobis, vos autea]_ ——————————————————————— —

Nolitimere ® cor tuumne formidet. Terror,
tiaor, pavor, exattimatio, conturbatio et forraido secundua 
Stoicos hanc habent distantiam, ut terrorem dicant me tun 
concutientera; tLaorem aetum aali appropinquantis; pavorem 
aetua itentem loco moventem; exaiainationem metuia subsequentem
et quasi coaitem pavoris; conturbationea me turn ezcutientem

2cogitata; forraidinem metum permanentea. Hec est istorum,
si proprie accipiantur, differentia; pro se invicem tamen 
poni solent. Rimigantium^i storua. In eo quod fumigantes 
«t non ardentes eos titiones appellat, quod molestiam 
qualemcuiique inferre, sed non deperdere possint innuit. 
In^ira furoris Rasin. Ira, si proprie accipiatur, est

-z
libido puniendi eius qui videatur lesisse iniuria* 
Quoniam autea ira Rasin contra ludam nequaquam iusta 
erat, neque eum iniuriose leguntur lesisse, furoris

Qapposuit, ut euia contra equitatem adversus eos in irarn
exarsisse demons traret. Sensus est: non formidet cor

d tuum ab iniustia regis Rasin filiique Romelie ira»
Eo quod consiliun inierit contra. Versus qui sic incipit 
eo quod consilium, verbi finem capit: non erit istud (vs. ?)•

a- C, abundat. 
b- C. ad quod, 
c- C, non.
d- M. Aram, 
e- &. ibi.

1-Ex. xiv.14.
2- Cicero, Tusculanae^Eisputationes, iv. 8, 19.

>. Ibid., iv. 9, 21.
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Littera sic legitur: Doiainus Deus dicit hcc, que

supponuntur videlicet, non / erit istude Quod quidem Fo.Hd

non dicit propter iustitiam lude, sed propter

iniustitLaa Rasin et filii Roaelie. Et hec dicit

Doiainus quod Syria ceperit malura, o luda, adrersua te

consiliua.o Susciteraus cum, Excitemus a sue securitatis
asomno. Et evellanrus cum ad nos. Si cut virgultum

quod radicitus evellitur, sic ludam cum omnibus que ad 

euia pertinent ad se trahere volunt. In Kebreo coraplaneifflis 

vel adequeiaus. Quod est dicere: omnibus nurorua et 

edificiorua suorum aunimentis ad solum usque complanatis 

•t adequatis trahere eua ad nos, Et exponaans regeia in 

eiedio eius filium Tabeel, Sunt qui putant quod Phacee 

dictus sit filius Tabeel, et hoc sit consilium quod 

Syria et Ephraiia contra ludam inierint, ut luda complanato

Phacee sicut super Ephraiia ita super ludan regnaret.
2Vel quia Tabeel interpretatur "bonus nobis, talea

fe Toluerunt super ludaa regeia ponere, qui bonus illis
et secundua illorum Toluntatem esset* Istud, Quod 

raachiriantur, Non gtalait* Non perseverafeit. Sed caput Syria 

Damascus, Non erit quod illi disponunt, quod lerusalem 

qui caput est civitatua caput et princeps sit Phacee et
QRasin caput Samarie, sed sicut hactenus fait, Damascus

caput et princeps civitatis Syrie et huius caput Rasin.

Et adhuc sezaginta et quinque anni. Non dicit quod a

teapore quo ista dicebat in die^us Achaz usque ad illud

quo EphraiM desineret esse populus Domini sexaginta et

quinque anni restarent, sed quot anni adhuc restarent usque . '

chua complerentur qui omnes a teapore quo prophetare cepit

Osee, qui hoc prius predizit , sexaginta et quinque anni

a- V. avellarauso 
1»- C. noluerunt. 
c- C. secundua. 
d- C. cua. 
e- C. non disit.

1-Cf. Ilin Ezra, Cona. on Is. , p»39«

2-Cf. Rashi, Conm^^on Is. , p. 52
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futuri essent. bi_non^credideritis non perraanebitis. In 

fiebreo non credetur vobis. <^uod non credituri estis que 

dico, indc est quod a neaine credetur vobis, id est quia
Q

scitis vos tales cui nullus credere debeat, ex vobisraet
ipsis alios mentientes, nulli credendua iudicatis. Et

adiecit_Doainus loqui_ad Achaz. Locutus fuit Doninus per

prophetam in superioribus et adiecit superior! locutioni
ut adhuc per eundea illi loqueretur. / Fete tibi signuia etc. Fo. 15a
Ut certuia habeas quod non sit tibi formidandum a duabiis
caudis titionum, pete tibi signuia fieri quo inpetrato
nichil sit quod dubites. A Dord.no Deo tuo. Non ab
idolis quoruia te cultui oancipasti signuia petas, sed a
Domino qui tuus Deus esse debet. give in profundun
inferni, sive in excelsum supra. Inde tibi pete
signuEi fieri, unde a nullo hominura tibi dari possit,
scilicet vel de inferno qui in profundo est, vel de celo
quod in excelso est. Non petaa et non tentabo Dominum,
Ideo non petaia quia hoc esset temp tare Dominum, quod

2 lege prohibeor. Audite er^o donus David. Quia in
petendo signo ex Doraini riandato rex consentire noluit, ad 
populum se propheta conrertit, dicens: vos domus David, 
audite que vobis dicturus sum. Nuaquid parura vobis eit 
molestos esse hominibus, quia nolesti estis et Deo aeo ? 
An est parun vobis quod raihi meique similibus homini'feus 
molesti estis, quos despectui habetis, quod iccirco dico, 
quia etiaa Deo molesti estis a quo signum, etiam iussi, 
petere non vultis. In Hebreo: si parum est vobis quod 
homines fatigatis, quia «t Deum raeum fatigatis. Sensus 
satis unus, licet verba sint diversa.

a- C« facitis. 
1^- C. om. excelsuja, 
c- C, idem. 
d-G. et.
1- Cf. Rashi, Goraia._on_Is. , p. 53«

2- Cf. Deut. vi.16.

>- Cf. above p. 142 ff.
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Et. Id est incircumcisos etiam omnes Fo.TOd 
et immundos reputant; per vias Jerusalem in novissiais 
dietois a Domino restitute nullus, ut asserunt, sicut 
olim incircumcisus pertransifcit. Gratisjrenundati 
«stis, Yos servos meos nullo mini pretio dato 
vobisque nichil in illos peccantikis hastes servitutem 
redigerunto Ergo vos de aanu illonua sine ooni 
pr«tio redimam alosque ulla causa, hoc est quod superius 
dictum est gratis. Calumniatus est. Quasi suum sifei 
vendicare voluit. Nuiaquid_Hihi_est hic_? Cuia populus 
tteus sine causa de terra sua ablatus sit, /quidX ego 
in celo moror et non potius lifcerare meos quo5. inique 
dominatores eorum opprinunt descendendo ? Nostris , ut 
sepe dictum est,de Deo loquens Scriptura sermonilsus 
utitur. Blasphematur. Quando hostes Deum suua populum 
de nanu ipsoruia lifcerare non posse dicelaant, nomen 
Domini blaspheraaTeatur. Die ilia. Literationis sue. 
Tune sciet populus meus quia ego qui quondam per 
prophetas et rainistros loqui sole'eam tune presens adero. 
Quaia pulchri super montes pedes etc. Ipse adero 
presens, et qui adventum meuia antequam veniara prenuntient 
premittam, quorum pedes super montes, ut a longe audianturf 
stantes iocundi «t amaMles, ut ea que pulchra sunt, 
videntifeus erunt. Non ideo dicit annuntiantis et 
predicantis singulariter, quod de uno solo hoc intelligat, 
sed consuetude Scripture est quod de plurifeus intelligit 
nonunquam singulariter dicere. ^p^fPf0̂ ^11121 "tuorum. 
Sufeauditur: audita est. / Speculatores, quos ad Fo.71a 
speculandum Domini adventum super edita terrarua loca 
posueris, veniente Domino alta voce claraalBant et simil cum 
ipso clamore quo ilium adesse significabant, laudaisunt

a- C. qui.
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quia manifest® et aperte videlaunt eua habitatores 

Syon ad can converters » Paravit Dominus T»rachiua» 

Fortitudinea suan qua suos ad se reducet non in 

occulto, sed videntibus cunctis gentifeos faciet, et

salvationera quara ipse facturus est tota usque ad
et finffs 

terainos^suos terra videbit, Recedite, recedite,

esite inde> laperat eis qui in Babylone erunt ut 

inde receclant,......

1- Cf. above p. 238-



285.

APP-NDIX II,

I (acknowledged b orrovdnr s on rxodus) 1

Text

ii.5
iii.12

iii.14
iv.10

iv.24 
iv.25,26

iv.27 
x.21
xii.25
xii.25
xii.42
xiii.18
xiii.21
xiv.2
,xiv.24
xiv.27
xv.10
xv.14
Kv.18
xv. 20

xv. 25
xvi.5

xvi.29

Hufh, Notulae

quidam
alii

quidam
quidfinn 
(ak ash-bam)

quidam

ut tdunt

.-

quosdam
qui putant
cuidam

Josephus, Ant.

Josephus

Josephus
Josephus
Josephus

Josephus

Augustine,
. uaest.iX,

'

bede, i)e 
lab.

•

Various sources

quideou ; 
( 1' rom Hugh «w c\^ *&*• ^ '

alii (Gloss: 
Origen)
alii ?

nostri dicunt: Aug. 
.12 (also in 

H. Taurus)

Isidore
alii (slsidore)
quidam?
dicunt (^Isidore)

secundum leronium 
sec* eodem
sec. Gassiodorum 
(aGloss; Ltrabo)

cuidam v

secundum eos 
(sAndrew ad xvi.5)

. Of. above pp.46-56.
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YABLr KCont.)

Text

i

-il.9

xvii.9
xvii.10

».5
xx. U

jodi.13 
xxili.11

xxiii.15

xxlii.13
=111.19

xxiv.1 
wr.27
XXVi.1

xxvi.4
x*»1.7

xx¥i.19
xxvi.23
xxvii.$

xxvil.S

XXTiii.U

xxxvi.^1
xxxviii.7

.^h. .otula.

quidara

quid^n

ouidesi

fuerunt qui

Jofiephus, Ant.

•

Joserhuv
Joae^hua

Joeephus

Josephus

;Z»

Augustine: .71 
(also in Gloes).

(also in Gloss)

Augustine (wrong­ 
ly attributed)

Augustine: .108 
(also in Gloss/

Au^uatinej .110

Augustine

Tab.

3ed»

uede

Bede

Various sources

apociypha 
scripture,

quidaa (aClosa:
Lrabo)

quideoa (^Jloas:
Origen)
quldamV

seoundum quosdam? 
(Wews?)
quldjun (»Jew6)
sunt quiv (zlh«fO- 
doretue and Jews? )

quidam? ( . ode? )

qpidsa? (Bede?)



TABLE II (acknowledged Jewish borrowings on Exodus).

287*

Chapter Prom other sources Linguistic remarks :jcegetical Matter
Jewish 
Customs

11

iii

iv

yi
x
xii

xiii

(XIV

XV

title: Jerome,
Bede, Gloss

11: Hugh

4: Josephus
2: Isidore, Bede 
R.Maurus, Gloss

22: Hugh=£ashbam

12: Rupert,Gloss 
=iiekilta, Rashi, 
Ibn Ezra

21: Hugh

2:Gloss(Origen)

5:Hugh

2,3

24:

25,26(3 times); 
once

8: Ibn hzra
12: Rashi
10: Rashi, 

Ibn Lzra
24: Talmud, 

iiekil ta

12: Rashi

51

3:refers to xii. 
42=£ashi
l8:Rashi
7
13
1

Prefers to xii.22

27

12: Mekilta, Rashi
13 (tvdce); once [ 13:Rashbam 
Rashi I

14 (twice); 
15'

16 (twice); once 
Rashi
17

16: Mekilta, Rashi

17
18: Targum, Rashi 
25

title

25

9
2

25

3

1. Of. above pp.72-103.
indicates that the text does not belong exclusively to the one column.
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TABLE- Il(Cont. )

Chapter From other sources Linguistic remark* xe^etical flatter Jewish 
Customs

xvi 
xviii
XX

xxl 
xziil

xxvi 
xxvii
xxvii

bunriii

zxxviii

3:Hugh

14( twice); both 
Hugh
30(t7»ice); both 
Hugh
36: Hugh

3 (twice) ;

19tMenachem? 
21 >
4
29
3
7

5(twice); both 
and

13:«Josephus

52

Bashi

7f3ashi
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SRIECT BIBLIQGR/\HIT.

The bibliography does not include as a rule sources which have been 

quoted only once and -.vhich are referred to with dates and place of 

publication in the footnotes, unless they are of importance to the 

understanding of the thesis penerally. The pagan classics Andrew 

refers to are not mentioned specially either. There is a separate 

section for Jewish sources.

I - Manuscript Sources.

Cambridge, MS.Pem.43 (Pembroke College), contaiiiing /Jidrew on Isaiah, 

Jeremiah and Daniel, dating from the thirteenth century. Prom 

St. Edmundsbury. The manuscript is described by M.H.James, 

A descriptive catalogue of the M^S in the library of Pembroke 

College. Cambridge (Cambridge, 1905), pp. 44-45 •

Oxford, MS.kaud.Lat. 103 (Bodleian Library), containing Andrew on the 

Octateuch, Chronicles and kinor Prophets, dating from the middle 

of the thirteenth century. Prom the Cistercian abbey of H>erbach 

near Mainz. Cf. Study, p. 176.

Paris, MP.lfaz. 173 (Bibliothenue Mazarine), containing Andrew on Isaiah 

with the general prologue to the Prophets, dating from the end of 

the twelfth century. Froro St. Victor at Paris. This manuscript 

is incomplete (cf. above p. 104); it is described by A. I olinier, 

Catalogue des manuscrits de la bibliotheoue fcazsrine (Paris, 1883), 

i.60-61.
Paris, MS.B.Nat.Lat. 336 (Bibliotheque Nationale), containing Andrew on 

the Heptateuch, d/ ting from the middle of the twelfth century. 

Probably from the abbey of Beaupre' near Beauvals. Cf. Stucty. 

pp.126 and 175»

II » Patristic and Medieval Authors.

Adwt the Scot, De Tripartite Tabernaculo. i: De Tabernaculo Moysis

in sensu litterali. (P.L. 198). 

Andrew of St, Victor, Cocuientary on the Pentateuch (MSS.B.Nat.Lat.336;

Laud Lat.105). 

" Comntentary on Isaiah (MSb.Pem.43; Vaz.173).
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Andrew of St. Victor, Commentary on Jonah. Edited by A.Penna, 'Andrea
di S.Vittore. II suo comuento a Giona' Biblica, xxxvi (1955), 305-31

" Com entary on ixsclesiastes. dited by G.Calandra, be historica 
Andreae victorini expositione in 'cclesiasten (Palermo, 1948).

* A list of 14&S of Andrew's ccmflentaries is given in S tudy , pp. 175-78* 
His commentaries are also listed in F.Stegnrfiller, uepertoriuia 
biblicum medii aevi. nos. 1295-1 3 29; MS.Laud.Lat. 105 is not 
mentioned however.

" For Andrew see further: Study , ch.iv: 'Andrew of St. Victor 1 , 
pp. 11 2-85 and two articles by J.-iss ^jnalley in Keen. Theol anc. ined.
x (1938), 358-73 and xi (1939), 145-67 (see unaer amalley). Also 
'The Anglo-Norman Chronicle of Wigmore Aboey' , ed. J.C.Dickinson 

and P. T.Ricketts (Trans, ..oolhope Naturalists* Field Club, xxxtx, 
1969, part iii).

Augustine, '.,uaestionum in heptat^uchum Libri VII. II: . uaestiones xodi 

(C.C.S.L., 33).

£ede, De Tabernaeulo ('.L.91).
Gilbert Crispin, Disputatio ludei et Christiani. ed. B.Blumenkranz (Strom. 

Patr. et Med., iii, 1956). A later edition, in which the Jew is 
sho-wn in a much less favourable light, under the title Dialogus 
inter Christlanum et ludaeum de firle crtholica (jH.L.163), is 
wrongly ascribed to v/illem of Champeaux (of . above p. 151 )•

The Gloss . Biblia sacra cum gloaaa ordinaria et Postilla Nicolai ijrrani 
(iyons, 1589), b vols. Used were vol.i for otodus, vol.iv i'or 

Isaiah.
Haimo of Auxerre, Goninentariorum in Isaiam (P.L.116).
Hugo of St. Victor, ^dnotationes elucidatoriae in Pentateuchon (•'. .175). 

11 Pidag.ca.lion de studio legendi. ed. C.h.buttimer (The Catholic 

University of America, c. tudies in medieval and renaissance Latin,

x, 1939).
" De bcripturis et scriptoribiis secris praenotiunculae (P.L. 175). 

Ildefons of Toledo, De viir.initate beatae i.ariae. ed. V. Blanco (Textos

Latinos de las edad media espanola, seccion 3a, 1937). 

Isidore, / t^ioologiarum aivc Originum i ibri /.-.. ed. W.M.Lindsay, Oxford

(1911), 2 vols.
Jerome, Ilber interpretationis Hebralcorum nominum (C.C. ->..,., 72). 

» HebKiic e u^estiqnes in j..ibro Oeneaeos (C.C.b.L.72). 
» OOBpentariorum in TUMJUin : ibri 1-XVJII (C.C.S.L.73 and 73/0. 

Pseudo-Jerome , guacstiones Hebraicae in Libroa 1 egum et Puralipomenon 
.L. 23).
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Josephus, Antiguitates. Edited by tf. Blatt, The Latin Josephus. i:

Introduction and text Antiquities I-V (Copenhagen, 1958). For

the remaining books the edition of the Loeb Classical 'IJ.brL.ry was

used. 

Justin, Dialorue with Trypho. Of, Jus tin Martyr a The Dialogue with

Trypho. transl, etc. A.L.V/illiams (Translations of Christian

Literature, Ser. I, Greek Texts, 1930).
Peter Comestor, Hi scoria Scholastica. Liber ocodi (P.L.198). 
Priscian, Institutionum Gramma ticarum libri XVIII, ed. M. Hertzius

(l^eipzig, 1855-58) 2 vols.

Raban J'aurus, Cornmentaria in jixodum (P.: .108). 
Raymundus Martini, Pufio ridei adversus Mauros et Judaeos. ed. J. de

Voisin (Paris, 1651)
Richard of bt. Victor, JDe htrinanuele (P.L.1^6). 
Rupert of Deutz, In ^xodum comnentaidorum (P.L.167).

" In i-saiani irrophetam (P.L.16?). 
Vulgate, Biblia sacra vulagatae editionis cura monachorum jfibbatiae

pontificiae scncti Hieronymi in urbe Uidinis sancti Benedict!
([icome], 1959).

Ill - Non-Jewish Sources*

A) Primary Sources*
The Bible, Old Testament: the 'Authorized Version'; New Testament:

the New F-nglish Bible.
A / 

Chenu, M.-D», 'Les deux ages de I'allegorisme scripturaire au moyen age 1 ,
Rech.Theol* anc* med*. xviii (1951), 19-28. 

" La TBieplof.T ie au douzieme siecle (iaris, 1957). 

Lubac, H. de, jxerese medievale. les Quatre sens de 1* criture (Paris,

1959-64), A- vols. 
McNally, R.E., The Bible in the early Middle Apes (V/oodstock Papers, iv,

1959). In ^e back the author lists early medieval . . ___

biblical conroentaries with their editions, pp. 89-117. 
Pollit, H.J., 'Some considerations on the structure and sources of Hugh

Of St. Victor's Notes on the Octateuch', Rech.Theol.anc.ined..

xxxiii (1966), 5-38. 
Smalley, B, 'Andrew of Lt. Victor, /bbot of ..igmore: a twelfth century

Hebraist', Rech.Theol.anc.med.. x (1938), 358-73.
* ^ 

" 'The school of Andrew of St. Victor', ech«Theol, anc. med.. xi

(1939), 145-67.



292.

Smalley, B., The study of the Bible in the Middle ;^es (2nd edn., 

Oxford, 1952).

11 'A ccranentary on the "Hebraica" by Herbert of bosham' , Rech.Theol.
anc.ined. t xviii (1951), 29-65. ^ee also under Loewe (IV A). 

L-picq, C., •Fourquoi le moyen afe n'a-t-il pas davantage pratique
I'exegese litterale?', Rev .Us. Phil. The ol. . xxx (1941-42), 169-79. 

Wasselynck, R., 'L'inl'luence de 1'exegeae de S. Gregoire le Grand sur 
les coriBflentaires bibliquea medievaux 1 , 

(1965), 157-204.
" 'La presence des Moralia de ,1. Gregoire le Grand dans les ouvrages de 

morale du ;aie siecle'. hech. Theol.anc.med. . xxxv (1968), 197-240.

B) Secondary sources.
Bible, The^Cambricge History of the bible. ii: 'The V.est from the Fathers

to the Reformation, ed. G. »»'.K. Lampe (Cambridge, 1^69). 
Calandra, F., See under Andrew of Ct. Victor. 
Cavallera, F., Saint Jerome, sa vie et son oeuvre ( opicilegium sacrum

Lovaniense, etudes et documents, i and ii, 1922). Only vol. i
was used. 

Du Cange, C.D., Glossarium mediae et infimae I.atinitatis. ed. L. Favre
(Niort, 1883-87), 10 vols. 

Godefroy, F. , Dictionnaire de 1'ancienne lan/me francalse et de tous ses
dialectes du ix6 au xv® siecle (Paris, 1881-1902), 10 vols. 

Kittel, G. Theolop-isches VoVterbuch zum Neuen Testament, cd. G. Kittel
(Stuttgart, 1933-»«0, i-... Only vol. v \vas used. 

Landgraf, A., '"ur l.ethode der biblischen Textkritlk im 12.Jahrhundert' ,
Biblioa x (1929), 445-74. 

Penna, A., See under Andrew of bt. Victor. 
Galley, B., 'Gilbertus Universalis, bishop of London (1 128-3^) and the

problem of the "Glossa Ordiiiaria" ' , Kech.l<heol.anc.me/d. . vii (1935),
235-62. Continued in Kech.Theol.anc.med. , viii (1936), 24-60 and
under the title 'La Glossa urdinaria, .uelques predecesseurs d'AnseLne
de Laon 1 , ^eoh. Theol.anc.nted. . ix (1937), 365-400. 

11 'Les comnentaires bibli-ues de 1'epoque romaine: glose ordinairc
et gloses perljnees*, Gah.Civt;V^cl. fl iv (1961), 15-22.

11 'Ralph of Flaix on Leviticus', Rech.Theol.anc.med. . xxxv (1968), 35-82. 
" 'An early twelfth-century comnentator on the literal sense of

Leviticus', Rech.aheol.ano.med. . xxxvi (1969), 78-99. 
" 'L'exeg«se biblique du 12 siecle' in .Jitretiens sur la renaissance

du 12e siecle. ed. M. de Gandillao and £. Jeauneau (Paris, 1969).



Southern, 'St. :\nsel . and Gilbert Crispin, abbot of Westminster ', Med.

and Renais. Stud. . iii (1954), 78-115. 
Spicq, G., _.sguisse d'une histoire de I'exe^ese latine au moyen age

{Paris, 1944).

Stegmuller, P., Repertorium biblicum medii aevi (Madrid, 1940-41), 7 vols. 

Walther, H. , Lateinische bprichworter und Lentenzen des • ittelalters

(Munich, 1963-69), 6 vols.

IV - Je-wiah Lourcea

Also works of Christian authors which deal either or not exclusively 

with the history, literature or religion of the Jews are included in 

this section if they were used for information on these aspects of 
their contents.

A) Primary Sources.
i/ 

Altaner, B., 'Zur Kenntnis des Hebraischen im Mittelalter 1 , Mblische

Zeitschrift, xxi (1933), 288-308.* 

Bekor Shor, G. ..alter, Joseph Bechor Schor. der letzte nordlranzbs-i-sche

Bibelexeget (Breslau, 1890)." 

" Sephei- habbenu Yoseph Bekhor ^hori perush *al ha-Torah. ed. J.I.God

(Jerusalem, 1956-60), 3 vols. Used indirectly, 

Berger, S. ^uam notitiam linguae Hebraicae habue runt Chris tiani mediiaftvi

temporibus in Gallia (Nancy-Paris, 1893)*"1

Blumenkran«, B., 'Die jttdischen r3eweisgriinde im Religionsgesprach mit 

den Christen in den christlich-lateinischen ^onderschriften des 5» 

bislJ. Jahrhunderts 1 , iheol.Zeitschr. , iv (1948), 119-47. 

" Juif s _.et Cliretieng. dans le m^nde occidental (etudes Juives, ,iii, 1960). 

" Les auteurs chr-etiens latina du moyen a e sur les Juifs et le

Judaisme (^tudes Juives, ^.v, 

H For the edition of Gilbert Crispin's disputation v/ith a Jew, see

under Gilbert Crispin (section II ). 

Cowley, A.E. , .. concise catalogue of the Hebrew printed books in the

Bodleian library (Oxford, 1929). editions of most of the Hebrew

works referred to in this thesis can be found here. 

Kliezer of Beau^enoy, CoMuentaries on the later prophets by ; . leazar

of l^eau^cnci, i: Isaiah, ed. J.W. Nutt (london, 1879).

introduction with Hebrew text.

1 . Sources marked : , although not always of prljnary importance and 
outdated at times, are mentioned here, as they may serve aa a first 
introduction to Jewish medieval biblical exegesis and Hebrew knowledge 
among Christian coranentators.
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Friedlander, M., bee under Ibn T zra.
Geiger, A., Die nordfrcnzorische xe.retenschule (Leipzig, 1855).*
Ginzberg, L., The i.egends of the Jews (Philadelphia, vol. i-v: 1909-25;

vol. vi: 4th edn., 1939; vol. vii (index): 1946). 
" 'Die Haggada bei den Kirchenvatern, ii: ijcodus' in Livre d'homnare

a la memoire du Dr. C. Poznanski (^arsaw, 1927), PP. 199-216. 
" 'Die Haggada bei den Kirchenvatem, vi: Jjer Kcosnentar aes

Hieronymus zu Jesaja* in Jewish studies in memory of G.A. 1'ohut
(New York, 1935), pp. 279-314. 

Hirsch, S.A., 'arly Fnplish Hebraists: Roger -aeon and his predecessors 1
in A Book of ssays (London, 1905), PP. 1-72.* 

Ibn liizra, The commentary of Ibn Kzra on Isaiah edited and translated by
M. Priedlander (Ibn Kzra iJ.t., i: wigl. transl, 1873; iii:
Hebrew text, 1877). 

" Ibid. ' sseys on the writings of Abraham Ibn zra (Ibn ~sra Lit.,
iv, 1877). 

Jacob ben Reiiben the Kabbanite, J.M. Rosenthal, 'Ixole^onena to a critical
edition of Miiframot ^donai of Jacob ben Reuben', /oa».HC.Jew.Res. •
xxvi (1957), 127-37. 

" Jacob b. Peuben the frabbanite, Milhamoth ha~^hem, ed. J. Rosenthal
(Jerusalem, 1963). Used indirectly.

Kara, Joseph, M. Littmann, Joseph Kara als bchrifterklarer (Breslau, 1687). 
Kimchi, David, The cocmentary of David. Kimhi on Isc.iah. i: chapters

i-xxxix, ed. L.Jinkelstein (Columbia Oriental studies, xix, 1926).
Engl. introduction with Hebrew text. Used was for Is.liii the
Latin edition of C.iLalanimeus, Rab. Davidis Kimchii coeranentarii in
Jesaiam prophetam (Florence, 1774). 

Kimchi, Joseph, L.I.Nenman 'Joseph ben Isaac Kirachi as a religious
controversialist* in Jewish studies in memory of I.Abrahams (New
York, 1927), pp.365-72. 

Levy* A«» i>ie Exegese bei den f'ranzosischen iicraeliten vom 1Qten bis
gum 14ten Jahrhundert (Leipzig, 1873). 

Littmann, I/I., > ee under Kara. 
Loewe, P. 'The mediaeval Christian Hebraists of ngland 1 , Trans.Jew.Hist.

:.oc.l'Jig., xvii (1953), 225-49. "" 
" 'Herbert of Bosham's Conmentary on Jerome's Hebrew Psalter 1 ,

Biblica. xxxiv (1953), Vf-77, 159-92, 275-98. See also under
Smalley (IIIA).



Loewe, i ., 'The Jewish rnidrashim and patristic and scholastic exegesis
of the Bible 1 , Studia Patristica. i, part i (1957), 492-514. 

" 'The "plain" meaning of Scripture in early Jev/ish exegesis', Papers
ol the Institute of Jewish Studies, i (1964), 140-65. 

Mekilta, fcekilta de-Rabbi Ishnael. ed. and transl. J.Z. Lauterbach,
(Philadelphia, 1933-35), 3 vols. /koore 

Neubauer, A«, The fifty-thii-d chapter of Isaiah according; to the Jewish
interpreters. i: Texts by A. Neubauer; ii: Transl. by L.R. Driver
and A. Neubauer (Oxford, 16?0-T7). J*a^vC~* •. kto.v / KJQ 

Newman, L.I., See under Kimchi, Joseph. 
Rahraer, M., Die Hebraischen Traditionen in den ^erken des Hieronyimis

(Breslau, 1861).* 
Rashbam, D. Rosin, R.^amuel b.I eir ulsochrifterklarer (Breslau,

" Commentarium.,..in ientateuchum.,. •, ed. D. Rosin (Breslau, 1881),
Hebrew text; used indirectly. 

Rashi, Pentateuch with Targum Onkelos....and -\ashi*s Commentary. transl.
into Engl. and annotated by M.^osenbaum and A.M.Silbermanri (London,
1946), 2 vols. 

11 Conat.entaiy on Isaiah. Used was the Latin edition of J.i''.Breithaupt,
R. ^alcaiionis^ Jcirchi. UQia.:entarius iiebraicus in I-rophetas .vaiores
et Iviinores. i (Gdttingen, 1713). For a critical Hebrew edition
cf« The commentary of Rashi on the . rophcts and Kagiopraphs• iis
Isajah. ed. 1. Maarsen (Jei\isalem, 1933). 

" Rashi Anniversary Volume, ed. H.L.Ginsberg (ian.Ac.Jew.Res.. Text
and .tudies, i, 1941). 

H H.Hailperin, Rashi and the Christian scholars (Pittsburgh, 1963)
and its review by E.Loewe in R.E.J.. Historic a Judaic a. 4th Ser.,
T.iii, cxxiii (196^0, 537-40, which warns one to read this work
with great circumspicion. 

Rosenthal, L.I.J., 'The study of the Bible in medieval Judaism' in The
Cambridge History of the Bible (Cambridge, 1969), ii.252-79. 

Rosenthal, J.M., bee under Jacob b. Reuben. 
The concino Chumash. ed. A.Cohen (London, 1947). 
Steinschneider, M., 'Christliche Kebraisten, A: ilittela'Jter' ,

Zc-itschrift fur hebraische iiiblioflr&phie. i-ii (1896-97), 50-54.^ 
Strack, H.i. and Jillerbeck, ., Kora-.-entar zum l:euen Testament aus

Talmid und Midrasch (Munich, 1922-23), 4 vols. 
Talmud, The Babylonian Talmud, ed. j-.^pstcin (London, 1935-48), 34 vols.
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