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Introduction

During his life tim e , Honorius Augustodunensis tried  to conceal his 

id e n tity , and he succeeded. Five hundred years o f  scholarship have not 

uncovered the secret o f  the enigmatic presbyter  and sch o lasticus , nor yet 

id e n t if ie d  with certainty the "im perial h i l l "  from which h is  name derives.

The work o f  V . I . J .  F lin t  and M.-O. Garrigues over the past decade has , how

ever, narrowed the f ie ld  o f  inquiry and made possible a fa ir ly  precise  iden

t if ic a t io n  of the in te llec tu al and controversial m ilieu  in  which he wrote. 

From in ternal evidence in  h is  writings and on the basis o f manuscript d is 

t rib u tio n , i t  can be concluded that during the f ir s t  decades o f  the twelfth 

century, he was active somewhere in  the Danube valley , probably at or near 

Regensburg. Both authors agree that he may w ell have been a Benedictine 

monk. Indeed , Valerie F lin t  goes so far  as to suggest that his involvement 

in  the B en ed ictines ’ struggle to preserve their  right to p riestly  service 

and the care o f  souls may be the key to the place and purpose o f  his w o rks .^ 

Both the Benedictines o f  south Germany and their r iv a ls , the Augustinian 

canons, were advocates o f the Gregorian reform. Both aimed at a regulated 

communal l i f e ,  high standards o f c lerical m orality , and the kind of education 

that would equip them for their  chosen rôle as sp iritua l  governors o f  human

it y . The Augustinian canons were secure in  the approval o f the reformist 

papacy and in the venerable authority im plied in their name. The monks o f 

the o ld  Benedictine order were, by contrast, increasingly  hampered by a
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tendency in  the post-Gregorian church to exclude them from pastoral care of

2
the la ity , and by the attractiveness to recruits o f a new and d ifferent  

style of monasticism, exem plified  in the Cistercian  movement. In Germany, 

however, the Benedictines had a tradition  of priestly  service to defend and 

a p articularly  eloquent spokesman for their  cause in Rupert o f  Deutz.

Since the publication  in  1906 of Endres' edition  o f Rupert's  Questio

utrum monachis liceat  p redicare  with Honorius' Quod monachis lic e a t  p redicare ,

scholars have been aware o f  close a f f in it ie s  between the works o f  Rupert and

H o n o riu s .3 Needless to say , both were zealous partisans o f the reform, and

both propounded Gregorian views on the relationship  between ec c les ia stic al

and secular powers. As commentators, both wrote voluminously on the liturgy

and Scripture. Both found occasion to assert that their aim in  w riting  was

to instruct the simple and uneducated. In the context of the local struggle

for pastoral and priestly  r ig h ts , such instructive  w riting  might w ell have

been intended to serve as reference books and catechetical texts for those

monks who, according to Rupert, were also clerics because they were ordained

4
l it e r a t i  and, as such, q u a lif ie d  to teach and preach.

There are, however, some notable d ifferences between the careers and 

reception o f  the two authors. Honorius hints darkly in his  prefaces at 

opposition and attack from envious minds, but his enemies are not readily 

id e n t if ia b le . Moreover, the p rin cipal  targets of his polemical w ritings are 

the targets o f the reform in  general: immoral clerics and presumptuous lay 

powers. By contrast, Rupert's  enemies are not only id en tifia b le  but usually 

members o f  the same factions that opposed his Order: f ir s t ,  the secular 

clergy and Alger of L ièg e , then the magistri o f  the school at Laon, and 

fin ally  Norbert of Xanthen, founder of the Prem onstratensians.^  Honorius 

clearly  upheld the right o f monks to preach, but he could also conclude, in  

the Lib ellu s  X II  questionum, that the order o f canons regular was higher in  

d ignity  than monastic o r d e r s .^  Surviving manuscripts o f  each author's  works 

suggest a sim ilar  p attern . Both were strongly represented in  Benedictine 

houses, as might be expected. Out o f  a total 215 manuscripts o f  Rupert's 

works, 59 are from Benedictine l ib r a r ie s . Ninety-four of the altogether 265 

twelfth-century manuscripts o f  Honorius' works can be traced to a Benedictine 

establishm ent. Only 11 manuscripts o f Rupert's works were found in  Augus- 

tinian  libraries  and four in  Prem onstratensian. By contrast, 37 o f  the 

twelfth-centiiry manuscripts o f  Honorius' works can be traced to Augustinian 

houses and 18 to Prem onstratensian.^ Some of Honorius’ works —  notably the 

Elucidarium  —  are found in  m iscellaneous compendia o f  exeg etical , d idactic , 

and sp ir itu a l  works that Valerie  F lin t  names "pastoral codices" and id e n tifie s



as handbooks o f the kind  that would be useful to those who were directly
0

engaged in  pastoral care. O ften , Honorius* works are bound with sententiae 

of the sort that spread from Laon and sometimes with abbreviations of Hugh 

of St V ic t o r 's  De Area Noe. One looks in  vain for a comparable treatment of 

Rupert's w rit in gs .

Never quite unambiguous in  his allegiances or his readership , Honorius 

remains a problem figure in  the in te llectu al history o f  the early  twelfth 

century. As Valerie F lin t  concludes in her paper on the place and purpose 

of his works, he did  his job so well that he provided m aterial not only for
9

the Benedictines but also for their rivals  and c r it ic s . His stated  aims and 

chosen topics are, indeed , as close to those o f  the Augustinian canon, Hugh 

o f  St V ictor , as they are to the authorship o f  the Benedictine R upert.^0 

In it ia l l y , modern scholars have treated Honorius as an egregious magpie, 

rather than as an o r ig in al  thinker, because o f the variety of his sources and 

the apparently haphazard use he made o f  them. Recently, V alerie  F lin t  has 

suggested that his use o f  sources in  an encyclopedic work like  the Imago Mundi 

was motivated by a "d esire  to introduce c larity  into areas o f  extreme con

fu s io n ,"  and that the s im plicity  o f  his style masks a complex method of 

c o m p o s it io n .^  In  the present paper, I  propose to extend the question o f

Honorius' method o f  composition to one o f  h is  exegetical p ie c e s , the Neocosmos,
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or commentary on the hexaemeron, because it  lends i t s e l f  to comparison with 

hexaemeral works by several other authors o f  his generation, including  Rupert 

o f  Deutz and Hugh o f  St  V ictor .

De Neocosmo

The Neocosmos consists o f two d istin c t  p a r t s .^  In  the f ir s t , Honorius

proceeds from an introductory accessus ad auctorem  through a verse-by-verse

exegesis o f Genesis 1 on the l ite r a l  le v e l . To t h is , he adds a summary

interpretation  o f  the s ix  days as s ix  ages o f  world h isto ry . The second

part he describes as an abbreviation o f  A ugustinefs opinions on the s ix  days,

and presents in  the form o f  another, self- contained hexaemeron. Both sections

of the work are w ritten  in  rhyming prose.

In an introductory statem ent, Honorius indicates that his treatise  is  an

elucidarium  o f  the hexaemeron, or six-day work, written for a group o f  people
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who have requested the most eminent interpretation  ad litteram  o f  that text . 

C h aracteristically , he aims to produce c la r ity , for the b enefit  o f  simple 

folk (sim plices ) ,  where e a r lie r  a m ultiplicity  o f  interpretations and diverse 

opinions are blamed for causing confusion. His accessus then begins with the 

abrupt question : " In  the f ir s t  p lace , i t  may be asked, why did  Moses write



about the fa ll  of man, but suppress the fa ll  o f  the a n g e l s ? H o n o r i u s  

answers that every author structures his work with a view to harmonious 

presentation , so that the material may match the intentio n . Moses, too, 

should be understood to have tailored  his  material to f it  his  intention , 

omitting the creation and fa ll  of the angels because these are extraneous to 

his  plan o f  w riting  "a  fig ura i account o f the restoration o f humankind through 

C h r is t ." * ^  Thus, although the lite r a l  sense of the text is a narrative of 

creation , it  must be recognized to contain a second, typological meaning, 

since Moses "sets down nothing except what corresponds fig urally  to Christ or 

the Church . " ' * ' ' 7 For example, the opening words o f  the text , In  principio  

. . . , are seen as an assertion  not only that a ll  things were created in  

Christ as principle  but also that in Christ  a ll  things are subsequently to 

be restored. S im ilarly , Honorius expla in s , the culmination o f  Moses' nar

rative in  the liberation  of Israel from Pharaoh and their  entry into the 

promised land s ignify  the liberation  o f believers by Christ  and the eventual 

culmination o f  salvation  h isto ry , when the Church w ill  have entered its 

promised land.

I t  is customary in the accessus  to describe an author 's  in te n t io ,

19
m ateria, and modus tractan di . Having stated  his  views on the author s 

in tentio  —  and, by im plication , narrative modus tractandi —  Honorius makes 

a b r ie f  but complex statement about m ateria :

. . . His m aterial is this sensible  world, into  which humanity was

thrust after  the f a l l ,  and the advent of the Only-Begotten of God

20
into this world, maker of the world and liberato r  of humankind.

The term materia is  used here in  a double sense, both to mean literary  matter

and as a punning reference to the matter from which the sensible  world

(s e n s ilis  mundi) was created. I n it ia l l y , Honorius combines i t  with a neo-

platonic  notion o f the s o u l 's  fa ll  into corporeality , but proceeds, through a

series of p a r a lle ls , to show how Moses’ narratives o f a material creation

and h isto rical  events contain and prefigure the s p ir itu a l  liberation  achieved

by C hrist . Thus, the passover lamb of the exodus prefigures the sacrifice  o f

C h rist , while the sacrifices  prescribed  by the Law prefigure his  sacraments.

S im ilarly , the New Testament is the continuation and completion o f  the Old ,

because it  provides the solution  to mysteries presented in  the O ld  Testament

narrative and laws. Arguing from the tradition  that places John fir s t  in the

21
New Testament canon, Honorius finds further evidence, in  the opening verses 

o f Genesis and John 's  Gospel, for a progressive unfolding o f p arallel meanings.



since the In  p rin cip io  . . . o f  each Testament may be taken to indicate  that

both bear witness to the consubstantiality  and co-equality o f  the Son with

the Father. Honorius, moreover, would have it  that although the prophet

Moses refers to the Son as the p rinciple  in  which a ll things were created,

John the apostle speaks more precisely  of the Father as p r in cip le , the Son

remaining eternally  and co-equally in  him, and a ll things made through the
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Son. From there, he goes smoothly on to quote the remainder o f the f ir s t  

verse of Genesis (Et S p ir itu s  Domini ferebatur super aquas) ,  which was 

trad itionally  understood to refer to the third person o f  the T r in ity . With 

that, he has introduced the divine author o f  the work he is  about to elucidate :

To God the Father is  ascribed the creation o f the w orld, to the

Son, the d isp o sitio n , and to the S p ir it  the v iv ific at io n  or oma-

23
mentation o f  a ll things .

Honorius* a cc essu s , although b r ie f , is  remarkably complex. I t  introduces 

a human author, Moses, and prepares the reader to expect in  the text a double 

sense, liter a l  and fig u r a tiv e , corresponding to the double Testament, Old 

and New. At the same tim e, i t  leads up to recognition o f  the divine  author, 

by whom, as we sh all  see , the reader w ill  fin d  that the world was doubly 

created, corporeally and s p ir it u a lly , or in  ways that correspond not only to 

sense perception but also to angelic  or sp ir itua l  perception .

At this p o in t , Honorius announces the beginning o f his l it e r a l  exposition  

o f the text (S im pliciter  autem s ic  ad litteram  exponitur  . . .) and turns to 

an interpretation  o f key words and phrases. He does not quote the text word 

by word, but proceeds in  a manner which suggests that he could assume that 

his  readers had the relevant passage at hand and would refer  to i t .  Through

out, he remains on the l it e r a l  and material lev el , as may be seen in  his  

interpretation , once a ga in , o f  In  principio  . . . .  On the lite r a l  lev el , 

the creation o f  heaven and earth in  principio  s ig n ifie s  the simultaneous (in  

momento) creation  o f  a ll  th ings , both corporeal and incorporeal. "Heaven" is

to be understood as the name for incorporeal creation , including  angels "and
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a l l  s p ir itu a l  beings which are not v isib le  to u s ."  "Earth" is  the word for 

corporeal creation , including  the corporeal heavens, and a ll  things percep

tible  to the senses . A ltern ativ ely , Honorius adds, In  principio  . . . may 

indicate  that the creation o f  heaven and earth was prior in  time to the 

creation o f  other th ing s , since i t  is  described as happening f ir s t . The 

earth , or corporeal creature, is said  to have been "empty and void" since  i t  

was empty o f  fruits  and void o f  anim als. By contrast, the upper heaven, or



s p ir itu a l  realm, must be understood to have been fully  populated with angels

as soon as i t  was created. Following Bede, Honorius id en tifies  the angels
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with the morning stars and sons of God in Job 3 8 :7 .  He then parallels

their praise  of God's created work in the beginning with praises sung by the

26
"evening s t a r s ,"  or elect human beings g lo r if ie d  in the resurrection . As 

we shall see , this interpretation  o f  heaven and its  inhabitants becomes the 

key to Honorius' second, or A ugustinian , hexaemeron.

A fter  these prelim inaries , Honorius proceeds, from phrase to phrase of 

the text , into an account o f  the formation of earth , or the corporeal realm.

In his exegesis of Genesis 1 :2  (Et tenebrae erant super faciem  a b y s s i ) , he 

id e n tifie s  the shadowy mass described  in  the text as chaos, or the unformed 

matter from which the world was shaped. Nevertheless, he grants that the 

elements were not entirely  in d istin c t  or formless but confused and in te r 

m ingled: darkness prevailed  because "f ir e  was hidden in  stones and ir o n ";

the surface of the earth it s e l f  was covered by water and had "the same
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appearance as it  has now under the depths o f  the o c e a n ." The hexaemeron 

relates that to this confused mass of elements came the formative commands 

o f  the Creator. Honorius points out that where the text reads, Dixit  Deus 

. . . i t  must be understood to speak "according to our m anner," using e ffe c 

tive commands as a way of expressing the creation o f a ll things in  the divine 

Word. Through this Word, the physical process o f formation advanced in 

orderly stages. Thus, the f ir s t  word o f  creation produced corporeal light  

by releasing  the element of fire  into the world. That element shone out 

with a kind  o f  pre-dawn glow in  the prim ordial waters, illum ining them as the 

sun illum ines a ir . I t  c ircled  the earth , thereby producing the twenty-four 

hour day, with twelve hours o f  l ig h t  on one side o f the earth , followed by 

twelve hours o f darkness, or the d iv isio n  between lig ht  and dark in  the 

Genesis text . Like the Word of command, both the commendation and the naming 

of things on this and each successive day are interpreted as expressions used 

to guide the rational creature into understanding. Thus, the commendation 

of lig ht  is  intended to teach him that "a l l  things are good, that he perceives 

through l i g h t ."  F in ally , Honorius urges his readers to note (Notandum autem 

. . .) that the prim ordial day has a sp ec ia l , figurai sense, since i t  is to
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be id e n tifie d  with C h rist , the "true l i g h t ,"  source and end o f a ll  creation .

Honorius continues h is  exegesis of the hexaemeron with a series of 

physical interpretations for the creative command and e ffect  of each success

ive day. He relies prim arily on Bede, as Crouse has noted, but draws for

his account o f the second day on Josephus' interpretation  o f the firmament

29
as a s o lid ific a tio n  of the upper waters into crystalline  density .
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Subs e q uent developments are treated as natural results produced when the 

e l e ments were releas e d and freely sought their proper places. Thus, the 

wate r c ycle is describe d and explained as an effect of the positions and 

r e lationship among the four elements. As soon as the waters had receded 

from the earth, the earth produced vegetation according to the command of 

God and very much in the s ame manner that it renews itself each year in 

spring. 

The Genesis text relate s that the heavenly luminaries were made on the 

f o urth day (Genesis 1:14-18). Honorius begins his interpretation of this 

p as s age with a brief a c count of the placement of sun, moon, and stars, but 

inte rrupts himself to draw the r e aders' attention (Notandum autem . .. ) to 

the s eries of ternaries that appear in the creation narrative and serve to 

s how that all things were brought to perfection through the Trinity: "For 

the elements were perfecte d in three days, and in three days the things that 

follow them were perfected. ,,30 He then offers a sununary of the hexaemeral 

wo rk understood as a series of transformations produced in the elements, 

before proceeding to give an account of the fourth, fifth, and sixth days. 

In thi s way, he takes his readers beyond the littera of the scriptural text 

to a theological interpretation of the sensible world itself. By treating 

air as an intermediate stage between the elements of fire and water, he 

reduces the number of principal elements to three. These, accordingly, 

mirror the triune nature of God and make up a kind of material trinity from 

which corporeal natures derive and on which they are founded.
3l 

In the section that follows, each item is described in terms of its 

physical source, nature, and purpose, within the order of creation. When he 

comes to Genesis 1:20 (Producant aquae reptilia et volatilia) , Honorius 

comments: 

Here Scripture discloses, why the Spirit of God brooded over the 

waters; doubtless, because he wished to produce living things from 

that element first, and to make the whole mixture fruitful.
32 

Fish and reptiles were given their ordained place in the waters, but birds 

were sent to inhabit the lower air, a region that Honorius identifies with 

the element water and distinguishes from the upper air, or aether, which is 

more akin to fire. 

Once the two kinds of water animals and three kinds of land animals are 

in place, everything necessary for human existence is prepared, and the human 

creature itself is produced from earth to govern earthly creature s. Honorius 
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interprets the words "image and likeness" to indicate that the hwnan being 

has a peculiarly double nature, since it is a "celestial animal" distinct 

from other living things through reason and intellect.
33 

Moreover, the human 

being occupies a unique position and exists for a unique purpose in the 

universe, insofar as he participates in some aspect of every creature and is 

destined to participate, at the Incarnation, in the life of the Creator: 

Because God decided to be joined to him at some time, he gave him 

participation in every creature: namely, to discern with the angels, 

to feel with the animals, to grow with grass and trees, to be with 
34 

stones. 

All creation, in Honorius' interpretation, co-existed in peaceful vegetarian 

harmony before the Fall. Man's fall, however, disrupted both the corporeal 

and the spiritual order, and, as Honorius describes it, produced something 

like a second, evil creation of poisonous herbs, sterile trees, and carni

vorous habits among the animals.
35 

By implication, therefore, the union of 

Creator with creature in the Incarnation of Christ marks the beginning of a 

process of restoration destined ultimately to include and reintegrate all of 

material creation. 

Honorius concludes his exposition ad litteram with an explanation of the 

liturgical and figural significance of the seventh day in comparison to the 

first, or eighth, day: 

God the Father decreed that the seventh day be celebrated by the 

ancient people; but God the Son made the eighth, which is the first, 

[a day] to be observed by the new people.
36 

Figurally, the seventh day is interpreted to mean the rest of the just -

their bodies buried, their souls in heaven -- before the day of jUdgment, 

while the eighth day represents eternity beyond creation and time. Further

more, the seven days are taken to parallel the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit 

(Isaiah 11:1-3), while the octave parallels the beatitudes (Matt. 5:3-10). 

Significantly, in view of Honorius' dualisms, the seven gifts are drawn from 

an Old Testament text and are associated with the condition of souls within 

time and the present order, while the Beatitudes, drawn from a New Testament 

passage, are associated with eternity and an utterly new dispensation. 

These comparisons lead into a summary allegorical interpretation of 

each of the seven days as an age of world history, based on the version found 

in Bede's Genesis commentary.37 The passage serves as a bridge between 



Honorius' f ir s t  and second hexaemeron and signals a transition  from the 

m aterial and temporal aspect o f creation , to creation from the point o f  view 

of e tern ity .

Honorius announces the beginning o f  h is  second, or  Augustinian , hexaem

eron by advising  the reader that he w ill  state A ugu stine 's  teachings as 

b r ie fly  as he can, adapting them to his own style for ease o f understanding. 

What he then p resen ts , proves to be a fa ir ly  free adaptation o f some of the

p rin cip a l  thoughts in A ugustine 's  De Genesi ad litteram  and Confessiones 12
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to 1 3 , selectiv ely  combined. Once again , he o ffers  an interpretation  o f  

In  p r in cip io  . . . ,  this  time explaining  that the principium  in  which a ll  

things were created is  to be id en tified  as the Son, or divine Wisdom. In 

the Son , God the Father created both s p ir itu a l  and corporeal beings sim ul

taneously, as the texts o f  Ecclesiasticus 1 8 :1  and John 1:3-4 would appear 

to in d ic ate . These texts , Honorius continues, must be understood to mean

that "a l l  that was subsequently made, m aterially and form ally, always existed
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in the Word o f  God, causally  and by p red e stin a tio n ."  The ostensibly  

Augustinian  in te rp reta tio n , therefore, is  to be an interpretation  o f  creation 

"cau sally  and by p r e d e s t in a t io n ,"  or creation at  the in te ll ig ib le  level o f  

the pre- existent Word presented to angelic  and s p ir itu a l  cognition.

"Heaven" and "e a r th " remain the comprehensive names for a ll creatures, 

but Honorius ' concern is  now with the angelic  nature. It  should not be 

supposed, he continues , that any insensible  nature was produced by God before 

the creation  o f  the ang els , since every sensible  nature is  sa id  to be more 

worthy than the in s e n s ib le . For this reason, the creation o f  angels is 

understood to be im plied  in  the production of "heaven" at the beginning o f 

creation , since  this heaven is  to be id e n tifie d  with the heaven o f  heavens 

that is  the dwelling-place o f  God, rather than the corporeal heavens des

cribed later  on in  the text . "E a rt h ," described in  the Genesis text as 

"formless and v o i d ,"  is  to be understood as the corporeal creature, causally 

posited  in  the Word o f  God, but as yet unformed. When the S p ir it  moves over 

the waters o f  this "e a r t h ,"  his action is to be understood as the d is t in c 

tion into  forms o f  a ll  things that God decided to create from the primordial

40
mixture o f  the elem ents.

The Genesis text treats creation as a series o f  consecutive developments; 

the lev el on which Honorius now seeks to interpret i t  i s ,  however, that o f  

eternity  and angelic  cognition , scarcely comprehensible or expressible  in  

human terms:



I t  should , indeed, be understood that God did  not f ir s t  make the 

m atter, and then the form, but brought forth everything sim ul

taneously formed, as the song proceeds together with the voice. 

Moreover, that this or that is said  to have been made on such and 

such a day, is sa id  in our manner —  by whom i t  is scarcely under

stood , that he is described as having made a ll things simultaneous-

1 41 ly.

The problem is complicated by the d iffer in g  relations to time o f  the c elestia l 

or angelic  nature and the corporeal nature called "e a r t h ."  The length of 

time that passed between the creation of the angels and the creation of this 

world cannot be humanly calculated , in  Honorius' o p in io n , since time began 

with the m aterial world and is measured by the alternation  of seasons and 

other perceptible changes in  material creatures. Honorius therefore rejects 

the notion that the im m aterial, angelic  nature began with the corporeal 

world. Instead , i t  pre-existed the earth and was present, according to
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Honorius' chosen interpretation  of Job 3 8 :7 , at the founding o f  the world.

The creation  of lig h t , accordingly , receives a quite d ifferen t  in ter

pretation from the one proposed in  Honorius' f ir s t  hexaemeron, where it  was 

a physical e ffec t  in  the ordering of the elements. Here , the lig ht  is iden

t if ie d  as an aspect o f angelic  cognition, the in te ll ig ib le  lig ht  produced 

by God for illum ination  of the angelic  in te llec t :

Therefore, God said  "Let  there be lig h t" when he illum ined  the

angels with the light o f  wisdom. For this is the b r illia n c e  o f

eternal l ig h t . But "there was lig h t " when they recognized that

God had already made a ll things in  his Wisdom, which were as yet

to come: in  him, they were already seeing all the causes and

reasons o f  th ings . "And God saw that i t  was good" —  namely, that

they d istinguished  the Creator from the creature, and loved,

43
p raising  the Creator, disdaining  the creature.

Just  as the lig h t  produced on the f ir s t  day is now interpreted  as a 

s p ir itu a l  and not a corporeal e ffe c t , so also the d iv isio n  o f  lig h t  from 

darkness is not a physical alternation  o f corporeal l ig h t  and shadow, but 

a d ivisio n  between the formed, in te llig ib le  creature and the unformed creature 

or m aterial world. The angels, Honorius explains , are named "day " because 

their nature is  the eternal day o f  the heavenly and post-resurrection realm. 

The corporeal creature, by contrast, is called  "n i g h t ,” since "every cor

poreal creature, i f  compared to the sp ir itu a l , is rightly  called  shadows.



At this p o int , Honorius notes that the day is called  "day one" in  the 

text, rather than "the  f ir s t  d a y ."  The unusual term indicates the eternal 

nature o f that day, understood as the angelic  condition and the condition

o f the saints  who w ill  become equal with the angels after  the resurrection .

This thought sends Honorius into a digression  in which he poses and answers

the question , "What is the kingdom o f  heaven, or what reward w ill  be given
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there to the sp irits  o f  the b lessed?" His answer provides a key to under

standing h is  order o f presentation  and juxtaposition  o f two apparently contra

dictory interpretations o f the hexaemeral t ext . The reader is  advised that 

the splendours o f  the kingdom of heaven are not to be imagined as corporeal 

d elig h ts , but must be understood as sp iritual  beatitude found in  the con

templation o f  God. For this reason, the "d a y "  enjoyed by the angels , and to 

be enjoyed by the sa in ts , is the condition of those who experience the 

perpetual vision  o f  God. According to the text , i t  has an evening and a 

morning, which Honorius explains as a d istinctio n  between the angelic nature

or condition considered in  i t s e l f ,  and the same nature or condition "when i t

47
bursts forth in  p raise  o f the Creator for the marvellous c rea tio n ."

Honorius' f ir s t  hexaemeron was an interpretation  o f the Genesis text 

from the p oint  o f  view o f  human beings who are yet to be redeemed or lib erated ; 

following the example o f  the prophetic author, he omitted references to the 

angelic  nature, condition , and cognition . Here, however, his commentary is 

concerned with creation as i t  is  s p ir itu a lly  perceived by the angels, or from 

the p oint  o f  view that redeemed human beings w ill  share with the angels after  

the resurrection , a fter  lib era tio n , and a fter  the history that Moses is said  

to relate  figurally  in  the Pentateuch. His interpretation  has , accordingly, 

proceeded through two stages , from the elementary —  in  both senses o f the 

word —  to the s p ir itu a l  or advanced. In  this  arrangement, he follows a 

method corresponding to what he sees as the multiple senses o f  Scripture and 

the steps by which these become accessible to the reader:

Sacred Scripture conforms it s e l f  to the intellects  o f human beings 

as a mother does to the habits o f  children , or wax to the reversed 

impression o f  s ea ls . For i t  moves at a mother's pace with the slow, 

flie s  to the heights with the capable, laughs from the summit at 

the proud, ter r ifie s  the attentive with profundity , feeds the great 

with truth, nourishes the small with  gentleness.

This [text], therefore, t e lls  the wise that God created all 

things sim ultaneously in  one day , relates to slower [minds] that 

God completed h is  work in s ix  days. By the capable i t  i s ,  indeed.



scarcely understood, that God is said  to have created everything

simultaneously in  one day -- or rather, in the wink o f  an eye. By

the slower ones, however, it  is easily  grasped -- as an apple is

eaten in sections by small children -- how everything is  said  to
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have been completely created in  s ix  days.

In  e f fe c t , the meaning of a text expands in  relation  to the capacities 

of its  readers, and Honorius' exposition o f  Genesis has been arranged accord

ingly , with an eye to the presumably expanding capacities o f his own audience. 

F ir s t , he takes them through an elementary exposition at the sim ple, m aterial 

level of nature and h istory , but then moves on to the advanced level o f  the 

in t e l l ig ib le s . Having equipped his readers for the task o f understanding 

simultaneous creation in  terms of a single day of in te llec tu al  illum ination , 

he proceeds to explain  the symbolic significance  of the number o f  days re

corded in  the litte ra  o f  the text . God is  said  to have completed h is  work 

in s ix  days, because o f  the perfection  implied in the number s ix .  Since one 

plus two plus three make s ix , s ix  may be broken down into unity , the b inary , 

and the ternary, and then reconstituted from them. The s ig n ific a nc e  of this 

arithm etical rule is understood to have motivated both the prophetic author
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and the philosopher Plato , whose Timaeus happens to begin with those numbers. 

Using the symbolic values of unity , the b inary , and the ternary, Honorius 

then launches into  a complex account o f the s ignificance  of the number s ix , 

linking  it  to a theory o f  emanation and return both in the cosmic order and 

in relations among the persons o f  the T r in it y .^  The passage roughly p arallels  

his e a rlier  d igression  on ternaries in the material world and a trin ity  of 

the elements, but has moved from the corporeal realm to the purely in t e l l ig 

ib le  level o f number.

A fter  these lengthy, explanatory digressions , Honorius returns to his 

text, taking  up the production of the firmament on the second day. When the 

text reads D ix it  Deus . . . , i t  is to be interpreted  as saying that he con

stitu ted , eternally  in  the Word, what the creature was to b e . The phrase 

Et factum est i t a ,  s ig n if ie s , in turn, the angelic  cognition, by which the 

angels perceived , subsisting  in the Word o f  God, what was as yet to be 

created in  m aterial fact . Evening and morning are interpreted  as two aspects 

of the angelic  cognition, namely, in its contemplation o f  the creature 

according to its  proper nature and in its praise o f the Creator for h is  work. 

The same sequence of meanings applies to each of the subsequent days, except

the seventh, which has no evening but consists in  eternal rest with the
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Creator.



Having equipped his  readers with these general rules o f interpretation ,

Honorius o ffers the last  o f h is  summaries o f  the hexaemeron. E a r lie r , he

set out what may be called  an elementary summary, describing  the ternaries

in m aterial creation and the elements that are its  foundation. A fter  that ,

he ended the f ir s t  section  o f h is  eJucidarium  by summing up the days of

creation as allegories o f the ages o f  h isto ry . In the "Augustinian” section ,

he again  summarized on a theme of numbers in  creation , although at an abstract

lev el , removed from the p erceptible  data o f  nature and h istory . In this final

summing up, he lists  the sequence o f  days and creative works as a series  of

p o te n tia lit ie s  in d ivine  Wisdom, d isclosed  to the angels before being posited  
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in material rea lity . From this f in a l  reading o f  the days o f creation , 

Honorius makes a concluding transition  into  the second creation story in 

the Genesis text. The day o f  Genesis 2 :4  (Istae  sunt generationes caeli et  

terrae in  d ie  . . . ,)  is  interpreted  as the one, eternal day, hitherto 

described  as s ix , on which God created a ll  things sim ultaneously. To this 

eternal day, temporal days are related  as the human being is  related to the 

Creator:

Just as man is  created to the likeness o f  God, so also these tem

poral days are sa id  to be created to the likeness o f those s ix ,  or 

rather seven, remaining eternally  in  the Word o f  God. And, indeed, 

everything created in  this world is  not absurdly said  to be formed

to the likeness o f  the forms ex istin g  in  God.

A fter  th is , the Genesis text is  understood to turn to the actual production

o f the corporeal creature, beginning with  the spring that w elled  up from the

earth to irrigate  the land  (Genesis 2 : 6 ) , the formation of Adam, and the

planting  o f  paradise . Honorius professes ignorance o f  the actual process:

"On what day o f  the week, or in  what o rder , whether in  one day or many,
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everything was formed into  sp ec ies , is  unknown." Nor does he venture to 

estim ate the length o f  time spent by Adam in  paradise . Instead , he concludes 

by b r ie fly  contrasting G od 's  creative a ctiv ity  in  the eternal and in  the 

temporal days :

In  those eternal s ix  days, therefore , God created everything 

causally , and rested  on the seventh day from his  work. In  these 

temporal days, however, he made a l l  temporal and corporeal things 

in  reality  by species and forms, and gave them a law for growing, 

enduring, and reproducing them selves.55



It  is in this latter  sense that both the Father and the Son are "a t  work until

now" (John 5 :1 7 ) ,  and w ill  continue to work until every corporeal creature
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has been transformed into its  more perfect condition.

Conclusion

Honorius' l it t le  elucidarium  on the hexaemeron is a complex fa b r ic , woven 

from numerous and sometimes co nflictin g  strands o f  Scripture and exegetical 

trad itio n . To l is t  only scriptural material —  he considers and incorporates 

into his work not only the creation week o f  Genesis 1 but also texts in which 

God is sa id  to have made heaven and earth in  one day (Genesis 2 : 4 ) , that God, 

who remains in  etern ity , created a ll things simultaneously (Ecclus. 1 8 :1 ) ,  

and that the Father and the Son are at work until now (John 5 :1 7 )  The

stated  purpose o f Honorius' undertaking is  c la r ific a tio n , and h is  method for 

achieving it  is  to find  and order the various cognitive perspectives that 

correspond to each o f  the varied accounts o f  creation . For the perspective 

o f sense perception , for example, there is an explanation of m aterial creation 

as stages o f transformation in  the elements, just  as there is  an explanation 

o f  sim ultaneous, in te ll ig ib le  creation that corresponds to sp iritua l  percep

tion . The hexaemeral text i t s e l f ,  together with the rest o f the Pentateuch, 

is read on a fig ura i level from the point o f view of salvation  h isto ry , but 

is also presented on a broader, a llegorical level as a summary o f  the ages of 

world history . All these approaches are valid  for Honorius, and he makes each 

one issue in  its  own d istinctive  interpretation  o f the text at hand. The 

reader, meanwhile, is taught, by progression from the elemental to the s p ir itu 

al lev els , gradually to d istinguish  and apply each point o f view, until the 

confusion of co nflicting  opinions is resolved.

What sort o f clarity  is  i t  that Honorius achieves? I t  seems at f ir s t  

to depend more on successful compartmentalization than on a single  philosoph

ic a l  or theological p r in c ip le . The compartments, however, are segments in 

a continuum, and stand for stages in  education through the study o f  Scripture . 

They stand also for stages in  the progress o f  salvation  h isto ry , from cor

poreal existence in  the present world to s p ir itu a l  fulfilm ent in  the next.

In his accessus, Honorius ascribed  to Moses the intention  of making "a 

figurai account of the restoration  o f  humankind through C h r is t ,"  and a 

sim ilarly  Christocentric  intention  may be traced through his own interpre

tatio ns . The saving work o f  Christ incarnate is seen as figurally  adum

brated in  the Pentateuch, w h ile , as the second person of the T r in ity , he is 

the pre-existent Word in  which creation is ordered. The production o f  man 

as microcosmos of corporeal and incorporeal creation prepares the way for



the Incarnation , but after  the resurrection both angels and human beings 

enjoy sp ir itu a l  beatitude in  the lig h t  o f  divine  Wisdom. I f ,  therefore, theEe 

is a un ify ing  prin ciple  in Honorius' exegesis , it  is a Christocentrism  around 

which a ll  the assorted parts o f  the hexaemeral tradition  are fitted  into 

p la c e .

Comparison with  some o f  the contemporaries who also wrote on the hex-

aemeron discloses the d istinctive  character o f Honorius' exegesis , in  both

its  Christocentrism  and its  resolute salvaging  o f  as much o f  the tradition  as

p o ssib le . In  genre and sources, for example, h is work seems akin to two

s lig h tly  later  (1 1 3 0 's  to 1 1 4 0 's )  hexaemeral treatises , those o f  Peter
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Abelard and Thierry o f  Chartres.

Like Honorius, Thierry begins h is  commentary with a statement of pur

pose and an accessus  to the author and text :

I shall e lu c idate , according to physics and the le tte r , the fir s t  

part o f Genesis , concerning the d istinctio ns  among the s ix  works 

. . . .  A fterw ards, I shall proceed to expound the h isto rical 

sense o f  the le tte r , and so pass over both the moral and the allegor- 

ic a l  readings . . . .

T h ierry 's  intention  distinguishes  him sharply from Honorius. He announces 

that he w ill  pass over a ll  but the lit e r a l  and physical reading o f  the text, 

while Honorius, by contrast, passes over nothing and makes his physical in ter

pretation  merely a f ir s t  step on the way to f u l l ,  multi-layered understanding. 

Although both authors draw on many o f  the same sources —  including  Macrobius, 

and C alc id iu s ' commentary on the Tineeus  —  for their acoount o f material 

creation , Thierry begins by declaring  independence from both the figura i and 

the sp ir itu a l  levels o f  that same Augustinian  interpretation  toward which 

Honorius leads his readers. Instead , Thierry looks for knowledge o f the 

Creator in  the four causes o f  m aterial creation and the order in  which it  

comes into  being . Moreover, h is analysis o f  the corporeal world it s e l f  

offers  a subtler and more complex interpretation  o f the relationship  between 

Creator and creature than does that o f  Honorius, for whom the elements are 

o f  less importance in  themselves, than as an image o f  the divine  Trinity  or 

as components o f  the humanity to which the Son was jo in e d .60

A sim ilar  divergence o f  intention  appears when we compare Honorius' 

Neocoswos with A b ela rd 's  Expositio  in  Hexaemeron. Both Abelard and Honorius 

wrote at  the request o f  beginners , prom ising to pursue c lar ific a tio n  of 

obscurities  and to compose an interpretation  o f  the text ad litteram . Both



include the a llego rical  and moral interpretations that Thierry rejects . 

Nevertheless, a glance at the arrangement of A belard ’ s commentary finds the 

allego rical and moral interpretations inserted  in  a b r ie f , incongruous 

digression , while the focus of attention remains on the l it e r a l  and h is t o r i

cal sense o f  the text . Like Honorius, Abelard questions Moses* omission of 

the creation and fa ll  o f the angels, and concludes that i t  must reflec t  the 

author's  intention  to relate the history  of human sa lvatio n . Unlike Honorius, 

however, he refuses to consider the creation o f the world from any cognitive 

perspective other than that prescribed  by the text and its  prophetic author. 

His concern, in  e ffe c t , is to interpret the litte r a  o f  the text by question

ing it  with a view to understanding the intended h isto rical  and -- occasion-
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ally  —  im plied prophetic meaning.

There is  a th ird  member o f the 1 1 3 0 's  to 1140 generation of theologians 

in France whose aims and methods seem more readily  comparable to those of 

Honorius. In his  Didascalicon  de studio legendi , book s ix ,  Hugh o f  St V ictor 

discusses at some length the order and method to be used in  study and expo

sit io n  o f  Scrip ture . The task is  compared to the construction o f  a house, 

where f ir s t  a foundation is la id , then the structure is ra ised , and fin ally  

the decoration o f  colour and ornament a dd ed .^  The h is t o r ic a l , a lleg o rica l , 

and moral meanings o f Scripture correspond to these stages of construction, 

and Hugh discusses each in  d e t a il . Further attention is devoted to problems 

o f  interpretation  that may occur in  the ̂ narrative form o f  a text and in  the 

expo sito r 's  attempt to d istinguish  the s ig n ificance  o f the l i t t e r a , the sense 

of words, and the deeper meaning or sententia , Hugh then concludes with a 

b rie f  d e fin it io n  o f  method:

The method o f  expounding a text consists o f  ana ly sis . Analysis 

takes place through separation into parts or through exam ination.

We analyse through separation into parts when we d istinguish  from 

one another things which are mingled together. We analyse by 

examination when we open up things that are h id d e n .^

Hugh commented on the hexaemeron in his  adnotationes  on the Pentateuch,

but the mature and representative product of his  exegetical work, as he

him self in d ic ates , is  the De sacramentis Christianae f id e i ,  a summa o f

doctrine aimed at students who are ready for the allegorical reading of
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Scripture, a fter  elementary study of the h isto ric al  sense. The summa is 

constructed according to Hugh's understanding o f  the subject matter o f

Scripture, in  two volumes corresponding to the twofold works o f  creation and



restoration . Much of the f ir s t  volume i s ,  in fact , taken up with tractates 

on the creation  o f  the world, the T rin ity , and the creation o f angels and 

human bein gs . The second volume treats o f  the work of restoration from the 

Incarnation  to the judgment day and renewal o f the world. The whole summa 

might, however, be seen as a s in g le , massive hexaemeral tre atise , in  that 

its  theme throughout is the work o f  the Creator on both the material and 

sp ir itu a l  creation and perfection  o f  his creature. I f  we look at the chapters 

describing  the creation  o f the world, we fin d  that Hugh puts his methodolog

ic a l  p rin ciples  into  p rac tic e , analysing the text by d istinguishing  it  into 

parts , d isting uish in g  among the senses o f each p art , and examining the mean

ing o f the text on the m aterial, a llego rica l , and moral le v e ls . ^

Honorius' b r ie f  elucidarium  o f  the hexaemeron cannot be compared in  

scope, d e t a il , and soph istication  to the massive systematic presentation  o f 

doctrine that we fin d  in  Hugh 's  De sacramentis Christianae f id e i .  Neverthe

less , there are remarkable a f f in it ie s  o f method and intention , as well as 

thematic s im ila r it ie s . Both authors are concerned with d istinguishing  and 

ordering the m ultiple layers o f meaning in  Scripture. Both write around a 

central, T r in it a r ia n , and Christological theme o f  regeneration through the 

knowledge o f  God, a regeneration that occurs progressively  in  the restorative 

work o f  the Word in carn ate , but occurs also in  the understanding that de

velops from the study o f  Scripture . What Honorius attempted in  miniature in 

the Neocosmos reappears, in  e ffe c t , as the o rganizational prin ciple  o f  Hugh 's 

systematic theology.

C ulturally  and p o l it ic a l l y , Honorius' nearest neighbour was probably

Rupert o f Deutz. Although Rupert did  not compose a self- contained treatise

on the hexaemeron, the f ir s t  part o f his massive B ible  commentary, De Sancta

Trin itate  e t  operibus eius  (completed in  1117) is a complete exegesis in

two books o f  the creation n a r r a tiv e .^  Many o f  the themes found in  Honorius'

work appear also in  R u p e rt 's : like  Honorius, he divides the work o f  creation

and providence among Father, Son, and Holy S p ir i t , ascribing  creation to the

Father, restoration  to the Son, and ornamentation or v iv ific at io n  to the

Holy S p i r i t .^  At the same time, the Word or Son is  held  to be the dies  ex
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die  of creation and the prime and e ff ic ie n t  cause o f  a ll creatures. Both 

authors draw on many of the same sources, including  the neoplatonism of 

Calcidius and Macrobius, as w ell as the tradition  derived  from Augustine and 

Bede. In  method, however, they follow divergent courses. Ihere i s ,  prim arily 

and most o bvio usly , a d ifference  between the programs of w riting  in  which 

their hexaemeral treatises  occur. Honorius composed, among other works of 

varied genres, a tractate on the hexaemeron alone, while Rupert set out to



interpret the whole o f  Scripture in  terms o f  the creative , p rov id en tial , and 

regenerative work o f  the T r in ity . Within Rupert's schema, therefore, the 

hexaemeron is  treated only as a small part o f the unfolding totality  of 

salvation  h isto ry . Furthermore, Rupert's order of presentation  is  determined 

by the text , which he interprets in  detail and word for word. C o n flictin g  

interpretations are resolved with reference to the l it te r a  of the text , not 

by Honorius' method of d istinguish in g  and compartmentalizing levels o f  in te r 

pretatio n . Thus, for example, Rupert rejects the notion that a corporeal 

lig h t  could have been created and divided  on the f ir s t  day, in favour o f  the 

Augustinian  tradition  that interprets the first  l ig h t  of creation as in te lle c 

tual illum ination  or the angelic  nature. The physical explanation  is  not, 

however, rejected  because o f  a predilection  for the s p ir itu a l  sense, but 

because it  implies an inexplicable  redundancy in the text. Corporeal lig h t , 

in Rupert's view , could not have been produced until the fourth day, when 

the text relates that God created the heavenly luminaries (Genesis 1 :14- 19) . 

Commenting on that passage , Rupert reverts to a physical explanation and 

reports with approbation the opinion  o f  the phgsici , or natural p h ilosophers , 

that the sun is  the "guardian  o f  heaven" and "source of aethereal f i r e . " ^  

Rupert's method, therefore, might best be summarized as a process o f  select 

in g , re jec tin g , and juxtaposing items from the full available  range o f 

cosmological and hexaemeral trad itio ns , with a view to explicatin g  the 

scriptural narrative as i t  presents it s e l f .

Honorius liv ed  in  a tran sitio nal generation, amid the pressures and 

conflicts produced by the post-Gregorian movement for e c c les ia st ic al  renewal. 

His o r ig in a lity  is  not one o f  ideas or controversy but o f  composition and 

purpose, since the aim o f  his work was consistently to make a clear and 

comprehensible presentation  of traditional doctrine . His hexaemeral treatise  

is  w ritten  with a d idactic  purpose and a neat brevity  that make it  an 

especially  convenient text for pastoral teaching. Its  composition in  rhyming 

prose , moreover, makes i t  easy to read and memorize. At the same time, 

Honorius' organization  o f  his  m aterial moves him away from the le isurely  and 

d etailed  style o f  exposition  favoured by Rupert o f Deutz and toward the 

systematic analysis  and explanation  advocated by Hugh o f  St V ictor . Never

th eless , his style o f composition is  no mere variant o f t h e irs . Indeed , it  

seems impossible to place him in any school o f thought or exegesis except

h is  own, that of the s o litar iu s  whose desire to teach the many and to provide
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books for those who had none outweighed a ll  threat o f scorn or criticism .

Marque tte Uni vers i ty
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9
F lin t , "Place and Purpose o f  the Works o f  Honorius Augustodunensis"

(at n . 1) 118 ; Honorius may him self have been aware o f  the problem: see 

Jmago Mundi, p r o l . ,  ed . V . I . J .  F l in t , Archives d 'h isto ire  doctrinale et 

l it té r a ir e  du moyen âge 57 (1982) 49 .

Compare, e . g . ,  the m aterial described in Endres , Honorius Augusto

dunensis  (at n . 3) and R. Baron, Science et sagesse chez Hugues de Saint  

Victor  (Paris 1957) .

^  F l in t , é d . ,  "Honorius Augustodunensis: Inago Mundi" (at n . 9) 14 ; the 

e a rlier  opinion  of Honorius is  reflected  in  R .W . Southern, St Anselm and 

his  Biographer  (Cambridge 1963) 213.

12
Printed  in  B . Pez , Thesaurus anecdotorum novissimus  (Augsburg and 

Graz 1721) 2 .71- 88 (=PL 1 7 2 .2 5 3 - 6 6 ). A c r it ic a l  edition  of the text has been 

prepared by R .D . Crouse, "Honorius Augustodunensis: De Neocosmo, "  (Harvard 

Univ. d is s . 1970) 175- 232, but as i t  is not yet p ublished , references below 

w ill  be to the PL text . Some o f  Crouse's findings on Honorius' sources and 

the hexaemeral tradition  are published  in  R .D . Crouse, "Intentio  Moysi:

Bede, Augustine , Eriugena and Plato in the Hexaemeron o f  Honorius Augustodun

e n s is ,"  Dionysius  2 (1978) 137-57.

^  In  Pez (at  n . 12) and some of the m anuscripts, the De Neocosmo is  pre

faced and concluded with b r ie f  statements describing  the numerological and 

chronological p arallels  between Adam and C h rist . These are not integral to 

the hexaemeron, but may have been joined to i t  by Honorius or later copyists 

because o f their relevance to his interpretation  of the intention  o f  Moses, 

"restaurationem  humani generis per Christum fig u ra liter  n ar r a r e ."  See PL 

172 .253A  and 265C-66C; d iscussion  in  Crouse, " Intentio  M oysi" (at n . 12) 147.

14
Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 17 2 .2 5 3 B ; Crouse, ed . (at n . 12) 175 , inserts 

"ad  litteram " based on a consensus of the m ajority o f m anuscripts.



^  "In  primis q uaeritur , cur Moyses de lapsu hominis s c r ip serit , casum 

vero angeli retic u e rit? " Honorius, De neocosmox PL 1 7 2 .2 5 3 B .

^  "In ten tio  quippe ftoysis est restaurationem humani generis per Christum 

f ig u r a l it e r  n arra re , quam intentionem omnimode satagit  suae materiae adaptare. 

Honorius, De neocosmox PL 172 .253C .

17 "In  toto quoque textu suae narrationis n ih il  a liud  ponitur, n is i  quod 

C hristo  vel Ecclesiae  f ig u ra liter  c o ng ruit ." Honorius, De neocosmox PL

1 7 2 .2 5 3 C .

18
Honorius, De neocosmox PL 1 7 2 .2 5 4 B .

19
For "accessus" see E .A . Quain , "The Medieval Accessus ad auctores,

T rad it io  3 (1945) 215-64.

20
"M ateria  autem sua est  hic  se n s ib ilis  mundus, in  quem homo post lapsum 

est  p u lsu s ; et adventus Dei unigeniti in  hune mundum, mundi fabricatoris  et 

humani generis l ib e r a t o r is . " Honorius, De neocosmox PL 1 7 2 .2 5 4 A ; compare 

M acrobius, Commentarii in  somnium Scip io n is  1 .1 1 .9 - 1 2 , ed . J . W ill is  (Leipzig  

1963) 4 7 ; C a lc id iu s , Timaeus a Calcidio  translatus commentarioque in s tr u c tu s , 

C C L X V III , 2nd ed . J .H .  W aszink, Plato Latinus 4 (London 1975) 273 , line  10 ; 

E riugena , Periphyseon  4 .1 2 :  PL 1 2 2 .8 0 0 B ; Crouse, ed . (at n . 12) 176 emends 

"s e n s ib i l i s "  to "s e n s i l i s "  on doubtful manuscript evidence.

21
"Joannis quippe Evangelium in  canone pnm um  p o n it u r ."  Honorius, De 

neocosmox PL 1 7 2 .2 5 4 B ; his  source may be Origen , Commentaria in  evangelium  

Joannis  1 . 6 :  PG 14 .30B C  ("A rbitro r  vero ego , etiamsi quatuor s in t  Evangelia  

veluti elementa fid e i  E c c les ia e , ex quibus elementis totus constat h ie  mundus 

Deo per Christum rec o n c ilia tu s , . . . Evangeliorum prim itias Evangelium esse 

Joannis nobis propositum . . . " ) .

22
H onorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .2 5 4 B ; for the d istinctive  anti- Judaist 

polemic in  H onorius1 interpretatio n , compare Rupert o f  Deutz, Λ/î/îuIus 3:

PL 170 .593- 610 .

23
"Deo Patri a scrib itu r  mundi creatio , F ilio  rerum d isp o sit io , Sp ir itu i  

sancto omnium v iv if ic a t io  vel o r n a t io ."  Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .2 5 4 C ; 

compare Rupert o f  Deutz, De gloria et honore F i l i i  Hominis  super Mattheum 

1 2 , ed . R. Haacke, CCCM 6 (Turnhout 1967) 375 ("S ic u t  Patris proprium est  opus 

hominis co nditio , et F i l i i  proprium opus redemptio, s ic  proprium est opus 

Sp ir itu s  sancti eiusdem hominis illu m in at io . " ) .

24
"C o e li etenim  ap p ellatio n e , incorporea, ut sunt angeli, in te llig un tu r ,



et cuncta s p ir itu a lia  quae a nobis non conspiciuntur . "  Honorius, De neocosmo: 

PL 1 7 2 .254C ; compare Calcidius CCLXXVIII: 282 , lin es  10-15.

25
Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 1 7 2 .2 5 5 A ; compare Bede, Hexaemeron 1 . 1 . 2, 

ed . C .W . Jones, in  Bedae Venerabilis  opera, CCSL 118A (Turnhout 1967) 4 , 

lines  40-45.

^  Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .255A .

27
Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .2 5 5 B ; compare Bede, Hexaemeron 1 . 1 .

2 : CCSL 118A . 5-6.

2 8
Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 . 255C-56A.

29
Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .2 5 6 B ; compare Josephus, Jewish A ntiq ui

ties  1 , ed . and tr . H . Thackeray (London 1930) 26-31.

3° "Tribus enim diebus elem enta, et tribus quae in fra  ea sunt, sunt 

p e r fe c t a ."  Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .257A .

^  Compare Rupert of Deutz, De sancta T rin itate  et operibus eius  1 . 1 , 

ed . R. Haacke, CCCM 21 (Turnhout 1971) 129 .

32
"H ic  Scriptura ap erit , cur Sp iritus  Dei aquas foverit; quia  nimirum 

primum de hoc elemento voluit animantia producere, et cuncta huius admistione 

fecu nd are ." Honorius, De Neocosmo: PL 1 7 2 . 257D-58A; compare Eriugena , 

Periphyseon  2 . 20 : PL 1 2 2 .5 5 5 C .

^  Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .2 5 8 C ; cojnpare Macrobius, Commentarius

1. 11 . 9-12: 47.

34
"Et  quia ei Dominus quandoque couniri d ispo su it , ei participium  cum 

omni creatura t r ib u it ; s c il ic e t  discernere cum angelis , sentire cum animant- 

ibus , crescere cum herbis et arboribus, esse cum la p id ib u s ."  Honorius,

De neocosmo: PL 1 7 2 .2 5 8 C .

Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .2 5 8 D .

^  "Septimum diem Deus Pater antiquo populo celebrandum in s t it u it ; 

octavum vero, qui et primum e s t , Deus F iliu s  novo populo observabilem f e c i t ."  

Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .2 5 9 B ; see Augustine, Ennarationes in  Psalmis  

6 . 2 , ed . D .E . Dekkers and J .  Fraipont CCSL 38 (Turnhout 1956) 28 ; compare 

Hugh o f  St V ictor, De tribus diebus  27 : PL 1 7 8 .8 3 8 D , and Rupert o f  Deutz,

De d iv in is  o f f ic i i s  7 . 13 , ed . R. Haacke, CCCM 7 (Turnhout 1967) 240-41.

37
Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 . 259CD-60A; compare Bede, Hexaemeron 1 .

2 . 3 : CCSL 118A. 35-39; for a discussion o f  variations on the seven days as



ages of human h isto ry , see G. Ladner, The Idea o f  Reform  (Cambridge, Mass.

1959) 222-338.

38
See Crouse, "Intentio  Moysi" (at n. 12) 150-52.

39
"Omne quod postmodum factum es t , m aterialiter ac form abiliter, semper 

in  Verbo Dei fu it  causaliter  ac p r a e d e s t in a lite r ." Honorius, De neocosmo:

PL 1 7 2 .2 6 0 B .

40
Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 172 .2 6 0 D .

41
"Sciendum vero quod Deus non prius materiam, deinde formam fe c it ; sed 

simul omnia formata p r o t u lit , s icut  cantus cum voce simul procedit . Porro 

quod hoc vel hoc, i l i a  vel i l i a  die fecisse  leg itur , hoc nostro more d ic itu r : 

a quibus minime in t e l l ig i t u r , quod omnia simul fecisse  s c r ib it u r ."  Honorius,

De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .2 6 0 D .

42
Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 172.260D- 61A.

43
"Deus itaque d ix i t ,  'f i a t  l u x , '  cum angelos luce sapientiae i l lu s tr a v it . 

Ipsa est  enim candor lucis  aeternae. Facta est autem lu x , cum cognoverunt 

Deum omnia in sap ientia  jam fec isse , quae adhuc futura erant: In  quo omnes 

causas et  rationes rerum jam conspiciebant. 'E t  v id it  Deus quod esset 

bonum ': s c il ic e t  quod Creatorem a creatura discernebant, et creaturam 

d espic ien tes , Creatorem laudantes, d il ig e b a n t ."  Honorius, De neocosmo : PL. 

1 7 2 .2 6 1 B .

44
"Omnis namque corpora creatura, s i  s p ir it u a l !  comparetur, jure 

tenebrae a p p e lla tu r ."  Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 1 7 2 .2 6 1 D .

45
Honorius, De neocosmo : PL 172 .262A B ; Libellum  octo guaestionum  Is 

PL 1 7 2 .1 1 8 6 D .

46
"Quaeritur etiam  quid  s it  regnum coelorum, vel quod praemium lb i 

tribuatur sp ir it ib u s  beatorum?" Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 1 7 2 .2 6 2 B .

47
"Quasi vero in  mane exsurg it , cum in  laudem Creatoris pro m irabili 

creatione eru m pit ." Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 172 .262C .

48
"Sacra  S c n p t u r a  se conformât hominum in te lle c tib u s , ut mater 

infantium  moribus aut veluti cera reversis sigillorum  im pressionibus.

Materno namque incessu  cum tardis ambulat, cum capacibus ad alta  volat, 

a ltitudin e  superbos ir r id e t , profunditate attentos terret , veritate magnos 

p a s c it , a ffa b il it a te  parvulos n u tr it .

"Haec ergo una die Deum cuncta in  simul créasse sapientibus narrat, haec 

tardioribus sex diebus Deum opera sua explevisse commémorât: a capacibus,



quippe, v ix  in t e l l ig it u r , quod Deus una d ie , imo uno ictu  o c u li , omnia insim ul 

creasse leg itu r . A tardioribus autem facile  capitur , ut pomum fractum a 

parvulis manditur, quod sex diebus omnis factura absoluta tra d itu r ."  Honorius,

De neocosmo: PL 1 7 2 . 262D-63A.

49
Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 1 7 2 .2 6 3 B ; compare Timaeus 17A.

Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 1 7 2 .2 6 3 B .

^  Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 172 .263C D ; see Augustine, De Genesi ad  

litteram  4 . 35, ed. J . Zucha, CSEL 28 . 3 . 2 (Vienna 1894) 136.

52
Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 172 .264C D .

^  "Ergo sicut homo ad sim ilitudinem  Dei conditur , ita  etiam i s t i  tem

porales dies ad sim ilitudinem  illorum  sex , vel potius septem, in Verbo Dei 

aeternaliter  manentium, creati d icuntur; et omnia etiam in  hoc, in  mundo, 

formata ad sim ilitudinem  formarum in  Deo consistent!um , creata non absurde 

d ic u n tu r ."  Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 1 7 2 .2 6 4 D .

54
"Qua autem die hebdomadae, vel quo o rdine , utrumne una die vel 

p lu r ib u s , cuncta in species form averit, ig n o ra tu r ." Honorius, De neocosmo:

PL 1 7 2 .2 6 5 A .

^  " Ig it u r  in his  a e te m is  sex diebus Deus cuncta causaliter creavit , et 

ab omni opere in  septimo req uievit . In is t is  autem temporalibus omnia 

temporalia et corporalia realiter  per species et formas fec it ; legem cres- 

cendi, permanendi, a lia  ex se gignendi d é d it ."  Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 

1 7 2 .265B .

Honorius, De neocosmo: PL 1 7 2 .2 6 5 B .

^  Compare Imago Mundi 1. 2 : 49 ; h is source is  probably Bede, De rerum 

natura 1 , ed . C .W . Jones, CCSL 123A (Turnhout 1975) 192 , lines 1-15.
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Peter Abelard, Expositio  in  hexaemeron : PL 178 .731- 82; Thierry of 

Chartres, "The Creation and Creator o f  the World According to Thierry of 

Chartres and Clarenbald of A r r a s ,"  ed . N. H aring , Archives d 1h isto ire  doc

trinale  et  .littéraire du moyen age 22 (1955) 137-216.

59
"De septem diebus et sex operum d is t m c t io m b u s  pnm am  Geneseos partem 

secundum physicam et ad litteram  ego expositurus . . . Postea vero ad sensum 

litte rae  historialem  exponendum veniam, ut et allegoricam et moralem lectio- 

nem . . .  ex toto praeterm ittam ." Thierry o f Chartres (at n . 58) 184.

For detailed  discussio n s , see Brian Stock, Myth and Science in  the 

Twelfth Century: A Study o f  Bernard S ilv e s te r  (Princeton 1972) 240-49;



J .M . Paren t, La doctrine de la  création dans l 'é c o le  de Chartres; etudes 

et textes (Paris 1 9 3 8 ) .

^  For d etailed  d iscussion , see E . K eam e y , "Peter Abelard as B ib lic a l  

Commentator: A Study o f  the Expositio  in  hexaemeron , "  in Petrus Abaelardus  

(1079- 1142) : Person, Werk, und Wirkung, ed . R. Thomas et a l . ,  Trierer 

Theologische Studien 38 (Trier  1980) 199-210.
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Hugonis de Sancto Victore Didascalicon de studio legendi 6 . 2 , ed .

C .H . Buttim er (Washington, D .C . 1939) 113 .

^  "Modus legendi in  dividende constat. D iv isio  f it  et partitione et 

in v e s tig a tio n e . Partiendo dividimus quando ea quae confusa sunt distinguim us. 

Investigando  dividimus quando ea quae occulta sunt reseram us." Hugh of 

St V ic to r , Didascalicon  6 . 1 2 : 129-30; the translation  is  from J . Taylor,

The D idascalicon  o f  Hugh o f  S t . Victor: a Medieval Guide to the Arts  (New 

York and London 1961) 150 .

64
Hugh o f  St V ictor , De sacramentis christianae f id e i ,  p r a e f . : PL 

1 7 6 . 183-84A.

^  Se e , e . g . ,  h is  interpretation  o f the f ir s t  day, De sacramentis 1 . 1 . 

1-15: PL 176 .187- 99 .

Rupert o f  Deutz, De sancta Trin itate  1 . 1-2: CCCM 12.129- 234.

6 7  I b i d . ,  1 . 1 . 1 : CCCM 1 2 .1 2 9 ; see also n . 23 above.

6 8  I b i d . ,  1 . 1 . 3 : CCCM 1 2 .1 3 1 .

6 9  I b i d . ,  1 . 1 . 4 : CCCM 1 2 .1 6 8

"Ad  instructionem  itaque multorum quibus deest copia librorum, h ie  
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