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PREFACE

e s )

THiS edition of the Gelasian Sacramentary was originally
taken in hand in order to provide, for the use of persons
studying the Western service-books, a text more convenient
and more easily accessible than those of the earlier editions,
and more accurate than that which is included in Migne’s
Patrologia Latina. For this purpose it was at first: proposed
to reproduce Tommasi’s text, with an introduction, and possibly
with notes critical and explanatory. Before adopting this
course, however, it seemed desirable to examine not only the
Vatican manuscript Reginae 316, from which Tommasi's text
was taken, but also other manuscript authorities. The result of
this examination was an enlargement of the original design.
The Sacramentaries of Rheinau and S. Gallen proved not only
to be likely to furnish better means of emending the text of
the Vatican MS. than those which were at the disposal of
Tommasi or Vezzosi, but to be themselves of such importance
as to warrant an endeavour to make their contents, their
arrangement, and their text more fully known. The task of
comparing these later ¢ Gelasian’ Sacramentaries with the
carlier text of the Vatican MS. has been a slow and laborious
one, since the differences of arrangement made it somewhat
hard to trace, in the different recensions, the matter common to
the three MSS.; even now, though the greater part of the
contents of the text has been traced in one or both of the later
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¢ Gelasian’ books, it is probable that the portions marked as
found in the MSS. denoted by the symbols R. and S. do
not form absolutely the whole of the common matter. The
marginal references, however, will show what parts of the text
have actually been identified and compared with R. and S.,
while it is hoped that the references to various printed texts,
though less numerous, may also be found-useful. The references
to Gerbert's Monumenta Veteris Liturgiae Alemannicae in
particular may, in conjunction with the Appendix, enable
readers to see in what surroundings the particular prayers and
benedictions appear in the later ‘Gelasian’ books. The
Appendix is intended to assist in this matter readers to whom
Gerbert’s work is not easily accessible, and to enable those
who have his book at hand to find their way more safely in the
labyrinth of his ‘triple’ Sacramentary, by showing what parts
of that text are actually contained in the two ¢ Gelasian’ books
which he discarded in favour of a later manuscript.

An account of the method which has been followed in the
reproduction and correction of the text of the Vatican MS. will
be found in the Introduction. It may be well to say here that
corrections have been more sparingly made in the rubrics of
the manuscript than in the text of the prayers, since it often
appears that the errors of the latter are due to the mistakes
of the scribe, and are absent from the text of other books
of a date either earlier, or practically contemporary as belong-
ing to the period before the literary reforms of Charles the
Great. In the case of the rubrics, on the other hand, the
evidence of other manuscripts is scantier, and it is often on the
whole more probable that the ungrammatical form is the earliest
in which the rubric appeared. ,

With regard to the notes appended to the text, it should
be observed that except where the spelling of a manuscript
seems to be of any importance for the determination of the
true reading, no notice has been taken of variations in cases
where manuscripts are in substantial agreement with each other
or with the printed texts marked as agreeing with them in
a certain reading. To have taken account of all the divergences
of spelling between the Rheinau and S. Gallen MSS,, or
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between the first and second hands of the latter, would probably
have been both wearisome and useless, and would certainly have
added a great deal to the notes, which may even now seem
unduly long. Except in cases where it seemed for any reason
worth while to record the exact form, the grammatical errors of
R. are similarly passed over: but the editor has endeavoured,
as far as possible, to take note of all those which seem to be of
any moment. In the Appendix, the same plan has been
followed : the opening words of the prayers and prefaces are
given (spelling excepted) as they appear in the original hand of
the S. Gallen MS.

The numbers marked on the inner margin of the text refer to
the columns of the first volume of Muratori’'s Liturgia Romana
Vetus (Venice, 1748). They are added not only for the benefit
of those who may wish to compare the present text with that
of the earlier edition, but also for the assistance of students who
may wish to compare the readings of the ¢ Gelasian’ books with
those of Muratori’s Gregorian text, and to employ for that
purpose an Index to the Roman Sacramentaries of Muratori,
which was compiled by the editor to serve as an instrument in
the preparation of the present work, and has since been published
by the Cambridge University Press.

In conclusion, the editor desires to express his gratitude to all
those who have, in one way or in another, assisted him in his
work. His thanks are especially due to Dr. Bright, Regius
Professor of Ecclesiastical History, at whose instigation that
work was undertaken ; to Dr. Ince, Regius Professor of Divinity,
to whose kindness he owes the collation of the Vatican MS.
Reginae 316; to the authorities of the Chapter Library of
S. Gallen, and of the Library of the Canton of Ziirich, who
most considerately sent to the Bodleian Library for his use the
S. Gallen and the Rheinau Sacramentaries; to the Rev. F. E.
Brightman, the Rev. F. A. Overton, and Mr. C. H. Turner, for
preliminary enquiries made on his behalf as to certain manu-
scripts; to Herr Jakob Werner, for a specimen collation of
a portion of the Rheinau MS.; to Dr. Wickham Legg, for the
loan of collations of the Canon Actionis; to the Rev. W. A.
B. Coolidge, for information on the history of the Bishops
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of Chur; and to Mr. Falconer Madan, for guidance and help
in determining the dates of handwritings and the arrangement
of gatherings in the Rheinau and S. Gallen MSS. He desires
also gratefully to acknowledge the kindness of the Delegates
of the University Press in undertaking the publication of his
work, and to record his sense of the attention and care which
have been bestowed upon the book by the officials and the
workmen concerned in its production.

S. MARY MAGDALEN COLLEGE, OXFORD:
January 10, 1894.
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INTRODUCTION

AMONG the few service-books of the Western Church which
have come down to us from a time before the days of Charles
the Great, one of the most important is the manuscript com-
monly called the Gelasian Sacramentary. It was written most
probably in the seventh, or in the early years of the eighth
century, evidently for use in some church in the Frankish
dominions, possibly for the abbey of S. Denis!. It is now
in the Library of the Vatican, where it is known as MS.
Reginae 316, being part of the collection formed by Queen
Christina of Sweden. Before it came into her possession, it
was for some time in the collection of the Senator Paul Petau,
at Paris, where it was examined by Morinus and by Cardinal
Bona. Both of these writers regarded it as a representative
of the Sacramentary attributed to S. Gelasius 2.

This view was adopted by the first editor of the Sacramen-
tary, Joseph Maria Tommasi3, who argued in his preface in
support of the Gelasian origin of the book: but he did not
give to it in his edition any other title than that which the
manuscript itself supplied; and it therefore appeared under

! This is the view of Abbé Duchesne
(Origines du Culte Chrétien, p. 134), and
is supported by the fact that the names
of the three patron saints of S. Denis are
mentioned in the Canon Actionis of the
manuscript, before the names of S. Hilary
and S. Martin. The three names have,
however, been erased ; and this may sug-
gest that the codex, even if written for
S. Denis, was afterwards usced elsewhere.
Mabillon, in the preface to his treatise,
De Liturgia Gallicana, remarks that the
greater part of the liturgical MSS, of

Petau’s collection came from the abbey
of Fleury.

* Morinus, Commentarius Historicus de
disciplina in administratione sacramenti
Poenitentiae, App., pp. 51, 53; Bona,
De Rebus Liturgicis, Lib. 11, c. v, § 4
(vol. iii, p. 99, ed. Sala).

3 Afterwards Cardinal of S. Martin in
montibus. He was beatified by Pius VII.
The Sacramentary was first published in
his collection entitled Codices Sacra-
mentorum nongentts annis vetusiiores
(4to, Romae, 1680).
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the title Liber Sacramentorum Romanae Ecclesiae. The name
of Sacramentarium Gelasianum was assigned to it, when it next
appeared in print, by Muratori, who included in his Liturgia
Romana Vetus?! a reprint of Tommasi’s text, preface, and notes.
Muratori added but little of his own: but in the preface to
his whole book he declared his adhesion to Tommasi’s view of
the origin of the Sacramentary, and supported that opinion by
some further arguments.

The Sacramentary was published once more, a few years
later, under its former title, in the sixth volume of Vezzosi's
edition of the collected works of Cardinal Tommasi, which
appeared at Rome in 1751. This edition was more than a mere
reprint. It reproduced Tommasi’s text, with corrections of
typographical errors, and with additional notes. These gave
the results of a new collation of the manuscript, and of a com-
parison not only with the Gregorian texts edited by Pamelius
and by Ménard, which Tommasi had himself frequently cited,
but also with the Gregorian text published by Rocca, and with
the Codex Ottobonianus. This last authority, a Gregorian Sacra-
mentary, had been partly made known by Muratori, and had
been examined by Tommasi, after the publication of his Codices
Sacramentorum. Another source of additional notes was found
in a copy of Tommasi's work in which the editor had himself
made manuscript additions and corrections (including observa-
tions as to the readings of the Codex Ottobonianus), possibly
with a view to a new edition. The more important of these
memoranda were incorporated by Vezzosi with the notes of
Tommasi’'s own edition, being distinguished by asterisks from
the earlier notes. Thus Vezzosi’s edition is the most complete
of those which have hitherto appeared ?; but since its publica-
tion some further means have become available for the critical
study of the text.

When Tommasi published his editio princeps, the Vatican
manuscript stood by itself. It was, professedly,a Roman Sacra-
mentary : but while it contained a good many things in common
with the Roman Sacramentarics of the ¢ Gregorian’ type, it
differed very widcly from these later books not only in date,

1 3 vols. fol. (Venice, 1748). duction of Muratori’s reprint of the first

3 The edition contained in the seventy-  edition. It is the only edition which can
fourth volume of Migne’s Patrologia  easily be obtained; but it has no other
Latina is merely an incorrect repro-  recommendation.
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but also in arrangement and in contents. Its division into
three books, and some other indications, seemed to show that
it was really a specimen of that older Roman Sacramentary
which writers of the ninth century alleged to have been recast
by S. Gregory, and which they connected with the name of
S. Gelasius. But there were no other ‘Gelasian’ Sacramen-
taries known to its editors: and although here and there the
Gregorian books which they were able to employ might throw
light on the text of the Vatican manuscript, where this was
faulty or obscure, they were of less value for such a purpose
than books more nearly approaching to the date of the Vatican
manuscript, and more nearly allied to it in structure.

Before Muratori issued his reprint, or Vezzosi issued his new
edition, Pierre Le Brun, the learned French Oratorian, had
published, under the title of Explication de la Messe?, his
valuable dissertations on the Liturgy. He also recognizes, in
the manuscript published by Tommasi, a representative of the
Sacramentary of S. Gelasius; but he regards it as only one
specimen of a class of manuscripts of which he knew other
examples. Some of these, he tells us, he proposed to publish
in his projected Bibliotheca Liturgica; and while he specifies
several points of distinction between the ‘Gelasian’ and -the
‘Gregorian’ Sacramentaries, his language suggests that his
statements as to the former class were based upon a consider-
able number of instances®. Unhappily the Biblivtheca Liturgica
never appeared, and Le Brun’s mention of ¢ Gelasian’ books had
not the effect of producing an enquiry as to their place or their
contents.

In 1777 Dom Martin Gerbert, Abbot of S. Blaise in the
Black Forest, published, in the first volume of his Monumenta
Veterss Liturgiae Alemannicae®, a text which was in part pro-
fessedly * Gelasian,’ and concerning which there could be little,
if any, doubt that it was in part actually drawn from a Sacra-
mentary of the class which was in the ninth century known as
¢ Gelasian.” At first sight, therefore, it would seem that Ger-
bert’s text must have a high value for the purpose of comparison
with the text of the Vatican manuscript. His work has certainly

! This work appeared at Paris, in * Le Brun, Expl. de la Messe, Diss. 11,
4 vols. 8vo, between 1715 and 1726. Art. ii. (vol. ii, pp. 131-3, 147-9, in
It has been reprinted in 4 vols. 8vo 1860 ed.).

(Paris, 1860). 3 4to, Typis San-Blasianis, 1777.
b2
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been of much service in the preparation of the present edition,
and it seems almost ungrateful to criticise the method and
execution of a scholar of the last century, to whom students of
Liturgy owe so much as we owe to Gerbert. But it must be
said that his text is one which requires to be used with caution,
that the plan which he followed in this part of his work was
chosen with an' unfortunate want of judgement, and that his
mode of handling his materials, and of explaining what those
materials ‘were, is at times exceedingly confused and mis-
leading.

Of the three principal manuscripts used by Gerbert in editing,
or compiling, the text of his Sacramentary, two, the Codex
Rienaugiensis and Codex Sangallensis antiquior, belonged to
the class of books known as *Gelasian.” The third, a manu-
script of a peculiar character, of which he sometimes speaks by
the. title Sangallensis recentior, sometimes simply by the title
Sangallensis, was, when he used it, not at S. Gallen, but- at
Ziirich. He calls it in one passage ‘Sangallensis olim nunc
Turicensis, ex triplici ritu Gelasiano, Gregoriano, et Ambrosiano
compositusl.’ To this third manuscript, of much later date

! The two * Gelasian’ manuscripts, the
Rheinau and the S. Gallen, have been
collated for this edition, and are fre-
quently referred to by the symbols R.
(for the Codex Rhienaugiensis) and S. (for
the Codex Sangallensis). The third of
Gerbert’s principal MSS. is sometimes
indicated in the following pages by the
symbol T. (for Zwuricensis): but, for
reasons which will be appareat, it is not
often mentioned. Even if it had been of
more value for the purposes of this edition
than there is any reason to suppose, it
cannot mnow be traced. Its presence at
Ziirich is most probably to be explained
by supposing that it was one of the
manuscripts which fell to the share of
the town of Ziirich, and were removed to
its Town Library, when the Library of
S. Gallen was plundered in the religious
war of 1713 by the forces of Ziirich and
Bern, and that it was not among those
which were returned to S. Gallen a few
years later. Both in a Ziirich list of
manuscripts brought from S. Gallen,
drawn up in 1713, and .in a S. Gallen

list of ‘losses suffered by the Library of
the monastery in 1713, there appears a
volume described as Collectae Missales:
the S. Gallen list adds the farther de-
scription ‘seu Missae Gregorianae et
Ambrosianae,’ a phrase which seems to
point to a compound Sacramentary, and
may not impossibly be a description of
the Sacramentary which Gerbert, later in
the eighteenth century, found at Ziirich.
(Weidmann, Gesch. der Bibliothek won
S. Gallen, pp. 435, 440.) In the Cata-
logue of the S. Gallen MSS. edited by
G. Scherrer (Halle, 1875), in the notice of
the S. Gallen MS. 348, reference is made
to Gerbert’s work, and the triple Sacra-
mentary used by him is described as
¢jetzt Ziircher codex C. 389’ It does
not appear whence Scherrer derived this
information. But the manuscript now
bearing the mark C. 389 in the Town
Library of Ziirich is not a Sacramentary,
but a collection of miscellaneous frag-
ments. Curiously enough, however, it
contains the following extract from a
letter, written in 1764 by Gerbert to the
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than. either of the others, Gerbert gave the first place in his
estimation ; and it ‘was this manuscript which he chose, rather
than either of the other two, as the basis of the greater part of
his text. The reason for this preference, and some of its con-
sequences, must be very briefly stated.

Gerbert considered the Codex Sangallensis (S.) to be a manu-
script of the latter part of the eighth century (‘ vix assurgit ad
mille annos’) ; the Codexr Rhenaugiensis (R.) he supposed to be
earlier than S. ¢ aliquot annorum decadibus.’ The third manu-
script was of the tenth century, and he believed it to have been
written at S. Gallen. It was, as has been said, a Sacramentary
of an unusual type. The compiler had had for his object the
combination in a single volume of the services for the various
days of the Church year according to the rites which were
known to him as ‘Gelasian,’ ¢ Gregorian, and ¢ Ambrosian.’
'In carrying out this task he appears to have used the Codex
Sangallensis (S.) as one of his authorities, transcribing its con-
tents, or great part of its contents, and distinguishing as
‘Gelasian’ the portions of his triple text which were derived
from this source?.

The special interest attaching to the combination of rites
presented by T. gave to that manuscript, no doubt, part of its
special importance in Gerbert’s eyes: a Sacramentary which
included: not only Gelasian forms but also Gregorian and Am-
brosian missae for the same days appeared to him to possess
a character of completeness which the. older manuscripts could
not claim: but he was influenced also by other reasons. He
conceived that the resemblance between R. and. S. was so close

Librarian of Ziirich :— Remitto codicem room for hesitation in accepting his view.

Turicensem incomparabilem, cul forte
parem in re liturgica non fert orbis litte-
rarius,  Si otium fuerit, edam cum singu-
lari commentario.’

! This makes it clear that S. (and there-
fore also R., which is certainly a book of
the same type as S.) would in the tenth
century have been described as ¢ Gelasian.’
It was, presumably, on the connexion
between S. and T. that Gerbert, in part at
least, relied in supposing that T. was
written at S. Gallen. He seems to have
bad no doubt as to the relation of the two
manuscripts ; indeed the comparison of
S. with his printed text leaves very little

The ¢ Gelasian’ portions of his text are in
very close agreement with S., as the latter
now stands ; and the case is still further
strengthened by the fact that the compiler
of T. seems, in almost all cases, to have
given effect to certain marginal notes
which appear in S., intended for the
guidance of a copyist, as to the order of
missae and prayers. In one case a mar-
ginal gloss in S., explanatory of a word
in one of the prayers, has been incorpo-
rated with the text of the prayer as it
appears in Gerbert's Sacramentary (sce
note 18 on p. 13 of this volume).
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as to leave no doubt that both had been copied from the same
source, though S. contained some missae. for festivals and some
other matter which had been added in the interval between the
dates at which the two had been written. It was true, he
thought, that the latter part of R. contained a good deal which
was not to be found in S.: but so far as the first part, con-
taining the services for the yearly round of Sundays and
festivals, was concerned, S. seemed to him to contain practically
everything that was to be found in R., with valuable additions.
As between these two, therefore, he would have given the
preference to S. as an authority, even if it had not possessed
what he regarded as an advantage of special importance.
Originally, he says, R. and S. had agreed ‘ad apicem usque.. .
in corrupto etiam dicendi scribendique genere, erroribus gram-
maticalibus ac sphalmatis aevo Merovingico propriis!.’ But
the original text of S. had been revised and corrected by a later
hand, which had ‘restored the true sense’ by emending the
errors of the original scribe: and these improvements in the
‘text were to be found also in T., since the compiler of this
manuscript had followed the corrected text of S. Thus, in
Gerbert’s view, while S. contained, in its round of services, all,
or nearly all, that was to be found in the parallel portion of R.,
T. also contained the whole, or nearly the whole, of what was to
be found in S, in a corrected and improved form, and with
further additions.

He accordingly determined to reproduce the text of T., dis-
tinguishing by special type those parts of the ‘triple text’
which were to be found in S., and marking by brackets those
portions which, though contained in S., were not to be found
in R. Where T. was defective, he used one or other of the
two older manuscripts as the basis of his text, and he also
reproduced from R. a good ‘deal of matter not contained in S.
or T., while he occasionally added, in his footnotes to the text,
some particulars as to the readings or arrangement of the two
older manuscripts. Unfortunately, in carrying out his plan, he

! An examination of the two MSS. does
not bear out Gerbert’s statement on this

faulty than that of S, and its spelling
much more variable and incorrect. As

point. The text of the two agrees, in the
common matter, very closely, but they do
not by any means exactly accord with one
another in the matters of grammar and
spelling. The grammar of R. is more

to the nature and extent of the agreement
which Gerbert alleges to exist between
them in respect of the matter contained
in the two Sacramentaries, more will be
said at a later stage.
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was not always careful in the employment of his marks of
differentiation. Some entire missae and many portions of
missae which are contained in S. are not distinguished by the
type which ought to mark the matter found in the older books,
while a large number of missae which are absent from R. appear
in his text without the brackets which ought to have indicated
their absence from that manuscript?,

But besides this defect of accuracy in following out the plan
he had laid down for himself (a defect which seriously diminishes
the value of the information conveyed by his method) Gerbert’s
way of regarding his materials had another unfortunate result.
As he was inclined to minimise the differences of text between
R. and S., he was also inclined to underrate, or to misunder-
stand, the importance of the changes introduced into the latter
manuscript by the hand of the corrector. These changes were,
in many cases, much more than mere corrections of mistakes
in grammar or variations in spelling. The effect, if not the
purpose, of the corrector’s work has generally been the altera-
tion of the original text into closer agreement with the text of
the later Sacramentaries of the type known as ‘Gregorian.’
Hence it comes to pass that the ‘ Gelasian’ portions of the
‘triple text’ of T. (and therefore of Gerbert’s printed text) do
not represent the original text of the ‘Gelasian’ books, but
a revision of that text, apparently based upon the text of the
Sacramentaries of the ‘ Gregorian’ type?’ The evidence for
this statement will be found in the notes of the present volume,
where it will again and again appear that the text of R. and the
original text of S. are in agreement with the readings of the
Vatican manuscript, while the readings of the later hand of S,
followed by Gerbert’s printed text, are in agreement with the

! Gerbert himself apologizes, in his
preface, for the omission, in two specified
cases, of these distinguishing brackets:
but the instances of such omission are
far more numerous. As a2 matter of fact
he has failed to mark in this way more
than sixty entire mi#ssae, and a large
number of Collects and Prefaces. It is
quite impossible to gather from his text
the real state of the case as to the amount
of ratter common to R. and S.

* This does not of course apply to the
portions of Gerbert's text where R. has

been employed as his aunthority. In these

rtions he reproduces the readings of the
original text, not literally, but with sub-
stantial accuracy for the most part. He
has, however, occasionally failed to read
the manuscript correctly, or to notice the
existence of a gap occasioned by the loss
of a leaf, and has thus perpetrated one
or two amazing blunders. In anything
which he extracts directly from S., he
appears as a rule to follow the readings
of the second hand.
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‘ Gregorian’ Sacramentaries edited by Pamelius and by Ménard,
or with the Sacramentary known as the  Leofric Missal.’

Thus, while Gerbert’s text contains a larger proportion of
prayers derived from ¢ Gelasian’ sources than the text of Pame-
lius, or even of Ménard, its value as a means of elucidating the
text of the Vatican manuscript is practically not much greater
than that of the ‘ Gregorian’ books, except where it is directly
taken from the older Sacramentary which Gerbert, for a large
part of his work, deliberately set aside, or where the tenth
century manuscript which he preferred to follow has retained
unaltered the original reading of one or both of the older books.
The actual text, as well as the actual arrangement of those older
manuscripts is, as M. Duchesne remarks?, ¢very imperfectly
known’ to us from his work, in spite of the labour and pains
which that work must have cost him.

On the other hand, however, the evidence of these two manu-
scripts, to which Gerbert was the first to direct attention,
appears upon examination to be of considerable importance in

*its bearing upon the text of the Vatican manuscript. The
later manuscripts furnish us, in some cases, with the means of
correcting that text: they sometimes show us, by their agree-
ment with the Vatican manuscript in readings apparently faulty,
that the errors of that manuscript, to whatever cause they are to
be assigned, are not always due to the aberrations of a single
scribe. Further,it may perhaps be found that a comparison of the
contents and arrangement of the three ‘Gelasian’ sacramentaries
may throw some light on the history of the class of Sacra-
mentaries to which they belong, and on the origin of the par-
ticular Sacramentary to which the name ‘Gelasian’ has now
been for a long time attached.

Before proceeding to touch upon these questions it will be
best .to give some account of the manuscripts themselves, of
other manuscripts used in the revision of the text, and of the
use which has been made of the manuscript and printed material
employed.

I. The manuscript which has furnished the text of this edition
is that commonly known as the ¢ Gelasian’ Sacramentary, the
Vatican MS. Reginae 316. This manuscript is distinguished
in the notes appended to the text as V. It has been twice

1 Origines du Culte Chrétien, p. 120.



THE VATICAN MS. (V.) XXV °

described by M. Léopold Delisle !, and from his descriptions the
following brief account of its external features is drawn. The
manuscript contains 245 leaves, measuring 263 by 164 milli-
metres (or about 10} by 6% inches), and is written throughout
"in uncial characters with the exception of the Latin versions of
the bilingual texts of the Lord’s Prayer? and the Creed 3.

The Greek versions are written in Roman uncials, while the
Latin versions, between the lines of the Greek, are in.a minuscule
hand of a Lombardic type. The contents of the manuscript are
divided into numbered sections, the headings of which are
written in red and green. The last page of each gathering of
the manuscript bears a signature in Roman numerals: and in
these signatures, as in the numeration of the sections of the
text, the number six is occasionally denoted by the Episemonn.
Each of the three books into which the Sacramentary is divided
is. preceded by an ornamental design covering the zerso of
a leaf the recto of which is left blank. The design in each case
is that of an arch enclosing a cross having the letters Alpha and
Omega dependent from its arms®. The titles prefixed to the
three books are as follows:—

(i) “In nomine Domini Ihesu Salvatoris. Incipit liber Sa-
cramentorum Romanae aecclesiae ordinis anni circuli.’

(i) ¢ Incipit liber secundus. Oraciones et praeces de nataliciis
sanctorum.’

(iii) ¢ Incipit liber tercius. Oraciones et praeces cum canone
per dominicis diebus.’

The third book is closed with the words ¢ Explicit liber Sacra- -
mentorum. Deo gracias.’

On palaeographical grounds, M. Delisle assigns the manu-
script to the seventh, or the early part of the eighth, century.
The fact that it was written for some church in the Frankish
kingdom is shown not only by the names of saints mentioned in
the Canon, but also by the mention of the ‘Imperium Fran-
corum’ in the Good Friday prayers. The Sacramentary itself

! In the Bisbliothique de I'Ecole des Sacramentary proper.
Chartes, vol. xxxvii. (1876), pp. 475-7, 3 This begins on fol. 45 v. of the MS,
and again in his most valuable M/moire  See pp. 53-4 of this edition. A facsimile
sur d&’ Anciens Sacramentaires (Mémoives  of part of the bilingual Creed is to be
de I’ Académie des Inscriptions,vol. xxxii.). found in the plates accompanying M.
2 This stands on the verso of fol. 3, Delisle’s Mémosire (Plate iv).
at the end of the remains. of the table ¢ See Mémoive sur d’'Anciens Sacre--
aof contents, which was prefixed to the mensaires, Plate ii.
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s complete, but the first part of a list of its contents, prefixed
to the whole, has been lost. The remains of this list, with the
bilingual text of the Lord’s Prayer, occupy the first and second
leaves. '

When we pass from considering the outward appearance of *
the book to the examination of its contents, we find that the
matter contained in its three divisions does not in any one case
exactly correspond with the title. The first book contains
several sections, relating to Episcopal functions, which would in
later times have formed part of the ¢ Pontifical,’ and which do
not, strictly speaking, fall under the description of the contents
of the book as ‘ordinis anni circuli” These portions do not
stand together, but while some of them are to be found at the
end of the book, others are fitted into the series of missae and
prayers for the course of the Church year from Christmas to
Pentecost, which occupies the first half of the bpok. This
method is also followed with regard to certain offices and forms
which would in later times have been included in the Missal,
but would also have found their place in the ‘Manual’ or
‘Rituale.” Thus the forms for the Ordination of Deacons and
Priests are placed after the Orationes et preces in xii lectiones
mense primo which follow the smissae for the first week in
Lent, while the other forms of Ordination stand near the end of
the book. The prayers super Poenitentes are, not unnaturally,
placed at the beginning of Lent, and the forms for the public
reconciliation of the Penitents, and for the hallowing of the
Qils and Chrism, find their place in the section relating to the
Thursday iz Coena Domini. It may be regarded as a natural
arrangement that the forms relating to the preparation of the
Catechumens should be intercalated with the series of Lent
missae, and that those relating to the Consecratio Fontis and to
Baptism and Confirmation should stand in the section relating
to Easter Even. But it is not at first sight clear why other
forms relating to Penitents should be joined with those belonging
to the order of Maundy Thursday, and perhaps still less clear
why the forms relating to the Baptism of the Sick should be
placed between the prayers of Ascensiontide and those of Pen-
tecost. To this point reference will be made again, in treating
of the arrangement of the Rheinau Sacramentary, which seems
to throw some light on the structure of the first book of the
Vatican manuscript. Another instance of inserted matter is
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evidently to be found in the form for the Benedictio ceres, which
finds its natural place in the section relating to Easter Even,
but is shown, by the rubric which follows it?, to have been
drawn, not from a Liber Sacramentorum, but from some docu-
ment corresponding to an ‘ Exultet Roll’ It is right also to
notice here the fact, which is pointed out by M. Duchesne?,
that, among what may be called the Pontifical sections of this
book, the series of forms relating to the minor Orders contained
in sections xcv and xcvi are not of Roman origin, and that
certain forms reiating to the ordination of Deacons and Priests
are also probably drawn from a Gallican source. But it seems
certain that the basis of the first part of the book, containing
the services for the Church year from Christmas to Pentecost,
has been a Roman Sacramentary of early date. Here and there
we may find indications that the Roman book has been adapted
to Gallican usages, in the use of the phrase ‘post clausum
Paschae, in the absence of any reference to the Roman
¢ Stations,’ and perhaps in the presence, in the missae of Christ-
mas and Eastertide, of prayers which seem to have the charac-
teristics of Gallican rather than of Roman collects, and of other
prayers which are found in the Gallican Sacramentaries. The
Roman book employed by the compiler was probably of a date
earlier than 731, since there are no missae for the Thursdays of
Lent, while we know that the ‘Stations’ on these days were
established by Gregory II (715-731)% On the other hand, the
presence of missac for the Wednesday, Friday and Saturday
before the first Sunday of Lent seems to point to a date later
than S. Gregory the Great for the Roman book, while the pre-
sence of a Capitulum S. Gregoris Papae in section xxi makes
it quite clear that the present arrangement of the text belongs
to a date not earlier than the year 6c0.

The second book contains not only missae for the Saints’
Days, but also certain sections which would seem properly to
belong to the series contained in the first book, namely, the missae
for the September and December Ember days, and those for
the Sundays of Advent (Book II. Ix, Ixxx-1xxxv). The presence
of these portions of the text in a division of the Sacramentary
which is professedly devoted to the Sanmctorale may perhaps

! See p. 81 of this edition.
? Origines du Culte Chrétien, pp. 135, 338, 349 8qq.
- 3 Liber Pontif.i. p. 403.
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suggest a doubt whether the method of division which we find in
the Vatican manuscript was adopted in the Roman Sacramen-
tary used by its compiler. It seems possible that the severance
of the Advent missae from the series contained in the first book
may have been due to a division, awkwardly carried out, of the
contents of a Sacramentary which, like the Rheinau and
S. Gallen manuscripts, had the Proprium de Tempore and the
Proprium Sanctorum placed together in a single series, and
which, like the S. Gallen manuscript?, described that series as
‘ordinis anni circuli,’ or ‘[per] anni circulum.’

With regard to the contents of the Proprium Sanctorum we
may here notice that almost every festival included in this por-
tion of the Vatican manuscript finds a place also in the S. Gallen
Sacramentary, and that in a very large proportion of cases the
missa assigned to a festival in the S. Gallen book agrees, in
whole or in part, with that which belongs to the same festival in
the Vatican manuscript. The Proprium Sanctorum of the
Rheinau manuscript is much more limited in extent, but this
also contains a good deal in common with this portion of the
Vatican manuscript. The presence of missae for the four
festivals of the Blessed Virgin seems to point to a date later than
the beginning of the seventh century for the source from which
they were taken, if this was a Roman Sacramentary 2: and the
missa for the festival of the Exaltation of the Cross probably
dates from some time after 628. .

The third book begins with a series of missae for Sundays, the
contents of which (except for the fact that none of the missae
contains a proper Preface) correspond almost exactly with
a portion of the series of missae assigned in the Rheinau and
S. Gallen books to the Sundays between Pentecost and Advent.
Then follows the Canon Actionis, with two series, one of Post-
comminions, the other of benedictions super Populum. Next
come several missae for ordinary days; and the remainder of
the book is occupied by a collection of missae and prayers for
special purposes, including forms relating to Marriage, and to the
Burial of the Dead. The first part of this book (the series of
Sunday missae) is found, as has been said, in the Rheinau and

! It is very possible that the case was 2 Perhaps some part of the contents of
the same with the Rheinau manuscript, the missa for the Annunciation may be
but this has now no title ; the leaf which  thought to show traces of a Gallican
probably contained the title is lost. rather than a Roman origin.
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S. Gallen books: these also contain'a similar set of missae for
ordinary days, with the Canorn Actionis and appended series of
Postcommunions and Benedictions. But with the last of these
the S. Gallen book now ends, so that that Sacramentary has
nothing corresponding to the latter part of the third book. The
Rheinau Sacramentary, on the other hand, contains a similar
series of special missae and occasional prayers, having much in
common with the parallel portion of the Vatican manuscript.

In the third book, once more, we find some indications that
the Roman Sacramentary.used by the compiler was probably
later than the beginning of the seventh century. In the Canon
Actionis the clause Diesque nostros, said to have been added by
S. Gregory, is present, and the name of S. Gregory is mentioned
among those of the saints!. But we may notice on the other
hand, that many of the special missae in the latter portion of
the book, which have clauses for insertion in the Canon, take no
notice of the clause Diesque nostros, but pass djrectly from the
end of the Hanc igitur to the Quam oblationem. This may
indicate for these sections an origin earlier than the time of
S. Gregory's pontificate: but the inference is not a certain
one.

The spelling and grammar of the manuscript are, as might be
expected in a manuscript of the Merovingian period, exceed-
ingly capricious and irregular. The method which has been
adopted in reproducing its text is one which is certainly open
to some objections, but it appeared, after careful consideration, to
be on the whole the most satisfactory for practical uses.

From one point of view it would no doubt have been desirable
to aim at an exact literal reproduction of the text of the manu-
script, with all its errors. But the conditions under which the
preparation of this edition has been carried on rendered this
course practically impossible, since it would have required, not
only the making of an exact transcript, but also, if the work
were to be done with the minute care which such a method
would demand, the careful correction of the proof-sheets by
comparison with the manuscript itself. It would have required
also, for the completeness of the work, careful notice of the

! We also find, in the latter part of the  perhaps not quite certain, but it seems
book, & prayer which includes a petition most likely, that the saint referred to is
that benefit may be obtained by the inter- S, Gregory the Great.
cession of S. Gregory (see p. 270). It is
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variations of spelling in the kindred manuscripts ; and the result
of this would have been a very large addition to the bulk of the
notes appended to the text, and therefore to the size of the
volume. Another possible method would have been to adopt
an arbitrary standard of spelling based on what might be called
the normal spelling of the manuscript: but this method would
not have had the advantage of an exact reproduction of the
text, while it would have been found impossible, in some cases,
to say what the normal spelling of the scribe really is. The
best course therefore seemed to be that of following the ex-
ample of the former editors, in adopting a modern standard of
spelling, and of carefully noting the readings of the manu-
script, where there seemed to be any doubt as to a particular
word or phrase, arising from the possibility of rendering a mis-
spelt word in more ways than one. For this purpose,a careful
collation of the manuscript seemed to be all that was neces-
sary, and upon §uch a collation the present text is based 1.

But a further question presented itself, the question of re-
jecting or retaining obviously ungrammatical readings : and this
was a point on which it was more difficult to arrive at a decision.
It has seemed best, on the whole, to set aside those readings
which are probably due to the errors of the scribe. Sometimes,
as when an ablative and an accusative are both made to depend
upon the same verb, or when a reading may be treated either as
an ungrammatical construction, or as a simple error of spelling,
these corrections have been made sué silentio. But in cases
where an ungrammatical reading is set aside, either on the
evidence of the manuscript itself, which elsewhere gives the
phrase in a form grammatically correct, or on the evidence of
other texts, the rejected reading, and the evidence in favour of
the more grammatical form, are given in the notes. It has
seemed reasonable to use, as the means of such corrections, not
only the earlier text of the Leonine Sacramentary, and the
practically contemporary texts of the Gallican books, but also
the later texts of the Rheinau and S. Gallen manuscripts, and of

! The collation, with which the editor This collation has been tested by a
was farnished by the kindness of Dr.Ince, comparison with other collations of par-
the Regius Professor of Divinity, wasmade ticular portions of the text, and appears
by Signor Rappagliosi, who was recom- to have been very carefully and accurately
mended by the authorities of the Vatican  carried out.

Library for the performance of the work.
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documents reproduced by Marténe, since these later texts,
though later, still serve to show that the grammatically correct
form was current before the literary reforms of Charles the
Great, or in manuscripts which contain a sufficient amount of
error to make it clear that their texts owed little or nothing
of their correctness to these reforms. Where no such evidence
for the early existence of a grammatical reading of a passage
is to be found, or where the kindred manuscripts of Rheinau
and S. Gallen clearly support the ungrammatical reading, that
reading has been retained in the text, and its character, in
most cases, indicated by the appended notes.

The most notable grammatical errors of the manuscript are
the following :— .

(a) The abuse of cases. The ablative and accusative cases
are frequently interchanged: in some instances the apparent
misuse of the ablative may be due to the accidental omission of
a superscribed m: but this theory would not account for the
whole of the instances. In one or two places the accusative
seems to be used for the nominativel: but these cases may be
due to the loss of some word in the text.

() The use of the imperative mood for the subjunctwe,
following 2. This may perhaps, at least in the majority of
instances, be explained by supposing that %7 is a clerical error
for ez: but the fact that the verb, rather than the conjunction,
has been altered in the later recension of the text, must be
taken into account in estimating the character of the error.

(¢) The present participle is occasionally used (probably with
a suppression of the verb substantive) in an imperative sense 2.

The interchange of certain letters, which is a marked feature
of the spelling of the manuscript, is no doubt due in many cases
to similarity of sounds. The following are the chief cases of
substitution or variation ¥ :—

a is used for ae, e, in some instances for i (e.g. furabulis =
thuribulis).

ae (or its equivalent ¢) is used for a, ¢, oe, i.

1 e.g. Adesto Domine . ., et populum cases where there is a doubt as to the

tuum . . . salvetur (p. 5); Ascendant ad
te, Domine, preces nostras (pp. 304,
305)-

3 See the rubric on p. 8o.

3 These irregularities have most com-
monly been corrected without remark : in

word intended, the reading of the manu-
stript, if rejected, has been given in the
note. In the case of certain proper names,
where the spelling of the manuscript is
constant, it has been retained (e.g. Ger-
basius, Ypolitus).
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b is used for p, v.

¢ is used for ch, g, qu, s, t; it is also sometimes inserted (e.g.
unczists), and sometimes omitted.

d is used for t.

e is used for a, for i (very frequently), and perhaps for uj; itis
sometimes inserted (e.g. offeret = offer?).

is used not only for ae, but also for e and oe.

f is used for ff, and for ph.

ff is used for f.

g is occasionally used for i (e.g. genuam=1ianuam).

h is sometimes prefixed, inserted, and omitted.

i is used for ae, for e (very frequently), and u, rarely for g,
and often for y: it is sometimes doubled, sometimes omitted.

1 is used for 11, and 1l for 1.

m is used for mm.

- n is used for nn, sometimes inserted before s.

o is used for u (very frequently).

oe is used for ae, and for e.

p is used for b, and for pp: sometimes inserted and sometimes
omitted in words like sollempnss.

qu is used for c, and for ch.

s is used for ¢ ; sometimes for ss; sometimes inserted, some-
times not inserted, in such words as exeguz.

t is used for c, d, th, tt, and sometimes doubled.

u is sometimes used for i, and frequently for o.

v is used for b, and for f.

y is used frequently for i.

The assimilation of consonants in composition sometimes takes
place, but they are perhaps more commonly left unassimilated.

II. The Rheinau MS. 30, now in the Kantonsbibliothek at
Ziirich [R.], has been briefly described by M. Delisle, who has
been misled by Gerbert’s somewhat confused expressions into
supposing it to be the same Ziirich manuscript which furnished
Gerbert with his triple text. It was actually used by Gerbert,
who made considerable extracts from the latter part of its con-

1 Mémoire suy d’ Anciens Sacramen-
taires, p. 83. M. Delisle has also made
a slip, in which he is followed, not un-
naturally, by Abbé Duchesne (Origines
du Culte Chrétien, p. 119, note 3), in
speaking of the MS. as forming part of

the Reickenau collection at Ziirich. It
actually belonged to the monastery of
Rheinau, near Schaffhausen, the MSS. of
which were transferred to the Ziirich
Library on the suppression of the monas-
tery in 1863.
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tents: but except as regards the latter-part, it may be said that
Gerbert fails to give any accurate mformatnon as to its text or
arrangément. -

The volume now contains 189 leaves of parchment, the size: of
the leaves being about 11} by 6% inches. - The leaves have been
numbered by pages, beginm'ng with the verso of the first leaf.
The numeration has been made rather carelessly; only one
side of each leaf has been numbered; the numbering is not
consecutive in some cases where nothing is wanting in the
manuscript!; one leaf bears the same number as that which
precedes it?; and there are three unnumbered leaves3. -‘The
binding is not ancient.

An examination of the gatherings shows that, besides bemg
defective at the end; the volume has, at some time anterior to
the numbering of the pages, lost several leaves. It now con-
tains twenty-three gatherings, each of which appears to have
consisted of eight leaves. Only one of these is now signed, the
old numbering having probably .been cut off in the case of the
others. The collation may be given summarily as follows, the
gatherings being indicated by letters :—

A® BE (5, 7, 8 lost) C® D® (1, 5, 8 lost) E® (1 lost) F® G8 HS (4,
5lost) I# K8 L8 (5 lost) M®:N*® O8 P8 Q% R® S® T® (4, 5 lost) V?®
X8 Y® Z8 (1, 4, 8 lost).

The only one with a signature is the gathering V, which
is marked. xvi. This is the sixteenth gathering of the Sacra-
mentary proper, which begins with the fifth gathering of the
volume, at the page marked 54. Hence it may be inferred that
the first four gatherings of the present book did not originally
form -part of the same volume with the Sacramentary. They
are apparently of about the same date with the Sacramentary
itself, with the exception of the last two leaves, which are in
a rather later hand. The contents of these preliminary leaves
are as follows :—

(1) Portions of a Gradual, beginning on p. 1, and occupymg
thirteen leaves.

(2) Portions of a Penitential, beginning on p. 28, and occupy-
ing eleven leaves.

! The numerals ignored are 30, 31, 66, 3 The leaves which follow those bearing
67, 78, 105, 226, 23], the numbers 138, 318, 326.

? The number repeated is 146, which ¢ See Gerbert, Mon. Vet. Lit. AIeman
-implies, of course, the repetition of 147. vol. i. pp. 353 sqq.

Cc
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(3) ¢Missa pro salute vivorum.’

(4) ‘ Benedictio super Ramos Palmarum.’

The portions (3) and (4) occupy the leaves marked 50 and 52.

The Sacramentary itself is written in a hand which cannot be
very precisely dated, but may confidently be assigned to the
eighth century. It shows some of the characteristics of the
Lombard type of writing, but these are not very strongly
marked. The spelling and grammar of the manuscript are very
frequently faulty; the most notable errors of spelling are the
use of a¢ not only for ¢ and &, but also occasionally for £, and
the interchange of # and 0. The ablative and accusative cases
are frequently interchanged; the present participle appears at
times to take the place of an imperative, while the imperative is
occasionally used with %7 as in the Vatican MS. In a few
cases errors of grammar and spelling have been corrected by
a later hand.

The Sacramentary has, as Gerbert remarks, no title: but the
absence of a title is probably due to the loss of a leaf, as the
first leaf of the gathering with which the Sacramentary begins is
wanting. In the S. Gallen MS. the title occupies the verso of
the first leaf of the Sacramentary, facing the first page of the
text, and it is quite likely that the same arrangement was
formerly to be found in the Rheinau manuscript, the contents of
which so far correspond with those of the S. Gallen book as to
favour the conjecture that both codices bore the same title.
The differences between the two Sacramentaries in respect of
contents and arrangement will, it is hoped, be clearly seen from
the Appendix to the present volume. In the matter common
to the two, if allowance be made for the more irregular ortho-
graphy of the Rheinau MS,, the correspondence of readings is
well marked : and there can be little doubt that both are derived
from a text of the ¢ Liber Sacramentorum ’ which, though perhaps
differing in arrangement from that which was employed by the
compiler of the Vatican manuscript, was yet closely related to
that earlier text.

The Rheinau Sacramentary, according to a tradition recorded
in the written catalogue of the Rheinau MSS,, now at Ziirich,
was believed by the community of Rheinau to have been brought
to the monastery by S. Fintan, who, though not the founder,
was afterwards regarded as the patron saint of the community.
The note in the catalogue states that S. Fintan entered the
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monastery of Rheinau about the middle of the ninth century:
but it is most probable that this event took place earlier, about
the year 80o. Before making his monastic profession, S. Fintan,
according to the tradition concerning him, had travelled through
several countries: he is said in particular to have visited both
Tours and Rome. Hence the tradition which connects the
Sacramentary with him (a tradition with which the apparent
date of the manuscript is quite compatible) does not furnish any
clear indication as to the probable place from which the book
was brought, or in which it was written. The internal evidence
of the book itself, however, makes it pretty clear that it was
written at some place within the Frankish kingdom.

The Good Friday prayers mention the ‘ King ’ as well as the
¢ Christiani imperatores,” and the * imperium Francorum’ as well
as the ‘imperium Romanorum.” The appearance of prayers for
the Rogation Days points to a district where Gallican usage was
influential !, Again, while the missae which make up the
Proprium Sanctorum of the Sacramentary are few in number,
and most of the saints commemorated (other than the Blessed
\Virgin, the Apostles, and S. John Baptist) are saints connected
with Rome, there is here to be found what looks like a mark of
Gallican influence, in the presence of a missa for the festival
of S. Leodegarius (Oct. 2). Further, the Martyrologium, a
fragment of which remains at the end of the Sacramentary,
contains names which seem to M. Delisle to point to some
district of northern Gaul as the place where the manuscript was
written and used . The peculiar feature presented by the Canon
Actionis, the insertion before the clause Communicantes of a
commemoration of the departed, may be due to a local usage:
but the lack of other instances prevents any certain inference on
this point 3. A more clear trace of Gallican usage is to be found
in the latter part of the manuscript, in a miéssa printed by

! The observance of these days, ordered
by the Council of Orleans in 511, was

appendix to his Mémoire sur d’ Anciens
Sacramentaires.

general in those regions where Gallican
influence prevailed. It was not introduced
at Rome till the time of Leo III, about
the year 800, or later. (Ziber Pontificakis,
vol. il. p. 13, and p. 40, note 58.)

* The Martyrologium is printed, with
additions, by Gerbert (Mom. Vet. Lit.
Alem. vol. i. pp. 455 3qq.), and more
exactly reproduced by M. Delisle in the

$ See p. 338, note 13, in the present
volume. A somewhat similar insertion
is to be found in the Canon contained in
the Bodleian MS., B. N. Rawlinson 99
(fol. 163). There is some reason for
supposing that this document belongs to
the north of France; but it is of a date
(c. 1200) far later than that of the Rheinau
Sacramentary.

c2
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Gerbert (Mon. Vet. Lit. Alem. vol. i. p. 282), where the Secrét
takes the form of a ¢ bidding-prayer " and begins with the words
¢ Auditis nominibus offerentium,’ which clearly -point to a
previous recitation of the names. ' :

The contents of the first portion of the manuscript show, as
has been already said, a close resemblance to those of the
S. Gallen Sacramentary. The missae for saints’-days, however;
are far less numerous in the Rheinau than'in the S. Gallen, and
the orders for the consecration of the Chrism and for the ‘public
reconciliation of the Penitents on Maundy Thursday are absent
from the Rheinau manuscript. The inference to be drawn from
the non-appearance of these sections seems to be that the
manuscript was written for the use of a priest, and not for that
of a bishop; and this view concerning it will be found to explain’
some points with regard to the second part of its contents. The
headings of the missae of the first portion contain mention of
the Roman ‘stations ’ for the days of Lent, the Ember days, and
for certain festivals, a fact which testifies to the Roman origin of
the Sacramentary . The presence of missae for the Thursdays
in Lent shows that this part of its text is of a date as late as
the time of Gregory II (715-31).

The second part of the Sacramentary is almost all included
by Gerbert in his Sacramentary, but he does not follow the
order in which the parts stand in the manuscript. This will be
seen, it is hoped, more clearly in the Appendix to the present
volume. The second part begins after the series of Post-
communions and Benedictions which follow the Canon Actionis,
and is preceded by the words ¢ Expliciunt benedictiones anni
circuli est numerus Ixxii. Incipit Liber secundus de extrema
parte” The ‘ benedictiones anni circuli’ here referred to cannot
be the Benedictions which stand immediately before the words:
for these are not by any means so numerous. It seems most
likely that the words were copied by the scribe from a manu-
script in which they stood at the close of a series of Episcopal
Benedictions such as were used in Gaul, and might be included
in a Sacramentary intended for use by a bishop, but would
naturally be omitted in a book intended for a priest, by whom

! M. Duchesne (Origines du Culte no mention of the Roman churches:
Chretien, p. 124) seems to include both  but these headings occur, not always in
the Rbeinau and S. Gallen MSS. in his  exactly the same form, in both manu-
statcment that the ‘ Gelasian’ books have  scripts.
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these -Benedictions -would not be given. The peculiar phrase
¢Incipit Liber secundus de extrema parte’ may be similarly
accounted for. If the ‘Liber secundus’ of the Sacramentary
before the scribe contained, as it very likely would contain,
such forms as would, at a later time, have been included in a
¢ Pontifical,” and these forms stood at the beginning of the ¢ Liber
secundus’?, the -portion which remained, after their omission,
would naturally enough be described as-‘ de extrema parte.’ In
this case, the first portion of the ‘ Liber secundus’ probably
included the forms of Ordination, the ‘Consecratio Virginum,’
the forms for Dedication of Churches, and perhaps also the order
for the Reconciliation of the Penitents, and such forms for the
Reconciliation of Heretics as we find in sections Ixxxv-lxxxvij
of the first book of the Vatican manuscript.

. The ¢Liber secundus,’ as we have it here, contains none of
these. It begins with a selection of Collects for Mattins, Vespers,
and other Hours. Next comes the Ordo Baptisterss, including
not only the actual Baptismal rites, with the form for hallowing
the font, but also the missae for the ¢ Scrutinies,’ the exorcisms
to be said over the catechumens, and the forms relating to the
Baptism of the Sick, and to the admission of a heathen to the
status of a catechumen. These correspond very closely with the
various sections of the Vatican manuscript which provide for the
same purposes; but they do not include the forms for the
Ezpositio Evangeliorum, the Praefatio Symboli, or the Praefatio
Orationis Dominicae. Nor do they include the form of Con-
firmation which in the Vatican manuscript stands at the end of
the Baptismal order: the reason for this omission is probably
the same which has dictated the omnission of the missa Chrismalis.
But it is to be observed that in the Rheinau Sacramentary the
Ordo Baptisterii forms one whole. In-the Vatican manuscript,
the different parts of it are separated ; the missae for the
¢ Scrutinies® are placed among the Lent missae, and assigned to

1.1t may be remarked that if & series
of Episcopal Benedictions for use at Mass,
such as is here supposed to be referred to
in the phrase ¢ benedictiones anni circuli’
were placed (as it conveniently might be
placed) just after the Canon Actionss and
the accompanying series of Postcom-
munions and Orationes super Populum,
it would be all the more natural that the

offices for the bishop's use should stand
at the beginning of the ¢ Liber secundus’:
while, if the ¢ Pontifical’ formed the first
part of the Liber secundus of & Roman
Sacramentary, into which these Gallican
benedictions were inserted, the latter would
be most conveniently placed just before
the Pontifical.
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the third, fourth, and fifth Sundays of Lent!: the hallowing of
the font and the actual order of Baptism are placed among the
sections relating to Easter, while the rubric, which in the Rheinau
manuscript follows the order of Baptism, and directs that the
order at Pentecost is to be the same as at Easter, is in the
Vatican manuscript placed after the missa for the Sunday before
Pentecost, and has carried along with it into this place the forms
for the Baptism of the Sick, which in the Rheinau Sacramentary
also follow the rubric, but there form a natural appendix to the
first part of the Ordo Baptisteris. The result of this arrangement
in the Vatican manuscript is the placing of these forms in a
position where there is no obvious reason for their presence, and
where they interrupt the regular order of the Sacramentary.

The inference to be drawn from these facts seems perfectly
clear. The compiler of the Vatican manuscript had before him
an Ordo Baptistersi agreeing closely with that contained in the
¢ Liber secundus’ of the Rheinau manuscript, though perhaps
including certain things which are not to be found in the
Rheinau book 2. But instead of transcribing it as a continuous
whole, he divided it, intending to graft the several portions of
it into the Sacramentary at convenient points: and the process
of grafting has been carried out, in one instance, so awkwardly
as to leave a plain indication of what has taken place. A similar
process seems to have been attempted with the forms of Ordi-
nation. The sections of the Vatican manuscript which contain
the forms for ordaining Deacons and Priests have been placed
at what seemed to be a convenient point, after the msssae for
the first of the Ember seasons, near the beginning of the first
book, while the forms of admission to the Minor Orders, and
that for the Consecration of Bishops stand near the end of the
same book, in conjunction with other parts of what, for con-
venience sake, may be called the Pontifical. And in this case
again we have an indication that what is now divided formed,

1 The Denuntiatio pro Scrutinio, how-
ever, in the Vatican manuscript as well as
in the Rheinau manuscript, speaks of the
¢Scrutiny’ as beginning ‘secunda feria.’
Both follow a common form, while in
each there is an indication that the
Scrutiny actually took place on another
day of the week than that mentioned in
the form,

* The form of Confirmation may have
been included in the Ordo Baptisterii, or
may have been placed apart from it with
other forms for the use of the bishop.
The forms for the exposition of the
Gospels, the Creed, and the Lord’s Prayer
may have formed part of the Ordo Bag-
tisteris : but it is also possible that they
were taken from a Gallican source.



THE RHEINAU MS. (R.) XXXixX
in the manuscript used by the compiler, a consecutive whole.
The forms relating to the Consecration of Churches are followed
by the sections relating to the Minor Orders: these are followed
by missae for the anniversaries of the ordination of the cele-
brant as Deacon and as Priest. Next come the prayers for the
Consecration of Bishops, which are followed by anniversary
missae; and these are succeeded by the Comsecratio sacrae
virginis, which again is followed by a series of missae for the
anniversary of the profession. It seems that there can be little
doubt that the Ordination forms which now stand at the
beginning of the book have been transferred to a new place
by the compiler, who has failed to transfer along with them
the anniversary missae which were annexed to them in their
original position. Thus we may see that the forms of Ordi-
nation, and the form for the benediction of nuns were probably,
in the manuscript which he used, all placed together!. Such
a collection would include the greater part of the matter which,
as has been suggested above, the scribe of the Rheinau MS.
discarded from the ‘Liber secundus,’ as not required for the
purpose which his book was intended to serve.

Returning to the actual contents of the Rheinau MS. we
find that it contains, after the Ordo Baptisterii, a collection
of missae, benedictions, and prayers for special purposes, corre-
sponding in general character, and sometimes closely agreeing
in arrangement and in text, with the similar collection in the
third book of the Vatican MS. We find also the form for
the reconciliation of a penitent at the point of death, the Com-
mendatio Animae, and the order for the Burial of the Dead
(in somewhat more minute detail than the parallel portion of
the Vatican MS.); and these are followed, as in the Vatican
MS., by a collection of Missae pro defunctis. There are also
some forms for the exorcism of ®possessed’ persons, which in
part agree with the parallel portion of the Vatican MS. With
these the Sacramentary ends ; for the Brewiarium Apostolorum *

1 The forms of admission to the Minor
Orders, and the section (or the greater
part of the section) containing canonical
regulations on the subject of Ordination,
are probably of Gallican origin, and de-
rived from another source. (See Duchesne,
Origines du Culte Chrétien, pp. 338, 350.)
From the same Gallican source, probably,

were drawn the forms which appear in the
Vatican manuscript annexed to the Roman
forms for the Ordination of Deacons and
Priests (pp. 24, 28 of the present volume),
and perhaps that for the Dedication of &
Charch (pp. 133-6). See Duchesne, Or.
du Culte Chrétien, pp. 350 sqq., 389 sqq.

* This, as well as the Martyrologium,
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and’ the fragiment of the Martyrologium already mentioned are
not, strictly speaking, parts of the Sacramentary itself, but are
rather of the nature of an Appendix.

It may be noted that in the Rheinau MS. as in the Vatlcan
MS. the name ‘ Secreta’ is used-as the heading of the prayer
which in the. S. Gallen MS. has the- title of ¢ Super oblata ’:
while some of the Prefaces are marked by the heading “Con-
testatio’ or ¢ Contestata.’ -

III. The S. Gallen MS. 348 [S] is also descrlbed by
M. Delisle (Mémoire sur d’anciens Sacramentaires, pp. 84—6). It
is a small volume, bound in stamped white sheepskin or pigskin
on oak boards, with leather clasps, and now contains 388
numbered pages, including eight pages of paper at the begin-
ning?! and six at the end of the volume. The paper and the
binding are both of the same period (c. 1400), and are- perhaps
only a little earlier than the inscription ¢ Collectarium vetustum’
upon the binding.

The parchment leaves, now numbering 184 (pp.-9-376), are
arranged. in eighteen gatherings, of which the first two appear
to be a later addition to the original volume. These two
gatherings are signed at the end with the marks 1 and 17,
those which next follow being marked at the beginning as 111
and 1111, but bearing also at the end their original signatures
I and II. The fifth gathering, and those which follow it, with
the exception of the last?, are signed at the end with letters,
beginning with C.- The collation, summarily stated, is as
follows :—

1% 114 I II® CD™ E2 F1°* GH'® (H" now lost) I* K12 L10 M4
NOPQ?™ (Q' now lost).

- The original Sacramentary begins on p. 32 (i. e. on the verso
of the second leaf of gathering I), with an illuminated title,
filling the whole page: ‘In nomine sancte Trinitatis. Incipit
liber sacramentorum anni circulum Romane ecclesie’ The
recto of the leaf is blank, and the first leaf of the gathering was
probably also left blank by the original scribe. The pages

is printed by Gerbert (Mom. Vet. Lit. with his ‘Sangallensis antiquior’ The

Alem. vol. i. p. 453).

© 1 The first of these pages bears the
S. Gallen press-mark, the second is blank.
‘The third contains a note with the signa-
ture of ‘ Martin Gerbert Abbas S. Blasii,’
which shows that the MS. is identical

fourth, fifth, and sixth pages are blank,
while the seventh and eighth contain some
notes on the contents of the MS.

2 The last leaf of this gathenng, which

probably bore the sngnature Q, is now
lost.
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from 9 to 30 inclusive contain additional matter, written by
different hands, at different times. The earliest portions are
apparently but little later than the body of the MS. while the
latest may belong to the early years of the tenth centuryl.
The Sacramentary itself is written in a hand which may be
best described as of a ‘modified Lombardic’ type, and which
seems to belong to the beginning of the ninth or the end of the
eighth century® Traces of Lombardic writing appear also
throughout the later additions on pp. 9-30, though they are
less strongly marked than those which are to be found in the
Sacramentary itself. In the ornamentation of the initial letters,
and in the decorative use of red dots, there may perhaps be
found some indication of Irish influence.

The spelling of the MS. presents few peculiarities : the use of
e for 7 is rather frequent, and there are occasional instances of
the use of o for . But both in spelling and in grammar the
manuscript shows a much smaller proportion of errors than the
Rheinau codex. The errors which it does contain have been
generally corrected, and further emendations of the work of
the original scribe have been made, by a second hand, probably

! The contents of these added leaves
may be briefly noted :—

P. 9 (mutilated) contains prayers for

use at the time of the Oblation of the
Eucharistic elements.
. Pp. 10-12, 17-18 contain miéssae and
prayers for the Festival of S. Gall, and
its Vigil and Octave. These are inter-
rupted by the insertion of other matter
on pp. 13-16 (see below).

Pp. 18-31 contain missae for All Saints
Day and for its Vigil. [These portions
are written in & hand probably of the
latter part of the ninth century.]
~ Pp. 13-16, which now form the middle
sheet of the gathering, contain a Missa
guam sacerdos pro semetipso debet canere :
the prayers of this missa are in a hand of
about the year goo, the Epistle and Gospel
being added at the end, in & hand probably
of the early part of the tenth century.

" Pp. 23-3 contain & ‘Horologium’ or
table showing the length of a shadow at

certain hours of the day in each month of

the year. : : .
Pp. 24-8 contain missae with the fol-

lowing headings :—(a) Missa S. Mariae.
(b) Alia Missa in Sanctorum [sic). (c)
Item alia Missa. (d) Missa de Trinitate.
(e) Jtem Missa pro gquemcungue [sic]
cupis. (f) Missa pro peccatis (incom-
plete).

Pp. 29-30 are in a hand different from
that of the preceding pages. They contain
the end of a missa for the Vigil of the
Assumption, and a missa for the Festival.
[There is clearly a break between the
contents of p. 28 and those of p. 29 (i.e.
between the gatherings 11 and I): but
the whole of the contents of pp. 22-30
are probably of about the same date,
most likely before 830.]

? This phrase is borrowed from Dr.
Maunde Thompson (Handbook of Greek
and Latin Palacography, p. 318), who
points out that the most distinctly Lom-
bardic character attaches only to certain
letters in the MS. A page of the MS.
has been reproduced in facsimile in the
collection of the Palacographical Socicty.
[Plate 185 (or vol. iii. no. 9).] Another
appears in the present volume..
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of the ninth century. Sometimes the original writing has been
altogether erased, and in some other cases it is not quite clear
what the reading of the first hand has been: but in the great
majority of instances the original reading can be quite clearly
made out. In citing the readings of the MS. in the notes to the
present volume, the original text is indicated by the symbol S!
(a query being added where the reading seems probable, but not
absolutely certain) and the emended text by the symbol S2
Speaking generally, it may be said that in the matter common
to this MS,, the Vatican MS., and Gerbert’s text, the readings of
S! are in agreement with the Vatican MS. and those of S? with
Gerbert's text. But the portions of the MS. where the cor-
rector has used the greatest freedom are the Prefaces, the
greater number of which are not contained in the Vatican MS.
In these portions also, the readings of S* generally agree with
those of Gerbert’s text.

A further point to be noted with regard to the MS. is the
appearance in many places of notes, most of which may be
assigned to the tenth century, which have apparently been
intended, as M. Delisle remarks, for the guidance of a scribe
who was engaged ‘in writing a Sacramentary, using the MS.
as his model, but making some variations from its order, and
incorporating matter from other sources. It may be observed
that in its divergences from the text of the S. Gallen MS,, as
corrected, the ¢ Gelasian’ text of Gerbert’s triple Sacramentary
almost always follows these marginal directions: and this fact
strongly supports Gerbert’s view that the S. Gallen MS. was
that employed by the scribe of his triple Sacramentary (* San-
gallensis olim, nunc Turicensis’) for the ¢ Gelasian’ part of his
compilation.

It seems most likely that the manuscript, though it had very
possibly passed into the possession of the monastery of S. Gallen
before the time when Gerbert’s triple Sacramentary was written,
was not written in that house. It is most improbable that it
would in that case have contained no smissa for the Festival of
S. Gall: and there is no such missa in the Sacramentary itself,
though the deficiency is, as we have seen, supplied by some of
the leaves added at a later time. Among the notes already
mentioned is one at the point (p. 307) where the Festival would
fall, ¢ Hic scribe de Sco. Gallo’: and in Gerbert’s text we find
the services for the Vigil and Festival inserted.
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Another piece of internal evidence, of a more positive kind,
bearing upon the question of the date of the manuscript, as well
as upon that of the place where it was written, is to be found at
p. 368, where at the bottom of the page there appear in red
uncial letters the words ¢ Memento Domine famuli tui Remedii
Episcopi” The purpose of the insertion has evidently been
that Remedius should be mentioned by name in the * Memento
vivorum’: and it is at least a most probable conjecture that the
Remedius thus referred to is the great Bishop Remedius of
Chur.. The inference that the Sacramentary belonged to Re-
medius himself! is perhaps hardly warranted: but it seems
clear that it must have been written during the life of Reme-
dius, and in some place where his name would receive such
a special mention.

This mention is given to him, apparently, not as the Bishop
of the diocese, since the Canon Actionis also contains the words
‘et antistite nostro /.’ and it seems most likely that its pre-
sence is due to the peculiar position of Remedius as a temporal
prince. The see of Chur, in the seventh and eighth centuries,
was hereditary in the family known as the Victoridae, The
Bishops exercised temporal as well as spiritual authority in the
district known as ‘Rhaetia Curiensis’ (an entirely un-Teutonized
district, the boundaries of which nearly corresponded with those
of the diocese), and bore the title of ‘Praeses.” The last of
the Victoridae, Bishop Tello, died about 773, and his suc-
cessor in the see, Constantius, received probably in that year,
from Charles the Great, the title and powers of ‘Rector®’ The
purpose of Charles in this grant was no doubt to secure his
power in a district which had as yet remained, by reason of its
isolated situation, practically untouched by Teutonic colonists.
It was not until 806 that he took the further step of with-
drawing this temporal office from the hands of the Bishop and
of organizing the province according to the German fashion,
under two ‘Grafen®’ Thus from 773 to 806 the occupants of
the see of Chur practically retained, under Charles’ sanction, the
temporal power which had belonged to their predecessors. The

! This seems to be the view of M. De-  Grawbiinden, p. 20, and Abel-Simson,
lisle (Mémoirve sur d’ Anciens Sacramen-  Karl der Grosse, vol. i. p. 141 (note 4).
tasres, p. 85), and of Dr. Maunde 3 See P. C. Planta, Geschichte vonm

Thompson (Handbook of Greck and Latin  Graubiinden, p. 28, and the same author’s

Palacography, p. 218). Das alte Ractien; p. 357.
3 See P. C. Planta, Geschichte wvom
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exact date of Remedius’ episcopate is not known. The dates
commonly assigned for his accession (800) and for his death
(820) do not seem to rest on any very good authority. It is
certain that he was Bishop in the year 8oo, since Alcuin men-
tions him as such in a letter of that year, addressed to Anno of
Salzburg: and it is not impossible that he may have become
Bishop before that year. On the other hand, in view of the
fact that he seems to have been in high favour at the court of
Charles, it has been supposed that his death had already taken
place before the change in the administration of the province in
806, a change for which the death of an active and capable
‘Rector’ would possibly give occasion 1.

If this view as to the date. of Remedius’ death is correct, the
date of our manuscript cannot be later than 806 : and the same
consequence will follow if we adopt the view that the mention
of his name in the manuscript is due to his possession of a tem-
poral dignity which came to an end in that year. On the other
hand, it does not seem that the evidence as to the date of his
accession to the see of Chur, and to the temporal dignity
annexed to that see, necessarily points to the year 8oo as the
earliest possible date. It is perhaps hardly safe to lay much
stress on such phrases as ‘pro Christianissimis imperatoribus
nostris?’ as an indication of date. But the presence of this
phrase in the manuscript is perhaps most easily accounted for
if we suppose that it was written before the coronation of Charles
the Great, and that the phrase is a survival, having reference to
the Eastern imperial house. If the words are to be taken
strictly 2, and interpreted of the new Western dynasty, they would
point to a date as late as 813 But on the whole it may be
said that whether the true date of the manuscript is to be found
in the eighth or in the ninth century, it is probably within
a short distance of the year 8oo, while the evidence seems to
point to the district of Rhaetia as the place where it was written.

That district was, as we have said, but little affected by

1 See P. C. Planta, Das alte Ractien,
PP: 399, 357.

? This appears in one of the Good
Friday ¢ bidding prayers' of the MS.

3 It is perhaps more likely that they
should be taken strictly, if the date is
later than 8oo, than if it is earlier. A
vayue plural might continue to be used

before the coronation of Charles; we
should hardly expect to find it during his
reign, :

¢ In this year Louis was crowned and
associated in the empire; and he in turn
associated his son Lothair with himself
a few years later, in 817,
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Teutonic ‘influence ;' and we find in the contents of the Sacra-
mentary: but few ‘traces of *Gallican’ usage, and none (except
for the mention of - Remedius, already referred to) of the recog-
nition of any other temporal power ‘than the Roman. There is
no mention of the ‘regnum Francorum’ such as we: find in’ the
Vatican and Rheinau MSS. Apart from the evidence of the
Proprium Sanctorum the most notable point in which Gallican
influence may be discerned 'is -.the mention of S. Hilary and
S. Martin in the ‘Communicantes’ clause of the- Canon. If
M. Duchesne’s suggestion -as to -the origin of-the two forms
which appear at the end of the Missa Chrismalis in the Vatican
MS.! is correct, we must reckon' their ‘appearance in the S. Gal-
len MS. as a sign -of possible Gallican influence. The form
of blessing the Paschal candle is the same as that which appears
in the Gallican books, but it is probable that this form, as well
as the usage of the benediction, had already found its way into
Italy before the end of the eighth century. The form for bless-
ing the lamb at the close of the Canon in the Missa in Nocte
Sancta (see Gerb. p. go) illustrates a custom which, though
probably not general, was apparently sufficiently common in
the middle of the ninth century to furnish Photius with one of
his accusations against the Western Church?; and its presence
in the manuscript, though showing that the latter was adapted,
in this respect, to local custom, gives no sure indication as
to any particular locality. "

‘On the other hand, the absence of any notice of the Rogation
Days may be taken as evidence that the Gallican influence was
not strong in the district to which. the manuscript belongs?:
while the presence of the prayers for the Great Litany of
April 25, with mention of the Roman °¢stations,’ points to the
following, in this respect, of the Roman custom. A similar
inference may be drawn from the list of saints mentioned in the
Proprium Sanctorum. Here also it would appear that Roman,
rather than Gallican, usage has determined the local practice,
and influenced the local kalendar.

The points in the Proprium Sanctorum which suggest Galli-

1 See p. 72 of the present edition, and 3 As we have seen, there are prayers
Duchesne, Or. du Culte Chrét. p.3g6,mote.  for these days in the Rheinau MS., which
? See Bona, De Rebus Liturg. 11 viil. §, omits the Roman usage of the Great
and Sala’s notes. {(Vol. ili. pp. 185 sqq.  Litany.
of Sala’s edition.)
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can influence are few in number. First, perhaps, may be men-
tioned the commemoration of S. Praejectus on Jan. 25, since he
may be probably identified with the Bishop and martyr com-
memorated in Auvergne. Another trace of Gallican influence
may be found in the double commemoration of S. Euphemia,
whose name appears not only on Sept. 16, as in the Leonine
and Gregorian Sacramentaries, but also on April 13, as in the
Vatican MS. and in the Eastern Kalendars!. Possibly the
appearance of the names of SS. Mary and Martha on Jan. 19,
as in the Rheinau MS., may be due to Gallican influence®. On
the other hand, the correspondence with what may be said to
be known, with tolerable certainty, as to the Roman Kalendar
of the latter part of the eighth century is well marked, while the
great majority of the saints especially: commemorated belong,
if not to Rome itself, at any rate to Italy.

M. Battifol, in his luminous book upon the origin and history
of the Roman Breviary, furnishes us with a Kalendar including
the names of those saints who may be said to have been cer-
tainly, or almost certainly, especially commemorated at Rome
in the time of Adrian I3, If we compare this Kalendar with
the Proprium Sanctorum of the S. Gallen MS., we find that the
two are in close agreement. The S. Gallen MS. omits the
mention of S. Anastasius (Jan. 22), of S. Matthias (Feb. 24),
of S. Mark (April 25), and of S. Epimachus (May 10)% It
omits the feasts of S. Potentiana or Pudentiana (May 11),
S. Cyrus (July 15), S. Praxedes (July 21), and S. Apollinaris
(July 23)5. It assigns the festival of S. Leo not to June 28 (the
date of the translation of his relics by Sergius I in 688), but to

1 See Duchesne, Origines du Culte
Chrétien, p. 127.

* The Vatican MS. also substitutes the
name S. Mariae, for the name S, Maris,
but shows the connexion of the festival
with the Roman usage by adding the
names of Audifax and Habacuc, the sons
of S. Marius and S. Martha, according to
the tradition which makes the latter
martyrs at Rome. Gerbert, it may be
remarked, is mistaken in his statement
that the Rheinau MS. gives the name of
Marius.

3 Battifol, Histoire du Bréviaire Ro-
main, pp. 125 5qq. The Kalendar is
constructed by a comparison of the later

Antiphonary according to the use of
S. Peter’s church at Rome with the Prg.
prium Sanctorum of the early Gregoriag
Sacramentaries, and with the Carolingias
Lectionaries.

¢ It mentions S. Vincent, who in Bat-
tifol’s Kalendar is joined with S. Anas-
tasius, on Jan. 22, and S. Gordianus,
who is coupled with S. Epimachus, on
May 10; the prayers of the Great Litany
are assigned to April 25.

8 The mention of SS. Cyrus, Praxedes,
and Apollinaris in Battifol’s Kalendar is
due to the Lectionaries; S. Potentiana is
the only one of these four whose festival
appears in the Sacramentaries,
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April 11, which is the date indicated as that of his ‘deposition’
in the Liber Pontificalis (vol. i. p. 239), and probably the date
intended in the inscription cited by M. Duchesne, in the notes
to his edition of the same work (Liber Pontificalis, vol. i. p. 379,
note 35), where the name of the month is omitted. The festival
of All Saints is not noticed, that of S. Caesarius being alone
mentioned on Nov. 1. The mention of SS. Chrysanthus and
Daria is not on Oct. 25, but on Nov. 29, where they (with
S. Maurus) are joined, as in the Vatican MS,, in the same com-
memoration with S. Saturninus. In connexion with this juxta-
position it may perhaps be worth while to note the restoration
by Adrian I of the basilica of S. Saturninus ‘una cum cyme-
terio sanctorum Crisanti et Dariae’ (L#b. Pontif., vol. i. p. 509).
Other saints’ days mentioned in S., but not in M. Battifol’s
list, are SS. Emerentiana and Macarius (Jan. 23); S. Sotheris,
and SS. Zoticus, Irenaeus, and Hyacinthus (Feb. 10); SS.
Vitalis, Felicula, and Zeno (with S. Valentinus on Feb. 14);
S. Juliana (Feb. 16); SS. Perpetua and Felicitas (March 7);
S. Juvenalis (May 3); the Dedicatio Ecclesiae beatae Mariae ad
Martyres (May 13); S. Vitus (June 15); S. Benedict (July 11);
the ‘Maccabees’ (Aug. 1, where mention is also made of the
veneration of S. Peter’s chains); S. Donatus (Aug. 7); S. Mag-
nus (Aug. 19); S. Rufus (Aug. 27); S. Priscus (Sept. 1);
S. Gurgonius (Sept. 9); S. Augustinus?! (Nov. 17); and S. Da-
masus (Dec. 11). Of these festivals, those of SS. Perpetua and
Felicitas and of S. Gurgonius appear in the Philocalian list of
¢ Depositiones Martyrum ’; that of the Maccabees was apparently
of general observance; that of S. Augustinus appears to be the
festival of a Capuan martyr, who has been confused, at least by
the later scribe, with the Bishop of Hippo. All the remaining
names of Saints, with the exception of S. Macarius, may be
connected with places in Italy, while some of them are certainly
Roman?® It may be noted also that the festival of S. Nico-
medes (June 1) and that of S. Michael (Sept. 29) are shown by
the titles of the S. Gallen MS. to be connected, like that of

! This is marked as Natl. S. Agustini  is assigned by the old Roman Martyro-
E7%. by the original hand. The corrector  logy to Cumae; S. Juvenalis was Bishop
has altered Natl. to Translatio. of Nami; the ¢Diaconia S. Vitl’ and

1 S. Sotheris, and the other three saints
commemorated on the same day, belong
to Rome ; SS. Vitalis, Felicula, and Zeno
cither to Rome or to Spoleto; S. Juliana

& ‘monasterium S. Donati’ were already
in existence at Rome in the time of Leo ITI
(Liber Pontif. ii. pp. 31, 34): S. Donatus
is perhaps the Bishop of Arezzo. The
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S. Mary ad Mayrtyres, with the anniversaries of the dedications
of churches at Rome : while the festival of the Purification has,
as in the Rheinau MS.,, the title ‘S. Simeonis.’ ‘

As in'the Rheinau MS., the Roman ‘stations’ are marked
throughout Lent, for the Ember Days, and also for certain
festivals. The Secret has always the title ‘Super oblata,’ or.
“Super oblatam’; the Preface is: marked only by the initials:
of ‘Vere Dignum,’ having no separate title. The Lent missae,
as in the Rheinau Sacramentary, include missae for the Thurs-;
days in each week.

Whether the S. Gallen Sacramentary ongmally agreed thh
that of Rheinau'in containing a ‘ Liber secundus,” including the
Ordo Baptistersi, and other special offices and missae such as
those which occupy the latter part of the first -and third books
of the Vatican MS., we cannot now say: but it seems. not un-
likely that this was the case. If.so, the loss of the Lzber.
secundus is the more to be regretted, since it seems that the
S. Gallen MS. was so constructed as to include forms for the
use of a bishop!. It might therefore have been expected (on
the theory already stated as to the significance of the words
‘Liber secundus de extrema parte’ in the Rheinau MS.), that
the Liber secundus of the S. Gallen book, if it existed, would
have contained the forms of Ordination and other Episcopal
offices, and so_have furnished material for comparison with the
text of the Vatican Sacramentary which is not supplied by the
contents of the Liber secundus of the Rheinau book.

But in what it now contains, the S. Gallen. MS. does
supply the defects of that of Rheinau to a very considerable
extent. As we have seen, the Proprium Sanctorum of the
Rheinau Sacramentary is much less full than that of the S. Gal-
len: and the additional missee contained in the latter cover
a very large part of the second book of the Vatican MS. In
fact, there are only a very few sections of the Proprium Sarnc-
Zorum of the Vatican Sacramentary which do not appear, either
in whole or in part, in the S. Gallen text. The precise extent
of the agreement between the two will, it is hoped, be suffi-
ciently shown by the marginal references appended to the text

name of S. Magnus may be connected the Oils and Chrism, and for the Recon-

with Anagni, and those of SS. Rufus and ciliation of the Penitents, which, as we

Priscus with Capua. have seen, the Rheinau Sacramentary
1 It contains the forms for hallowing omits.
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of the present volume, and by the scheme of the contents of
the S. Gallen manuscript, which will be found in the Appendix.

From what has already been said of the Rheinau and
S. Gallen Sacramentaries, it will appear that there are strong
grounds for regarding them as independent witnesses. The
Rheinau manuscript shows traces of Gallican influence which are
absent from the S. Gallen manuscript : there is reason to think
that the two manuscripts were written in different localities:
they are not, indeed, very widely separated in date; but the
limited character which marks the Proprium Sanctorum of the
Rheinau manuscript may be taken as an indication that it was
copied from a text a good deal earlier than that employed by
the scribe of the S. Gallen manuscript. The amount of irregu-
larity of spelling and of grammar exhibited by the two, while it
is sufficient in each case to show that the text has not been much
affected by the movement for reform in these matters, is so
much greater in the one than in the other as to supply a further
reason for regarding them as mutually independent: while this
view is also supported by the absence from one of prayers and
Prefaces contained in the parallel sections of the other. When
we compare them with the Vatican Sacramentary, hitherto
known as the ‘Gelasian,” we find that, taken together, they
include by far the greater part of its contents. They differ from
it in the arrangement ofthe common matter : and the differences
of arrangement are by no means few or unimportant. But of
these differences, and of the inferences to be drawn from them,
it will be more convenient to treat at a later stage. It is sufficient
here to note two facts: first, that the proportion of matter
common to these three Sacramentaries of the ¢ Gelasian’ type is
very large; and second, that in cases where such common
matter is also found in the Sacramentaries of the later or
‘Gregorian’ type, the three ¢ Gelasian ’ Sacramentaries ! are very
often in agreement with one another, as against what appears to
be the later recension of the text, presented by the ¢ Gregorian’
Sacramentaries.

For these reasons it would seem to be clear that in the task
of verifying or correcting the readings of the Vatican manu-
script, the two Sacramentaries of Rheinau and S. Gallen must,
as a general rule, be our principal authorities; though in some

! This statement, so far as the S. Gallen  the original readings, not to the later
manuscript is concemned, has refcrence to  corrections or alterations,

d
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cases their evidence may be set aside in favour of that supplied
by earlier authorities, such as the ‘Leonine’ Sacramentary, it
must outweigh that of the later Sacramentaries of the ¢ Gregorian’
type, such as those edited by Pamelius or Ménard, to which, as
the best authorities accessible in their time, Tommasi and Vezzosi
were naturally led to refer.

IV. The Bodleian MS. Bodl. Add. A. 173 has been occasion-
ally cited in the notes to the present volume, where it is denoted
by the symbol A. This manuscript also is described by
M. Delisle!, from notes furnished by Mr. Falconer Madan. It
is a small volume containing fifty-two parchment leaves, not
uniform in size. It is written in a Carolingian minuscule hand
which may be assigned to a date near the end of the ninth cen-
tury. The phrase ‘Christianum Francorum Romanorumque
imperium ’ in the Good Friday prayers, may be taken as evidence
that it was written in the Frankish kingdom, but there is nothing
else in the manuscript itself to show clearly the place where it
was written or used. It may be said to consist of four fragments,
each incomplete at the beginning and at the end, while there
are also several gaps in the first and fourth fragments. The
missae contained in this manuscript are of the Gregorian, not of
the Gelasian type: but in some portions of its contents it
presents certain points of interest for the purpose of the present
edition. The peculiar form in which the Creed which it contains
was written by the original scribe shows several curious instances
of agreement with the text of the Vatican manuscript: and cer-
tain portions of the forms relating to Ordination, which make up
one of the fragments?2, show a text closely agreeing with that of
the Codex Gellonensis, as cited by Marténe.

V. Another Bodleian manuscript, formerly included in the
Canonici collection, now MS. Liturg. Miscell. 319, has also
furnished some material for the notes of this edition, where it
is cited by the symbol B. It is professedly a Gregorian Sacra-
mentary, and appears to have been once used at Aquileia,
since the later insertions in its Kalendar include the names of
certain Aquileian saints 3, and notices of the obits of six Patri-

Y Mémoire sur d Anciens Sacramem-  secutive text of the leaves now numbered ~
taives, pp. 152-3. 40 and 43.

* This fragment consists of two leaves * S. Hermagoras (July 13) and SS.
only (fol. 41, 42), which are misplaced, Thecla, Erasma, and Dorothea (Sept.
interrupting, &s they now stand, the con-  25).
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archs of Aquileia. Its date may be after the year 1coo, but is
probably before 1019!. The manuscript is beautifully written
throughout, and contains some fine miniatures and illuminated
letters. The portions of its contents which have been used for
this edition are the missae for special purposes, which include
several collects parallel to those in the Vatican manuscript, and
its order for the Burial of the Dead, which in several portions
agrees with the parallel orders in the Vatican and in the
Rheinau Sacramentaries.

V1. For one portion of the order for the Burial of the Dead,
reference has been made to a manuscript Pontifical of English
use, of the twelfth century, which seems to have at one time
belonged to Hereford Cathedral. It is now in the Library of
Magdalen College, Oxford (MS. Magd. 226).

The use made of printed texts has been chiefly for the purpose
of comparison ; but some of these texts have appeared to be
of sufficient value to be employed also for purposes of correction.
Foremost among these is the text of the Leonine Sacramentary.
The references to this Sacramentary are to the columns of
Muratori’s Liturgia Romana Vetus, but the readings of his
edition have been compared with the more trustworthy text con-
tained in the second volume of the edition of S. Leo’s works
prepared by the Ballerini, in which every divergence from the
readings of the manuscript is professedly indicated in the notes.
Next in importance, as regards the use made of them, are the
Gallican Sacramentaries edited by Tommasi and Mabillon, and
the Ordines reproduced by Marténe from certain early manu-
scripts. To the Gallican books, reference is made by the
columns of Muratori's Liturgia Romana Vetus, but for greater
security his readings have been compared, where that was possi-
ble, with the edition of Neale and Forbes®. For the Canon
Actionis recent collations of the parallel portion of the Missale
Francorum and the Sacramentarium Gallicanum have been em-
ployed as well as the printed texts. Where the Rheinau and
S. Gallen manuscripts furnish no material for comparison, recourse
has been had to early texts included in the second volume of
Gerbert's Monumenta Vet Lit. Alemannicae, and to Ordines

! This is the latest date assigned to the see of Aquileia for more than thirty
the decease of John, Patriarch of Aqui- years.
leia, the first of the six whose obits are 2 Ancient Liturgies of the Gallican
noted in the Kalendar. He occupied  Churck, 8vo, Burntisland, 1855-1867.

dz
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printed by Marténe in his De Antiguis Ecclesiae Ritibus'. Some
use has also been made of the ‘Ambrosian ’ text contained in the
first volume of Pamelius’ Liturgicon Latinum?, of the Gregorian
text in Muratori’s Liturgia Romana Vetus, and of Mr. Warren’s
edition of the Leofric Missal 2.

Three other printed texts have been employed much more
largely, and their readings cited much more frequently. But the
purpose of the citations is rather that of comparison than of
emendation. They serve as the means of showing the relation
between the text of the Vatican manuscript and the kindred
texts of Rheinau and S. Gallen on the one hand, and the later
recension of the text on theother. These are the text contained
in Gerbert’s Sacramentary, already mentioned, and the Gregorian
Sacramentaries edited by Pamelius ¢ and Ménard®. The Sacra-
mentary of Ménard is of some special importance, as it contains
a good deal of matter closely parallel to parts of the contents
of the third book of the Vatican manuscript, which find no place
in the Rheinau Sacramentary.

To attempt anything like a full discussion of the questions
relating to the history and development of the Roman Sacramen-
taries is not the purpose of this Introduction, and would be
beyond its scope. But it may be well, for the sake of clearness,
before discussing the variations of the Rheinau and S. Gallen
Sacramentaries from the Vatican manuscript, or the points of
resemblance and of difference which they exhibit, as compared
with the Gregorian Sacramentaries, to state certain facts which
form the most important data of the general problem.

The Vatican manuscript itself furnishes us with evidence that
before the time of Charles the Great books bearing the title of
‘Liber Sacramentorum Romanae Ecclesiae’ were known and
used within the Frankish kingdom. It is itself one of these
books : and the fact that it contains a certain admixture of
Gallican elements, and is clearly not a simple transcript of
a Roman book, may be taken as evidence, to a certain extent, of

1 Those most frequently used are taken ¢ In the second volume of the Lifsur-
from the Codex Gellonensis, from a MS.  gicon Latinum.
Pontifical at Jumiéges, and from Egbert’s 3 The references are given to the
Pontifical. reprint contained in the third volume
2 The edition used is that of 1609. of the Benedictine edition of S. Gregory's
3 4to, Oxford, 1883. works (1705).
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the introduction of the Roman book from which it is in the main
derived, at some time earlier than the date of the manuscript
itself. The Sacramentaries commonly known as Gallican, the
¢ Missale Francorum,’ the ¢ Missale Gothicum,’ the ¢ Missale Gal-
licanum Vetus,’ and possibly the ¢ Sacramentarium Gallicanum !,
show signs of the influence of Roman books in the modification
of the Gallican rite within the Frankish dominions: but they
give us no evidence as to the name by which the Roman books
in question were known. The Rheinau manuscript, though
rather later, and though now possessing no title, may be taken as
another instance of a Frankish Sacramentary, in the main Roman,
and based to some extent on a Sacramentary closely akin to that
from which the Vatican manuscript is derived.

In the latter part of the eighth century, probably between 784
and 791, Pope Adrian I sent to Charles the Great, at his request,
a copy of the Roman Sacramentary in the shape which, as it
was believed, had been given to it by the revision of S. Gregory.
This forms the basis of the class of Sacramentaries known as
Gregorian, of which all the earliest specimens known to us
appear to have been written north of the Alps. The earliest
Gregorian Sacramentaries are all divided into two parts, which
are in some manuscripts separated by a list of the contents of
the second part, in others also by a short preface to the second
part, drawn up by the person to whose arrangement that portion
of the Sacramentary is to be assigned. In this preface it is
stated that the first part of the Sacramentary, which stands
before the preface, is (with certain specified exceptions) the
Sacramentary set forth by S. Gregory, while the second part,
which follows the preface, is a compilation from other sources,
containing ¢ alia quaedam quibus necessario utitur sancta ecclesia,’
which S. Gregory had omitted in his Sacramentary, in view of
the fact that they had been already set forth by others. The
second part is of the nature, in fact, of a supplement to the first
part, compiled from service books other than that ascribed to
S. Gregory. This preface, and therefore also the second part of
the Gregorian Sacramentaries, are sometimes ascribed to
Grimoldus, who was Abbot of S. Gallen from about 850 to 872:
but a more probable view is that expressed by the writer of the

! Mabillon supposed this manuscript it belongs rather to the north of Italy.

to have had its origin in the province of (See Duchesne, Origimes du Culle
Besangon, but it seems not unlikely that  Chréties, pp. 150, 151).
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treatise De Ecclesiasticis Observationsbus, who ascribes the author-
ship of the preface and the compilation of the supplement to
Alcuin 1, ,

The desire of Charles the Great was to make the adoption of
the Gregorian Sacramentary universal and exclusive throughout
his dominions, and it was no doubt partly with the view of
assisting such a general adoption that the second part, or supple-
ment, was added to the text furnished by Adrian, which, as we
may infer, did not contain all that was required. If, as seems
most likely, we may judge from the contents of the supplement
what Adrian’s copy of the Sacramentary left to be provided
from other sources, it would appear that what was sent to
Charles as the Roman Sacramentary of S. Gregory contained
no missae for ordinary Sundays, such as those after Epiphany
and after Pentecost, and no missae for special purposes such as
those which are contained in the third book of the Vatican
manuscript. M. Duchesne argues that Adrian’s book was a
copy of the Sacramentary prepared for the use of the Pope, and
included only the prayers for festivals and ¢ stational’ days, which
would be said by the Pope himself?. "With the addition of the
supplement, however, the Gregorian Sacramentary was suitable
for general use, and was accordingly generally adopted, accord-
ing to Charles’ direction.

It was not, however, at once adopted so completely as to
exclude the use of the older Roman Sacramentaries, which we
find, in the ninth century, distinguished by the name of ¢ Gelasian.’
Thus in the Chronicle of the Abbey of S. Riquier, we find in an
inventory drawn up in 831, the following entry :—

¢ De libris sacrarii qui ministerio altaris deserviunt Missales
Gregoriani tres: Missalis Gregorianus et Gelasianus modernis
temporibus ab Albino ordinatus i: Lectionarii Epistolarum et
Evangeliorum mixtim et ordinate compositi v: Missales Gela-
siani xix 3.

Here the ‘Missales Gregoriani’ are no doubt some of the
copies of Adrian’s book which were multiplied and distributed,
under Charles’ direction, soon after its reception: the ¢ Missalis

1 Micrologus, De Eccl. Observ. cap. 60. Jahrbuck, vol. xiv. pp. 2532 sqq.
See for a recent argument on this subject * Origines du Culte Chrétien, pp. 115
a paper ‘Ueber das sogenannte Sacramen-  sqq.
tarium Gelasianum,” by Dom Suitbert 3 Chronicon Centulense, in the Spici-
Biumer, O.S. B, in the Afistorische legium of d'Achery, vol. v. p. 485.
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Gregorianus et Gelasianus . . . ab Albino ordinatus’ is most
probably a copy of the Gregorian Sacramentary including the
supplement : if so, we have here a confirmation of the view which
ascribes that supplement to Alcuin. The ¢ Missales Gelasiani,’
far more numerous, are Sacramentaries of the older type, of
which it is expressly said that they are among the ‘libri sacrarii’
and employed in the service of the altar.

Le Brun, in commenting on this passage, notes it as an
argument in favour of the view that the Benedictines retained
the older or ¢ Gelasian’ Sacramentary after the introduction of
the Gregorianl. But its retention was not confined to the
monastic communities. Ia a record of a diocesan visitation by
Hincmar of Rheims, held probably about the year 850, we find,
in the inventories of books belonging to parish churches, the
mention of ‘Gelasian’ as well as of ‘Gregorian’ missals: in
one case the only missal of the church seems to have been
¢Gelasian 3. )

How long the use of the ¢ Gelasian’ Sacramentary continued,
side by side with that of the Gregorian, can hardly be determined.
But the evidence of the triple Sacramentary used by Gerbert
would seem to show that in the tenth century the ¢ Gelasian’
rite was still not a mere survival, but was so far in practical use
as to rank, for the purposes of the compiler of that collection,
which can hardly be supposed to have been merely antiquarian,
with the Gregorian and Ambrosian rites. Traces of its partial
use may also be found. Thus in a Poitiers Pontifical, cited by
Marttne, who supposed it to have been written about the year
900, we find provision for the possibility of the lessons on Easter
Even being either ‘secundum Gelasium’ or ‘secundum Gre-
gorium3,” while in another manuscript mentioned by Vezzosi,
certain Missae Dominicales (presumably a series such as that in

! Le Brun, Explication de la Messe,
vol. ii. p. 143 (ed. 1860).

? See the paper by Dom Suitbert
Biiumer, to which reference has been
made above. (Hist. Jahrb. vol. xiv.
P- 348.) The author argues that the
term ¢ Gelasian® must have been, in
popular as well as in learned use,
applied to the Missals (or Sacramen-
taries) of the older type.

} Marténe, De Antig. Eccl. Ritsbus,

lib, iii. cap. 24 (vol. iii. p. 155 in
1764 ed.). The passage is erroneously
cited from Marténe by Vezzosi (7homasii
Opera, vol. vi. p. 70 mote) as being con-
tained in the Pontifical of Troyes, the
Ordo from which immediately precedes
that from the Poitiers Pontifical in Mar-
tene's series of extracts. Gerbert (Mo,
Vet, Lit. Alem. vol. i. p. 83 mote) re-
produces Vezzosi’s statement.
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the supplement to the Gregorian Sacramentary) are called
¢ Orationes Dominicales S. Gelasii Papae’.’ Another instance
of the same kind of reference is to be found in the Irish book
known as the Stowe Missal, where the Canon is entitled ¢ Canon
Dominicus Papae Gilasi %’

We have already seen that Le Brun speaks of several ‘Gelasian’
Sacramentaries as known to him : and the points which he notes
as distinguishing them from the Gregorian Sacramentaries may
be sufficiently traced in R. and S. to warrant us in supposing
that these two manuscripts, if not among those with which
Le Brun was acquainted, belong to the same type which he
distinguished as ‘Gelasian’ He does not notice any Sacra-
mentary divided, like the Vatican manuscript, into three books,
and we may perhaps fairly infer that he knew of none, except
the Vatican manuscript, in which this division was to be found.
The manuscripts of the ‘ Gelasian’ type now known to us are few
in number. Besides R. and S., it would seem that we may
assign to this class the Sacramentary of Gellone, from which
Marténe extracted several of the Ordizes included in his work
De Antiquis Ecclesiae Ritibus, and to which, as reproduced by
Martene, reference is occasionally made in the following pages?;
and also a manuscript now known as Codex O. 83 in the Chapter
Library of Prague*. To the same class, perhaps, belongs the
Sacramentary of Angouléme, described by M. Delisle & ; but this

v Thomasii Opera, vol. vi. Preface, p.

XXXV,

it to date from the latter half of the eighth
century.

* F. E. Warren, Liturgy and Ritual of
the Celtic Church, p. 234. The date of
the part of the MS. including the Canon
and its title is rather uncertain: but it
seems most likely that here, as in other
cases, the name is employed to distinguish
something taken from a Sacramentary not
professedly Gregorian, The Canon ac-
tually contains the words said to have
been added by S. Gregory, agreeing in
this point, as well as in some others,
with the Canon of the ‘ Gelasian’ Sacra-
mentaries.

3 This manuscript, now in the National
Library at Paris (MS. Lat. 12048), bears
the title ¢ Liber Sacramentorum.” It has
been described by M. Delisle (Mém. sur
d’ Anc. Sacram. pp. 80, 81), who considers

¢ This MS. has recently been made
known by Dom S. Biumer, who mentions
it more than once in his paper, already
referred to, in vol. xiv. of the Historische
Jahrbuch. He is of opinion that both
the Sacramentary of Gellone and the
Prague manuscript, though showing (es-
pecially the latter) traces of Gregorian
influence, should be classed as ¢ Gelasian.

8 Mém. sur d’ Anc. Sacram., pp. 91-96.
The contents of the codex, as noted by
M. Delisle, show some apparent cor-
respondences with the Vatican manuscript ;
but the general arrangement seems to
agree more with the later Gelasian Sacra-
mentaries, the whole Proprium de Tem-
pore and Proprium de Sanctis forming
one series. The Canon, as in the Gelasian
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apparently is so far ¢ Gregorianized’ as to have led to its being
classified, as M. Delisle tells us, as ¢ Missale vetus ex Gelasiano
et Gregoriano mixtum.’

In addition to these manuscripts mention may be made of
afragment, hitherto unnoticed, in the Bodleian Library at Oxford®.
This is of very small extent, consisting only of portions of four
leaves, which seem to have been used in the old binding of one
of the printed books of the Douce collection, and to have been
rescued from that position by Mr. Douce when the volume was
rebound, and attached to one of the fly-leaves. They have now
been removed from this situation, and bound up in a separate
cover. The fragment contains part of the Missa Chrismalis
(including a portion of the Exorcism and Preface which are to
be found on p. 72 of the present work), the end of the missa for
the night of Easter Even, and part of that for Easter Day, parts
of the missa and other prayers for the Nativity of S. John
Baptist, and of the missae for the vigil and the festival of
SS. John and Paul, the latter part of the missa for the sixth
Sunday after Pentecost, and the heading of that for the vigil of
SS. Peter and Paul. The sections, as in the Vatican manuscript
and the Angouléme Sacramentary, appear to have been num-
bered, and the Roman ‘station’ for Easter Day is noted in the
heading of the missa. The order of the prayers agrees exactly
with that of the S. Gallen manuscript, while the readings of the
text, save for some minor variations of spelling, agree very
closely with those of the first hand in the same manuscript?.
books, is not at the beginning, but at the
end of the Proprium and Commune. It
may be noted that the second part of the
book contains a series of Episcopal Bene-

dictions such as that which, as already
suggested, may be referred to in the

1870 (Mém. swr d’Anc. Sacram., pp.
89-91). .

1 MS. Douce, f. 1. A ¢collotype’ fac-
simile of one page of the fragment (fol. 3
verso) is included in the present volume.

* One exception may be noticed. In

heading of the ‘ second book’ of R. M.
Delisle assigns the Angouléme Sacra-
mentary to the latter part of the eighth,
or the beginning of the ninth, century,
apparently inclining to the later date,
which he gives in the list of manuscripts
appended to his text. Another mana-
script, now lost, which is mentioned by
M. Delisle, was probably of the Gelasian
class—a ¢ Liber Sacramentorum Romanae
Ecclesiae’ written in. silver letters on
purple parchment, which perished when
the Library of Strasburg was destroyed in

the Preface which stands at the end of
the Missa Chrismalis (see p. 72 infra)
the fragment reads, ¢ Qui mysterium (sic)
tuorum secreta revelans pacificum nemus
ore columbe gestatum,’ &c. This differs
from the reading of S!. by the insertion
of the word ¢ pacificum,’ but supports the
reading of ¢nemus’ found in V. and S?,,
and adopted in the text in preference to
¢ munus,’ which is substituted by S%. The
change is no doubt due to the corrector’s
failure to understand the original word,
which is used in a rather rare sense.
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The treatment which the leaves have at different times received
prevents the formation of any trustworthy estimate of their
date from their present general appearance, and the character
of the handwriting furnishes the only test by which the date of
the fragment can be determined. The writing is of a rather
unusual type, presenting affinities with both the Merovingian
and the Lombardic, and may point to a date nearly as early as
that of the Vatican manuscript. It probably does point to
a date earlier than that of either S. or R. The fragment is
thus perhaps the oldest among the known specimens of the
later type of ‘ Gelasian’ Sacramentaries, and its agreement with
S. seems to give additional weight to the evidence of that
manuscript.

None of the manuscripts classed as ‘¢ Gelasian’ contains any
mention of S. Gelasius corresponding to the mention of S. Gre-
gory, which we find in the titles of the Gregorian Sacramentaries.
Those which have a title at all are called either ¢ Liber Sacra-
mentorum Romanae Ecclesiae,” or simply ‘Liber Sacramen-
torum.” Their claim to the name ¢ Gelasian’ rests chiefly on
what seems to have been the general usage of the eighth and
ninth centuries, when they were distinguished by this epithet
from the Sacramentaries which claimed to be, and were be-
lieved to be, the work of S. Gregory. But the further question
as to the foundation of this usage is one which we can hardly
now decide. It may have been the consequence of a tradition
which ascribed to S. Gelasius the origin of the ¢ Liber Sacra-
mentorum ’ from which they were derived. But we do not find
any clear evidence of such a tradition before the time when the
name appears in use. Gennadius, in the account of S. Gelasius
contained in the treatise De Viris lllustribus, speaks of ‘trac-
tatus diversarum scripturarum et sacramentorum’ composed by
him, The ‘Liber Pontificalis,” while it does not say expressly
that S. Gelasius compiled a Sacramentary, does attribute to
him the composition of ‘sacramentorum praefationes et ora-
tiones '—of forms, that is to say, such as those of which a Sacra-
mentary is an organized collectionl. Walafrid Strabo, writing
in the first half of the ninth century, goes a step further, and
tells us that S. Gelasius is said to have arranged prayers
composed by himself and others. He may be understood to

3 Liber Pontificalis, vol. i. p. 255.
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say also that the prayers arranged by S. Gelasius were in use
in the churches of Gaul .

By the time when Walafrid wrote, however, the term ¢ Gela-
sian’ was already in use, as we see by the inventory of S. Riquier,
and his statement may rest simply on that usage. John the
Deacon, writing in the latter half of the ninth century, is more
explicit and detailed in his statement. He tells us?® that
S. Gregory compressed ‘in unius libri volumine’ the ‘Gela-
sianum codicem de missarum solemniis,” and that he effected
this object ‘multa subtrahens, pauca convertens, nonnulla vero
superadiciens pro exponendis evangelicis lectionibus.’ It is upon
thisstatement that Tommasi and others who have followed him
have principally relied in their argument in favour of the Gelasian
origin of the Vatican manuscript. This Sacramentary seemed to
correspond with the indications contained in John's statement
as to the character of the ¢Gelasianus codex.’ It is certainly
the case that it is divided into three books, while the Gregorian
Sacramentary contains, or forms, a single book. But here the
correspondence seems to end. The differences of arrangement
between the Vatican manuscript and the Gregorian Sacra-
mentary are such that the work of the person who compiled
the latter from the former could hardly be adequately described
by the phrases which John employs, if those phrases are to be
taken strictly. The quantity of matter which, on this theory,
would have been discarded, is certainly considerable: but the
amount of matter which has changed its place is also very
large: the ‘multa subtrahens’ may fit the case well enough:
but the ¢ pauca convertens’ does not seem to apply. It would
be more applicable, as we shall see, if we suppose that the
¢ Gelasianus codex’ of which John speaks was a Sacramentary
of which the missae were arranged like those in R.or S.: and
R., though not divided into three books, contains more books
than one. But if we are to suppose the ¢ Gelasianus codex’
which John had in view to have been a Sacramentary resem-

1 De Rebus Ecclesiasticis, cap. 33. The
phrase is also capable of another inter-
pretation—that the churches of Gaul used
¢ prayers of their own,’ and as referring to
the Gallican Sacramentaries. Walafrid
goes on to speak of S. Gregory as the
compiler of the ¢ Liber Sacramentorum’
which bears his name: but his words

suggest the view that S. Gregory drew
his material from various sources, rather
than the view expressed by John the
Deacon, that S. Gregory's Sacramentary
was based on a similar work of S. Gela-
sins.

3 De Vita Gregoris, il. 17.
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bling R. or S., it becomes more probable that his statement
was based simply on a comparison of what in his own day was
known as the ‘¢ Gelasian’ Sacramentary with what was known
as the Gregorian, and therefore less likely that his statement
expresses an early tradition, uncoloured by the opinion of the
writer or his contemporaries. The question seems, however, to
be rendered more difficult, whatever view we take as to the
character of the ‘Gelasian codex,’” by his mention of another
point with regard to S. Gregory’s work. If the words ¢ nonnulla
vero superadiciens’ stood by themselves, they might apply to
either of the supposed cases, at least as exactly as the phrases
‘multa subtrahens’ and ¢ pauca convertens.’” But it is difficult
to see how the phrase ‘nonnulla vero superadiciens pro expo-
nendis evangelicis lectionibus’ is to be explained as a reference
to anything contained in the Gregorian Sacramentary:as we
have it now, or as we know it to have been received before
the time at which John the Deacon wrote. Possibly an
explanation might be found by a comparison of the degrees in
which the Gelasian and Gregorian books serve by their arrange-
ment to- illustrate the Liturgical Gospels. But it seems also
possible that we have here an indication that John’s statement
does not rest simply on the impression which he had formed of
the comparative contents of the ‘Gelasian’ and ‘Gregorian’
codices of his own day, but in part depends upon some source
of information now unknown to us, as to the actual work of
S. Gregory 1.

The only authority, therefore, which can be alleged with
certainty for the use of the term ° Gelasian,’ as applied to the
class of Sacramentaries which includes V., R,, and S., is to be

! It may be worth while to notice the
fact that Bede, writing at a date much
nearer to S. Gregory’s own time than
either John the Deacon or Walafrid
Strabo, and dwelling at some length
upon the literary labours of S. Gregory,
does not attribute to him either the for-
mation or the revision of a Sacramentary,
though he does mention the addition
which S. Gregory is said to have made
to the clause ¢ Hanc igitur oblationem’ in
the Canon of the Mass. Nor does the
Liber Pontificalis, which briefly passes
over S. Gregory's literary work, make any

mention of his compilation of a ¢ Liber
Sacramentorum,’ though here also we find
mention of the addition to the Canon.
But the resemblance between Bede's
account of S. Gregory and the account
in the Liber Pontificalis is sufficiently
strong to suggest that there may be a
close relationship between the two, which
would account for the non-appearance in
the one of what is omitted in the other.
John the Deacon seems to have used
other sources of information, independent
of either account.
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found in the fact that such Sacramentaries were actually dis-
tinguished by this name while they were still in use, and that,
in accordance with this usage, certain forms, such as the
lessons on Easter Even, agreeing with the order prescribed in
these Sacramentaries, were also described as ‘secundum Gela-
sium” The usage may have been the result of an early
tradition as to their origin; but we cannot be certain that this
was so. It may, as M. Duchesne supposes, have sprung up in
the eighth or ninth century, when it was desired to distinguish
the older form of Sacramentary from that which bore the name
of S. Gregory, and have owed its origin to the tradition pre-
served in the ‘Liber Pontificalis, that S. Gelasius was the
author of ‘ prefaces and prayers!.’ In any case, it would have
been admitted by those who used the term that the whole
¢ Gelasian’ Sacramentary, as they knew and used it, had not pro-
ceeded from S. Gelasius: and it is hard to think that, if there had.
been a general belief, in the early part of the eighth century,
that the main body of the ¢ Gelasian’ Sacramentary, apart from-
certain things obviously of much more recent origin, was really
due to S. Gelasius, the compiler of the supplement to the
Gregorian Sacramentary would have refrained from citing the
authority of S. Gelasius for the forms which he transferred from
the older Sacramentaries to his own compilation, and would
have been content, as he was content, to state in his intro-
ductory preface that his material was drawn from the work of
authorities other than S. Gregory.

For the use of the term in our own day, and especially for
its use as applied to the Vatican manuscript, we may plead not
only the usage of the time when these Sacramentaries were still
employed, but the current use of liturgical scholars. The name
is a convenient one, so long as we do not use it as a ‘ question-
begging epithet’: it has, ever since Tommasi’s time, been
generally applied to the one Sacramentary of this class which
has been really known to students of the Western Liturgies,
and it would be unreasonable, unless some clear advantage
could be expected from a change, to attempt to alter the title
by which the book has so long been known.

In comparing the arrangement of the Vatican manuscnpt with
that of the later ¢ Gelasian’ codices, as represented by R. and S.,

! See Duchesne, Origines dw Culte Chrétien, pp. 121-133.
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perhaps the first point which strikes our attention is the absence
in the latter of the division into three books, which marks the
earlier manuscript, and which was, in the eyes of its first editor,
a weighty argument in favour of the identity of that manuscript
with the Sacramentary of S. Gelasius. If we assume that the
early Roman Sacramentary which furnished the basis of V. was
divided, like V. itself, into three books, of which the first con-
tained the partially developed Proprium de Tempore, the second
the Proprium Sanctorum and Commune Sanctorum', and the
third a series of unappropriated Sunday missae with the Casnon
Actionis and certain missae in quotidianis diebus, we find on
tuming to R. and S. that these three divisions have been com-
bined, augmented, and in part revised. The Proprium de
Tempore has been developed by the appropriation of the miéssac
Dominicales to particular Sundays, and by the addition of other
Sunday missae assigned to Sundays not provided for by this
appropriation ; the Proprium Sanctorum has also received addi-
tions, and no longer forms a separate division, but is broken up,
and its parts interspersed with the Sunday missee. The group
of Sunday missae being thus removed from their position
immediately before the Canon Actionis, the missae quotidianae
are moved into that place, so that the Canon, with its attendant
series of Postcommunions and Benedictions super Populum,
stands at the end of the whole collection. Thus the whole of
the Sacramentary has received a certain amount of rearrange-
ment, and almost all its parts show a certain amount of change
in their position.

But the process of rearrangement has not been confined to
this general shifting of material. There has been also, it would
seem, in many cases, a rearrangement of the contents of par-
ticular portions. Thus, while the greater part of the prayers
which in V. make up the missae from Christmas to the
Epiphany are found also in the corresponding portion of R.

1 The second book of V. contains, as
we have seen, some portions which belong
to the Proprium de Tempore; whether
this was the original arrangement may
perhaps be doubtful, but the point is not
of much importance for the present pur-
pose. In the following discussion of the
contents of V., R., and S., we may leave
out of our consideration the portions of

the first book of V. which are not strictly
¢ ordinis anni circuli,” and the contents of
the latter part of the third book (sections
xxiv—cvi) : we may also leave out of our
reckoning the portion of R. which is
parallel to these portions of V., and
forms in R. the second book of the
whole collection.
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and S., they there appear in a different order: so also with the
prayers which in V. make up the missaz from Easter to Pente-
cost, and so again with the Advent missaz and with the prayers
of the missae for the Ember seasons. The case is the same, in
several instances, with the prayers for particular festivals in the
Sanctorale, while here we also find that in R. and S. some of
the missae which form the Commune Sanctorum of V. have
been assigned to particular festivals, and the Commune Sanc-
torum has been reconstructed. The missae for the whole of
Lent and Advent have been revised and rearranged, those for
Septuagesima, Sexagesima, and Quinquagesima have been
slightly altered. As a general rule, the form of the missa in
R. and S. corresponds with that which we find in V.: each
missa, that is to say, contains two Collects before the Secret:
many are also provided with ‘a Preface?!, and with a Benedictio
super Populum. But while R. and S. thus preserve, in the
structure of their missae, the characteristic features of the
‘Gelasian’ Sacramentary, the general result of the revision is
such that the individual missae are brought into closer agree-
ment with the Gregorian missae for the same days than those
of V. Looking merely at the prayers contained in a particular
missa of R. or S., as they stand in Gerbert’s text, and com-
paring them with those of the corresponding missa in the
Gregorian Sacramentary of Muratori, we might often be dis-
posed to think that the missa of R. or S. had been constructed
by simply adding to the Gregorian missa such forms as were
needed to make up a missa of the ‘ Gelasian’ type: or, if we
chose to look at the matter from another point of view, we
might say that the Gregorian missa seems to have been formed
from the ¢ Gelasian’ missa of R. or S. by simply discarding the
forms which were not required in a missa of the Gregorian
type. If, however, we take the differences of readings presented

! The large number of proper Prefaces
in R., and still more in S., is a feature in
which the two later Sacramentaries show
a marked difference from the earlier one.
The number in R. is less than in S.; for
(as will be seen from the Appendix) R.
not only omits a good many Saint’s day
missae, which: appear in S., and which
there include a proper Preface, but also
omits in many cases a Preface contained

in S., where the rest of the missa is
common to both manuscripts. Even so,
the number of Prefaces in R. exceeds that
in V.: but the Prefaces of S. outnumber
those of V. in the proportion of nearly
three to one. The greater part of the
Prefaces of S. find a place, though fre-
quently with some alteration of their text,
in the supplementary portion of the Gre-
gorian Sacramentaries.
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by the different Sacramentaries into account, the question of
the relation of R. and S. to V. on the one hand, and to the
Gregorian Sacramentary on the other, will sometimes appear,
even in such cases, to be rather more intricate. If, in addition
to this, we further consider the fact that R. and S. contain many
missae which, while they owe, or seem to owe, some part of
their contents to the Gregorian Sacramentary, are for the most
part composed of prayers which find no place in the first por-
tion of that Sacramentary, but can be traced in V., and contain
also other missae which are not represented in the Gregorian
Sacramentary at all, it seems impossible to avoid the conclusion
that the type of Sacramentary represented by R. and 'S. rests,
at least to a very large extent, and probably as its principal
foundation, upon a Roman Sacramentary very closely allied to
that which forms the basis of the text of V. On the other
hand, it can hardly be doubted that this later type of ¢ Gelasian’
Sacramentary is closely related to that other recension of the
Roman Sacramentary which is represented by the first portion
of Muratori’s Gregorian text 1.

The use which is made in R. and S. of the material furnished
by the Advent missae of V. may be seen, to some extent, from
the notes appended to those missae (Book II, sections lxxx-
Ixxxv, pp. 214—223). But it may be worth while, as an illustra-
tion of what has been said, to examine the result, as it appears
in R. and S.; in comparison with the parallel portion of Mura-
tori’s Gregorian text.

The two * Gelasian’ books contain five missae for the Sundays
before Christmas: Muratori’s Gregorian text has only four. In
S. each of the five missae has a Preface: the Gregorian missae
have none, and those of S. are not all contained in V. The
Collects, Secret, and Postcommunion of the first missa in R.
and S. are all found in V.: the two Collects are also found in
the Aliae orationes de Adventu of the Gregorian text: as
regards readings, S' and R. preserve in one of these two Col-
lects the reading of V., in the other they agree with the

! The Gregorian Sacramentary edited
by Pamelius contains, in its first portion,
a large amount of material common to
R.and S. But much of this material, as
it would seem, has been inserted by the
same hand which compiled the supple-

ment, and did not form part of the
recension which the compiler attributed
to S. Gregory. The relation of this
added matter to the ¢ Gelasian® Sacra-
mentaries is the same as that of the sup-
plement,
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Gregorian text, and differ from V. The Secret and Postcom-
munion are not in the Gregorian text. In the missae for the
other four Sundays R. and S. agree with the Gregorian text as
to the first Collect, Secret, and Postcommunion ; some of these
prayers are not contained in V. On the other hand, the second
Collect in each of the four missae is to be found in V., while
none of them is contained in the Gregorian text. The two
¢ Gelasian’ books contain a series of missae ¢ quotidianis diebus,’
which is not to be found either in V. or in the Gregorian text:
the greater part of the prayers of which the missae are made up
are contained in V. and most of them are absent from the
Gregorian text. The same is the case with the series of addi-
tional Advent collects. The missae for the Ember days, while
differing from the parallel series both in V. and in the Gregorian
text, have more in common with the former than with the latter.
There are some cases, in this portion of R. and S,, of prayers in*
which the text of the later ¢ Gelasian’ manuscripts shows agree-
ment with that of the earlier, where they differ from the Gre-
gorian text: but the instances are few, and the points of
agreement or difference somewhat slight.

The missae of V. for Septuagesima and the two following
Sundays are found in R. and S. with but little change. Each
of them has, in the later manuscripts, a proper Preface: the
Preface for Sexagesima appears elsewhere in V., while all three
find a place in the supplement to the Gregorian Sacramentary,
in a form corresponding, on the whole, rather to that which is
given to them by the second hand of S. than to that in which
they are to be found in R. Apart from these Prefaces, there
is not much to connect the missae of R. and S. with the
Gregorian text. One prayer is common to R., S, and the
Gregorian in each of the three missee. In that for Septua-
gesima, the Super Populum of R. and S. is identical with the
Collect of the Gregorian mizssa: it is found elsewhere in V.,
which here has no Super Populum?. In the missae for Sexagesima
and Quinquagesima, R. and S. adopt, as the first Collect, the
Collect of the Gregorian ms#ssa, and transfer to the second
place the Collect which stands first in the missa of V. This
is perhaps more to be noted in the case of the Sexagesima

! The title Super Populum is in V. Populum is probably due to this clerical

prefixed to what is obviously the Post- error of the scribe, which has been cor-
communion : the absence of a Super rected in the text of this edition,

e
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missa, where the peculiar significance of the Gregorian Collect
depends upon the Roman usage, which made the ‘station ’ that
day at the church of S. Paul, and where the remaining prayers
of the missa are not found in the Gregorian text 1.

The missae of the Sundays of Lent in R. and S. present
fewer points of comparison with V., since in that manuscript the
missae for the ‘Scrutinies’ are assigned to the third, fourth,
and fifth Sundays: these missae are to be found also in R., but
not assigned to the same, or indeed to any particular days?.
In the missa which R. and S. assign to’the first Sunday- of
Lent, the first Collect is the same, with a slight variation, as in
Muratori’'s Gregorian text, the second the same as the first
Collect of V., the Secret is common to V. and to the Gregorian,
the Postcommunion is in the Gregorian missa but not in'V.,
while the Super Populum is the same as in V., not appearing in
Muratori’s Gregorian text, but being found in the Codex Otto-
bonianus. For the second Sunday, the first Collect is Gregorian,
while the remaining prayers agree with V.; the Postcommunion
appears elsewhere in the Gregorian books, and the Super
Populum is in the missa for the same day in the Codexr Otto-
bonianus. For Palm Sunday, the whole of the prayers of R.
and S., with the exception of the Postcommunion, agree with
the missa in V. The first Collect is common to the Gregorian,
and the Swuper Populum, once more, is in the missa of the
Codex Ottobonianus. The Postcommunion, which is not Gre-
gorian, occurs elsewhere in V. Turning to those Sundays for
which V. employs the missae for the ¢ Scrutinies,’ we find that
in R. and S,, on the third Sunday, the first Collect agrees with
the Gregorian missa, and the Super Populum with-that of the

1 Some of them, as also some of the
non-Gregorian prayers of the missae for
Septuagesima and Quinquagesima, appear
as additional forms in Pamelius’ text, but
have been marked by the compiler as
not belonging to the Gregorian recension.

? Dr. F. Probst, in his recent work on
the Roman Sacramentaries, treats the
presence of these missac on the third,
fourth, and fifth Sundays of Lent as part
of the original Gelasian arrangement, and
supposes them to have been discarded in
R.and S.,in favour of new missac borrowed
for the most part from the Gregorian
Sacramentary.  (Probst, Die altesten

Riomischen Sacramentarien und Ordines,
p- 163.) As against this view it may be
remarked that the missae for the ¢ Scru-
tinies' are not of the Gelasian type,
having only a single Collect: and that
it is quite possible that the proper missae
for the Sundays have been discarded in V.
in order to insert in their place the missae
for the ‘Scrutinies.” In this case, we
cannot tell how far the Sunday missae of
R. and S. agreed with those of the older
Gelasian Sacramentary. They are not
(with one exception) in very close agree-
ment with the missae for the same Sundays
in the Gregorian Sacramentary.
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Codex Ottobonianus : the second Collect, Secret, and Postcom-
munion appear in other Gregorian missae, while the last is also
found in V., but is assigned to another day. For the fourth
Sunday, all but the Super Populum agree with Muratori’s
Gregorian text, the Secret appearing elsewhere in V., while the
Super Populum is the same as the Postcommunion of the missa
for the ‘¢ Scrutiny.” For the fifth Sunday, all the prayers are
contained in the Gregorian Sacramentary, but only the first
Collect is common to the Gregorian missa for the Sunday :
no part of the missa is found in V. Possibly the small pro-
portion of agreement which the missae for these three Sundays
show with the contents of V. may be due to the suppression in
V. of the missae with which they might have been expected to
agree : for whatever reason, the amount of their contents which
can be traced in V. is much less than in the case of the missae
for the other Sundays of Lentl. Each of the Sunday missae
of R. and S. contains a proper Preface ; these appear, with more
or less variation, in the supplementary part of the Gregorian
Sacramentary.

The missac for the week-days of Lent in R. and S. differ
from the series in V., in the first place by the addition of a missa
for the Thursday in each week. It was perhaps the intro-
duction of the Thursday ‘station’ which gave occasion for
a rearrangement of the whole of this portion of the Sacra-
mentary. The Thursday missaz of R. and S. are, for the most
part, made up of prayers which occur elsewhere in V. The
same, indeed, may be said of most of the week-day missae:
but, in many of them, some prayers are included which do not
appear in V., and which do occur, though not always in the
same position, in the Gregorian Sacramentary: while others,
common to V. and to the Gregorian books, are placed in R.
and'S. in the same position which they occupy in the Gregorian
text. In some instances, however, even where this is the case,
the readings of R. and S. agree with V. where the Gregorian
text shows a difference from the latter manuscript. The
structure, and the apparent source of the missae of R. and S.
‘may perhaps be most conveniently shown by the following

! The missa for the fourth Sunday is there was no important difference be-
now wanting in R,, but from'the general tween them with regard to what was
agreement of R. and S. in this portion of contained in the leaves which:- have been
their contents it' seems most likely that lost in R.

€2
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table, which includes all the week-days from Ash Wednesday
to the Thursday in Coena Domini, with the exception of the
Sabbatum in xit Lectiontbus, which is left out of the reckoning,
for obvious reasons. In this table, V. signifies that the prayer
is included in the missa for the same day in the Vatican manu-
script, Gr., that it is included in the missa for the same day in
Muratori's Gregorian text. Prayers found elsewhere in V. are
marked (V.), those found elsewhere in the first part of the
Gregorian text are marked (Gr.), those found only in the sup-
plementary part of the Gregorian text are marked [Gr.], while
an asterisk added to one or other of these symbols indicates
that the prayer appears in the place indicated with some varia-
tion of text. The missae contained in S. are the basis of the
table; R. does not now contain those for the latter part of the
third and the first part of the fourth weeks, while there is
a slight difference of arrangement between R. and S. in regard
to the Monday of the fifth week (see App. p. 331). Each of
the missae for the first week in S. has a proper Preface; R.
omits those of the Monday and Tuesday.

1st Coll.  2nd Coll. Secret. Postcom.  Sup. Popul.

g (Fer.iv . .| Grn.(V) | Gr.(V) V.Gr. | Gr. (V) (Gr.)
&Ferv . . (v& A ) (Gr.) —
o |Fer.vi . .| Gr (V) . . ) V.
ee o o . . . . . T,
5 (satb v V. Vv Vv V. (Gr.%)
Fer.ii . .| Gr (V. V. (Gr. V. Gr. (V. V.
= Fer. it . . rGS ) (\(r.)') Gr. v (g)) Gr.
:§ l;er. iv . . ((‘}’r) (grs V.({,G)t.) g,r.) V.( {,G)r.)
2 NN . . .
 (Fervi Gr \4 V. v
(Fer.ii . . Gr. V. Gr. V. V.
 |Ferdii . . | Gr. (V) v. Gr. (V) V. v
3‘ J ger. iv . . (V.) V. %Gr.) (V)GZG ) Gl.((grr.‘)) (VG?} .
O er.v. . . . B T. . . . T.
L | Fer. vi Gr. (V) Gr.* Gr. 2}:
\Sabb. Gr. (V.) v Gr. (V) Gr. V.
. (Fer. ii V) Gr.* V. Gr. V. V.
= | Fer. iii 2V.&Gr.‘ V. Gr. (V.) Gr. V.
X Fer. iv r. V. Gr. (V.) Gr. V.
0 | Fer. v (V. [Gr.] (V) g’r.) (Gr.)
% | Fer. vi Gr. (V) A) . (Gr.)
\Sabb V. (Gr. V. V. (Gr.) A V.(Gr) -
Fer.ii . V. (Gr. G V. (Gr. V. (Gr. V. (Gr.
% (per. it . Gr.( v ; (vf') v. EG:; V. £Gr3 &)
:§ l;er. iv . V.v )r ((ér) (%r) Gr.v(V.) (G_;r. 8’73
er. v . . . . . (V.
= Fer. vi (Gr ? V.( (Gr. (Gr) rV.
Sabb, v V. Gr. (v.g Gr. (V.) V.
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15t Coll.  2nd Coll. Secret. Postcom.  Sup. Popul.

- (Fer. il . Gr. (V.) Gr. (V.) Gr.* (Gr.) V.
> |Fer. ki . Gr. (Gr.] Gr. Gr. (V.) V. [Gr.]
b ;er. iv . GIEV(\)V.) (‘\;.) Gl'.) Gx&.‘;\)’.) [[(é:}
© |Fer.v . . . . . 3
W |Fer.vi . Gr. V. q,r Gr. (V) V.
Sabb. . A (Gr.] A V) (G
Fer.ii . Gr. . V. \ A Gr.
;{F:.iii ) Gr. ) ) R ((vt.))
5 Fer.iv . 1st & and Coll. Gr.; 3rd V. Gr. Gr.
& 4th Coll. V,

It will be seen from the table that only one of the missae of
V. appears as a whole in R. and S., that, namely, for the
Saturday before the first Sunday of Lent, a day for which the
Gregorian Sacramentary provided no missa. With regard to
the other days, it would seem that, as a general rule, the first
Collect is the same as the Collect of the Gregorian Sacra-
mentary : but the rule is not by any means absolute.

In the heading of each of the Lent missae of R. and S. (with
the exceptions of the second Sunday and of the Saturday before
Palm Sunday) there is mention of the Roman church at which
the ‘station’ for the day was held. The list, as may be seen
from the Appendix (pp. 325-333), differs but slightly from that
which is furnished by the Gregorian Sacramentaries of Pamelius
and Muratori. It seems to differ in regard to the Thursday of
the first week, where the Gregorian Sacramentaries mention the
church of S. Laurence ‘foris murum’: but Pamelius’ marginal
note seems to indicate that his manuscript, or some other autho-
rity which he employed, was in practical agreement with the
heading as given in R., and that  foris murum’ is an erroneous
reading, arising from a misunderstanding of the title ‘ad
Formonsum’ or ‘ad Formosum.’ A more important divergence
is that with regard to the Monday of Holy Week, where R. and
S. mention the church of SS. Nereus and Achilleus, agreeing in
this point with the list in the second volume of Mabillon’s
Museum Italicum, but differing from the Sacramentaries of
Muratori and Pamelius, which, like the present Roman Missal,
place the ‘station’ at the church of S. Praxedes.

An exact comparison of the missae for the Ember days, and
of the prayers ‘in xii. Lectionibus,’ is rendered difficult by the
fact that in these portions of their contents there is a certain
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amount of difference between R. and S. Both agree in furnish-
ing two series of missae for the *Ieiunium quarti mensis,’ of
which one (which in S. agrees throughout with the series of the
Gregorian Sacramentary of Muratori, save for the addition of
a Preface to the Wednesday missa) stands between the missa
for Pentecost and that for the octave. The prayers of the other
series, which is placed after the missa for the third week after
Pentecost, are very closely in agreement with those of the series
for the Pentecost week in V. The presence of the two series is
probably due to the usage, which existed in some places, of
observing the fast in the ¢ fourth month,” without regard to the
date of Pentecost. The prayers for the other three seasons,
while not agreeing exactly either with those of V. or with those
of the Gregorian Sacramentary, have, taken together as a whole,
perhaps more points of agreement with the latter, while they
contain in each case some elements which are found in V. and
are absent from the Gregorian missae.

A minute comparison with regard to the missae for the prin-
cipal festivals and for the Saints’ days which are common to the
Proprium Sanctorum of V., of R. and S., and of the Gregorian Sa-
cramentary, cannot well be carried out within the limits of an In-
troduction. The means for such a comparison will, it is hoped,
be considerably increased by the present volume: and it may
suffice for the present purpose to say that these méssae point, on
the whole, to the same conclusion as those which have already
been discussed. R. and S. show, as a general rule, more points
of agreement with the Gregorian text than can be found in the
missae of V. At the same time, they often retain prayers which
are found in V., but are absent from Muratori’'s Gregorian text,
and thus show their connexion both with the early form of the
Roman Sacramentary which furnished the basis of V., and with
the later form exhibited by the Gregorian books. A further
point of some importance is brought to our notice by an examin-
ation of another portion of their contents.

The Sunday missae of V. fall into three divisions. One series
is included in each book. That in the first book consists of the
missae for the Sundays from Septuagesima to Easter, of which
we have already spoken, of the missae for Easter and its octave,
for Pentecost and its octave, and for the Sundays ‘ post clausum
Paschae’ and ‘post Ascensam Domini” The Sundays ‘post
clausum Paschae’ are six in number, and this division, therefore,
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averlaps the missae for the Sunday after the Ascension, and for.
Pentecost. The second book contains the Advent missae. The
series in the third book consists of sixteen missae not appro-
priated to any particular Sunday, but answering to the missae
Dominicales which we find in some of the Gallican Sacramen-
taries. Whether the method. of leaving these missae unappro-
priated was adopted in the Roman.Sacramentary used by.the
compiler of V., or was an adaptation of the material furnished
by that Sacramentary to the Gallican usage, we can hardly say.
with certainty. But in R. and' S. we find a full arrangement of
missae appropriated to particular Sundays. There are two for
Sundays after Christmas, six for Sundays after Epiphany, the
series from Septuagesima to Easter, four for the Sundays ¢ post
Octavas Paschae,’ one for the Sunday after the Ascension, and
a series of twenty-seven for the Sundays after Pentecost, begin-
ning with that for the octave: there are also, as we have seen,
five missae for the Sundays before Christmas, answering to the
five Advent missae of V. Those with which we are now con-
cermed are the missae for the Sundays from Christmas to
Septuagesima, and from Pentecost to Advent. The.first of
these divisions is not covered by any series in V.: it was no
doubt intended that the missa for any of these Sundays should
be taken from the series in the third book. In the supple-
mentary portion of the Gregorian Sacramentary, we have a long
series of Sunday missae appropriated to particular days. Those
from Christmas to Septuagesima agree with the missae for the
same. Sundays in R. and S., but with certain differences of
structure. The missae of R. and S. have in each case two
Collects and a Benediction Super Populum, and also a proper
Preface. The second Collect, the Preface, and the Swuper
Populum have no place in the Gregorian missae. The Prefaces
of R. and S. for these Sundays appear with variations in the
supplementary part of Pamelius’ Gregorian text. Of the eight
prayers Super Populum all are found elsewhere in the supple-
mentary part of Muratori’s Gregorian Sacramentary, while three
are found also in V. Of the eight second Collects three have
not been found in Muratori’s Sacramentary, or in V., while five
appear elsewhere in the supplementary part of Muratori’s text,
two of these being found also in the first portion of that text,
and two appearing also in V.

For the Octave of Pentecost R. and S. agree in adopting the
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missa assigned to the same day in V., and in ignoring the totally
different missa provided for it (as the Sunday following the
Pentecost Ember days) in the first portion of the Gregorian
Sacramentary. For the Sunday following, they adopt the missa
which V. assigns to the sixth Sunday ‘post clausum Paschae.’
This missa also furnishes, in the supplementary part of Mura-
tori’s text, the Collect, Secret and Postcommunion which make
up the Gregorian missa for what is there called the first Sunday
after Pentecostl. But it is to be observed that R. and S. take
the whole missa, including the Super Populum, as it stands in
V., so that this Sunday is in R. and S. provided with a Super
Populum, a feature which is wanting in their remaining missae
for the Sundays after the Octave of Pentecost. The next
Sunday missa of R. and S. agrees with that for the Sunday
after the Ascension ? in V., save for the omission of the Super
Populum : the parallel missa in Muratori’s text has the same
Collect, Secret, and Postcommunion. Next come, in R. and S.,
three missae to which V. does not contain any parallel. The
first Collect, Secret, and Postcommunion in each case agree with
the corresponding missa in Muratori’s text. One of the second
Collects is found elsewhere in the supplementary part of the
Gregorian Sacramentary ; the two others have not been identi-
fied either in that Sacramentary orin V. A few of the prayers
of these three missae are found in V., and three, not contained
in V., are found in the first portion of the Gregorian Sacra-
mentary.

With the seventh Sunday after Pentecost in R. and S., or the
sixth Sunday after Pentecost, according to Muratori’s text, we
reach a set of missae corresponding on the whole to the first
part of the series contained in the third book of V. As
a general rule R. and S. take, in these missae, the whole missa
given in V., adding a Preface, while the Gregorian text simply
discards the second Collect of V., R.and S. ; but in a few cases
R. and S. substitute for the Secret or Postcommunion of V.
another prayer: in these cases R., S., and the Gregorian text
agree. In two cases the Gregorian text discards the first

! Unless “ post Pentecosten’ is under- ration of the Sundays after Pentecost.
stood as equivalent to * post Octavas Pen- * The misssa which R. and S. assign to
tecostes,’ there is a discrepancy between the Sunday after the Ascension agrees in
the first and the supplementary portions the main with that for the fifth Sunday
of Muratori’s text in regard to the nume- ¢ post clausum Paschae’in V.
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Collect of V., R, and S., and has the second Collect instead!:
in one case the second Collect of R. and S. differs from that
of V., and is not found either in V. or in the Gregorian text of
Muratori.

The missae for the two Sundays between the seventeenth and
the twentieth after Pentecost in R. and S. are not taken from
the series in V., but correspond in part to those given in the first
part of the Gregorian Sacramentary for the Sundays which
precede and follow the Ember days of September, having of course,
in addition to the forms contained in the Gregorian text, a second
Collect and a Preface in each case. The missa for the Sunday
after the Ember days, however, agrees with the Gregorian missa
only in respect of the first Collect : the second Collect is found”
elsewhere in the first part of the Gregorian text, the Secret and
Postcommunion are found elsewhere in V., but not in Muratori's
Gregorian Sacramentary. With the twentieth Sunday R. and
S. return to the missae of the third book of V.2, and continue to
follow the course of that series until it is exhausted with the
missa for the twenty-fourth Sunday. For the twentieth Sunday
R. and S. discard the second Collect of the missa in V., and
substitute for it that which is the Collect of the parallel
Gregorian missa. For the twenty-first, twenty-third, and
twenty-fourth Sundays they differ from V., and are in agree-
ment with the Gregorian text in regard to the Postcom-
munion. ’

The last three missae for the Sundays after Pentecost in R.
and S. are not parallel to any missae contained in V., though
here, as in the missae for the fourth, fifth, and sixth Sundays,
already mentioned, some of the prayers of which the missae are
composed are found in V. in some other position. On the other
hand, the last three missae of the Gregorian supplement are in
general agreement with the corresponding missae of R. and S.,
save that the latter have, in each case, a second Collect and

! In one of these cases (that of the
eleventh Sunday after Pentecost according
to R. and S, the tenth according to the
Gregorian text) the two Collects are
marked by a later hand in S. for trans-
position by a copyist : in Gerbert’s text
(p. 155) we find them transposed: and
Muratori’s text adopts that which the
corrector of S. makes the first, discarding

that which is first in R. and the original
text of S.

? The missae in the supplementary
part of the Gregorian text continue this
series without any break, so that the
missa for the seventeenth Sunday in the
Gregorian text answers to that for the
twentieth Sunday in R. and S.
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a proper Preface: in one instance the Gregorian missa has as
its Collect that which stands second in R. and S., the first
Collect of R. and S. not being found either in V. or in Muratori’s
Gregorian text!. As in other cases already referred to, the
Prefaces assigned to the Sundays after. Pentecost in R. and S.
are for the most part to be found, with a certain amount of
variation, in the supplement of the Gregorian Sacramentary:
and several of the second Collects of R. and S., which are dis-.
carded from the Gregorian missae, find a place in other parts
of the supplement. The variations of reading, in the matter-
common to the missae of V., R, S., and the Gregorian Sacra-
mentary, are seldom, so far as these missae are concerned, of
much; importance; in some cases, especially in the Prefaces,
R. and S show more agreement with V. than with the Gre-
gorian form ; in others, where they differ from V., the Gregorian
form is in agreement with the later and not with the earlier
¢ Gelasian.” The general result of a comparison of the common
matter of this portion seems to show that the compiler of the
supplementary part of the Gregorian books drew the missae.
which he provided for these Sundays from the later, not from
the earlier, form of the ¢ Gelasian’ Sacramentary.

The main conclusions to which an examination and com-
parison of the contents of the three‘ Gelasian’ Sacramentaries
which have been under consideration would seem to lead us, are
these :—

1. That the Vatican manuscript, commonly called the ¢ Gela-
sian’ Sacramentary, is in the main derived from an early Roman
Sacramentary, but incorporates some material drawn from

1 The fact that, in almost all cases
where & Gregorian missa agrees closely
with one contained in R. and S., the
collect which stands second in the ¢ Gela-
sian’ missa is that which is discarded in
the Gregorian suggests the theory that
the presence of two prayers before the
Secret in the Gelasian missa is due to
the retention, not of the oratio ad collec-
tam, but of a prayer answering to the
oratio super sindonem of the Ambrosian
rite. If the first prayer were the oratio
ad collectam and the second the oratso ad
missam, we should rather expect that the
Gregorian méssa would discard the first
and retain the second. It is true thatin

some cases, where R. and S. have an
oratio ad collectam (the missae for the
Festival which they call ¢S. Simeonis,’
and for Ash Wednesday, and that for the
Festival of S. Caesarius in S.), they have
but one collect ad missam: but the cor-
respondence is here of such a kind as to
suggest that the ‘Gregorian’ missa has
been followed by R. and S., with some
slight variation. In some cases, the
second Collect of R. and S. actually
appears as the oratio super sindonem in
Pamelius’ Ambrosian text ; and an exami-
nation of early Ambrosian missac may
perhaps furnish other evidence of the
same kind.
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Gallican sources, while the Sacramentary from which it was
for the most part copied probably contained insertions and addi-
tions of a date later than the beginning of S. Gregory’s pontifi-.
cate. The Vatican manuscript itself certainly contains such
Gregorian or post-Gregorian elements.

2. If we are not to regard the differences in the structure of
particular missae, as well as in the general arrangement of the
contents of the Sacramentary, which are exhibited by the com-
mon matter of R. and S., as compared with the Vatican manu-
script, as being due to the compiler of V., and to departures, in.
his work of compilation, from the order of the Roman Sacra-
mentary which he employed, we must consider that a revision.
of the Sacramentary had taken place between the date of the
parent manuscript of V. and the date of the parent manuscript,
or manuscripts, of R. and S. As regards particular portions of
the contents of R. and S., these manuscripts may be separated
from that which was the original source of V. by more than one
revision. The Lent missae, in particular, have apparently been
rearranged at some time later than the accession of Gregory II.

3. The material contained in the second book of R. was
probably derived from a source closely akin to that which
furnished parts of the first and third books of V. Both in the
second book and in certain parts of the contents of the first
book R. shows signs of Gallican influence.

4. The revised ‘Liber Sacramentorum Romanae Ecclesiae’
from which R. and S. are in the main derived, while for the
most part preserving in its missae the form which is character-
istic of the ‘Gelasian’ Sacramentaries, was in some respects
more nearly allied than the parent manuscript of V. to the
recension known as Gregorian, and represented by the first
portion of the Gregorian Sacramentaries?.

5. The mention of Roman churches which we find in the
headings of certain missae in R. and S., though not sufficient
evidence to warrant the supposit